2 Comments and Responses to the Draft
EIR

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters received on the draft EIR of the proposed
General Plan and Climate Action Plan. A total of 303 comment letters and emails were received
during the initial 81-day comment period and afterwards, and through the additional 45-day
comment period for the Recirculated DEIR.

Each letter is identified by a designator (e.g. “Letter A1”). Specific comments within each letter are
identified by a designator in the page margin that reflects the sequence of the specific comment
within the correspondence (e.g. “A1-1” for the first comment in Letter Al). Comments and
responses to comments are organized by Public Agency comments and responses, Organization
comments and responses, and Individual comments and responses.

Responses focus on comments that raise important environmental issues or pertain to the
adequacy of analysis in the draft EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the
proposed General Plan on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address policy
issues, opinions or other topics beyond the purview of the draft EIR or CEQA are noted as such
for the public record. Where comments are on the merits of the proposed General Plan and/or
the Climate Action Plan rather than on the draft EIR, these are also noted in the responses. Where
appropriate, the information and/or revisions suggested in the comment letters have been
incorporated into the final EIR. These revisions are included in Chapter 3 (EIR revisions),
Chapter 4 (General Plan revisions), and Chapter 5 (Climate Action Plan revisions) of this final
EIR.

2.1 Master Responses

Numerous comments raised common concerns or questions that are most appropriately
answered or clarified in one comprehensive or “master” response. For this final EIR, the issues
listed in Table 2.1-1 are addressed in master responses, lettered MR1 to MR4. The intent of the
master responses is to give a single, comprehensive response to the recurring comments to
improve readability of the document by avoiding repetition and multiple cross-references. Many
of the individual responses refer back to these master responses.
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Table 2.1-1: Master Response List
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Master Response Title Page Number
MRI Open Space & Parks

MR2 Olde Carlsbad & Buena Vista Reservoir

MR3 Northeast Quadrant - New Sites Related

MR4 Transportation

MASTER RESPONSE |: OPEN SPACE & PARKS

MR1-1 A number of comments disagreed with what the city counts as open space in the draft

General Plan. The city’s definition of open space dates back many years and was
thoroughly addressed with significant public input in the late 1980’s to early 1990’s. These
efforts led to an update of the Open Space and Conservation Element in the 1994 General
Plan. The definition of open space and the criteria used to designate it in the draft
General Plan are essentially the same as the 1994 General Plan. This provides for
consistency and continuity as to what and how lands are set aside for open space.

The Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation (OSCR) Element of the draft General
Plan simplifies the open space definition to read as follows:

“Any area of land or water that is devoted to an open space use and is
designated on the city’s Land Use Map as open space, or dedicated in fee
title or easement for open space purposes (p. 4-5).”

All open space areas designated in the OSCR Element fall into one of four categories:

Category 1: Open Space for Preservation of Natural Resources (plant and animal habitat;
nature preserves; beaches and bluffs; wetland and riparian areas; canyons and hillsides;
and water features such as lagoons and streams);

Category 2: Open Space for Managed Production of Resources (forestry; agriculture;
aquaculture; water management; commercial fisheries; and major mineral resources);

Category 3: Open Space for Outdoor Recreation (school recreation areas; public parks and
recreation areas; greenways; trails; campgrounds; golf courses; and equestrian facilities);

Category 4: Open Space for Aesthetic, Cultural and Educational Purposes (lands with
scenic, historical and cultural value; land use buffers; open space that marks entries to the
city from surrounding communities and to major developments and neighborhoods
within the city; greenbelts providing separation from surrounding communities; and
museums, arboreta, zoos, and botanical gardens).

The 1994 General Plan included a fifth open space category: Category 5: Open Space for
Public Health and Safety. However, since no land has been separately inventoried and
mapped as such, this category was eliminated in the draft General Plan.
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Existing, designated open space is summarized by category in Table 4-1 and shown
graphically in Figure 4-1. The areas designated are consistent with the descriptions and
criteria listed above.

The draft General Plan OSCR Element does not count as open space vacant lands that are
designated for a non-open space use (such as residential or commercial), public rights-of-
way or landscaped medians within them.

MR1-2 This comment expresses concern that implementation of the draft General Plan would
either reduce open space or fail to achieve the open space that was “promised” under the
city’s 1986 Growth Management Program (GMP) and 1994 General Plan. This concern is
based on incorrect assumptions and information.

Often cited is the erroneous claim that the GMP required the city to retain a minimum of
40 percent open space. Neither the original ordinance that established the GMP (Ord. No.
9808, July 1986)', nor the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP) that
established the facilities performance standards (Reso. No. 8797, September 1986)
required a 40 percent open space set aside. Furthermore, Proposition E, an initiative
approved by voters in November 1986 that effectively ratified the city’s GMP, did not
contain a 40 percent open space requirement.’

Rather than being a standard, the 40 percent figure has long been used by the city as an
estimate of how much open space would remain in the future once all constrained lands
and GMP performance standard open space areas are designated. At the time the GMP
was adopted, it was estimated that 25 percent of the city contained undevelopable,
constrained lands (steep slopes, permanent bodies of water, significant wetlands, etc.).
The CFIP established the open space performance standard as follows:

“Fifteen percent of the total land area in the [specified Local Facility
Management Zone (LFMZ)], exclusive of environmentally constrained
non-developable land, must be set aside for permanent open space and
must be available concurrent with development (CFIP, p. 46).”

Thus, the short hand estimate was derived by adding the 25 percent estimated
constrained lands to the 15 percent GMP open space set-aside. However, it must be noted

' The purpose and intent section of the GMP ordinance (CMC 21.90.010(2)) is in part to, “Provide a balanced
community with adequate commercial, industrial, recreational and open space areas to support the residential areas
of the city [emphasis added].” The ordinance does not specify numerically what constitutes “adequate” open space.

> While an argument in favor of Proposition E appearing in the November 1986 ballot stated that its passage
“...guarantees that we will always be a low density residential community with 40% open space”, nothing in the
ballot language itself contained such a requirement. The relevant part of Proposition E ballot language states, “Shall
an ordinance be adopted to provide as a part of the 1986 growth management plan that 1) NO DEVELOPMENT
SHALL BE APPROVED by the City of Carlsbad unless it is guaranteed that concurrent with need all necessary public
facilities be provided as required by said plan with emphasis on ensuring good traffic circulation, schools, parks,

»

libraries, open space and recreational amenities...” [emphasis added].
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that the 15 percent GMP open space standard applied to only 14 of the 25 Local Facility
Management Zones (CFIP, p. 46), rather than the entire city. The other 11 zones were
deemed to be already developed, or have met or exceeded the requirement. Likewise,
contrary to common misperception, the 1994 General Plan did not establish a 40 percent
open space goal or standard for the city.

MR1-3 Table 4-1 of draft General Plan OSCR Element shows that 9,437 acres, or about 38 percent
of the city, is currently (as of 2013) designated for open space. Rather than reducing open
space, the draft General Plan will ensure that more open space will be added in the future
through continued application of its open space policies, enforcement of the Growth
Management open space performance standard, implementation of the Habitat
Management Plan, and through discretionary acquisitions. Additionally, Land Use and
Community Design (LUCD) Element policies describe areas for more open space such as
at the Encina Power Station site (Policy 2-P.79), the Carlsbad Energy Center /
Desalination Plant site (Policy 2-P.80), and Murphy site (Policy 2-P.88).

The draft EIR analyzed the impact of the draft General Plan on open space, and
concluded it to be less than significant, noting General Plan policies that require
compliance with Growth Management performance standards and the Habitat
Management Plan (see draft EIR, Impact Analysis 3.9-2, pp. 3.9-16 through 3.9-19). In
fact, application of General Plan land use, open space, and conservation policies will have
a beneficial impact on open space.

MR1-4 The city’s Growth Management Program (GMP) requires that new development provide
the public facilities necessary to serve that development. A key component of the GMP is
the enforcement of minimum public facilities performance standards. The Citywide
Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP)’ establishes standards for 11 public facilities,
including open space, as follows:

“Fifteen percent of the total land area in the [specified Local Facility
Management Zone (LFMZ)], exclusive of environmentally constrained
non-developable land, must be set aside for permanent open space and
must be available concurrent with development (CFIP, p. 46).”

For purposes of the open space performance standard, environmentally constrained non-
developable land includes beaches, permanent bodies of water, floodways, slopes greater
than 40 percent, significant wetlands, significant riparian and woodland habitats, land
subject to major power-line easements, railroad track beds, and other significant
environmental features, as determined by the environmental process for a project. Lands
not meeting these criteria are considered developable, and therefore subject to the 15
percent open space set-aside.

* As a required component of the Growth Management Program (Ordinance No. 9808), the CFIP was adopted by City
Council Resolution No. 8797, on September 23, 1986.
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The city is divided into 25 LFMZ’s. At the time the open space performance standard was
established in 1986, LFMZ’s 1-10 and 16 were already developed or met/exceeded the
standard, and therefore are not subject to it (CFIP, p. 46). LEFMZ’s 13-15, and 17-25 are
the zones required to comply with the open space performance standard. Compliance
with the open space performance standard is ensured through preparation, review and
approval of Local Facilities Management Plans (LFMP’s). To date, LEMP’s for all zones
have been prepared, reviewed by city staff for adequacy, and approved through noticed
public hearings by the Planning Commission and City Council. The adopted LEMP’s
subject to the open space performance standard provide data, maps, and analysis that
demonstrate how the minimum of 15 percent open space performance standard is met.
Before new development applications are approved for construction, they are reviewed
for compliance with relevant General Plan policies, ordinances and for consistency with
the adopted LFMP. This ensures continual compliance not only with GMP open space
requirements, but with all GMP performance standards. Furthermore, the draft General
Plan fully supports compliance with the GMP open space performance standard (see
draft OSCR Element Policy 4-P.5).

Additional analysis of the draft General Plan’s impact on the open space performance
standard has been added to the EIR and found a less than significant impact (see Chapter
3 of the final EIR).

MR1-5 The city’s Growth Management Program (GMP) requires that new development provide
the public facilities necessary to serve that development. A key component of the GMP is
the enforcement of minimum public facilities performance standards. The Citywide
Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP) establishes standards for 11 public facilities,
including parks, as follows:

Three acres of Community Park or Special Use Area per 1,000
population within the park district [quadrant] must be scheduled for
construction within a five-year period, or prior to construction of 1,562
dwelling units within the park district beginning at the time the need is
first identified (CFIP, p. 33).

The draft General Plan establishes and defines three park classifications: Community
Parks, Special Use Areas, and Special Resource Areas (OSCR Element p. 4-21). Consistent
with these definitions, OSCR Element Tables 4-4 and 4-5 identify the city’s Community
Parks and Special Use Areas that count toward satisfying the GMP parks performance
standard (Special Resource Areas do not count). They include a variety of single- and
multi-purpose park facilities that provide a range of active and passive recreational
opportunities, to serve the needs of a diverse population. It should be noted that many of
these parks have long been an integral part of the GMP, dating back to adoption of the
CFIP in 1986.

Compliance with GMP facilities standards is closely monitored through the development
master planning process and an annual reporting program. The parks performance
standard is monitored by city quadrant (the four geographic areas defined by the
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intersection of El Camino Real and Palomar Airport Road). The most recent Growth
Management Plan Monitoring Report (for FY 2013-2014) concluded that the city is
currently in compliance with the parks performance standard in all four quadrants. Draft
General Plan OSCR Element Table 4-7 shows that, with development of future park sites
such as Robertson Ranch and Veteran’s Memorial parks, there will be surplus park
acreage to meet the future demand according to the GMP parks performance standard.

With the planned surplus in parkland and supporting policies to ensure compliance with
the GMP parks performance standard, the draft Environmental Impact Report concluded
that the draft General Plan would have a less than significant impact on the physical and
environmental quality of Carlsbad’s parks (see draft EIR, Impact Analysis 3.11-1, pp.
3.11-24 - 3.11-28).

MR1-6 The city’s General Plan and Growth Management Program (GMP) have long recognized
the recreational value that public school sites add to the community. School sites provide
recreational open space for school children during school hours and, for school sites
under a joint-use agreement between the school district and city, serve neighborhood and
community recreational needs during weekday evening hours and on weekends. The
1986 Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP) establishes the Growth
Management Program (GMP) performance standards for 11 types of public facilities,
including parks (see master response MR1-5 above for a discussion of the parks
performance standard). The 1986 CFIP designated a number of school sites as Special
Use Areas and included them in the city parks inventory for GMP compliance purposes.
It is important to note that only the recreational portions of school sites covered under a
joint-use agreement are counted towards the GMP park performance standard. Non-
recreational portions of school sites (classrooms, parking areas, etc.) are not counted, nor
are school grounds that are not covered under a joint-use agreement. The draft General
Plan is consistent with the GMP and long-standing city practice to utilize joint-use
agreements with local school districts to make school recreation facilities available to the
public (see draft OSCR Element Policy 4-P.26).

MR1-7 Veteran’s Memorial Park is a city-owned, undeveloped community park site located in
the northwest quadrant. Because of its size, centralized location, and citywide
significance, the city intends that this site help fulfill future citywide park needs. Thus,
when the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP) was approved in 1986,
Veteran’s Memorial Park (then known as Macario Canyon) was apportioned equally to
all four city quadrants to meet the GMP parks performance standard. Further, the City of
Carlsbad Community Facilities District No. 1 (CFD) was established in 1991, creating a
special tax lien on vacant properties throughout the city. The purpose of the CFD was to
finance the construction of specific public facilities of citywide obligation and benefit,
including Veteran’s Memorial Park. Consistent with the intent of the CFIP and the CFD,
the draft General Plan OSCR Element credits 22.9 acres of the 91.5-acre Veteran’s
Memorial Park to each quadrant’s future park inventory (see draft OSCR Element Table
4-7).
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MR1-8 Open space is not “double-counted” in the city’s existing open space inventory, which is
summarized in the draft General Plan OSCR Element Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1. All
official open space is designated in one of four categories. Most city parks fall entirely
within the Category 2: Open Space for Outdoor Recreation, but portions of some city
park sites are considered to be Category 1: Open Space for Preservation of Natural
Resources (See response to comment MR1-1 for a description of open space categories).
Specifically, when the city’s Habitat Management Plan (HMP) received its final approval
in 2004, portions of Hidden Canyon Community Park, La Costa Canyon Community
Park, Leo Carillo Ranch Historic Park, Poinsettia Community Park, and the future
Veteran’s Memorial Park, were designated as hardline preserve. All HMP preserve areas,
whether in a park or not, are Category 1 open space.

While the primary purpose of the HMP is to protect the biological function and habitat
value of designated preserve areas - including portions of city parks - such designation
did not require deduction of these areas from the city’s park inventory. The acreage of a
park site is determined by the size of the entire parcel(s) dedicated for use as parkland,
regardless of specific site characteristics: areas designed for active and passive recreation
use, buffers, habitat, easements, and non-recreational elements (accessory buildings,
parking areas, etc.). The draft General Plan acknowledges that community parks
“generally provide active and passive use amenities; however they are not limited to the
exclusive use of either (OSCR Element p. 4-21) [emphasis added].” The draft OSCR
Element also states that “the very nature of passive use implies quiet, contemplative, low
impact activity, such as nature trails, walkways, picnic tables, benches, and small turf
and/or landscaped areas (draft OSCR Element, p. 4-22).”

Since not all areas of a park are programmed for active use, habitat preserves are not
automatically incompatible with passive recreational activities. The HMP recognizes that
“public access is appropriate in selected areas of the preserve to allow entry to recreational
areas and promote understanding and appreciation of the natural resources”; further,
“passive recreational activities (e.g. hiking, bird watching) are anticipated within the
preserve and are generally compatible with HMP conservation goals (HMP, p. F-11).”
Preserve areas, even when not directly-accessible, provide visual relief to an otherwise
urban landscape, offering vistas and scenic enjoyment to the public.

To avoid adverse impacts that uncontrolled access or intensive use may have on habitat,
the HMP provides management and monitoring guidelines (HMP Section F.2.B) for
recreational activities in preserve areas. All city-owned preserves are under active
management and monitoring, including the hardline portions of the above-referenced
parks, in compliance with the HMP. The city’s preserve manager ensures compliance
with preserve rules regarding access and specific allowed and prohibited activities.
Furthermore, the draft General Plan requires ongoing compliance with the HMP (see
draft OSCR Element Policy 4-P.8). For these reasons, there is no inherent conflict, or
“double-counting” when portions of certain park sites are protected for their biological
and habitat values.
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MR1-9 This comment regarding lighted playgrounds counting as 1.4 playgrounds is a reference
to the December 2013 Parks & Recreation Department Needs Assessment and
Comprehensive Action Plan. One of the objectives of the assessment was to evaluate the
adequacy of various types of park facilities against industry-accepted level of service
standards. For purposes of the needs analysis only, a 1.4 weighting factor was assigned to
lighted park amenities (e.g., playgrounds, outdoor sports courts, athletic fields) to
recognize their increased hours of use as compared to unlighted amenities - which
retained a factor of 1.0. Similar weighting of the use of such amenities has previously been
performed by parks departments across the nation. Specific to the City of Carlsbad, the
weighting was applied to the Parks and Recreation Department’s Needs Assessment and
Comprehensive Action Plan only, and should not be confused with the city’s Growth
Management Program parks performance standard, nor the city’s General Plan parks
policies. The described weighting factor was not applied to the acreage calculations for
either the Growth Management Program parks performance standard, or the General
Plan parks inventories (see also master response MR1-5).

MR1-10 In Carlsbad, the City Council cannot authorize the spending of more than $1 million of
general fund money for property acquisition or improvements without prior approval
from voters. In 2002, voters passed Proposition C, which allowed the City Council to
exceed the $1 million limitation on four projects: the City of Carlsbad Safety Training
Center, a new swimming pool complex (Alga Norte Community Park), an extension of
Cannon Road, and acquisition of open space and trails. Proposition C did not direct the
City Council to spend a specific amount of money on open space and trails by a certain
time. Instead, it provided voter authorization to spend more than $1 million to purchase
one or more properties which might become available, if the city felt it was in the
taxpayers’ best interest to purchase them for open space/trails purposes. City staff
regularly monitor for opportunities to acquire open space from willing sellers,
particularly properties identified by the Proposition C Citizens Committee in 2007. To
date, the city has helped facilitate the acquisition of two of the listed properties by other
entities for open space purposes (133 acre Sherman and 18 acre Mitsuuchi properties).

In addition, it is worth noting that the city has added approximately 1,400 acres of
permanent open space since 2002, without spending local taxpayer money. This was
accomplished through partnerships with other governmental entities, development
approvals for private land owners and non-profit organizations, relieving taxpayers of the
cost to purchase and maintain natural open space.

MASTER RESPONSE 2: OLDE CARLSBAD & BUENA VISTA RESERVOIR

MR2-1 A number of comments were received stating that there is a need for more parks in the
northwest quadrant. The draft General Plan OSCR Element provides a comprehensive
parks analysis (Section 4.5) that identifies existing parks and recreation areas (Table 4-4);
lists anticipated future park development projects (Table 4-5); and summarizes the city’s
projected park needs (Table 4-7) through buildout. The Growth Management Plan
(GMP) requires three acres of community parks or special use area per 1,000 population
within each park district (city quadrant). Based on this standard, Table 4-7 demonstrates
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that projected park needs will be met at buildout in all four city quadrants, including the
northwest quadrant.

Compliance with GMP facilities standards is closely monitored through the development
master planning process and an annual reporting program. The most recent Growth
Management Plan Monitoring Report (for FY 2013-2014) concluded that the city is
currently in compliance with the parks performance standard in all four quadrants. For
the Northwest Quadrant, there are currently 105.3 acres of developed parks and special
use areas (see revised draft General Plan Table 4-4 in Chapter 4 of the final EIR), and
demand for 90.4 acres, based on the estimated current population for the quadrant.
Therefore, there is an existing surplus of park acreage in the Northwest Quadrant.

With the existing and planned surplus in parkland and supporting policies to ensure
compliance with the GMP parks performance standard, the draft Environmental Impact
Report concluded that the draft General Plan would have a less than significant impact on
the physical and environmental quality of Carlsbad’s parks (see draft EIR, Impact
Analysis 3.11-1, pp. 3.11-24 - 3.11-28).

MR2-2 A number of comments state that that there will be a deficiency of parks in Olde Carlsbad.

MR2-3

Under the General Plan and Growth Management Program (GMP), parks adequacy is
determined by city quadrant rather than by individual neighborhood. The Olde Carlsbad
area is located within the Northwest quadrant and the draft General Plan and EIR
analysis determined that there are sufficient existing and planned parks within this
district (see master response MR2-1). The Buena Vista Reservoir site was not identified as
a needed park facility.

There are a number of comments stating a need for a separate neighborhood parks
standard and for parks within walking distance in the Northwest Quadrant. While the
draft General Plan does not have a separate neighborhood parks standard, it does have
policies that support locating new parks in proximity to residential areas (see OSCR
Policy 4-P.24 and 4-P.25). Special use areas (which include neighborhood-serving parks)
comprise a substantial part of the city’s existing parks inventory (see revised draft General
Plan Tables 4-4 and 4-5 in Chapter 4 of the final EIR). Citywide, there are currently .73
acres of special use areas per 1,000 population (81.1 acres /110,653 population, estimated
as of 2015). That ratio increases to .83 acres per 1,000 population in the future (108.4
acres / 131,152 projected build-out population). Therefore, currently and in the future
special use parks will fulfill a significant amount of the city’s parks needs.

While there is no distance requirement in the General Plan parks standard, many
residential areas throughout the city have either a community park, neighborhood park,
or other special use area within % mile. This is illustrated in Working Paper #3, Figure 4-
1, which shows park locations with % -mile and % -mile buffers around them (p. 4,
available on the city’s website at: www.carlsbadca.gov/envision). Based on this analysis,
many residential areas - particularly the Olde Carlsbad, Village, and Barrio
neighborhoods in the Northwest Quadrant — are well-served by city parks. The figure
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does not show the locations of private, master-planned community recreational facilities,
which supplement the recreational needs of residents in newer neighborhoods.

The General Plan update process began in 2008 with an extensive community outreach
and visioning process. More than 8,000 residents, property and business owners
participated in helping shape the community vision and identify the underlying values
that formed the basis for the new General Plan. Additionally, the City Council appointed
a nineteen member citizens committee representing a broad cross-section of community
interests, including two residents from each of the four quadrants. The committee met 18
times over a three-year period, helping to mold the community input into a vision,
reviewing and brainstorming issues and ideas, identifying opportunity areas to focus
future growth, and recommending a preferred land use plan to the Planning
Commission. Throughout the process, the Olde Carlsbad neighborhood was not
identified as an appropriate area to focus future growth, or as an area requiring special
planning attention. It was acknowledged by committee members that as a mature,
developed residential neighborhood, no major change was anticipated for Olde Carlsbad.
Therefore no special master planning for this neighborhood is proposed in the draft
General Plan.

MR2-5 The draft General Plan contains no discussion or policies regarding potential sale or lease

MR2-6

of the Buena Vista Reservoir site, the City Hall property or adjacent city-owned land.
Rather, the concern expressed in this comment appears to be related to recent city efforts
to evaluate its various real estate holdings. The primary purpose of the review is to
identify possible uses that would generate increased revenue to the city.

The initial phase of the real estate review consisted of 11 properties, including the Buena
Vista Reservoir site, the agriculture site next to the Cole Library parking area (which also
includes property on the south side of Carlsbad Village Drive adjacent to Fire Station No.
1), and the “Carey Estate” property, where the city’s Arts Office, Sculpture Garden, and
Harold E. Smerdu Community Garden are located. The City Hall/Cole Library property
was not among the properties evaluated. In August 2012, the City Council directed staff
to initiate possible disposition (sale, lease, or land swap) of four of the properties,
including the Buena Vista reservoir site’. To date, no further action has been taken
regarding the Buena Vista Reservoir site.

A number of comments inquired about the proposed General Plan land use and zoning
designations of city-owned properties on and around city hall, and the city’s long-term
plans for them. To guide long-term development, the draft General Plan Land Use and
Community Design Element assigns generalized planned land uses for all lands within
the city’s borders. In many cases, the General Plan land use designation allows for uses
other than the main use of the designation. For example, in residentially-designated
areas, public uses (parks, libraries, city offices, etc.), agriculture, churches, schools and
open space are conditionally allowed because they are considered conditionally

* The other properties were: city golf course lots 4, 5, and 9; and Foussat/Mission Avenue property in Oceanside.
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compatible and complementary to residential uses. The city’s zoning ordinance
implements the General Plan designated land uses by applying detailed zoning use and
development standards for every property within the city. Other than minor changes to
the land use descriptors, the draft General Plan proposes no substantive land use or
zoning changes for these properties. The draft General Plan Land Use Map designates
City Hall, Cole Library and library parking lot as “Public”. The Arts Office and Sculpture
Garden are located on a parcel that is currently designated as residential; the draft plan
maintains the residential designation and there is no plan to convert the Arts office and
garden to another use. Public facilities like the Arts Office and Sculpture Garden are
conditionally allowed uses in residential areas, and subject to an approved conditional use
permit.

MASTER RESPONSE 3: NORTHEAST QUADRANT - NEW SITES RELATED

MR3-1 As part of the draft General Plan, seven sites within the city’s northeast quadrant were
evaluated and considered for a residential land use designation change (either as a change
from a non-residential designation to residential or as a change from a residential
designation to a higher density residential designation). If all seven sites were approved it
would result in a net increase of 1,178 dwelling units above what the current General Plan
would allow (based on Growth Management Control Point densities) in the northeast
quadrant. Pursuant to the city’s Growth Management Plan, a maximum of 9,042
dwelling units are allowed in the northeast quadrant. Today, there is capacity to add only
413 dwellings to the northeast quadrant (in addition to existing dwellings and dwellings
yet to be built based on what is allowed by the current General Plan). The seven sites
combined would exceed the Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit in the
northeast quadrant by 765 units (413 unit existing capacity minus the net increase of
1,178 units resulting from the seven sites). Therefore, the city will not be able to approve
all of the seven proposed residential sites in that quadrant. Staff will provide the Planning
Commission and City Council with recommendations on which sites to approve a
residential designation change; staff’s recommendations will identify sites that are well
located for residential development, have the fewest issues and potential land use
conflicts, and that assist in meeting the city’s Housing Element objectives. The change in
land use designation for the selected sites will occur with the adoption of the General Plan
by the City Council.

MR3-2 The site known as Sunny Creek Commercial is one of the seven sites in the northeast
quadrant evaluated for a residential land use designation change (see master response
MR3-1). It is also referred to in various comments as the “17 acre” site, “Lot 11” or the
“Walmart site”. The Sunny Creek Commercial property is located at the northeast corner
of El Camino Real and College Blvd., and is currently vacant except for a small temporary
RV storage facility. The site was graded in anticipation of a future commercial center at
the time the Terraces at Sunny Creek residential project was developed across College
Boulevard.

The site is currently designated as Local Shopping Center (L), and the property owner has
requested that the property, as part of the General Plan update, be considered for a land
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use change to a combination L and R-23 (Residential 15-23 du/ac). Reflecting this
request and City Council direction, the site was evaluated in the EIR as a residential/local
commercial site (R-23 on 11.58 acres and L on 6.02 acres), including a total of 250 multi-
family dwelling units (30 mixed-use units on the L portion, and 220 units on the R-23
portion). Staff is reccommending approval of a combination of R-23 and L designations
on the site for the following reasons: the R-23 and L combination achieve “smart growth”
goals by providing residential adjacent to commercial services and jobs, the site is in close
proximity to other neighborhood services such a high school and two future parks, the
proposed residential density assists in meeting housing element objectives, and the site
possess no significant physical constraints.

However, staff recommends the proposed land use change be modified to reduce the
proposed number of dwellings (for consistency with the quadrant dwelling limit) and to
ensure adequate acreage for development of a local shopping center. The current General
Plan and draft General Plan specify that eight acres is the minimum for development of a
local shopping center (see draft General Plan Policy 2-P.82). This acreage standard was
established when the Local Shopping Center land use designation was created. The intent
of maintaining at least the minimum L designated acreage for this site is to preserve the
opportunity to serve the local shopping needs (including grocery) of neighboring existing
and future residents. Staff recommends that the site maintain a minimum of 8 acres for
local shopping center development and a maximum of 9.6 acres for high density (R-23)
residential development, which would allow for 182 dwellings (based on the R-23 Growth
Control Point density of 19 dwelling units per acre).

A number of comments expressed concerns that construction of high density housing on
a portion of the site, rather than the commercial uses on the entire site, would increase
traffic congestion in the area. However, according to SANDAG weekday auto trip
generation rates, commercial land uses are expected to generate more daily trips per acre
than residential uses. For example:

Commercial shopping center that is 15-40 acres generates approximately 700 daily trips
per acre (based on 17.6 acres (entire site as currently designated for commercial use), the
daily trips would be 12,320);

Commercial shopping center (less than 15 acres) generates approximately 1,200 daily
trips per acre (based on 8 acres (as proposed), the daily trips would be 9,600)

Multifamily residential use that is developed at 19 du/ac would generate approximately 8
daily trips per dwelling (based on 182 residential units at 19 du/ac, the daily trips would
be 1,456).

Therefore, the proposed land use designation utilizing a mix of residential and
commercial uses on the site is estimated to result in less traffic (11,056 daily trips) when
compared to the existing land use designation utilizing the entire site for commercial uses
(12,320 daily trips).
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The draft General Plan EIR evaluated full buildout of the land use map at a programmatic
level, and does not anticipate significant traffic impacts from this proposed land use
change. For the section of El Camino Real between Cannon Rd. and College Ave. where
the subject property is located, and for the broader section of El Camino Real between
Palomar Airport Road and Tamarack Ave., the future traffic level of service is projected
to be LOS C, which is not a significant impact (see draft EIR Chapter 3.13, Table 3.13-10).
These traffic projections include the combination L and R-23 proposal in its future
assumptions.

A number of comments expressed a concern that a future high density housing project on
the residential portion of the Sunny Creek Commercial site would be for low income
households. The R-23 designation specifies a density range between 15 and 23 dwelling
units per acre, but does not require a specific product, type, tenure or affordability level.
All residential development projects are subject to the city’s Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance, which requires that 15% of ownership units be affordable to lower income
households, and this would apply to the residential portion of the Sunny Creek
Commercial site. However, there is no requirement that the entire development be
affordable to lower income households.

A number of comments made a request that if housing must be considered for a portion
of this site, that it be low density single family or middle density townhomes. Staft does
not recommend low or middle density housing on this site because the low/middle
densities (1) do not meet Housing Element objectives and (2) are less supportive of smart
growth goals than compared to the typical model of higher density housing adjacent to
commercial services.

Several comments expressed a general concern that adding high density housing at this
site would cause an increase in noise. The primary noise generator in the Sunny Creek
area is traffic noise, and because residential uses generate less traffic than commercial
uses, changing a portion of the site from L to R-23 would not increase the level of noise in
the area. In addition, the draft EIR (Section 3.10) found that implementation of the draft
General Plan would not result in significant noise impacts.

Several comments expressed a concern that adding high density housing at this site would
cause an increase in crime. Crime statistics are not evaluated as part of the draft General
Plan and EIR. A residentially-designated land use does not cause an increase in crime.
The EIR (Section 3.11) concluded that the general plan would result in a less than
significant impact on police and fire services. Draft General Plan policy 6-P.31 reduces
risk of life or property loss that may be posed by population or building densities.

A number of comments expressed concern about potential negative impacts to property
values that could result from construction of high density housing at the Sunny Creek
Commercial site. Property values are not evaluated as part of the draft General Plan and
EIR, and no response is required.
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A number of comments state that they were “promised” a shopping center on the subject
property. This comment does not raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the draft
General Plan or EIR. These comments will be included in the materials presented to the
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration in making their decisions with
respect to the proposed General Plan.

MASTER RESPONSE 4: TRANSPORTATION

MR4-1 Many comments received on the General Plan EIR are specific comments related to

policies in the Mobility Element and do not comment on or reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. The information below provides responses to all comments received (whether the
comment was related to the adequacy of the EIR or related to opinions on the Mobility
Element) to provide as much information as possible to the decision makers.

MR4-2 Several comments were made as to the number of facilities that were evaluated as part of

the General Plan EIR. Please note that given the programmatic nature of this document,
key locations were chosen and evaluated as part of the assessment. The city will be
updating its mobility assessment guidelines, and policies in the Mobility Element to
address future requirements to provide acceptable mobility within the city. This will
require more detailed assessment of facilities for project-specific impacts. Given the
scope of the General Plan (citywide) and the programmatic nature of the EIR, the selected
key locations and identified policies to implement acceptable levels of service focus on
decisions ripe for EIR assessment.

MR4-3 A few comments were received related to improved transit services in the city. It should

2-14

be noted that the city does not operate the transit service in the city and therefore has
limited ability to require others to modify/improve transit service. However, Mobility
Element policies 3-P.31 through 3-P.33 call on the city to coordinate with appropriate
agencies (such as SANDAG and NCTD) to improve transit service in the city.
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LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

Table 2.2-1 contains a list of the 303 comment letters received on the draft General Plan, draft
Climate Action Plan, and draft EIR.

Table 2.2-1: Comment Letters Received on the Draft General Plan, Draft Climate
Action Plan, and Draft EIR

Letter # | Date

Commenter

Organization

Public Agencies (Federal, State, Regional, Local, Tribal) (A)

Al 11/22/13 Tuba Ebru Ozdil Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians

A2 3/6/14 Rose Duro Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians

A3 4/3/14 Peter Drinkwater County of San Diego

A4 4/18/14 Ken Chiang State of California Public Utilities Commission
A5 4/24/14 Warren Ruis San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Aéb 6/13/14 Ingrid Stichter Vallecitos Water District

A7 6/18/14 Khary S. Knowles San Marcos Unified School District

A8 6/20/14 Jacob Armstrong Caltrans

A9 6/20/14 Susan Baldwin San Diego Association of Governments

(SANDAG)

Al0 6/20/14

Ed Gowens

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

All 6/20/14 Todd Snyder County of San Diego

Al2 n/d City of Carlsbad Arts Commission City of Carlsbad Arts Commission
Al3 8/4/14 Edith Hannigan Board of Forestry and Fire Protection
Organizations (B)

Bl 5/13/14 Joan Herskowitz Buena Vista Audubon Society

B2 5/19/14 Justin Wilson La Costa Glen Carlsbad

B3 5/19/14 Paul E. Robinson On behalf of Camino Carlsbad, LLC
B4 5/28/14 Ted Tchang Techbilt Construction Corp.

B5 5/29/14 Mike Howes Howes Weiler & Associates

B6 6/4/14 Robert Ladwig Ladwig Design Group, Inc

B7 6/12/14 William Culbreth & Bill Arnold Rancho Carlsbad Owner's Association, Inc
B8 6/15/14 Allen Sweet Individual

B9 6/16/14 David Bentley Bentley-Wing Properties, Inc

BIO 6/16/14 Everett Delano On behalf of North County Advocates
BIl 6/17/14 Robert Ladwig Ladwig Design Group, Inc

Bl2 6/18/14

Henry Warshaw

VRE La Costa, LLC

BI3 6/19/14

Lisa Roop

Carlsbad Community Gardens Collaborative

Bl4 6/19/14

Paul E. Robinson

On behalf of Camino Carlsbad, LLC

BI5 6/19/14

Diane Nygaard

Preserve Calavera

Bl6 6/19/14

Diane Nygaard

Preserve Calavera

BI7 6/20/14

Russell Grosse

Foursquare Properties, Inc
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization

BI8 6/20/14 Mike Howes Howes Weiler & Associates
BI9 6/20/14 Peter Landreth NRG Energy, Inc/Cabrillo Power | LLC
B20 6/20/14 Patricia C. Bleha North County Advocates
B21 6/20/14 Dwain Deets SanDiego350

B22 6/20/14 Mike Bullock Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter
B23 6/4/14 Bob Ladwig Ladwig Deisgn Group, Inc.
Individuals (C)

Cl 4/14/14 Bradley Wells

C2 4/22/14 Christine Davis

c3 4/22/14 Ray & Ellen Bender

C4 4/24/14 Robert Gilbert

C5 4/25/14 Merle Albin Fendrick, M.D., PhD

Cé 4/27/14 Blanche Ramswick

Cc7 4/28/14 Julie Peterson

cs 4/29/14 Merle Albin Fendrick, M.D., PhD

c9 4/30/14 Dianne McGee

Clo 5/1/14 Penny Johnson

Cll 5/2/14 Sandra Meador

Cl2 5/5/14 Lisa Ash

Cl3 5/6/14 George Moyer

Cl4 5/6/14 Joan Herrera

ClI5 5/6/14 Todd Goldstein

Clé 5/8/14 Fred Briggs

Cl17 5/9/14 Nina Eaton

ci8 5/11/14 Al Gelbart

Cl9 5/12/14 Fu-Dong Shi

C20 5/14/14 Madeleine Szabo

C21 5/14/14 Michael Kroopkin

C22 5/18/14 Amy Sheets

C23 5/19/14 Alelia Gillin

C24 5/19/14 Ed Corneio

C25 5/19/14 Janann Taylor

C26 5/19/14 Ricardo Cisternas

c27 5/20/14 Jacqui Lucas

C28 5/20/14 Jacqui Lucas

C29 5/20/14 Janann Taylor

C30 5/26/14 James O'Leonard

C3lI 5/26/14 Karen O'Leonard
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization

C32 5/27/14 Natalie Shapiro

C33 5/28/14 Brian Mclnerny

C34 5/28/14 Janann Taylor

C35 5/28/14 Janann Taylor

C36 5/28/14 Lee Shapiro

C37 6/1/14 Marilyn Hendron

C38 6/2/14 Blythe Doane

C39 6/2/14 Brian Mclnerny

C40 6/2/14 Janann Taylor

C41 6/2/14 John Garcia

C42 6/2/14 Stan Katz

C43 6/2/14 T.D. Rolf

C44 6/3/14 David Doane

C45 6/4/14 Janann Taylor

C46 6/4/14 Kervin Krause/ Patty Segovia-Krause

C47 6/5/14 Martha Law-Edwards

C48 6/5/14 Scott and Merri Adams

C49 6/6/14 Judith Martin

C50 6/6/14 Robert Craddick

C51 6/6/14 Shannon & Gloria Johnson

C52 6/7/14 Becky Larson

C53 6/7/14 Lisa McKethan

C54 6/7/14 Michele Leuke

C55 6/10/14 Bladimir Hernandez

C56 6/10/14 Linda Thompson

C57 6/11/14 Jo Ann V. and William K. Sweeney

C58 6/12/14 Paige DeCino

C59 6/13/14 Mike McMahon

C60 6/14/14 Patty Haugen

Cél 6/15/14 Jeff Lynch

Ceé2 6/15/14 Sheila and Jim Matthews/ Marilyn
Hendron

Ceé3 6/15/14 Joey Kratcoski

Ceé4 6/16/14 Brian Mclnerny

Cé65 6/16/14 Mark Remas

Cé6 6/16/14 Prudence Sweeney

Ceé7 6/16/14 S. Ellisor

Cé68 6/17/14 Blanche Ramswick

2-17




Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update

Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

Letter # | Date Commenter Organization
Cé69 6/17/14 Connie Chavez

C70 6/17/14 Jack L. Nelson

C71 6/17/14 Julia Peebles Peterson
C72 6/17/14 Linda Braun-Trautman
C73 6/17/14 Samuel DePrimo
C74 6/17/14 Steve Linke

C75 6/18/14 Barbara Segal

C76 6/18/14 Dr. Devora Lockton
C77 6/18/14 Eugene Katz

C78 6/18/14 Jerry Hansen

c79 6/18/14 LaVonne Reiter

C80 6/18/14 Mary and John Krebs
(@] 6/19/14 Christina Rosenthal
C82 6/19/14 Dannie Mainwaring
C83 6/19/14 Dennis and Barbara Lambell
C84 6/19/14 Howard Krausz

C85 6/19/14 Jinny Elder

C86 6/19/14 Kristina Anderson
c87 6/19/14 Mary Anne Viney
C8s8 6/19/14 Michael Schertzer
C89 6/19/14 Michael Schertzer
C90 6/19/14 Charles Goodsell
cIal 6/19/14 Sharon Sova

C92 6/19/14 Ulrike von Mehta
C93 6/19/14 Whitnie Rasmussen
C9%4 6/20/14 Amy Davis

C95 6/20/14 Betsy Lieberman

C96 6/20/14 Bruce Grouse

c97 6/20/14 Christine Bevilacqua
c98 6/20/14 De’Ann Weimer

c99 6/20/14 Don Christiansen
Cl100 6/20/14 Elizabeth Kruidenier
clol 6/20/14 Evan Dwin

Cl102 6/20/14 Glenn Garbeil

Cl03 6/20/14 Howard Coffey
Cl04 6/20/14 Jackie Peacock

Cl05 6/20/14 Jennifer Jacobs

Cl106 6/20/14 Julie Decker
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization
clo7 6/20/14 Kasey Cinciarelli
Cl08 6/20/14 Kip McBane

Cl109 6/20/14 Mary Anne Viney
Cl10 6/20/14 Mary Anne Viney
Clll 6/20/14 Mary Millet

Cll12 6/20/14 Richard Somerville
Cl13 6/20/14 Rob Mayers

Cl14 6/20/14 Scott Morgan

Cl15 6/20/14 Thomas Mark Powers
Cll16 6/20/14 Thomas Mark Powers
Cli7 6/20/14 Wesley Marx

Cl18 6/23/14 Don and Jeane Holmes
Cl19 6/23/14 Leslie Ramirez

Cl120 n/d Fred Briggs

Cl2l 4/8/14 Steve Jess/Carlsbad Golf Center
Cl22 3/13/14 Alex Ning

Cl23 3/26/14 Ben Costantino

Cl24 3/21/14 Bill Odom

Cl125 3/17/14 Bob Ladwig

Cl26 3/18/14 Bradley Brunon

Cl27 3/12/14 Carole Meredith
Cl28 4/7/14 Carrie Timko

Cl129 3/13/14 Crystal Gillotti

Cl130 4/16/14 Daniel Burke

Cl3l 3/14/14 David Spencer

Cl32 3/28/14 David Swagerty

ClI33 3/17/14 Dean Goetz

Cl34 3/13/14 Eric Hepfer

Cl135 3/18/14 James Clark

Cl36 3/28/14 Jason luculano

Cl137 4/22/14 Jenny Racine

Cl138 3/13/14 John Biondolillo
Cl139 4/4/14 John Ireland

Cl140 3/13/14 John Minan

Cl4l 3/18/14 Kevin Moriarty

Cl42 5/20/14 Kieran Purcell

Cl43 3/12/14 Kurt Hoy

Cl44 5/9/14 Lydia Swize
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization
Cl145 4/23/14 Marguerite Hunt
Cl46 3/13/14 Markus Spiegelberg
Cl47 3/25/14 Maureen Bodow
Cl148 7/14/14 Paul Turro

Cl149 3/31/14 Rebecca Williams
Cl150 3/21/14 Rick Shellnutt
CI5l1 4/1/14 Robin Gartman
Cl152 3/19/14 Scott Trafford
Cl153 4/7/14 Tina Newkirk
Cl54 4/4/14 Steven Handelman
CI155 3/18/14 Ted Quirk

Cl156 3/12/14 Tim Johnson

Cl157 3/12/14 Kathryn Hall

Cl158 3/17/14 Denise Hendricks
Cl159 3/22/14 Jeffrey Neichin
Cl60 3/17/14 Yehuda Krampfner
Clel 2/17/14 Chad Phillips

Clé2 2/17/14 Giovanna Spinosi Phillips
Cleé3 2/17/14 Emy Reilly

Clé4 2/17/14 Michael Barone
Cl65 2/18/14 Connie Chavez
Clé6 2/18/14 Robert Dentino
Cleé7 2/18/14 Mark Cunningham
Cleés8 2/20/14 Robert Gilbert
Clé9 2/20/14 Rick Lantz

Cl170 2/25/14 Manuel Contreras
Cl71 2/26/14 Stephanie OBrien
Cl172 3/3/14 Susan Berson
Cl173 3/3/14 Larry Peifer

Cl74 2/22/14 Lisa Ash

Cl175 2/24/14 Kathy Tylor

Cl76 3/25/14 Duv Macgurn
Cl177 3/26/14 Joan Suffredini
Cl178 3/30/14 Summer Johnson
Cl179 3/31/14 Gerardeen Santiago
Cl180 4/11/14 Michelle Lin

cisl 6/2/14 Nanci Chartier
Cl82 6/11/14 Penny Johnson
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization
cli83 6/17/14 Ziv Ran

Clg4 6/18/14 Sidney Smith

Received dfter close of comment period for draft EIR (D)
DI 7111714 Allen Sweet

D2 9/4/14 Evelyn Montalbano

D3 7/26/14 lan Pearson

D4 8/11/14 Joann Sweeney

D5 7/22/14 Madeleine Szabo

Dé6 7/30/14 Madeleine Szabo

D7 8/19/14 Madeleine Szabo

D8 8/8/14 Michael Kroopkin

D9 6/25/14 Mike Barnes

DIO 7/20/14 Osman Khawar

DIl 8/12/14 Patricia Parsons

DI2 7711714 Penny Johnson

DI3 9/15/14 Richard Bethel

Dl4 7/10/14 Robert Gilbert

DI5 7/14/14 Wesley Marx

Dlé 7711714 Whitnie Rasmussen
D17 9/10/14 Cindy Molin

DI8 10/1/14 lan Pierson

DI9 10/2/14 Jennifer Bradley

D20 10/9/14 Clay Antonel

D21 10/8/14 Peggy Sanchez

D22 10/8/14 Ron Bedford

D23 10/10/14 Harry (HK) Habermann
D24 10/10/14 Manny Deluna

D25 10/10/14 Gil Soto

D26 10/10/14 Madeleine Szabo

D27 10/13/14 | Jim Hjerpe.

D28 10/12/14 Dona Wilcox

D29 10/13/14 Lora Zaroff

D30 10/13/14 Najoo Panthaky

D3l 10/13/14 Jose Feliciano

D32 10/14/14 Chuck Rogers

D33 10/10/14 Rev. William F. Rowland, CJM St. Patrick’s Catholic Church
D34 10/17/14 Jacqueline Gunther
D35 10/22/14 Alan Young
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization
D36 10/20/14 Anna Hofmeister

D37 10/22/14 Brian Ramseier

D38 9/4/14 Connie Bunnell

D39 11/03/14 Delia Charvel

D40 10/26/14 Ginger Dill

D41 10/19/14 Hemanshu Tyagi

D42 11/04/14 Janann Taylor

D43 11/06/14 | Jayce Fitch

D44 10/20/14 | Jim Hawkins

D45 10/20/14 Joann Sweeney

D46 11/09/14 | Joy Hanawa

D47 11/22/14 Patricia Parsons

D48 10/30/14 Madeleine Szabo

D49 11/05/14 Madhusudan Guijral

D50 11/03/14 Megan Goodwin

D51 08/19/14 Michael Kroopkin

D52 10/07/14 Michael Kroopkin

D53 10/13/14 Michael Kroopkin

D54 10/14/14 Michael Kroopkin

D55 11/09/14 Michael Kroopkin

D56 10/23/14 Michele Cullen

D57 10/08/14 Patricia Mehan

D58 11/01/14 Priscilla Gess

D59 11/05/14 Samuel Sunil Pattern

D60 11/19/14 Joann Sweeney

D6l 11/19/14 Jerry Hansen

D62 06/24/14 Lisa McKethan

D63 07/10/14 Gerardeen Santiago

D64 09/12/14 Kim Berkshire

D65 10/20/14 Lindsey Cohn

D66 10/20/14 Sandra Meador

D67 10/21/14 Steven Borso

D68 07/11/14 Ziv Ran

D69 07/11/14 Pru Sweeney

D70 12/19/14 Matt O’Malley San Diego Coastkeeper
D71 01/09/15 Nick Ervin Sierra Club
Responses to Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (E)
El 04/03/15 Rich Van Every
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Letter # | Date Commenter Organization

E2 04/03/15 Ricardo Cisternas

E3 04/27/15 Janann Taylor

E4 04/29/15 Mike Howes Howes Weiler & Associates

E5 05/04/15 Robert Little Kilroy Realty Corporation

E6 05/04/15 Robert Ladwig Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

E7 05/04/05 Michele Staples Jackson DeMarco Tidus Peckenpaug

E8 05/04/15 Warren Kato

E9 05/04/15 Connery Cepeda Caltrans District | |

EIO 05/04/15 Ray & Ellen Bender

El'l 05/05/15 Graham Thorley

EI2 05/04/15 Everett Delano Delano & Delano on behalf of North County
Advocates
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A. Agency Comments and Responses

This section provides each letter received from public agencies in response to the DEIR, with
specific comments identified with a comment code in the margin. Following the letters, responses
to the comments are provided.
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Chairperson:

Mary Bear Magee
PECHANGA CULTURAL RESOURCES Vice Chairperson:
Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians Darlene Miranda

Committee Members:

Post Office. Box 2183 - Ti la, CA 92393 Evie Gerber
o (951 3 + Far (02 1 Bridgett Barcello Maxwell

Teleph 951) 308-9295 « Fax (951) 5
elephone (951) ax (951) 50 ah nF i\Aﬁi gBAD Richard B. Scearce, 111
Germaine Arenas

November 22, 2013 NOV 27 gm_a . ‘ g:ial:'cg:Bois
PLANM%B:..}?& wicNt

Paul Macarro

VIA E-MAIL and USPS Cultural Analyst:

Anna Hoover

Ms. Jennifer Jesser
Senior Planner

City of Carlsbad
Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re:  Pechanga Tribe Request for Consultation Pursuant to SB18 on GPA 07-02/ZCA 07-
01/L.CPA 07-01 Envision Carlsbad

Dear Ms. Jesser:

Al-1 This letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (hereinafter, “the
: Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government in response to the SB 18
notice provided by the City of Carlsbad dated September 3, 2013 This letter serves as the
Tribe’s formal request for consultation under SB 18 for this Project. The Tribe formally
requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be notified and involved in the entire
CEQA environmental review process for the duration of the above referenced project (the
“Project™).

Al-2 Please add the Tribe to your distribution list(s) for public notices and circulation of all
documents, including environmental review documents, archeological reports, and all documents

“pertaining to this Project. The Tribe further requests to be directly notified of all public hearings
and scheduled approvals concerning this Project. Please also incorporate these comments into
the record of approval for this Project.

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the City of Carlsbad is within Luisefio, and therefore the
Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, téota yixélval
(rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), villages and complexes within the City’s boundaries and
Sphere of Influence (SOI). This culturally sensitive area is affiliated with the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area, published ethnographic
information and traditional tribal values documenting the Tribe’s ancestor’s use of this area.
During our consultation we will provide more specific, confidential information as applicable.

Al-3

Al-4 The Tribe is concerned about the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural

\y resources, such as Luisefio village sites, sacred sites and archaeological items which would be
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Al-4

Al-5

Al-6

Pechanga Comment Letter to the City of Riverside

Re: Pechanga Tribe Request for SB 18 Consultation for Envision Carlsbad
November 22, 2013

Page 2

displaced by ground disturbing work conducted within Luisefio territory, and on the proper and
lawful treatment of cultural items, Native American human remains and sacred items likely to be
discovered in the course of the work. Given the extensive, well-documented evidence of Luisefio
ancestors within the City, inadvertent discoveries are foreseeable impacts and thus need to be
appropriately mitigated for within the confines of the Project.

Therefore, the Tribe requests consultation pursuant to SBI8 on the development of
cultural resources policies in the new General Plan. As you know, the SB 18 consultation process
is ongoing and continues for the duration of the Project. As such, under both CEQA and SB 18
we look forward to working closely with the City on ensuring that a full, comprehensive
environmental review of the Project’s impacts is completed. To assist with consultation, the
Tribe requests copies of all documents pertaining to the cultural resources and archaeological site
records and any existing and proposed policies, guidelines and/or City ordinances relating to
Cultural Resources. Further, the Pechanga Tribe requests that the City adopt specific procedures
and policies concerning the protection, preservation and mitigation of sacred places, and all
cultural resourees pertaining to projects within the General Plan area and we hope to assist the
City with ensuring that the language is crafted to assist with avoidance, preservation and
mitigation to cultural resources and associated cultural issues, as mandated by CEQA.

In addition to those rights granted to the Tribe under SB 18, the Tribe reserves the right
to fully participate in the environmental review process, as well as to provide further comment
on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential mitigation for such impacts.

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working together with the City of Carlsbad in
protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources located within the City and its SOl. Please
contact me at 951-770-8113 or at eozdil@pechanga-nsn.gov once you have had a chance to
review these comments so that we might schedule our consultation meeting. Thank you.

Sincerely,

. Planning Speclallst

Cc: Pechanga Office of the General Counsel

Pechanga Cultural Resources + Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, CA 92592
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

Culture Committee

A2-1

A2-2

A2-3

1 W. Tribal Road - Valley Center, California 92082 -
(760) 297-2621 or(760) 297-2622 & Fax:(760) 749-8901

City of Carlsbad
March 6, 2014 MAR 12 2014
Jennifer Jesser Planning Division
City of Carlsbad
Community & Economic Development
1635 Faraday Ave
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re: Envision Carlsbad

Dear Jennifer Jesser:

This letter is written in response to a letter received dated September 3, 2013 in regards to the Envision
Carlsbad Project. Rincon is submitting these comments concerning your projects potential impact on
Luisefio resources.

The Rincon Band has concerns for impacts to historic and cultural resources and findings of significant
cultural value that could be disturbed or destroyed and are considered culturally significant to the
Luisefio people. This is to inform you, your identified location is within the Luisefio Aboriginal
Territory and the Tribe is concerned with the overall impact this project could have on the protection
and preservation of Native American cultural assets. The Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians would like to
remain informed of any and all updates and changes in regards to this project.

If there are any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact the Rincon Cultural Resources
Department at (76) 297-2635 and they will be happy to assist you.

Thank you for the opportunity to protect and preserve our cultural assets.

Sincerely,

AN

ose Duro
Rincon Culture Committee Chairman
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County of San Biega /Y of Carisbag

APR 0 8 2014
RICHARED)]EE- C?ggMPTON DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
COUNTY AIRPORTS ] i ..
1960 JOE CROSSON DRIVE, EL CAJON, CA 92020 Planmng D‘V‘Slon

(619) 956-4800 FAX: (619) 956-4801
Web Site: www.sdcountyairporis.com

April 3, 2014

Mr. Corey Funk, Associate Planner

City of Carlsbad Planning Division

1635 Faraday Ave

Carlsbad, CA 92008

CITY OF CARLSBAD PROPERTY OWNER NOTICE APN 209-050-25-00
Dear Mr. Funk:

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airports Division (County

A3l Airports) received a Property Owner Notice from the City of Carlsbad, dated March 13
2014, and appreciates this opportunity to comment. County Airports strongly objects to
the proposed designation and zone change of future planned industrial land as open
space.

737 As the City of Carlsbad nears the end of its General Plan update, maintaining land use

designations and zoning consistent with existing and planned uses is critical at
McClellan-Palomar Airport. The Property Owner Notice from the City of Carlsbad
inciludes exhibits of Proposed Generai Plan Land Use that would rezone property
currently designated as Planned Industrial (PI), to Open Space (OS). County Airports-
owned land within the City of Carlsbad is shown in the Draft North County Multiple
Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) proposed by the County of San Diego. Within APN
209-050-25-00, the Draft North County MSCP (see exhibit attached) shows a portion of
the County Airports-owned land as preserve, and a portion closest to the intersection of
Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real as Take Authorized for future planned
industrial, as approved by the US Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of
Fish & Wildlife (formerly Fish & Game) in a letter dated March 1, 2011 (enclosed). As
was stated in the County Airports’ letters to the City of Carlsbad dated January 25, 2011
vand March 19, 2014, the parcel’'s zoning and land use designation in the City’s General
Plan must be consistent with these use designations.
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Mr. Funk
April 3, 2014
Page 2 of 2

Compatibility between planned land uses and airport operations is imperative for the
General Plan update. County Airports would like to maintain ongoing coordination with
the City of Carlsbad and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, acting in its
capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission, in order to ensure the
General Plan update is consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) for the airport.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Property Owner Notice, and we look
forward to receiving updates on the General Plan update progress.

Sincerely,

PETER DRINKWATER, Director of Airports
Department of Public Works

Attachment: “North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the
McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development
Project, San Diego County, California.” Dated March 1, 2011.

Attachment: “City of Carlsbad Draft General Plan and Coordination with County Airports
on a new McClellan-Palomar Master Plan” Dated March 19, 2014

Cc: Mr. Don Neu, City of Carlsbad Planner
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, California 92011

(760) 431-9440

FAX (760)431-5902

California Department of Fish and Game
South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, California 92123

(858) 467-4201

FAX (858) 467-4299

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-11B0102-11TA0273

RECEVED MAR 01 201
Ms. Cynthia Curtis

County of San Diego MAR O 7 2011
Department of Public Works ENVIRONMENTAL SERVIGES
5500 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, California 92123

Subject: ~ North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the McClellan-Palomar
Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project, San Diego County,
California

Dear Ms. Curtis:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish (Department),
collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have met numerous times with the County of San
Diego (County) to discuss the hardline requirements, including footprint and preserve design, for the
proposed McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project.
This hardline agreement is proposed to be included in the County’s North County Multiple Species
Conservation Program (NCMSCP). Under the draft NSCMSCP, “hardline development projects” have
planned development footprints within the Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA or preserve) that
have been factored into the Plan’s conservation analysis and goals/requirements and negotiated as
“Take-Authorized” areas, as well as associated conserved lands. All hardlined projects must still
comply with all applicable provisions of the Plan, County ordinances, and analyze a full range of
alternatives under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This project was discussed at multiple County MSCP staff/Wildlife Agency meetings from November
2005 through August 2010. In addition, we discussed the proposed project at the County Department of
Planning and Land Use batching meeting on August 20, 2009, and at a County and Wildlife Agency
coordination meeting on October 28, 2010. At the October 28, 2010, meeting the County and Wildlife
Agencies reached agreement on the proposed NCMSCP “hardline” development footprint and
mitigation strategy for the project.

The purpose of this letter is to memorialize the “hardline” agreement made at the October 28, 2010,
meeting. The development footprint, preserve design, and mitigation criteria agreed to at the meeting to
obtain a NCMSCP hardline for the project are identified below:

1. The development bubble proposed for the eastern property will be limited to the area outlined in red

on the attached figure. Any changes to this hardlined area shall require written approval from the
Wildlife Agencies.

TAKE PRIDE“’M <4
INAMERICAS Y
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Ms. Cynthia Curtis (FWS-SDG-11B0102-11TA0273) 2

2. Lands conserved that will be counted as baseline preserve (including restoration areas) and areas

available to be used as future airport mitigation are shown in yellow and green on the attached
figure. Any changes to the conserved area shall also require written approval from the Wildlife
Agencies.

The following mitigation strategy will be implemented for impacts to southern maritime chaparral
(SMC), coastal sage scrub (CSS) and vernal pool habitat:

County's Proposed Actions | Vegetation Community Impacts Proposed Mitigation/Preservation

Vernal Pool Habitat (no fairy shrimp); Creation/Restoration at fallow ag (area outlined
0.20 ac in pink on the attached figure): 6.78 ac
North Ramp Chaparral, CS8 & Dist. CSS (Occupied CAGN): = (AR
gogas f B51 =110
Industrial Park S0. Maritime Chaparral: approx 3.00 ac @ 3:1 = 9.00ac Total SMC = 36.55
Preservation of SMC ac
SMC Preservation NONE asfﬁt‘z'r\g%:‘::g;"'
mitigation: 14.37ac*
NNG Preservation NONE Preservation of NNG as PAMA: 2.30 ac
TOTAL 9.29 ac 44.63 ac |

*The 14.37 acres of southern maritime chaparral credits remaining in PAMA on the eastern property can only be used for future mitigation
needs of the McClellan-Palomar Airport in accordance with the NCMSCP and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies. These credits cannot
be sold, banked, or exchanged as mitigation for any other development or purpose.

All applicable requirements in the NCMSCP apply to the hardline and each specific development or
use therein, and will be incorporated as part of project review to obtain coverage under the Plan
(Section 7.5 of the draft NCMSCP). These requirements include development adjacency,
compatible land uses in the preserve (e.g., designation of trails), long-term management of
preserved open space, etc., and shall be included as enforceable conditions in all County permits,
operations and authorizations to proceed work. If a project changes its hardline in a way that results
in a greater impact, then an amendment to the Plan would be required (Section 4.2 of the
NCMSCP).

Provided that the above-listed criteria are fully implemented, and there are no changes (o the project
design, we concur with incorporating the proposed project as a “hardline” project in the NCMSCP. If
you have any questions, please contact Michelle Moreno of the Service at (760) 431-9440 or Randy
Rodriguez of the Department at (858) 637-7100.

Sincerely,

Om«aaﬂ«ﬁ&'“v& / : '/ﬁ

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Attachment

Stephen Juarez
Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game
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County of Ban Diego

RICHARD E. CROMPTON DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

DIRECTOR
COUNTY AIRPORTS
1960 JOE CRQSSON DRIVE, EL CAJON, CA 92020
(619) 956-4800 FAX: (619) 956-4801
Web Site: www sdcountyairports.com

March 19, 2014

Mr. Don Neu

City of Carlsbad Planning Department
1635 Faraday Ave

Carlsbad, CA 92008

CITY OF CARLSBAD DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND COORDINATION WITH COUNTY
AIRPORTS ON A NEW MCCLELLAN-PALOMAR MASTER PLAN

Dear Mr. Neu:

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airports Division (County Airports) has
initiated the process of developing a new 20-year (2015-2035) Master Plan for McClellan-
Palomar Airport as the current 1997 Master Plan nears the end of its planning period in 2015.
We appreciate the ongoing participation of City staff at our McClellan-Palomar Airport Master
Plan User Group Advisory Committee (UGAC) meeting on January 28, 2014 and at our first
public Master Plan workshop held on February 5, 2014 at the Faraday Center. It is important for
us to coordinate with City staff on the development of the McClellan-Palomar Airport Master
Plan as the City continues an update of the General Plan. This is particularly relevant in the
General Plan elements for Land Use, Mobility, Noise, and Safety.

As the City is already aware, interest in additional commercial air service at the Airport could
potentially lead to a higher level of passenger enplanements and demand on the surrounding
traffic network than experienced historically. As we discussed with your staff over the last year,
we are also considering an eastern extension of the runway in the Master Plan, which could
have a beneficial reduction in noise impacts to residential areas of Carlsbad. As the County
analyzes the 20-year aviation forecasts, facility requirements, and airport development for this
next planning period, we want to keep the City as an active and informed participant in the
Master Plan process.

County Airports submitted a public comment letter dated January 25, 2011 in response to the
City’s Notice of Preparation for an Environmental impact Report (EIR) for the General Plan. In
our review of the publicly available draft General Plan, we have a few clarifying comments as
follows:

1) The City’s draft General Plan Section 2: Land Use

A. On page 2-43, Policy 2-P.37 states: “Prohibit the geographic expansion of McClellan-
Palomar Airport unless approved by a majority vote of the Carlsbad electorate. (Section
21.53.015, Carlsbad Municipal Code)
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Mr. Neu
March 19, 2014
Page 2 of 4

County Comment: The definition of “expansion” should be clarified to the reader. It is
not clear what is meant by the term “expansion” either in the General Plan or in Carlsbad
Municipal Code Section 21.563.015. Clarification was previously given as referenced in
the meeting minutes of the Carlsbad City Council (Regular Meeting) on August 5, 1980,
Item #31 states: “The City Attorney responded that the County would only need Council
approval of expansion if same involved the acquisition of additional property, in which
case, the adopted ordinance would require prior voter approval. Any expansion of
existing property would not be affected” (emphasis added). By letter dated May 3, 1993
from former City Attorney Ron Ball to the County of San Diego, it was concluded that
expansions subject to voter approval only meant acquisitions of property outside the
existing airport boundaries for a use requiring a general plan amendment or other City
legislative enactments.

2) The City’s draft General Plan Section 3: Mobility

A. Page 3-7 first full paragraph under McClellan-Palomar Airport should be replaced as
follows:

“The Federal Aviation Administration issued an airport operating certificate to McClellan-
Palomar Airport as a Class 1 commercial service airport. The airport serves all types of
scheduled operations of air carrier aircraft in excess of 30 seats, and can service small
air carrier aircraft (more than 9 seats but less than 31 seats). The airport currently serves
smaller general aviation aircraft up to larger corporate jet aircraft. McClellan-Palomar
Airport is the only airport with an instrument landing system between Lindbergh Field
and Santa Ana that can accommodate the majority of instrument rated aircraft.
Currently, the airport provides commercial passenger service to Los Angeles.”

B. Page 3-7 begins the description of McClelian-Palomar Airport, and the last paragraph
states: “Medevac and transient helicopters also operate at the heliport/helipad located
east of the runway. Because of the potential significant adverse impacts that could occur
if the airport increased its aircraft and/or ancillary services, the Carlsbad Municipal Code
prohibits the City Council from approving any legislative act (such as a zone change or
general plan amendment) authorizing the expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport
without voter approval.”

County Comment: This section leads the reader to believe that “if the airport increased
its aircraft and/or ancillary services...” that would constitute an expansion of the airport
requiring voter approval. Reference comment #1 above regarding the definition of airport
expansion as limited to the acquisition of additional property.

The language should be changed to reflect that a change in aircraft would not constitute
an expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport requiring voter approval.

3) The City’s draft General Plan Section 5: Noise
A. Figure 5-2 Existing Noise Contours

County Comment: This figure should reference the year and number of operations
reflected as the existing conditions.

B. On Page 5-8 under “Airport Noise,” paragraph 2 states “Annual aircraft operations of
201,100 (as of 2006) are expected to increase over the next 20 years to approximately
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Mr. Neu
March 19, 2014
Page 3 of 4

289,100 based on the airport’s master plan.” This language is misleading as the current
master plan’s 20 year forecast comes to an end in 2015. We recommend changing the
language as follows: “The current Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) modeled
airport noise exposure levels based on approximately 289,100 operations, which is the
aviation forecast in the current 1997 airport Master Plan.” Also include reference to the
County’s Master Plan update that is currently underway. It should also acknowledge
that as a part of the update, baseline noise conditions and noise exposure maps are
being developed for 2013 and through the future planning year 2035, and the
information as currently shown in the draft General Plan will be updated. The County will
also be working with the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) to
update the ALUCP with the findings of the new Master Plan.

C. On Page 5-23, Policy 5-P.15 states: “Expect the airport to control noise while the city
shall control land-use thus sharing responsibility for achieving and maintaining long-term
noise/land use compatibility in the vicinity of McClellan-Palomar Airport.”

County Comment: The “federal government has preempted the areas of airspace use
and management, air traffic control, safety, and the regulation of aircraft noise at its
source.” FAA Order 5190.6B, p. 13-1 (emphasis added). The County does have limited
authority as an airport proprietor to indirectly regulate aircraft noise through airport
design and scheduling. Id. In accordance with 14 CFR Part 150, the County has
developed a Noise Compatibility Plan for the airport. Within the limited authority
available to it, the County can work to regulate noise, but must emphasize that this
authority is significantly constrained.

4) Section 6: Safety

A. On Page 6-27, Section 6.5 Airport Hazards, it would be beneficial to advise the reader
that the ALUCP contours are expected to change upon adoption of the new Master Plan
by County Airports.

The County's draft North County Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) covers the
County-owned property associated with the Airport within the jurisdictional limits of the City of
Carlsbad. Draft MSCP designations for Airport property were negotiated with the US Fish &
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish & Wildlife, (formerly Department of Fish &
Game) and memorialized in the attached letter dated March 1, 2011. The County-owned
property at the corner of Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real is designated in the letter's
figure, and the “Take Authorized” polygon depicts the anticipated limits of future development.
County Airports does not currently have any proposals for development of the site, but
development of the area is being considered in the new Airport Master Plan process for meeting
future needs. Please ensure your zoning and land use maps are compatible with these
designations.

Our tentative Master Plan schedule anticipates completion of the Plan at the end of 2014, which
will be followed by the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report and consideration
by the County Board of Supervisors at the end of 2015. Upon adoption of the Master Plan, the
County will work with the SDCRAA, (acting in its capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land
Use Commission) and the City in order to coordinate the Master Plan findings with the General
Plan and the ALUCP.

We also have updated information on the capacity of our existing facility and traffic counts at
airport access points that we can share with your staff as you generate traffic forecasts in the
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March 19, 2014
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General Plan’'s Mobility element. As mentioned in the January 25, 2011 letter, we also want to
ensure that regional aviation planning documents such as the SDCRAA’s Regional Aviation
Strategic Plan (RASP) are considered in your General Plan due to the anticipated impact on the
ground transportation network around the airport. As also mentioned in the letter, we are
interested in discussing the zoning and land use designations of County-owned land related to
the Airport to reflect current and future site planning. According to your website, the draft EIR
will be released to the public soon. The County would like to discuss the land use and traffic
assumptions being modeled for Palomar Airport in the Draft EIR. My staff is available at your
earliest convenience to discuss the items above to reach consistency between the City and
County’s planning documents for McClellan-Palomar Airport. Please contact Nick Alex, Airport
Planner at 858-694-3915 or Nicholas.Alex@sdcounty.ca.gov to schedule a meeting.

Sincerely,

RICHARD E. CROMPTON, Director
Department of Public Works

Attachment: “North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the McClellan-
Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project, San Diego
County, California.” Dated March 1, 2011

Attachment: “City of Carlsbad notice of preparation for an environmental impact report for the
general plan, local coastal program, and zoning ordinance update—PUBLIC REVIEW
COMMENTS” Dated January 25, 2011

Cc: Jennifer Jesser, City of Carlsbad Planner, Peter Drinkwater, County Airports Director
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County of San Diego

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Peter Drinkwater Caounty Airports
DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS
1960 Joe Crosson Drive, El Cajon, CA 92020

(619) 956-4800 FAX: (619) 956-4801
Web Site: hitp://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpw/airports.html

January 25, 2011

Mr. Don Neu

City Planner

City of Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dear Mr. Neu:

CITY OF CARLSBAD NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE GENERAL PLAN, LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM, AND
ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATE—PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airports Division (County
Airports) received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), dated December 2010, and appreciates this opportunity to comment.

McClellan-Palomar Airport is owned and operated by the County Airports and lies within
the limits of the City of Carlsbad. The Airport has been at this location since 1942, was
opened to the public in 1959, and serves the general aviation community, corporate
aircraft and commercial services. It is an important part of the community and a major
contributor to the local econamy.

As the City of Carlsbad begins the process of a General Plan update, maintaining land
use designations and zoning consistent with existing and planned uses is critical at
McClellan-Palomar Airport. County Airports-owned land within the City of Carlsbad is
shown in the Draft North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) proposed
by the County of San Diego. Within APN 2090502500, the North County MSCP shows a
portion of the County Airports-owned land as preserve, and a portion closest to the
intersection of Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real as future industrial, as

Kids e The Environment e Safe and Livable Communities
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approved by the Resource Agenbies. The General Plan update must reflect these use
designations.

Compatibility between planned land uses and airport operations is imperative for the
General Plan update. County Airports would like to maintain ongoing coordination with
the City of Carlsbad and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, acting in its
capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission, in order to ensure the
General Plan update is consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) for the airport. This also includes consistency with the Noise Impact
Notification Area for McClellan-Palomar Airport.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP, and look forward to receiving
updates on the General Plan update progress.

Sincerely,

Director of Airgorts



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Gavernor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 950013

(213) 576-7083

A4-1

A4-2

April 18, 2014

Ms. Jennifer Jesser

City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, California 92008
Dear Ms Jesser:;
SUBJECT SCH 2011011004 Carisbad General Plan Update - DEIR

The California Public UtllItIeS Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction. ever:the safety of

Commission approval for the construction or, alteration of crossings and grantsithe . .-
 Commission exclusive power on the design; -alteration, and closure of crossings-in Callfornla

- The Commission Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) is in receipt of the draft -

Enwronmental Impact Report (DEIF\’) for the proposed City of Carlsbad (Clty) General Plan
" Update project. s TR

at atgrade crossings. This includes considering pedestrian circulation ::patterns  or
destinations with respect to railroad ROW and compliance with the. Americans with

The project area includes active railroad tracks. RCES recommends that the City add .-, - . .
language to the General Plan Update so that.any future development adjacent to or nearthe : .. . .-
railroad right-of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. ..New. .
developments may increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at tntersectlons but also- -

Disabilities Act. Mitigation measures to consider include, but are not limited to; the planning - .- |
for grade separatlons for major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade crossings . .
due to increase in traffic volumes, and continuous vandal resistant fencing or other -

mappropnate barriers_to_limit the access_of trespassers onto_the_railroad. ROW.

If you have any questions in this matter, pleaSe contact me at (213) 576-7076, -
yke@cpuc.ca.gov. _ ‘ :

Smcerely,

‘%, B ol e’/” e -

,r" !
.......

Ken Chiang, P. E

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Safety and Enforcement Division

C: State Clearinghouse
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April 24,2014

City of Carlsbad Planning Division
Attn: Corey Funk, Associate Planner
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re: Carlsbad General Plan Update
Delivered by Mail and Email

Dear Mr. Funk:

Thank you for notifying San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) last month about the proposed
changes to the City of Carlsbad’s General Plan. Additionally, we appreciated your generous offer to meet
with us and discuss this issue on April 14 and address questions our Real Estate and Land Services
department had about the notice.

As you are aware, the City of Carlsbad, NRG and SDG&E entered into a Settlement Agreement on
January 14, 2014 that, among other things, provided a pathway to potentially relocate SDG&E’s Service
Center away from the existing site at Cannon Road and Carlsbad Boulevard. As the City is aware, the
selection of potential new sites for our Service Center is ongoing, and will take some time. While this
part of the Settlement Agreement is still being worked out, we feel it is premature to execute a zoning
change on the existing Service Center location.

Our preference would be for the General Plan and Zoning to remain U and PU respectively while we
work cooperatively to execute the terms of the aforementioned Settlement Agreement.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Warren R. Ruis

Public Affairs Manager

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Office: (858) 654-6449
WRuis@semprautilities.com

cc: Gary Barberio, City of Carlsbad
Jim Seifert, San Diego Gas & Electric Company
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City of Carisbad
VALLECITOS
._..WATER DISTRICT = /UN16204

"Waier and Wastewater, Speclillsts siuce 1955 - 7' ‘1 ; Plan nin g Divislonh

€

201 valistitos dé Oro's 'San-Marcos, California »92060-1453 " " Telephane (

June'13, 2014

LR

760).744-0460

Ms. Jennifer Jesser
City of Carlsbad
Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT GENERAL PLAN, DRAFT CLIMATE
ACTION PLAN AND DRAFT PROGRANM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE CITY OF CARLSBAD GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Dear Ms. Jesser:

AG-1 Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft General Plan, Draft Climate Action Plan
and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) to implement the City of

Carlsbad General Plan Update (General Plan). The General Plan serves as a policy guide
for determining the appropriate physical development and character of the Carlsbad
planning area. The General Plan establishes the maximum level of development that can
occur within this planning area, including areas serviced by the Vallecitos Water District
(District).

262 The General Plan highlights the areas that have been identified for change over the next
two decades. The Vallecitos Water District provides water and/or sewer services to a
portion of the South Eastern region of the City of Carlsbad. In addition the District has a
major pipeline (the San Marcos Interceptor) that travels from the City of San Marcos to the
Encina Wastewater Authority (EWA) in the Gity of Carlshad. The EWA is partially cwned by
the District and treats wastewater from the service areas of San Marcos, Escondido, Vista
and Carlsbad areas within the Vallecitos Water District Boundaries.

76-3 Water and sewer service will be provided under the rules and regulations of the District,
under normal operating conditions after all required fees have been paid and all conditions
of the District have heen satisfied.

Any existing District pipelines located within the areas that are in conflict with proposed
development projects will require relocation within the public right-of-way or District
easements. District policy requires that all newly created parcels have frontage on a
District main and extensions of facilities to serve each newly created parcel will be
\y required. The exact location of the main line extensions and relocation will be determined
during the planning stage for each development project.

FAX numbers by Department: Administration (760) 744-2738; Engineering (760) 744-3507; Finance (760) 744-5989;
Meadowlark Water Reclamation Facility (760) 744-2435; Operations/Maintenance (760) 744-5246 2-41
e-mail: vwd@vwd.org  http://www.vwd.org
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Draft City of Carlsbad General Plan Update — (General Plan, Climate Action Plan & PEIR)
June 5, 2014
Page 2

Water or sewer facilities not within the public right-of-way will require a minimum 20-foot
easement granted to the District. The District may require additional easements through
the new development or private properties for future extensions. The developer for each
area is responsible for obtaining any easements including expenses incurred. Joint use of
these easements is not allowed by the District and easements for storm drain and other
facilities should be analyzed early so that adequate sizing of easements for all facilities and
various agencies is provided.

No structures will be allowed over District facilities. This includes, but is not limited to,
waills, entrance medians, landscaping, gates, guard house structures, curbs and gutters,
and driveways. For protection of District facilities, any areas with water pressures near or
higher than 150 psi will require water pressure regulators between the water main and the
metering device.

The District adopted Ordinance No. 162 on May 6, 2009, which identifies a 10% voluntary
water conservation level. Ordinance No. 162 also identifies various water conservation
measures including mandatory conservation, the curtailment of availability letters and
limiting new service connections as it relates to current and future drought conditions.

The District currently obtains 100% of its water supply from the San Diego County Water
Authority, which in turn obtains most of its water from the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California. Therefore, the District's primary water sources are from northern
California via the California State Water Project and from the Colorado River via the
Colorado River Aqueduct. The Vallecitos Water District is currently a member agency in
the Poseidon Resources Desalination project. This project includes a 30 year water
purchase agreement through the San Diego County Water Authority with an anticipated
delivery of 2016. :

A water and sewer study and analysis for both onsite facilities and offsite facilities will be
required for any specific development within the District boundaries to determine if the
infrastructure is adequately sized to provide service to the development, including potable
water distribution and storage, sewer collection and conveyance, and sewer treatment
capacity. The water and sewer analysis will also identify any regional components
necessary to serve the developments, which may include the purchase or construction of
additional treatment and disposal capacity. Upon completion and review of the water and
sewer studies, actual facility requirements and all associated fees and costs will be
determined.

More specific comments regarding the draft documents are as follows:

2 M:\Engineering\MASTER\LETTERS\Comment Lirs\Carlsbad General Plan Draft Update Comments 6-2014.doc
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Draft City of Carlsbad General Plan Update — (General Plan, Climate Action Plan & PEIR)
June 5, 2014
Page 3

Draft General Plan:

Chapter 2 — Land Use and '-C—:ommunity Design (LUCD) Element

Section 2.4 Land Use Designation and Density/Intensity Standards

Figure 2-1 Land Use Map

This map shows the proposed land use designation changes as outlined in the Draft
General Plan. The District is concerned with areas within the City of Carlsbad in
which water and/or sewer services are provided by the Vallecitos Water District that
may have a potential impact.

The District staff has been in contact with Mr. Corey Funk in an effort to be provided
with a more precise depiction of the area of change within the Vallecitos Water
District boundary. Mr. Funk generously provided the District with a map and shape
file that shows all land use changes within the District boundaries. The District was
also supplied with a corresponding table of the land use designation and a list of the
effected assessor parcel numbers.

In reviewing these documents three land use designation questions were brought
up by District staff:

1) Change in land use from E (elementary school) to P (public).
The capacity determinations in the 2008 Vallecitos Water District Master
Plan for public facilities are calculated differently than for schools.
As such the District requests that the City of Carlsbad provide a methodology
to distinguish school (APN'’s: 215-410-15 and 215-410-14) land use from
other public facilities.

2) RL {Low Density) to R 1.5 - Tanks and Reservoirs.
According to the District's interpretation the map is showing tanks and
reservoirs at a current density of RL and changing to an R 1.5 designation.
Neither of these designations seems like the proper designation for these
areas, as these properties currently support public facilities. Please consider
re-designating tank and reservoir properties to a public facilities land use.

"M:\Engineeringt MASTER\LETTER $\Comment Lirs\Carlsbad General Plan Draft Update Comments 6-2014.doc 943
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Draft City of Carlsbad General Plan Update — (General Plan, Climate Action Plan & PEIR)

June 5, 2014

Page 4

Conclusion

3)

OS (Open Space) — Components within Designation

The proposed areas marked as OS appears to include parks, landscape,
and other non-environmental green space. The majority of the parcels with
this land use designation are under the ownership of La Costa Ridge and La
Costa Oaks Community Association. This implies the proposed designation
is an inclusion of HOA green belt areas, parks, etc. of planned development
that often require water and sewer capacity. At least one APN: 223-724-17
with this proposed land use designation change shows an irrigation meter,
according to District records. Open space typically is a more natural and
undisturbed environment. Such uses have different utility needs and this
should have a separate land use designation. The District requests that the
City of Carlsbad provide a methodology to distinguish parks, HOA
greenbelts, etc. land use from open space areas.

The information provided by the City of Carlsbad stated that although the City is planning
on changing the names of the residential land use designations, the density ranges allowed
by each designation are not changing. By grouping some of the existing land uses into
more broad land use categories, it may make it more difficult for the District to determine
the appropriate water and wastewater capacity for these areas. Please clarify this issue.

The Vallecitos Water District requests notification of and inclusion in any future public
review and requests copies of any related studies and environmental documents when
they become available.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (760) 744-0460 or by e-mail
at istichter@vwd.org.

Sincerely,

NS

Ingrid Stichter
Engineering Technician Il
VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT

CcC:

2-44

Ken Gerdes, Director of Engineering and Operations
James Gumpel, District Engineer
Rob Scholl, Sr. Engineer — Development Services
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Vi Faciliti T 760.752.1299
L SAN MARCOS 2gglFl’i::)SAvenue, Suite 250 F 760.471.4928

.. UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT San Marcos, CA 92069 www.smusd.org

engaging students...inspiring futures

June 18, 2014

Ms. Jennifer Jesser Via FedEX
Senior Planner

Planning Department

City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 22008

Dear Ms. Jesser:

The San Marcos Unified School District (“District”) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Carlsbad (“City") General Plan Update. The
District would like to submit the following comments:

o Draft General Plan:

A7-1
o Page 7-17; Table 7-6: SCHOOL DISTRICTS SERVING CARLSBAD, ENROLLMENT
= The draft reports the District's enroliment as 17,852 students based on
information from 2010. If more recent information is needed, the District's
certified enrollment for the 2013-2014 school year per the California
Department of Education Data Quest is 20,107 students.
A7-2 o Page 7-19: Funding and Planned Improvements
» |f more recent or additional information is needed, please review the
following: The District passed Proposition K in 2010, a General Obligation
Bond Measure, for $287 miliion for renovations, modernization and new
construction and recently re-constructed the District’s namesake high
school with $180 million of the Bond Funds.
A7-3 o Page 7-20: Private Schools and Higher Education
» |n the first paragraph, the report states, “The City of Carlsbad does not
currently have charter schools.” If additional information is helpful, note
that the District charters Bayshore Preparatory Charter, which would be
available to students living within the Carlsbad area of the District.
N e Draft Environmental Report:
o Figure 3.11-1: PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN, Parks & Recreation
» Alga Norte Community Park is depicted as “under construction.” The park
opened on December 31, 2013.
Governing Board:  Beckie Garrett Pam Lindamood Janet McClean Jay Petrek Randy Walton

Kevin D. Holt, Ed.D., Superintendent 2-45
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Ms. Jennifer Jesser
June 18, 2014
Page 2

NS o Page 3.11-10; Table 3.11-6: School Districts Serving Carlsbad, Enrollment

» The draft reports the District's enrollment as 17,852 students based on
information from 2010. As stated in the comment for page 7-17 of the Draft
General Plan, the District's certified enroliment for the 2013-2014 school
year per the California Department of Education Data Quest is 20,107
students.

A7-6 If you have any questions regarding the comments submitted by the District, please do not
hesitate to contact me by phone at (760) 280-2650, or by email at khary.knowles@smusd.org.

Sincerely,

g AL

Khary'S. Knowles

Executive Director

Facilities Planning & Development
KSK/ntd

C: Gary Hamels, Assistant Superintendent, Business Services
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11, DIVISION OF PLANNING

4050 TAYLOR ST, M.S. 240

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

PHONE (619) 688-6960

FAX (619) 688-4299

TTY 711

Serious drought.
Help save water!

www.dot.ca.gov

A8-3

A8-4

June 20, 2014
11-SD-5
PM 44.07-50.68
Envision Carlsbad
Ms. Jennifer Jesser Draft EIR
City of Carlsbad SCH 2011011004
Planning Department
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dear Ms. Jesser:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Carlsbad (City)
General Plan Update, known as Envision Carlsbad, as well as the Draft Cllmate Action Plan.
Caltrans would like to submit the following comments:

Caltrans appreciates the acknowledgement in the Draft EIR that “Caltrans has established
standards for street traffic flow and has developed procedures to determine if intersections
require improvements. For projects that may physically affect facilities under its
administration, Caltrans requires encroachment permits before any construction work may be
undertaken. For projects that would not physically affect facilities, but may influence traffic
flow and levels of services at such facilities, Caltrans may recommend measures to mitigate
the traffic impacts of such projects” (page 3.13-13).

Caltrans encourages the City to cooperate in the implementation of necessary improvements
at intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint jurisdiction, as well as
coordinate with Caltrans as development proceeds and funds become available to ensure that
the capacity of freeway on/off ramps are adequate.

For the Traffic and Circulation section (5.8) of the 2012 Carlsbad Land Use Concepts (DEIR
Appendix G), please consider providing information about the impact of each of the land use
concepts (Concepts A, B, and C), much like was done in the preceding sections, on all of the
freeway ramps and the State Highway System. This information would be helpful when
considering the benefits and disadvantages of each land use alternative.

The Draft EIR’s proposed Mitigation Measure 3-P.11 is to “Evaluate implementing a road
diet to three lanes or fewer for existing four-lane streets currently carrying or projected to
carry 25,000 average daily traffic volumes or less in order to promote biking, walking, safer
street crossings, and attractive streetscapes” (page 3.13-31). Please clarify the locations
where this policy will be implemented, and note that any work within Caltrans right-of-way
needs to be constructed to Caltrans standards, as acknowledged on page 3.13-13.

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California's economy and livability " 2-47
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Ms. Jennifer Jesser
June 20, 2014
Page 2

The subsection on Impacts to Transportation states that “The impacts to I-5 and SR-78 are
considered significant and unavoidable, as the city cannot guarantee implementation of
improvement to reduce impacts to a facility they do not control™ (page 3.13-27). Please note
that there are plans to improve the Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 78 (SR-78) corridors, for
which further information is provided below. Caltrans supports “fair share” contributions for
all cumulative impact mitigations.

For your information, the following regional transportation projects are planned within the
City of Carlsbad:

1-5 North Coast Corridor (NCC) Project

Caltrans has prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) for the I-5 NCC Project, which is the highway component of the larger
NCC Program of transit, highway, community, and environmental enhancements planned
along 27 miles between Sorrento Valley in San Diego and Oceanside. The Final EIR/EIS
affirmed the Express Lanes Only option (8+4 Buffer Alternative) as the Caltrans Locally
Preferred Alternative for the project, with Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) potentially using the
Express Lanes. It is important in the implementation of future regional transportation
improvements that right-of-way needs are consistent with proposed changes in land use
plans. &4

Caltrans is also proposing the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail, which is a regional enhancement
developed to support non-motorized travel in the corridor. Portions of the North Coast Bike
Trail would be located within Caltrans, rail, and local jurisdictions R/W, with the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and Caltrans working with the appropriate
jurisdictions to ensure consistency with local bike plans. The proposed North Coast Bike
Trail would extend through the City of Carlsbad as shown on pages 2-142 through 2-145 of
the I-5 NCC Final EIR/EIS. Please include the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail if it is not
referenced in the City of Carlsbad General Plan.

In addition to the North Coast Bike Trail, Caltrans is proposing community enhancements
within the City of Carlsbad, including enhanced pedestrian facilities. Page 2-136 of the I-5
NCC Final EIR/EIS shows a list of the proposed community enhancements in Carlsbad.
More information on the project, including the Final EIR/EIS, is available at the following
web address: http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/I-5-Corridor/.

[-5/SR-78 Interchange Project

Caltrans is currently evaluating alternatives to reduce congestion and improve mobility at the
I-5 and SR-78 interchange, located along the border of Carlsbad and Oceanside. More
information on the project is available at the following web address:
http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/I-5-Corridor/I-5-sr78-intro.aspx.

“Provide a safe, susiainable, integrated and efficieni transportation system
2.48 ta enhance California’s economy and livahility”
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Ms. Jennifer Jesser
June 20, 2014
Page 3

SR-78 Corridor Study / Project Study Report (PSR)

SANDAG, in collaboration with Caltrans, the City of Carlsbad, and other key stakeholders,
explored congestion management alternatives to SR-78 to address regional and local travel
demand within the corridor. The SR-78 Corridor Study examined two alternatives, including
the addition of two lanes on SR-78 (one eastbound, one westbound), auxiliary lane
improvements, and transit and freeway connector projects consistent with SANDAG’s 2050
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). On May 18,
2012, the SANDAG Transportation Committee accepted the SR-78 Corridor Study and its
findings, and directed staff to provide them to Caltrans for consideration in the project
development process. Currently a PSR is being developed for the SANDAG SR-78 RTP
project. More information on the study is available at the following web address:
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=412.

Caltrans appreciates that the proposed actions in the City’s Draft Climate Action Plan
coordinate with the greenhouse gas emission reduction efforts outlined in the adopted
RTP/SCS for the region.

Caltrans looks forward to continuing coordination with City staff on Envision Carlsbad. If .
you have any questions, please contact Connery Cepeda, Community Planning Liaison, at
(619) 688-6003.

Sincerely

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

e State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

2-49


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
A8-10

Karina
Text Box
A8-11

Karina
Text Box
A8-12


(SANDAG

401 8 Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 921014231
(619} 699-7900

Fax (519} 699-1905

Wi sandag org

MEMBER AGENCIES

Citias of

Cartshad

Chuls Vista

Coronado

el Mar

£ Cajon

Ercinftas

Escondido

Imperial Beach

AO-1 La Mesa
Lemon Grove
National City
Draangide
Poway

San Diego
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista

ant

County of San Diego

ADVISORY MEMBERS
imperial County

California Dapartment
of Fansportation

Metropoiitan
Tratrsit System

North County
fransit District

Unfted States
Department of Defense

San Diego
Unified Port District

Sarr Dlego County
v Water Aiuthority

Southam Callfornia
Tribal Chafrmen's Association

fdawico

2-50

June 19, 2014 File Number 3330300

Ms. lennifer Jesser
Carisbad Planning Division
1635 Farraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dear Ms, Jesser;

SURIECT: Comments on the City of Carisbad Draft General Plan, Draft
Climate Action Plan, and Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Carlsbad draft
General Plan, draft Climate Action Plan (CAP), and draft Program
Environmental Impact Report,

Our comments are based on policies included in the Regional Comprehensive
Plan {RCP} and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and its Sustainable
Communities Strategy (2050 RTP/SCS) and are submitted from a regional
perspective, emphasizing the need for land use and transportation
coordination, and implementation of smart growth and sustainable
development principles. The goal of these regional plans is to focus housing
and job growth in urbanized areas where there is existing and planned
transportation infrastructure to create a more sustainable region.

The 2050 RTR/SCS sets forth a multimodal approach to meeting the region’s
transportation needs, Therefore, it is recommended that the traffic analysis
consider the needs of motorists, transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists and
the implementation of a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program. The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) recommends
that the following comments be addressed and analyzed in the Transportation
impact Study,

Smart Growth Development

A key goal of the RCP is to focus growth in $Smart Growth Opportunity Areas.
The City of Carisbad has four areas identified on the Smart Growth Concept
Map: CB-1, an Existing/Planned Town Center; (B-2, a Potential Town Center;
and CB-3 and CB-4, both Potential Community Centers, Please keep in mind
that projects located within the Smart Growth Opportunity Areas may be
eligible to compete for Smart Growth Incentive Funds for planning and/or
infrastructure through the City of Carisbad.
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SANDAG appreciates the goals and policies throughout the draft General Plan, which encourage a
diversity of land uses and housing types, infill development, and efficient land use; emphasize the
importance of a jobs housing balance; and aim to support alternative modes of transportation such
as walking and bicycling.

Multimodal Transportation Analysis

The 2050 RTP provides a multimodal approach te meet the region’s transportation needs. As such,
SANDAG recommends balancing the needs of all users when performing traffic analysis, including
motorists, transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Please keep in mind available tocls and resources
such as the SANDAG Smart Growth Trip Generation Spreadsheet Tool.

Tom

In considering mitigation for regional transportation impacts, please also consider opportunities for
encouraging alternatives to driving alone such as carsharing and bikesharing in addition to
carpecling, vanpooling, telework, and compressed work weeks. The SANDAG TODM division,
iCommute, can assist in develeping a DM Plan as a part of this project.

Parking management plans facilitate the effectiveness of Smart Growth and transit-oriented
developments as well as encourage non-single occupancy vehicle trips. Similar to TOM Plans,
Parking Management Plans can encompass a variety of strategies and are customizable o the needs
of each jurisdiction. For more information contact the SANDAG TOM division, iCommute.

Transit and Mobility Options

Please take inte consideration the following comments and cbservations regarding Section 3
Mobility of the dratt General Plan;

Page 3-6: There are currently six Amtrak trains per day that stop at Carlsbad Poinsettia and
Carlsbad Village through a partnership with North County Transit District (NCTD) called
RaliZRail.

Table 3-1: Please note that the Route 473 Rapid Bus on Highway 101 is planned to on
“Identity Streets” and "Coastal Streets” and would require some level of transit prioritization
threugh the use of queue jump lanes, transit signal priority, and in-lane bus stops, and would
alse require enhanced bus station amenities over traditional bus service. For streets that will
receive Rapid Bus service, SANDAG would like transit, bicycle, and pedestrian accommedations
to be coordinated.

Page 3-7: "Door-to-Door” is a term most often used when describing paratransit service where
a consumer is assisted from the doorway of their pick up location to the vehicle and then to
the door of their destination. Page 3-7 seems to equivocate “door-to-door” with the concept
of "first mie-last mile”. However, since "door-to-door” is most commonly referred to in
paratransit rather than fixed route transit service, it may be beneficial to omit the use of the
“door-to-door” terminclogy in the context of Page 3-7 {Transit) to avoid confusion.

2-51
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Page 3-23: Please ensure that any planned transit improvements referenced in the draft
General Plan are sourced from the current 2050 RTP. Reference to Route 471 appears to be
from a previous RTP and is no longer in the revenue constrained pian. The current adopted
RTP has two new transit services within the City of Carlsbad. They are Route 473 Rapid Bus
{2030), which would operate along Highway 101 and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Route 653
{2035), which would operate in the peak period between Kearny Mesa and Paiomar Airport
Road, Please refer to Table 6.2 in the 2050 RTP for more information,

Page 3-24: The Chestnut Avenue and Chinquapin Avenue railroad crossings have not been
previously identified in rail corridor plans, Adding at-grade rail crossings is very challenging
due to the safety implications and additional train horn noise. SANDAG encourages the
City of Carlsbad 1o coordinate with the NCTD and the California Public Utilities Commission
regarding pians for providing pedestrian and bicycle access across the raiiroad.

Page 3-25: SANDAG pilans to build parking structures at Carisbad Village and Poinsettia
COASTER stations to accommodate additional demand., SANDAG fully supports the
City of Carisbad's flexible parking requirements to maximize the use of parking at transit
centers through shared parking and parking management strategies, and commends the City
for including such policies.

Regarding Policy 3-P.31, please coordinate with SANDAG and NCTD to develop transit priority
features for the Route 473 Rapid Bus on Highway 101 and for the BRT Route 653 serving the
Palomar Alrport area.

Other Considerations

Section 15125 (d) of the <California Environment Quality Act Guidelines state that the
“Environmental kmpact Report (EIR} shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project
and applicable general pians, specific plans and regional plans. Such regionai plans include, but are
not limited to ... air quality attainment or maintenance plan ... regional transportation plans,
regional housing aliocation plans, regiona! blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions ...“ As the City prepares the final EIR for the draft General Plan, please continue to
coordinate with SANDAG 1o ensure consistency with regional plans, projects, and programs.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the EIR for the draft Updated Carlsbad General Plan
and the related draft CAP. We encourage the City of Carisbad, where appropriate, to consider the
following tools in evaluating this update based on the following SANDAG publications, which can
be found on our website at www sandag.orgfigr.

(1} Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region

{2} Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region

{3} Trip Generation for Smart Growth

{4) Parking Strategies for Smart Growth

{5} Regional Multimodal Transportation Analysis: Alternative Approaches for Preparing
Multimodal Transportation Analysis in EiRs

{6) Integrating Transportation Demand Management into the Planning and Development
Process - A Reference for Cities

{7} Riding to 2050, the San Diego Regional Bike Plan
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AQ-14 I If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact me at (619) 699-1943 or
susan.baldwin@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

SUSAN BALDWIN
Senior Regional Planner

SBA/SSTRA/bga
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From: Gowens Ed [mailto:egowens@san.org]

Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 4:59 PM

To: Jennifer Jesser

Subject: Airport Authority comments on General Plan EIR

Dear Ms Jesser:

The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) staff has reviewed the contents of the City of Carlsbad General Plan Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) and offers the following comments:

Asageneral comment, a distinction should be made between references to San Diego county and
the County of San Diego throughout the entire document. As ageographic place, San Diego
county is the appropriate reference, but in instances of reference to the government entity of the
State of California, governed by the Board of Supervisors, the term “County of San Diego” is the
official designation that should be used. Thiswould prevent confusion, especialy to help
misunderstanding between the County of San Diego as owner and operator of McClellan-
Palomar Airport and SDCRAA as an independent agency (not part of the County of San Diego,
with its own governing board) which provides airport land use compatibility planning within San
Diego county asaregion. Specifically, we can advise replacing “County of San Diego” for “San
Diego County” on pages 3.6-13, 3.6-33, and 3.13-34 in applicable sections reviewed for airport
matters, but we recommend a general word search and substitution as applicable throughout the
entire EIR.

Page 3.6-13, Airport Hazards

The McClellan-Palomar Airport ALUCP was developed according to Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics, not FAA, standards. The State of California mandates ALUCPs with guidance
from the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook prepared by Caltrans Aeronautics; the ALUCP
mandate does not come from the FAA or any other federal law.

Page 3.6-25, McClellan-Palomar Airport ALUCP

Each ALUCP isintended to prevent exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within the
airport influence area; as aplan, it only establishes guidance to facilitate that goal to promote the
genera health and welfare of the community, rather than actually preventing it outright.

Page 3.9-7, General Plan Consistency with ALUCPs

Remove the word “Comprehensive” from the title of the ALUCP; the name Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP) was retired by the State in 2004 and replaced by ALUCP.

Page 3.10-21, Aircraft

Residential infill development is not allowed above noise exposure levels of 70+ (not 65) dB
CNEL by the ALUCP (see PAL 2.11.1(b)(3)). The statement “An Airport Influence Area is
established in two parts—Review Area 1 and Review Area 2—in which the noise impact areais
60 dBA CNEL and 65 dBA CNEL respectively” is factually inaccurate. Review Areal
encompasses all those areas impacted by all compatibility factors of the ALUCP (noise exposure
contours, safety zones, airspace protection surfaces, and overflight). Review Area 2 comprises
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those areas only impacted by airspace and overflight factors and excludes all noise and safety
concerns, it isfor that reason that Review Area 2 requires review only by the FAA and not
SDCRAA for potential airspace compatibility concerns.

Page 3.10-37

Same comment as above regarding the noise limit for residential infill devel opment.

Noise Element Policy 5-P.16: the ALUCP applies equally to both new residential and new
nonresidential development for all factors, so the limitation of compliance with the ALUCP

noise standards to only new nonresidential development is not appropriate.

Page 3.13-7, Air Trave

The official name of the commercial service airport in San Diego is San Diego International
Airport, not Lindbergh Field. Similarly, if airports are specifically referenced, it would be better
to call out John Wayne/Orange County Airport in lieu of referencing its Santa Ana

location. Alternatively, it would also be congruent to say between “San Diego and Santa Ana”
as geographic places that have airports.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the City of Carlsbad General Plan
EIR. Please feel freeto contact me directly should you have any questions about the preceding
comments.

Regards,

Ed Gowens

Airport Land Use Commission

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority )
Post Office Box 82776

San Diego, California 92138-2776

voice (619) 400-2244

fax (619) 400-2459
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MARK WARDLAW PLANNING & DEVELCPMENT SERVICES DARREN GRETLER

ERRECTOR - ASBISTANT DIRECTOR
PHONE (858) 654.2987 5510 OVERLAND AVENUE. SUITE 310, SAN DIEGO, CA 52123 FHONE (4% S5 2690
FAX {88} 694-2655 www. stcounty ca govipds FAX {BER) 6942545

June 20, 2014

Jennifer Jesser, Senior Planner
City of Carlsbad

Planning Division

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carisbad, CA 92008

Via email to Jennifer.jesser@carisbadca.gov

COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF CARLSBAD DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND DRAFT
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Ms. Jesser,

The County of San Diego has received and reviewed the City of Carisbad Draft General Plan
and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) dated April 4, 2014, and appreciates
this opportunity to comment. The County Department of Public Works, Airports Division
{County Airports) has initiated the process of developing a new 20-year (2015-2035) Master
Plan for McClellan-Palomar Airport as the current 1997 Master Plan nears the end of its
planning period in 2015. As the City is already aware, interest in additional commercial air
service at the airport could potentially lead to a higher level of passenger enplanements and
demand on the surrounding traffic network than experienced historically. As discussed with
your staff over the last year, County Airports is also considering an eastern extension of the
runway in the Master Plan, which could have a beneficial reduction in noise impacts to
residential areas of Carlsbad. As the County analyzes the 20-year aviation forecasts, facility
requirements, and airport development for this next planning period, we want to keep the City
as an active and informed participant in the Master Plan process.

We appreciate the ongoing participation of City staff at our McClellan-Palomar Airport Master
Plan User Group Advisory Commitiee (UGAC) meeting on May 5, 2014, and at our second
public Master Plan workshop held on May 7, 2014, at the Faraday Center. It is important for us
to coordinate with City staff on the development of the McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan
as the City nears completion of its General Plan Update and PEIR. This is particularly relevant
in the Land Use, Mobility, Noise, and Safety Elements.

County staff have completed their review and have the following clarifying comments regarding
the Draft General Plan Update and Draft PEIR:
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June 20, 2014
Page 2 of 6

GENERAL COMMENT

1)

Please ensure that the references to the McClellan-Palomar Airport are stated correctly
throughout the documents. For example, Land Use Goal 2-G.9 (page 2-35) refers to the
Airport as Palomar-McClellan Airport.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

2)

3)

Maintaining land use designations and zoning consistent with existing and planned uses is
critical at McClellan-Palomar Airport. The Counly strongly objects to the proposed
designation and zone change as noted in the City’s Property Owner Notice received by the
County which includes exhibits of Proposed General Plan Land Use that would rezone
property currently designated as Planned Industrial (PI) to Open Space (0S).

County Airports-owned land within the City of Carlsbad is shown in the Draft Multiple
Species Conservation Program North County Plan (MSCP North County Plan) as proposed
by the County. Within APN 209-050-25-00, the Draft MSCP North County Plan shows a
portion of the County Airports-owned land as preserve, and a portion, closest to the
intersection of Palomar Airport Road and EI Camino Real, as Take Authorized for future
planned industrial. This reflects the “hardline” development footprint and mitigation strategy
set forth in a Hardline Agreement letier dated March 1, 2011, with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service and California Department of Fish & Wildiife (formerly Fish & Game) as
documented in Attachment A. In addition, County Airports has previously stated this
objection in letters to the City of Carisbad dated January 25, 2011, March 19, 2014, and
April 3, 2014 (Attachment B, C, and D, respectively), as well as expressing their objection
at the April 28, 2014, meeting at the Faraday Center. The County-owned parcel’s zoning
must be consistent with these use designations.

Land Use Policy 2-P.37 (Pg. 2-43) prohibits the geographic expansion of McClellan-
Palomar Airport unless approved by a majority vote of the Carlsbad electorate, as codified
in Carlsbad Municipal Code Section 21.53.015. The definition of “expansion” should be
clarified to the reader in both the General Plan and the PEIR.

The County recommends that Land Use Policy 2-P.37, as well as pages ES-48 and ES-90
in PEIR, be clarified to clearly state that airport activities defined as “expansion” only apply
to acquisitions of property outside the existing airport boundaries for a use requiring a
General Plan amendment or other City legislative enactments.

This clarification was previously given by the City Attorney as reflected in the meeting
minutes of the Carlsbad City Council (Regular Meeting) on August 5, 1980, ltem #31, which
sfates:

“The City Atiomey responded that the County would only need
Council approval of expansion if same involved the acquisition of
additional property, in which case, the adopted ordinance would
require prior voter approval. Any expansion of existing property
would not be affected”.
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June 20, 2014
Page 30of 6

In addition, in a lelter dated May 3, 1883, from former City Aftorney Ron Ball to the County,
it was concluded that expansions subject fo voter approval only meant acquisitions of
property outside the existing airport boundaries for a use requiring a General Plan
amendment or other City legislative enactments.

MOBILITY/TRANSPORTATION

4)

5)

6)

The General Plan Mobility Element (Pg. 3-7) and PEIR (Pg. 1.13-7) provides a description
of services at McClellan-Palomar Airport that is inconsistent with the terminology used in
the McClellan-Palomar Airport operating certificate. This description should be replaced
with the following language:

“The Federal Aviation Adminisfration issued an airport operating certificate fo
McClellan-Palomar Airport as a Class 1 commercial service airport. The airport
serves all types of scheduled operations of air carrier aircraft in excess of 30
seats, and can service small air carrier aircraft {more than 9 seats but less
than 31 seats). The airport currently serves smaller general aviation aircraft up
to larger corporate jet aircraft. McClellan-Palomar Airport is the only airport
with an instrument landing system between Lindbergh Field and Santa Ana
that can accommodate the majonty of instrument rated aircraft. In 2013, the
airport provided commercial passenger service to L.os Angeles.”

The description of services at McClellan-Palomar Airport in the General Plan Mobility
Element (Pg. 3-7) and PEIR (Pg. 1.13-7) includes a statement that implies that any
increase in aircraft and/or ancillary services at the Airport would constitute an expansion of
the Airport as follows:

*Medevac and fransient helicopters also operate at the heliport/helipad located
east of the runway. Because of the potential significant adverse impacts that
could occur if the airport increased its aircraft and/or ancillary services, the
Carlsbad Municipal Code prohibits the City Council from approving any
legislative act (such as a zone change or General Plan amendment)
authorizing the expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport without voter
approval.”

The language in this discussion should be changed to reflect that a change in aircraft would
not constitute an expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport requiring voter approval. This is
consisfent with the previously requested modifications to Land Use Poiicy 2-P.37.

The General Plan Mobility Element Policy 3-P.8 (Pg. 3-28), exempts LOS standards for
Palomar Airport Road between interstate-5 and College Boulevard, and Palomar Airport
Road between kI Camino Real to Melrose Drive. The City of Carisbad Growth
Management Plan, Year 2013 Traffic Monitoring Program, uses 2012 fraffic volumes, and
accordingly, the PEIR baseline does not include the considerable increase in traffic along
Palomar Airport Road associated with the newly constructed Lowes shopping center (at El
Camino Real). As the infersections of Palomar Airport Road at College and El Camino Real
approach their forecast L.LOS of E and F respectively, little can be done to the Palomar
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June 20, 2014
Page 4 of 8

A119]]| )

Airport Road segment from College Boulevard to El Camino Real that would improve
functionality of the roadway as a whole.

The County recommends that the entire segment of Palomar Airport Road from Interstate-5
to Melrose Drive be exempt from LOS standards without a break in the middle. For
cohesive facility planning, the roadway should be planned as a whole without different
standards applying to one short segment,

The Impact Analysis in the Draft PEIR Section 3.13 (Transportation), states that future
traffic volumes were developed using the SANDAG travel demand forecasting model
(Series 12). SANDAG's Regional Transportation Plan 2050 incorporates the assumptions
of the Regional Aviation Strategic Plan (RASP) for projecting future growth throughout the
regional transportation network. The County supports Carlsbad’s traffic methodology, which
includes the RASP’s assumptions for future growth at McClellan-Palomar Airport, its effects
on [ocal street system, and recognizes the facility as a source of regional access.

NOISE

8)

AL 9)

The General Plan Noise Element (Pg. 5-8) states “Annual aircraft operations of 201,100 (as
of 2006) are expected to increase over the next 20 years to approximately 289,100 based
on the airport's master plan.” This statement is based on the current Airport Master Plan
which has a 20-year forecast horizon that ends in 2015, The County is currently updating
the Airport Master Plan that will represent the baseline noise conditions and noise exposure
maps for current conditions through the future planning year 2035. Following completion of
the Airport Master Plan, County Airports will work with the San Diego County Regional
Airport Authority (SDCRAA) o update the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)
with the findings of the new Master Plan.

The County recommends changing the description of Airport operations as follows:

“The current Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) modeled airport
noise exposure levels based on approximately 289,100 operations, which is
the aviation forecast in the current 1997 Airport Master Plan.”

In addition, the discussion should include reference to the update of the Airport
Master Plan that is currently in progress.

The County recommends that General Plan Noise Element, Figure 5-2; Existing Noise
Contours, be modified to reference the year and number of operations represented as the
existing conditions.

10)The General Plan Noise Element, Policy 5-P.15 (Pgs. 5-23, ES-70 and PEIR Pg. 3.10-37)

V

states:

“Expect the airport {0 control noise while the city shall control land-use thus
sharing responsibility for achieving and maintaining long-term noise/land use
compatibility in the vicinity of McClellan-Palomar Airport.”

2-59


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
A11-8

Karina
Text Box
A11-9

Karina
Text Box
A11-10

Karina
Text Box
A11-11

Karina
Text Box
A11-12


June 20, 2014
Page 5 of 6

According to FAA Order 5190.6B, p. 13-1, the “federal government has preempted the
areas of airspace use and management, air traftic control, safety, and the requlation of
aircraft noise at its source” (emphasis added). The County does have limited authority as
an airport proprietor to indirectly regulate aircraft noise through airport design and
scheduling commercial air service flights within established operating hours. In accordance
with 14 CFR Part 150, the County has developed a Noise Compatibility Plan for the airport.
Within the limited authority available to it, the County can work to regulate noise, but must
emphasize that this authority is significantly constrained.

11)The sections of the General Plan and PEIR must indicate the limited scope of County

Airports to govem noise. The PEIR (Pg. 3.10-8) discussion of California Code of
Regulations Title 21 — Airport Noise Standards, states that the Title 21 regulations “are
achieved by controlling and reducing noise that affects communities in the vicinity of the
airport.” This language misleads the reader to believe that the regulations were established
to control and reduce noise rather than control and reduce noise impact areas {land use) as
the California Code of Regulations Title 21, Subchapter 6 states:

“The regulations accomplish these ends by controlling and reducing the noise
impact area in communities in the vicinity of the airports.”

This underscores the City’s role as the land use authority within the McClellan-Palomar
Airport ALUCP. The language in this section should reflect the role of the City in controlling
land uses within noise impact areas in the vicinity of the airport.

AL1-14| SAFETY

12) The County recommends that the discussion of Airport Hazards in the General Plan (Pg. 6-

27) advise the reader that the ALUCP contours are expected to change upon adoption of
the new McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan.

The County of San Diego appreciates the opportunity to continue to participate in the
environmental review process for this project. County staff are available at your earliest
convenience to discuss the items above to reach consistency between the City and County’s
planning documents for McClellan-Palomar Airport. Please contact Nick Alex, Airport Planner,
at 8568-694-3915 or Nicholas Alex@sdcounty.ca.gov to meet and discuss County comments
prior to adoption of the General Plan and certification of the PEIR.

Sincerely,

Totd O

Todd Snyder, Chief
Advance Planning Division
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Page 6 of 6

e-mail cc;

Chris Champine, Senior Policy Advisor Staff, District 5

Megan Jones, Group Program Manager

Peter Drinkwater, Department of Public Works, Director of Airports

Nicholas Alex, Department of Public Works, Airport Planner

Richard Chin, Department of Public Works, Transportation Division

LeAnn Carmichael, Depariment of Public Works, Environmental Services Unit
Tom Bosworth, County Counsel

Attachments:

Attachment A: “North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the
McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development
Project, San Diego County, California.”; March 1, 2011,

Attachment B: “City of Carlsbad Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact
Report for the General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Zoning Ordinance Update
PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS"; January 25, 2011,

Attachment C. “City of Carlsbad Draft General Plan and Coordination with County
Airports on a New McClellan-Palomar Master Plan.”;, March 19, 2014,

Attachment D: “City of Carisbad Property Owner Notice APN 208-050-25-00"; April 3,
2014.
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North County Multiple Species Conservation
Program Hardline for the McClellan-
Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and
Eastern Parcel Development Project, San
Diego County, California

March 1, 2011
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service e+ ammer
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office CALIFORNIA
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, California 92011

(760) 43 1-9440

FAX (760) 431-5902

California Department of Fish and Game
South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, California 92123
(858)467-4201

FAX (858) 467-4299

in Reply Refer Ta:
FWS-SDG-11B0102-11TA0273

MAR 01 2011

RECEIVED
Ms. Cynthia Curtis A
County of San Diego MAR &7 2011
5500 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, California 92123

Subject:  North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the McClellan-Palomar
Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project, San Diego County,
California

Dear Ms. Curtis:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish (Department),
collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have met numerous times with the County of San
Diego (County) to discuss the hardline requirements, including footprint and preserve design, for the
proposed McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project.
This hardline agreement is proposed to be included in the County’s North County Multiple Species
Conservation Program (NCMSCP). Under the draft NSCMSCP, “hardline development projects” have
planned development footprints within the Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA or preserve) that
have been factored into the Plan’s conservation analysis and goals/requirements and negotiated as
“Take-Authorized” areas, as well as associated conserved lands. All hardlined projects must still
comply with all applicable provisions of the Plan, County ordinances, and analyze a full range of
alternatives under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This project was discussed at multiple County MSCP staff/ Wildlife Agency meetings from November
2005 through August 2010. [n addition, we discussed the proposed project at the County Department of
Planning and Land Use batching meeting on August 20, 2009, and at a County and Wildlife Agency
coordination meeting on October 28, 2010. At the October 28, 2010, meeting the County and Wildlife
Agencies reached agreement on the proposed NCMSCP “hardline” development footprint and
mitigation strategy for the project.

The purpose of this letter is to memorialize the “hardline” agreement made at the October 28, 2010,
meeting. The development footprint, preserve design, and mitigation criteria agreed to at the meeting to
obtain a NCMSCP hardline for the project are identified below:

l. The development bubble proposed for the eastern property will be limited to the area outlined in red

on the attached figure. Any changes to this hardlined area shall require written approval from the
Wildlife Agencies.

TAKE PRiDE'”ﬁ: +
i*\*A‘M ERICA—%
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Ms. Cynthia Curtis (FWS-SDG-11B0102-11TA0273)

2. Lands conserved that will be counted as baseline preserve (including restoration areas) and areas
available to be used as future airport mitigation are shown in yellow and green on the attached
figure. Any changes to the conserved area shall also require written approval from the Wildlife
Agencies,

The following mitigation strategy will be implemented for impacts to southern maritime chaparral
(SMC), coastal sage scrub (CS8) and vernal pool habitat:

Vegetation Community Impacts Proposed Mitigation/Pres

County's Proposed Actions I

Vernal Pool Habitat (no fairy shrimp): Creation/Restoration at fallow ag (area outlined
0.20 ac in pink on the attached figure): 6.78 ac
North Ramp - - -
Chaparral, CSS & Dist. CSS (Occupied CSA({)SQN; @ 2:1 = 12.18ac
Industrial Park 50. Maritime Chaparral: approx 3.00 ac @31= 9.00ac Total SMC = 35.55
Preservation of SMC i ’
i as PAMA, used for
SMC Preservation NONE future Airports
mitigation: 14.37ac*
NNG Preservation NONE Preservation of NNG as PAMA: 2.30 ac
TOTAL 9.29 ac 44.63 ac |

*The 14.37 acres of southern maritime chaparral credits remaining in PAMA on the eastern property can only be used for future mitigation
needs of the McClellan-Palomar Airport in accordance with the NCMSCP and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies These credits cannot
be sold, banked, or exchanged as mitigation for any other development or purpose.

All applicable requirements in the NCMSCP apply to the hardline and each specific development or
use therein, and will be incorporated as part of project review to obtain coverage under the Plan
(Section 7.5 of the draft NCMSCP). These requirements include development adjacency,
compatible land uses in the preserve (e.g., designation of trails), long-term management of
preserved open space, etc., and shall be included as enforceable conditions in all County permits,
operations and authorizations to proceed work. If a project changes its hardline in a way that results
in a greater impact, then an amendment to the Plan would be required (Section 4.2 of the
NCMSCP).

Provided that the above-listed criteria are fully implemented, and there are no changes to the project
design, we concur with incorporating the proposed project as a “hardline” project in the NCMSCP. If
you have any questions, please contact Michelle Moreno of the Service at (760) 431-9440 or Randy
Rodriguez of the Department at (858) 637-7100.

(oo Sl

Sincerely,

W

y
L

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

%

Attachment

2-64

i
Stephen Juarez

Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game
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City of Carlsbad Notice of Preparation for an
Environmental Impact Report for the
General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and
Zoning Ordinance Update—PUBLIC
REVIEW COMMENTS

January 25, 2011
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County of San Diego

CEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Peter Drinkwater County Airporis
BIREGTOR OF AIRPORTS

1960 Joe Crosson Drive, EF Cajon, CA 920208

{619) 956-4300 FAX: (619} 956-4801
Web Site: httpHiwww.sdcounty.ca.govidpwiairporis.html

Janhuary 25, 2011.

Mr. Don Neu

City Planner

City of Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dear Mr. Neu:

CITY OF CARLSBAD NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE GENERAL PLAN, LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM, AND
ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATE~-PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airporis Division (County
Airports) received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Environmenial Impact Report
(EIR), dated December 2010, and appreciates this opportunity to comment.

McClellan-Palomar Airport is owned and operated by the County Airports and lies within
the limits of the City of Carlsbad. The Airport has been at this location since 1942, was
opened to the public in 1959, and serves the general aviation community, corporate
aircraft and commercial services. It is an important part of the community and a major
contributor to the local economy.

As the City of Carlsbad begins the process of a General Plan update, maintaining land
use designations and zoning consistent with existing and planned uses is critical at
McClellan-Palomar Airport. County Airports-owned land within the City of Carlsbad is
shown in the Draft North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) proposed
by the County of San Diego. Within APN 2090502500, the North Counity MSCP shows a
portion of the County Airports-owned land as preserve, and a portion closest to the
intersection of Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real as future industrial, as .

2-67
Kids » The Environment « Safe and Livable Communities


Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
A11-17


Mr. Neu ' Page 2

-~ approved by the Resource Agencies. The General Plan update must reflect these use

designations.

Compatibility between planned land uses and airport operations is imperative for the
General Plan update. County Airports would like to maintain ongoing coordination with
the City of Carlsbad and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authonty, acting in its
capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission, in order to ensure the
General Plan update is consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) for the airport. This also includes consistency with the Noise Impact

Notification Area for McClellan-Palomar Airport. '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP, and look forward to receiving
updates on the General Plan update progress.

Sincerely,
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City of Carlsbad Draft General Plan and
Coordination with County Airports on a New
McClellan-Palomar Master Plan

March 19, 2014


Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
A11-18


County of zm Diego

RICHARD E. CROMPTON
DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

VY

COUNTY AIRPORTS
1960 JOE CROSSON DRIVE, EL CAJON, CA 82020
(619) 956-4800 FAX: (619) 956-4801
Web Site: www.sdcountyairports.com

March 19, 2014

Mr. Don Neu

City of Carlsbad Planning Department
1635 Faraday Ave

Carlsbad, CA 92008

CITY OF CARLSBAD DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND COORDINATION WITH COUNTY
AIRPORTS ON A NEW MCCLELLAN-PALOMAR MASTER PLAN

Dear Mr. Neu:

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airports Division (County Airports) has
initiated the process of developing a new 20-year (2015-2035) Master Plan for McClellan-
Palomar Airport as the current 1997 Master Plan nears the end of its planning period in 2015.
We appreciate the ongoing participation of City staff at our McClellan-Palomar Airport Master
Plan User Group Advisory Committee (UGAC) meeting on January 28, 2014 and at our first
public Master Plan workshop held on February 5, 2014 at the Faraday Center. It is important for
us to coordinate with City staff on the development of the McClellan-Palomar Airport Master
Plan as the City continues an update of the General Plan. This is particularly relevant in the
General Plan elements for Land Use, Mobility, Noise, and Safety.

As the City is already aware, interest in additional commercial air service at the Airport could
potentially lead to a higher level of passenger enplanements and demand on the surrounding
traffic network than experienced historically. As we discussed with your staff over the last year,
we are also considering an eastern extension of the runway in the Master Plan, which could
have a beneficial reduction in noise impacts to residential areas of Carlsbad. As the County
analyzes the 20-year aviation forecasts, facility requirements, and airport development for this
next planning period, we want to keep the City as an active and informed participant in the
Master Plan process.

County Airports submitted a public comment letter dated January 25, 2011 in response to the
City’s Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General Plan. In
our review of the publicly available draft General Plan, we have a few clarifying comments as
follows:

1) The City’s draft General Plan Section 2: Land Use
A. On page 2-43, Policy 2-P.37 states: “Prohibit the geographic expansion of McClellan-

Palomar Airport unless approved by a majority vote of the Carlsbad electorate. (Section
21.53.015, Carlsbad Municipal Code)
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County Comment: The definition of “expansion” should be clarified to the reader. It is
not clear what is meant by the term “expansion” either in the General Plan or in Carlsbad
Municipal Code Section 21.53.015. Clarification was previously given as referenced in
the meeting minutes of the Carlsbad City Council (Regular Meeting) on August 5, 1980,
Item #31 states: “The City Attorney responded that the County would only need Council
approval of expansion if same involved the acquisition of additional property, in which
case, the adopted ordinance would require prior voter approval. Any expansion of
existing property would not be affected” (emphasis added). By letter dated May 3, 1993
from former City Attorney Ron Ball to the County of San Diego, it was concluded that
expansions subject to voter approval only meant acquisitions of property outside the
existing airport boundaries for a use requiring a general plan amendment or other City
legislative enactments.

2) The City’s draft General Plan Section 3: Mobility

A. Page 3-7 first full paragraph under McClellan-Palomar Airport should be replaced as

follows:

“The Federal Aviation Administration issued an airport operating certificate to McClellan-
Palomar Airport as a Class 1 commercial service airport. The airport serves all types of
scheduled operations of air carrier aircraft in excess of 30 seats, and can service small
air carrier aircraft (more than 9 seats but less than 31 seats). The airport currently serves
smaller general aviation aircraft up to larger corporate jet aircraft. McClellan-Palomar
Airport is the only airport with an instrument landing system between Lindbergh Field
and Santa Ana that can accommodate the majority of instrument rated aircraft.
Currently, the airport provides commercial passenger service to Los Angeles.”

Page 3-7 begins the description of McClellan-Palomar Airport, and the last paragraph
states: "Medevac and transient helicopters also operate at the heliport/helipad located
east of the runway. Because of the potential significant adverse impacts that could occur
if the airport increased its aircraft and/or ancillary services, the Carlsbad Municipal Code
prohibits the City Council from approving any legislative act (such as a zone change or
general plan amendment) authorizing the expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport
without voter approval.”

County Comment: This section leads the reader to believe that “if the airport increased

its aircraft and/or ancillary services...” that would constitute an expansion of the airport
requiring voter approval. Reference comment #1 above regarding the definition of airport
expansion as limited to the acquisition of additional property.

The language should be changed to reflect that a change in aircraft would not constitute
an expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport requiring voter approval.

3) The City’s draft General Plan Section 5: Noise

A. Figure 5-2 Existing Noise Contours

County Comment: This figure should reference the year and number of operations

reflected as the existing conditions.

v B. On Page 5-8 under “Airport Noise,” paragraph 2 states “Annual aircraft operations of

201,100 (as of 2006) are expected to increase over the next 20 years to approximately
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Mr. Neu
March 19, 2014
Page 3 of 4

289,100 based on the airport’'s master plan.” This language is misleading as the current
master plan’s 20 year forecast comes to an end in 2015. We recommend changing the
language as follows: “The current Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) modeled
airport noise exposure levels based on approximately 289,100 operations, which is the
aviation forecast in the current 1997 airport Master Plan.” Also include reference to the
County’'s Master Plan update that is currently underway. It should also acknowledge
that as a part of the update, baseline noise conditions and noise exposure maps are
being developed for 2013 and through the future planning year 2035, and the
information as currently shown in the draft General Plan will be updated. The County will
also be working with the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) to
update the ALUCP with the findings of the new Master Plan.

C. On Page 5-23, Policy 5-P.15 states: “Expect the airport to control noise while the city
shall control land-use thus sharing responsibility for achieving and maintaining long-term
noise/land use compatibility in the vicinity of McClellan-Palomar Airport.”

County Comment: The “federal government has preempted the areas of airspace use
and management, air traffic control, safety, and the regulation of aircraft noise at its
source.” FAA Order 5190.6B, p. 13-1 (emphasis added). The County does have limited
authority as an airport proprietor to indirectly regulate aircraft noise through airport
design and scheduling. Id. In accordance with 14 CFR Part 150, the County has
developed a Noise Compatibility Plan for the airport. Within the limited authority
available to it, the County can work to regulate noise, but must emphasize that this
authority is significantly constrained.

4) Section 6: Safety

A. On Page 6-27, Section 6.5 Airport Hazards, it would be beneficial to advise the reader
that the ALUCP contours are expected to change upon adoption of the new Master Plan
by County Airports.

The County’s draft North County Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) covers the
County-owned property associated with the Airport within the jurisdictional limits of the City of
Carlsbad. Draft MSCP designations for Airport property were negotiated with the US Fish &
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish & Wildlife, (formerly Department of Fish &
Game) and memorialized in the attached letter dated March 1, 2011. The County-owned
property at the corner of Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real is designated in the letter's
figure, and the “Take Authorized” polygon depicts the anticipated limits of future development.
County Airports does not currently have any proposals for development of the site, but
development of the area is being considered in the new Airport Master Plan process for meeting
future needs. Please ensure your zoning and land use maps are compatible with these
designations.

Our tentative Master Plan schedule anticipates completion of the Plan at the end of 2014, which
will be followed by the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report and consideration
by the County Board of Supervisors at the end of 2015. Upon adoption of the Master Plan, the
County will work with the SDCRAA, (acting in its capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land
Use Commission) and the City in order to coordinate the Master Plan findings with the General
Plan and the ALUCP.

We also have updated information on the capacity of our existing facility and traffic counts at
airport access points that we can share with your staff as you generate traffic forecasts in the
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General Plan’s Mobility element. As mentioned in the January 25, 2011 letter, we also want to
ensure that regional aviation planning documents such as the SDCRAA's Regional Aviation
Strategic Plan (RASP) are considered in your General Plan due to the anticipated impact on the
ground transportation network around the airport. As also mentioned in the letter, we are
interested in discussing the zoning and land use designations of County-owned land related to
the Airport to reflect current and future site planning. According to your website, the draft EIR
will be released to the public soon. The County would like to discuss the land use and traffic
assumptions being modeled for Palomar Airport in the Draft EIR. My staff is available at your
earliest convenience to discuss the items above to reach consistency between the City and
County’s planning documents for McClellan-Palomar Airport. Please contact Nick Alex, Airport
Planner at 858-694-3915 or Nicholas.Alex@sdcounty.ca.gov to schedule a meeting.

Sincerely,

RICHARD E. CROMPTON, Director
Department of Public Works

Attachment: "North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the McClellan-
Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development Project, San Diego
County, California.” Dated March 1, 2011

Attachment: “City of Carlsbad notice of preparation for an environmental impact report for the
general plan, local coastal program, and zoning ordinance update—PUBLIC REVIEW

COMMENTS” Dated January 25, 2011

Cc: Jennifer Jesser, City of Carlsbad Planner, Peter Drinkwater, County Airports Director
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Attachment D

City of Carlsbad Property Owner Notice
APN 209-050-25-00
April 3, 2014
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Uounty of San Miego

RICHARD E. CROMPTON DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

DIRECTOR
COUNTY AIRPORTS

1960 JOE CROSSCN DRIVE, EL CAJON, CA 92020
(619) 956-4800 FAX: (619) 956-4801
Web Site: www.sdcountyairports.com

April 3, 2014

Mr. Corey Funk, Associate Planner
City of Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Ave

Carlsbad, CA 92008

CITY OF CARLSBAD PROPERTY OWNER NOTICE APN 209-050-25-00
Dear Mr. Funk:

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works, Airports Division (County
Airports) received a Property Owner Notice from the City of Carlsbad, dated March 13
2014, and appreciates this opportunity to comment. County Airports strongly objects to
the proposed designation and zone change of future planned industrial land as open
space.

As the City of Carlsbad nears the end of its General Plan update, maintaining land use
designations and zoning consistent with existing and planned uses is critical at
McClellan-Palomar Airport. The Property Owner Notice from the City of Carlsbad
includes exhibits of Proposed General Plan Land Use that would rezone property -
currently designated as Planned Industrial (PI), to Open Space (OS). County Airports-
owned land within the City of Carlsbad is shown in the Draft North County Multiple
Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) proposed by the County of San Diego. Within APN
209-050-25-00, the Draft North County MSCP (see exhibit attached) shows a portion of
the County Airports-owned land as preserve, and a portion closest to the intersection of
Palomar Airport Road and El Camino Real as Take Authorized for future planned
industrial, as approved by the US Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of
Fish & Wildlife (formerly Fish & Game) in a letter dated March 1, 2011 (enclosed). As
was stated in the County Airports’ letters to the City of Carlsbad dated January 25, 2011
and March 19, 2014, the parcel’'s zoning and land use designation in the City’s General
Plan must be consistent with these use designations.
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Compatibility between planned land uses and airport operations is imperative for the
General Plan update. County Airports would like to maintain ongoing coordination with
the City of Carlsbad and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, acting in its
capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission, in order to ensure the
General Plan update is consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) for the airport.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Property Owner Notice, and we look
forward to receiving updates on the General Plan update progress.

Sincerely,

PETER DRINKWATER, Director of Airports
Department of Public Works

Attachment: “North County Multiple Species Conservation Program Hardline for the
McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway Expansion and Eastern Parcel Development
Project, San Diego County, California.” Dated March 1, 2011.

Attachment: “City of Carlsbad Draft General Plan and Coordination with County Airports
on a new McClellan-Palomar Master Plan” Dated March 19, 2014

Cc: Mr. Don Neu, City of Carlsbad Planner
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Arts Commission Comments about the Arts Element document of the Draft General Plan 2014

These are the main concepts we were looking for and were achieved in the cultural arts policies.
1. More gathering places and a bigger local venue
2. Secure funding for increased programs and public art
3. Programs designed for all the age groups and interests
4. Cooperation and partnering with community entities and businesses.

Here are our disappointments:

1. We thought there would be more overlap of interests and cooperation between the historical resources

and the library and education parts of the element. These policies seem to stand alone.

2. We are disappointed that architectural design, signage and landscape design were not considered as a
cultural element in the plan. Vision and cooperation is needed in the planning of land uses.

3. Inthe Open Space & Recreation element, only recreational uses of spaces were listed, and no mention
of using spaces for additional cultural programs.

4. Overall, it seems to us that the economic advantage of increased cultural arts, its visual aspects, and its
vision in providing programming has not been given the respect it deserves in the overall documents,
especially when the city is trying to attract tourists and high tech businesses in a world class
environment. Visual and performing arts can be an economic engine for businesses and visitors and
should be included when mentioning tourism and taxes.

Changes to the Cultural Arts Policies for consideration:

Al12-3 S
¢ Add to the chart of institutions and programs on page 7-12

California Center for the Arts in Escondido (regional)

and

Programs such as:  3-part art education
Performance series of music

A12-4 ||°  Changes to pages 7-24 & 7-25

P13 Take out the word “small” before affordable spaces.

P14. Take out “when possible”

P16  Take out 1% part of top sentence and change wording to start with “Ensure that appropriate funding is
provided for the development of a broad .......”

A125 1| As for the manager’s suggestions; we would:

P19 delete existing sentence and replace it with the manager’s statement titled p32 starting with “Foster.....
(noted as p32 in memo)

P22. Add anew number by incorporating manager’s statement starting with “Develop programs......
(noted as p33in memo)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor

BOARD OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

P.O. Box 944246
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460
Website: www.bof.fire.ca.gov

(916) 653-8007

Jennifer Jesser

Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

August 4, 2014

Dear Ms. Jesser:

A13-1|| The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (Board) is required to review and provide

recommendations to the safety element of county and local government general plans
when such plans are being amended. This review is in accordance with Government
Code (GC) 865302.5 which requires the Board to review the fire safety elements when the
general plans contains State Responsibility Areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones.

Enclosed is the final review and recommendations titled “City of Carlsbad Review of the
Fire Safety Element.” The Board has prepared this document in cooperation with
members of the San Diego Unit.

We recognize and apologize that these comments are outside the 60 day deadline from
your submittal date; we appreciate your consideration of these recommendations and
look forward to your response.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in your planning process and we look
forward to working with you on these recommendations. We hope this input leads to
greater protection and reduced cost and losses from wildfires to the City of Carlsbad
and adjacent wildlands.

Sincerely,

Edith Hannigan
Board Staff

CC: Kathleen Edwards, MVU
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, Resource Protection Committee

The Board’s mission is to lead California in developing policies and programs that serve the public interest in environmentally, economically,
and sociadhB8ustainable management of forest and rangelands, and a fire protection system that protects and serves the people of the state.
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City of Carlsbad

San Diego Unit
General Plan Safety Element
Assessment
Version 2

July 30, 2014

Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection

Contents
Purpose and Background
Methodology for Review and Recommendations
Review Process and Timeline

Standard List of Recommendations
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VY

recommendations related to these factors.
developed using CAL FIRE technical documents and input from local fire departments.

Purpose and Background: The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF/Board) is required
to review and make recommendations for the fire safety element of general plan updates in
accordance with Government Code (GC) §65302.5. The review and recommendations apply to those
general plans with State Responsibility Area (SRA) (Public Resources Code 4125) or Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) (GC 51175).

The statutory requirements for the Board review and recommendations pursuant to GC 65302.5
(@)(1) and (2), and (b) are as follows:

“The draft elements...to the fire safety element of a county’s or a city’'s general
plan...shall be submitted to the Board at least 90 days prior to... the adoption or
amendment to the safety element of its general plan [for each county or city with SRA or
VHFHSZ].”

“The Board shall... review the draft or an existing safety element and report its written
recommendations to the planning agency within 60 days of its receipt of the draft or
existing safety element....”

“Prior to adoption of the draft element..., the Board of Supervisors... shall consider the
recommendations made by the Board... If the Board of Supervisors...determines not to
accept all or some of the recommendations..., the Board of Supervisors... shall
communicate in writing to the Board its reasons for not accepting the
recommendations.”

Methodology for Review and Recommendations: The Board established a standardized method
to review the safety element of general plans. The methodology includes 1) examining the general
plan for inclusion of factors that are important for mitigation of fire hazard and risks, and 2) making
The evaluation factors and recommendations were

Enclosed are a set of recommendations directed at communities that include:

Medium Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone acreage and/or State Responsibility
Area acreage, or abuts large amounts of VHFHSZ/SRA

Some existing, stable financial and physical resources

General community support

Some previous wildfire protection planning efforts

The General Plan Safety Element of each jurisdiction that fits those criteria will be assessed based
on the recommendations below.
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Review Process and Timeline

The county, local jurisdiction, and local
fire unit will receive and review technical
guidance documents, the BOF checklist,
and other relevant information from the
Governor's Office of Planning and
Research and CAL FIRE.

!

The county or local jurisdiction will work
closely with the local fire unit during the
development of the general plan and the
safety element in particular.

!

90 days prior to the adoption or
amendment of the General Plan: The
county or local jurisdiction will submit the
safety element to the local fire unit for

review.

No more than 30 days later: The unit will
submit to the BOF their findings and

recommendations.

No more than 60 days later: The Board

will consider the fire unit’s
recommendations and will approve or
approve with amendments the

recommendations at the next Board
meeting.
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1.0

11

A13-3

1.2

1.3

Standard List of General Plan Safety Element
Recommendations

Please click on the appropriate box to “check” whether the plan satisfies each point. Standard recommendations
are included in the checklist but please highlight or add additional comments as necessary.

Inter-agency Wildfire Protection Planning

General Plan references and incorporates County or Unit Fire Plan: [yes [Partial XINo

Recommendation: lIdentify, reference or create (if necessary) a fire plan for the geographic
scope of the General Plan. The General Plan should incorporate the general concepts and
standards from any county fire plan, fire protection agency (federal or state) fire plan, and local
hazard mitigation plan. Identify or reference the local Unit Fire Plan and, if applicable, the
Community Wildfire Prevention Plan.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Ensure fire plans incorporated by reference into the General Plan contain
evaluations of fire hazards, assessment of assets at risk, prioritization of hazard mitigation
actions, and implementation and monitoring components.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: According Federal Register, the City of Carlsbad is listed as a Community
at Risk from wildland fire. Given this recognition, consider utilizing the Community Wildfire
Protection Plan for evaluations of wildland fire hazards, assessment of assets at risk,
prioritization of hazard mitigation actions, and implementation and monitoring components.
Priority: XHigh [ Medium [ Low [LIN/A

Map or describe existing emergency service facilities and areas lacking services, specifically
noting any areas in SRA or VHFHSZs. XYes [IPartial LINo

Recommendation: Include descriptions of emergency services including available equipment,
personnel, and maps of facility locations.
Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Initiate studies and analyses to identify appropriate staffing levels and
equipment needs commensurate with the current and projected emergency response
environment.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for emergency service training that meets or
exceeds state or national standards.
Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Inter-fire service coordination preparedness/mutual aid and multi-jurisdictional fire service
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agreements. Xyes [pPartial CINo

Recommendation: Adopt the Standardized Emergency Management Systems for responding
to large scale disasters requiring a multi-agency response. Ensure and review mutual
aid/automatic aid and other cooperative agreements with adjoining emergency service
providers.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Additional Wildfire Protection Planning Recommendations:

Land Use:

2.1 Disclose wildland urban interface hazards including Fire Hazard Severity Zones
designations and other vulnerable areas as determined by CAL FIRE or fire prevention
organizations.

[Jyes X Partial LINo

Describe or map any Firewise Communities or other firesafe communities as determined by
the National Fire Protection Association, Fire Safe Council, or other organizations.
[Jyes X Partial LINo

Recommendation: Specify whether the entity has a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones
(VHFHSZ) designation pursuant GC 51175 and include a map of the zones that clearly
indicates any area designated VHFHSZ.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Adopt CAL FIRE recommended Fire Hazard Severity Zones including
model ordinances developed by the Office of the State Fire Marshal for establishing VHFHSZ
areas.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Consider fostering community wildland fire protection by establishing
partnerships with programs such as the Fire Safe Council, Firewise communities or through
other local organization that support wildland fire awareness.

Priority: XHigh [1 Medium [ Low LIN/A

Goals and policies include mitigation of fire hazard for future development. XlYes [1Partial [INo

Recommendation: Adopt fire safe development codes to be used as standards for fire
protection for new development in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) within the
entity’s jurisdiction that meet or exceed statewide standards in 14 California Code of
Regulations Section 1270 et seq and have them certified by the Board of Forestry.

Priority: XHigh [J Medium [ Low [LIN/A
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2.4

Al13-6

2.5

A13-7

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for specific ordinances, or specify the current
existing ordinances, code sections, or regulations, that address evacuation and emergency
vehicle access; water supplies and fire flow; fuel modification for defensible space; and home
addressing and signing.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Consider mitigation of previously developed areas that do not meet
Title14 California Code of Regulations Section 1270 et seq. or equivalent local ordinance.
Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

The design and location of new development provides for adequate infrastructure for the safe
ingress of emergency response vehicles and simultaneously allows civilian egress during an
emergency: XYes [1Partial [LINo

Recommendation: Develop pre-plans for fire prone areas that address civilian evacuations to
temporary safety locations.
Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Develop a policy that approval of parcel maps and tentative maps is
conditional based on meeting regulations adopted pursuant to 84290 and 4291 of the Public
Resources Code, particularly those regarding road standards for ingress, egress, and fire
equipment access.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low [LIN/A

Fire suppression defense zones. [lYes [IPartial XINo

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that create wildfire defense zones for
emergency services, including fuel breaks or other staging areas where WUI firefighting tactics
could be most effectively deployed.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium X Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that create wildfire defense zones for
emergency services, including fuel breaks or other staging areas where WUI firefighting tactics
could be most effectively deployed.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium X Low LIN/A

Prioritizing asset protection from fire when faced with a lack of suppression forces.
[Iyes XPartial LINo

Recommendation: Identify and prioritize protection needs for assets at risk in the absence of
response forces.
Priority: [JHigh [J Medium X Low [LIN/A

Recommendation: Establish fire defense strategies (such as fire ignition resistant areas) that
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

provide adequate fire protection without dependency on fire resources (both air and ground) and
could serve as safety zones for the public or emergency support personnel.
Priority: [lHigh [ Medium X Low LIN/A

Additional Land Use Planning Recommendations:

Housing:

Incorporation of current fire safe building codes. Xyes LlPartial [INo

Recommendation: Adopt building codes for new development in State Responsibility Areas
or incorporated areas with VHFHSZ that are based on those established by the Office of the
State Fire Marshal in Title 19 and Title 24 CCR, referred to as the “Wildland Urban Interface
Building Codes.”

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Ensure new development proposals contain specific fire protection plans,
actions, and codes for fire engineering features for structures in VHFHSZ. Examples include
codes requiring automatic sprinklers in VHFHSZ.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Consideration of diverse occupancies and their effects on wildfire protection.
[Iyes [Partial XINo

Recommendation: Ensure risks to uniquely occupied structures, such as seasonally
occupied homes, multiple dwelling structures, or other unique structures/owners, are
considered for appropriate wildfire protection needs.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium X Low LIN/A

Fuel modification around homes. XlYes [Partial LINo

Recommendation: Establish ordinances in SRA or VHFHSZ for vegetation fire hazard
reduction around structures that meet or exceed the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection's
Defensible Space Guidelines for SRA and the Very High Fire Hazard severity zones, including
vacant lots.

See http://lwww.bof.fire.ca.gov/pdfs/Copyof4291finalguidelines9 29 06.pdf

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Reduce fuel around communities and subdivisions, considering fuels,
topography, weather (prevailing winds and wind event specific to the area), fire ignitions and
fire history.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A
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3.4

3.5

Recommendation: Include policies and recommendations that incorporate fire safe buffers
and greenbelts as part of the development planning. Ensure that land uses designated near
high or very fire hazard severity zones are compatible with wildland fire protection
strategies/capabilities.

Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Identification and actions for substandard fire safe housing and neighborhoods relative to fire
hazard area. [Jyes [IPartial CINo

Recommendation: Identify and map existing housing structures that do not conform to
contemporary fire standards in terms of building materials, perimeter access, and vegetative
hazards in VHFHSZ or SRA by fire hazard zone designation.

Priority: [JHigh XI Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: ldentify plans and actions to improve substandard housing structures and
neighborhoods. Plans and actions should include structural rehabilitation, occupancy
reduction, demolition, reconstruction, neighborhood—wide fuels hazard reduction projects,
community education, and other community based solutions.

Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Consider developing funding opportunities and/ or partnerships to assist
with retrofitting the substandard housing structures and neighborhoods within the VHFHSZ to
current fire safe standards.

Priority: [JHigh XI Medium [ Low LIN/A

Assessment and projection of future emergency service needs. XYes [1Partial [LINo

Recommendation: Ensure new development includes appropriate facilities, equipment,
personnel and capacity to assist and support wildfire suppression emergency service needs.
Future emergency service needs should be:

e Established consistent with state or national standards.

e Developed based on criteria for determining suppression resource allocation that
includes elements such as identified values and assets at risk, ignition density,
vegetation type and condition, as well as local weather and topography.

o Local Agency Formation municipal services reviews for evaluating level of service,
response times, equipment condition levels and other relevant emergency service
information.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

Additional Housing/Structures and Neighborhoods Recommendations:
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4.1

4.2

4.3

Conservation and Open Space:

Identification of critical natural resource values relative to fire hazard areas. [Yes [Partial XINo

Recommendation: Identify critical natural resources and other “open space” values within the
geographic scope of the General Plan.
Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Inclusion of resource management activities to enhance protection of open space and natural
resource values. [lyes [1Partial XINo

Recommendation: Develop plans and action items for vegetation management that provides
fire damage mitigation and protection of open space values.
Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for reducing the wildland fire hazards within
the entity’s boundaries and, with the relevant partners, on adjacent private wildlands, federal
lands, vacant residential lots, and greenbelts with fire hazards that threaten the entity’s

jurisdiction.
Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Integration of open space into fire safety effectiveness. [lyes [1Partial XINo

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for incorporating systematic fire protection
improvements for open space. Specifics policies should address fire mitigation planning with
agencies/private landowners managing open space adjacent to the General Plan area, water
sources for fire suppression, and other fire prevention and suppression needs.

Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Additional Conservation and Open Space Recommendations:

5.0

5.1

5.2

Circulation:
Adequate access to high hazard wildland/open space areas. [1vYes [ 1Partial XINo

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for adequate access in Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zones that meet or exceed standards in Title 14 CCR 1270 for lands with no
structures, and maintain conditions of access in a suitable fashion for suppression access or
public evacuation.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium X Low LIN/A

Incorporate a policy that provides for a fuel maintenance program along roadways in the
agency having jurisdiction. [lyes [1Partial XINo
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Recommendation: Develop an adaptive vegetation management plan that considers fuels,
topography, weather (prevailing winds and wind event specific to the area), fire ignitions and
fire history.

Priority: XHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

5.3  Emergency response barriers. [1Yes [1Partial XINo

Recommendation: Identify goals and policies that address vital access routes that if removed
would prevent fire fighter access (bridges, dams, etc.). Develop an alternative emergency
access plan for these areas.

Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

5.4  Adequacy of existing and future transportation system to incorporate fire infrastructure elements.
[Iyes XPartial LINo

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for proposed and existing transportation
systems to facilitate fire infrastructure elements such as turnouts, helispots and safety zones.
Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low XIN/A

Additional Circulation and Access Recommendations:

6.0 Post Fire Safety, Recovery and Maintenance:
The post fire recommendations address an opportunity for the community and landowners to

re-evaluate land uses and practices that affect future wildfire hazards and risk. They also
provide for immediate post-fire life and safety considerations to mitigate potential losses to life,
human assets and critical natural resources.

6.1 Develop post-fire priorities and goals for the recovery of the built and natural environments.
[Iyes [Partial XINo

Recommendation: Revaluate hazardous conditions and provide for future fire safe
conditions. Evaluate redevelopment in high or very high fire hazard severity zones.
Priority: [JHigh [J Medium [ Low LIN/A

Recommendation: Restore sustainable landscapes and restore functioning
ecosystems. Incorporate wildlife habitat/endangered species considerations.
Priority: [lHigh [ Medium [ Low LIN/A

A13-18|] Recommendation: Provide polices and goals for maintenance of the post-fire-recovery

projects, activities, or infrastructure.
Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A
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6.2 Post fire life and safety assessments. [yes [1Partial XINo

Recommendation: Develop frameworks for rapid post-fire assessment and project
implementation to minimize flooding, protect water quality, limit sediment flows and reduce
other risks on all land ownerships impacted by wildland fire.

Priority: [lHigh X Medium [ Low LIN/A

Additional Post Fire Safety, Recovery and Maintenance Recommendations:

Additional Recommendations:
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Agency Responses

AGENCIES

Al: Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians

Al-1: The comment requests a formal consultation under Senate Bill 18, which requires cities to
notify and consult with California Native American tribes regarding proposed local land
use planning decisions for the purpose of protecting traditional tribal cultural places,
prior to adopting or amending a General Plan or designating land as open space. The city
notified the Pechanga Tribe (Tribe) pursuant to Senate Bill 18 on September 3, 2013. The
city acknowledges the Tribe’s formal request for consultation and has notified the Tribe
throughout the environmental review process.

Al1-2: The comment requests inclusion of the Tribe on the distribution list and public hearings
for the Project. The city has added the Tribe to the notification list for distribution of and
notification of public hearings for the draft General Plan and EIR.

A1-3: The comment describes the location of the city within the Tribe’s aboriginal territory and
the cultural sensitivity of the area. Chapter 3.7 of the draft EIR discusses Historical,
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources within the city. The comment does not
address the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the draft EIR; therefore, no
further response is required.

Al-4: The comment expresses concern regarding the protection of unique and irreplaceable
cultural resources in the City of Carlsbad, and the potential for inadvertent discovery
during ground disturbing work. The impact analysis found on pages 3.7-18 to 3.7-23 in
Chapter 3.7 of the draft EIR, includes a discussion of potential impacts to such resources
and identifies the draft General Plan goals and policies that would ensure preservation
and protection of significant historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources. As
described in Chapter 3.7 of the draft EIR, implementation of the proposed goals and
policies would ensure that impacts to cultural resources remain less than significant and
no mitigation measures are required.

A1-5: The comment reiterates the Tribe’s desire to be involved in the CEQA and Senate Bill 18
processes and requests copies of all documents related to cultural resources. Please see
responses to comments Al-1 and A-4 for a discussion of the Senate Bill 18 process and
the goals and policies that focus on preserving and protecting significant historical,
archaeological, and paleontological resources. The documents used in preparation of the
draft EIR, specifically the Envision Carisbad working papers, which include the
background cultural resources information, are available on the city’s website at:
http://web.carlsbadca.gov/services/departments/community/envision-
carlsbad/Pages/Documents.aspx.
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Al-6:

The comment on participation in the environmental review process and further comment
on the draft General Plan is appreciated and will be taken into consideration. No further
comments from the Tribe were received on the draft EIR.

A2: Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians

A2-1:

A2-2:

A2-3:

The comment provides background information on the contents of the letter. No
response is required.

The comment expresses concerns regarding the potential impacts of the draft General
Plan on the protection and preservation of Native American cultural assets given the
location of the project within the Luiseno Aboriginal Territory. The comment also
requests information and updates regarding the project. The analysis in Chapter 3.7 of
the draft EIR, from pages 3.7-18 to 3.7-23, includes a discussion of potential impacts to
cultural resources and identifies the draft General Plan goals and policies that would
ensure preservation and protection of significant historical, archaeological, and
paleontological resources, including Native American cultural assets. As described in
Chapter 3.7 of the draft EIR, implementation of the proposed goals and policies would
ensure that impacts to cultural resources remain less than significant and no mitigation
measures are required. The city has added the Rincon Cultural Resources Department to
the notification list for information regarding the project.

The contact information for Rincon Cultural Resources Department has been added to
the city’s notification list regarding the project.

A3: County of San Diego

A3-1:

A3-2:

2-94

The commenter received a notice from the city informing them of a proposed land use
designation change on their property, which was to change a portion of the property from
the Government (G) and Planned Industrial (PI) designations to Open Space (OS). This
change would make the land use designation consistent with the existing Open Space
zone boundary. The comment objects to the proposal. After considering the comments,
staff has revised the proposed OS boundary to the commenter’s satisfaction (see response
to comment A3-2 for more information).

The comment expresses that the objection pertains to the city’s proposal to designate as
open space land that the property owner (County of San Diego) wishes to maintain as a
Planned Industrial (PI) designation. The comment refers to a letter, dated March 1, 2011,
and exhibit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish
and Game that, pursuant to the North County Multiple Species Conservation Program
(NCMSCP), identifies the areas of the property that the wildlife agencies and the county
agreed will be preserved as hardline open space, as well as pre-approved mitigation areas,
and areas where habitat take is authorized. The comment also references and includes
copies of two letters from the county to the city dated March 2014 and January 2011 (see
comments A11-16 through A11-18) that reinforce the commenter’s objective to ensure
the city’s land use and zoning designations are consistent with the county’s existing and
planned uses.
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Based on the county’s agreement with the wildlife agencies, staff agrees that the city’s
open space land use and zone boundaries should be adjusted to follow the area identified
by the wildlife agencies as hardline and preserve areas. The draft General Plan Land Use
Map has been modified to reflect this open space boundary adjustment. The revised
proposal would result in more area designated for open space and less designated for
development as compared to the land use map that was analyzed in the draft EIR and
therefore, this change does not require additional environmental analysis. Furthermore,
the open space boundary will now more accurately identify the sensitive habitat areas that
must be preserved (per the NCMSCP). City staff has provided a revised draft land use and
zoning map exhibit to the county, and the county has indicated their concurrence with
the revised exhibits. Please see attachments to letters A3 and A11 (comments A11 - A16).

A4: State of California Public Utilities Commission

A4-1: The comment encourages that the General Plan contain language that future new
development adjacent to or near the railroad right-of-way be planned with the safety of
the rail corridor in mind. Draft General Plan Policy 3-P.39 provides that the city will,
“Coordinate with other agencies and private entities to investigate methods of improving
service, implementing a quiet zone, and enhancing connectivity and safety along the rail
corridor; such as through development of a grade separated rail corridor that includes
grade separated street crossings at Grand Avenue, Carlsbad Village Drive, Tamarack
Avenue and Cannon Road, as well as new pedestrian and bicycle crossings at Chestnut
Avenue, Chinquapin Avenue and the Village and Poinsettia COASTER stations..”

Additionally, a section has been added to the Public Safety Element to address railroad
hazards and articulate the city’s support for grade-separating the railroad tracks to
improve east-west access and improve safety by reducing the potential for train collisions
with automobiles, cyclists, and pedestrians. A new goal and policy regarding railroad
safety have been added, as follows:

6-G.4 Minimize safety hazards related to emergency service, automobile, bicycle and
pedestrian access across the railroad.

6-P.19 Coordinate with other agencies and private entities to investigate methods of
improving service safety along and across the rail corridor; such as through development
of a grade separated rail corridor that includes grade separated street crossings at Grand
Avenue, Carlsbad Village Drive, Tamarack Avenue and Cannon Road, as well as new
pedestrian and bicycle crossings at Chestnut Avenue, Chinquapin Avenue and the Village
and Poinsettia COASTER stations.

A4-2: The commenter’s contact information has been added to the city’s notification list
regarding the project.

AS5: San Diego Gas & Electric Company

A5-1: The comment references a notice from the city that informed SDG&E of the proposal to
change the land use designation on their property (part of the existing Encina Power
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A5-2:

A5-3:

Station site on the northeast corner of Carlsbad Blvd. and Cannon Rd.). The proposed
land use designation change is from Public Utilities (U) to Visitor Commercial (VC) and
Open Space (OS). As noted by the comment, city staff met with SDG&E representatives
to discuss the proposed designation change.

The comment refers to a settlement agreement between the city, Cabrillo Power I LLC,
Carlsbad Energy Center LLC, and SDG&E. The agreement requires the Encina Power
Station to be decommissioned, demolished, removed and remediated, including the
associated structures, the black start unit and exhaust stack; the agreement also addresses
construction of a new power plant in a different location and the relocation of SDG&E’s
existing service center. The comment suggests that until SDG&E selects a new site for
their service center, SDG&E would prefer the land use and zoning designations not be
changed. City staff does not agree with this suggestion, the purpose of the General Plan
land use map is to identify what the intended future use of land is. In regard to the
existing Encina Power Station site, it is the city’s intent that the power station be removed
(per the settlement agreement noted above) and, per the community visioning and
outreach that was conducted for the draft General Plan, it is the community’s preference
that the site be developed in the future with visitor commercial and open space uses. As
evaluated in the draft EIR, the draft General Plan appropriately identifies the future
intended use of the land as visitor commercial and open space. Redevelopment of the site
will occur only if and when the existing power plant is demolished and the site is
remediated. At this time, there is no specific development plan to redevelop the property.
Environmental impacts associated with removal of the existing power plant and any
future development proposal will be evaluated pursuant to CEQA at the time such
proposals are submitted to the city.

The comment again requests the land use and zoning designations not be changed at this
time. See response to comment A5-2.

Ab: Vallecitos Water District

A6-1:

A6-2:

A6-3:

The comment provides a summary of the commenter’s understanding of the draft
General Plan, CAP, and EIR. To clarify, the draft General Plan does not establish the
maximum level of development that can occur within the planning area; rather, it
describes the estimated new development anticipated to result from the application of the
land uses shown on the proposed Land Use Map. Please see Section 2.4, General Plan
Buildout, on pages 2-17 to 2-18 of the draft EIR.

The comment provides background on Vallecitos Water District and the San Marcos
Interceptor pipeline, which travels through the city. No environmental issues are raised;
therefore, no response is required.

The comment describes the rules and regulations of Vallecitos Water District relating to
water and sewer service and facilities. The comment also describes the process for
relocating facilities if necessary as a result of development and specifies restrictions
regarding structures in close proximity to District facilities. The comment does not
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address the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the draft EIR; therefore, no
further response is provided.

A6-4: The information on Vallecitos Water District’s Ordinance No. 162, identifying a 10
percent voluntary water conservation level is appreciated. The draft General Plan
contains a number of goals and policies to promote water conservation, such as proposed
policies 9-P.3, 9-P 4, 9-P.5, and 9-P.6.

A6-5: This comment describes the Vallecitos Water District’s water supply sources. No
response is required.

A6-6: This comment states the Vallecitos Water District’s requirement for water and sewer
studies for any specific development within Vallecitos Water District boundaries. These
requirements will be considered by the city in connection with the environmental review
of site-specific development proposals.

A6-7: The comment refers to Figure 2-1 of the draft General Plan, which is included in the draft
EIR as Figure 2.2-1, as the proposed Land Use Map and expresses the commenter’s
concern regarding the impacts of any proposed changes on its facilities. The land use
designations questions are addressed in responses to comments A6-8, A6-9 and A6-10
below.

A6-8: This comment refers to “change in land use from E (elementary school) to P (public) and
requests that the city provide a methodology to distinguish schools from other public
facilities since water capacity determinations differ between the schools and other public
facilities within the VWD service area. It is important to note that the only land use
designation changes proposed within the VWD services area are changing of labels/titles
(e.g., changing the titles of the residential land use designations), consolidating land use
designations that are public in nature (such as school designations) to the new Public (P)
designation, and changing the designation of properties that currently have residential
designations but are used as open space to the Open Space (OS) designation. All
properties affected by these proposed designation changes within the VWD service area
are already fully developed.

Regarding the specific comment on changing land uses from E (elementary school) to P
(public), the current General Plan contains different land use designations for a variety of
different public and quasi-public uses, such as schools. The draft General Plan proposes
to consolidate these varied designations into a single new Public (P) designation, which
will be a broader land use category intended for all of these public and quasi-public uses.

Regarding the request for the city to develop a methodology to distinguish schools from
other public facilities, while the draft General Plan Land Use Map does not label sites as
schools, there are various other data sources to identify school sites (i.e., information
from the school district and Figure 7-1 of the draft General Plan). The property described
in the comment is owned and operated by SMUSD as an elementary school. An
elementary school is consistent with the proposed Public (P) designation. For more
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A6-9:

A6-10:

A6-11:

specific details on the long-term plans by SMUSD for the elementary school, VWD
should contact SMUSD.

This comment refers to the draft General Plan Land Use Map and states that the map
shows a residential designation on sites with water tanks and reservoirs; the comment
states that residential does not seem appropriate for such sites and suggests that a public
facility land use designation would more appropriate. No change is proposed from a
residential land use designation to public facility designation because there is no conflict
between the existing residential land use and zoning designations and no conflict between
the residential designation and the existing public facility uses. Public and quasi-public
buildings and facilities are permitted in residential land use designations and zones. In
addition, no request by the property owner was received during the preparation of the
draft General Plan asking the city to consider changing the designation of the property.

The comment also makes reference to the city’s proposal to change the designation of
sites (that contain tanks and reservoirs) from RL to R-1.5 - this is not a land use change,
but rather is a change in the land use label for the residential low density land use
category; the density range is not changing. The city is not proposing to change the
current land use designation of such sites (other than the label change), as no conflict
exists between land use designations, zoning and existing uses.

This comment refers to the areas designated as open space on the draft General Plan land
use map and requests that the city provide a methodology to distinguish parks,
greenbelts, etc. from natural open space areas since water and sewer capacity differs
between these uses. The land use map shows planned land use throughout the city, in
terms of broad land use categories; the map does not necessarily reflect existing land use
and does not identify specific types of land use. For example, the city defines “open
space” as land that includes natural resources, parks, agriculture, and aesthetic and
cultural purposes; and within these different types of open space, various types of uses are
allowed. The General Plan land use map is intended to be “general”, not specific as
requested in the comment. Figure 4-1 of the draft General Plan identifies the different
types of open space in the city (natural resources, parks, etc.), which may be of some
assistance to the water district. The water district may also find information to identify
the existing use of land from SANDAG and the County of San Diego Assessor.

The comment refers to information provided by the city that states that, although the city
is changing the names of the residential land use designations, the density ranges allowed
by each designation are not changing. The comment also states that by grouping some of
the existing land uses into more broad land use categories, it may make it more difficult
for the VWD to determine the appropriate water and wastewater capacity for these areas.
Please see responses to comments A6-8, A6-9 and A6-10 above for an explanation of the
land use designation changes.

The residential land use designation title/label changes will reflect the allowed residential
density in the title of the designation (e.g., R4 reflects the current density range of 0-4
dwellings per acre vs. the current corresponding RLM title, which does not indicate the
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allowed density); the residential title changes should assist the VWD in identifying
allowed residential densities on specific properties.

Regarding the comment that it is more difficult for the district to determine water
capacity needs for areas when land use categories are broad, as mentioned in responses to
comments A6-8 and A6-10, there are other data sources that the VWD can utilize to
identify the actual use of land. These sources include school districts, SANDAG, County
of San Diego Assessor and city permit records. The General Plan Land Use Map should
not be used as the sole source for identifying actual land uses, as it is a map that identifies
planned land use, which is not necessarily the same as existing land uses.

This comment states Vallecitos Water District’s request to be notified and included in
future public review and request for copies of related studies and environmental
documents. The city has added Vallecitos Water District to its notification list and will
continue to work with the District staff.

A7: San Marcos Unified School District

A7-1:

A7-2:

A7-3:

A7-4:

A7-5:

A7-6:

The comment provides updated information about the district’s enrollment data on page
7-17 (Table 7-6) of the draft General Plan. Table 7-6 has been revised with the updated
enrollment number accordingly. Please see response to comment A7-5 for a change to the
draft EIR.

The comment provides updated information about the District’s funding and planned
improvements on page 7-19 of the draft General Plan. This information has been added
to the draft General Plan.

The comment states that the District charters Bayshore Preparatory Charter, a charter
school which is available to students living in Carlsbad. This information has been added
to the draft General Plan.

The comment provides a correction for Alga Norte Community Park, which is no longer
“under construction” and opened on December 31, 2013. Figure 3.11-1 of the draft EIR
has been updated in Chapter 3 of this final EIR. Likewise, draft General Plan Figure 4-3
has been similarly updated.

The comment provides updated enrollment information. Table 3.11-6 of the draft EIR
has been updated in Chapter 3 of this final EIR to reflect the updated information.

The contact information has been added to the city’s notification list regarding the
project.

A8: Caltrans

A8-1:

This comment acknowledges portions of the draft EIR that address Caltrans matters. No
response is required.
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A8-2:

A8-3:

A8-4:
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This comment encourages the city to coordinate with Caltrans on the implementation of
necessary improvements. Draft General Plan Policies 3-P.15 and 3-P.16 discuss
coordination and partnership with Caltrans to implement solutions at Caltrans’ facilities.
Accordingly, the city agrees to cooperate with Caltrans to implement solutions in the city.

The transportation assessment in Appendix G of the draft EIR was an early step in
assisting the decision makers in refining the land use approach for the draft General Plan.
Given the broad assessment associated with the alternatives evaluation, global
transportation metrics (such as VMT and percentage of population within a transit
catchment area) are appropriate for comparing land use plans. Although alternatives
assessment does not typically involve detailed assessment for study facilities, in response
to this comment a complete comparison of forecasted traffic volumes on Caltrans ramps
within the city was conducted, which identified the alternatives that would be most
impactful to Caltrans ramps.

To complete this assessment, the city and EIR consultants reviewed travel demand
forecasting model outputs (generated by SANDAG) that were completed as part of the
draft EIR alternatives assessment and the preferred plan model runs. Using daily traffic
projections and assuming a planning capacity of 15,000 vehicles per lane per day on the
ramps, the number of locations were identified where the model volume-to-capacity ratio
exceeds 0.80 (or, the threshold between LOS C and LOS D). Please note that raw,
unadjusted model forecasts were used for this assessment (raw model forecasts are not
considered appropriate for identifying project impacts; however, they are sufficient for
comparing alternatives to each other). The results indicated that the draft General Plan is
likely to be the least impactful to Caltrans ramps, while Alternative 1 is likely the most
impactful to Caltrans Ramps. Between alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 3 is likely to result
in slightly more impacted locations than Alternative 2. In regard to the reduced density
alternative, the technical assessment of impacts was conducted prior to development of
the reduced density alternative, which was provided in the recirculated portions of the
draft EIR; however, the reduced density and intensity of development would result in
fewer impacts compared to the draft General Plan.

To address the impacts future development may have on Caltrans facilities, a new policy
is proposed to be added to the draft General Plan that requires developers of projects,
which are determined to have a significant impact on Caltrans freeway facilities, to enter
into a mitigation agreement with Caltrans to determine any necessary improvements and
the payment of a fair share toward improvements of highway facilities.

The comment references page 3.13-13 of the draft EIR and states that the draft EIR’s
“proposed mitigation measure 3-P.11 is to evaluate implementing a road diet...for
existing four lane streets...to promote biking, walking, safer street crossings...” The
comment requests clarification regarding the locations where the policy will be
implemented and states that any work within Caltrans right-of-way needs to be
constructed to Caltrans standards, as acknowledged on page 3.13-13 of the draft EIR.
Rather than a “mitigation measure”, Policy 3-P.11 is a draft General Plan policy that is
intended to assist in reducing potential impacts of future development. Although the
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specific locations where Policy 3-P.11 would be implemented have not yet been
determined, the policy would apply to existing four-lane streets carrying or projected to
carry 25,000 average daily traffic volumes or less and would require an evaluation of such
streets to determine whether a “road diet” (i.e., reduced lanes) should be implemented to
promote biking, walking, safer street crossing and attractive streetscapes. Such streets
include those streets classified on draft General Plan Figure 3-1 as Connector Streets,
Identify Streets, Coastal Street, Employment Streets and some segments of Arterial
Streets; however, some street segments within these street classifications currently carry
more than 25,000 average daily traffic volumes and would not be candidates for a road
diet, those street segments are:

* Cannon Road from Carlsbad Boulevard to Paseo Del Norte

* Carlsbad Village Drive from Harding Street to I-5 Southbound
*  College Boulevard from North city limits to Cannon Road

* La Costa Avenue from I-5 to El Camino Real

* Poinsettia Lane from Carlsbad Boulevard to Aviara Parkway

The city acknowledges that that any work within Caltrans’ right-of-way will require
Caltrans coordination and approval. It should also be noted that the following Caltrans’
policies related to complete streets also support the city’s exploration of this type of
complete street policy: DD-64-R1, DP-22, Caltrans’ Complete Streets Implementation
Action Plan, Caltrans’ endorsement of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide, and
Caltrans’ Main Street guidelines.

A8-5:  This comment notes the draft EIR’s finding that impacts to I-5 and SR-78 are considered
significant and unavoidable because implementation of improvements necessary to
reduce impacts is not within the control of the city, and states there are plans to improve
the I-5 and SR-78 corridors and Caltrans supports “fair share” contributions for all
cumulative impact mitigations. The city is aware of the improvements to I-5 and SR-78 as
they are included as funded projects in the SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan and
are reflected in the assessment. A description of these projects has been added to the
Draft EIR on pages 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. In order to reduce the potential impacts of future
development allowed under the draft General Plan on freeway facilities, two new policies
are proposed to be added to the draft General Plan: the first policy requires developers of
future projects, which are determined to have a significant impact on Caltrans freeway
facilities on I-5 and SR-78, to enter into a traffic mitigation agreement with Caltrans for
implementation of the necessary improvements and the payment of fair-share fees to be
determined by Caltrans based on the increase in freeway traffic directly attributable to the
proposed project; the second policy encourages Caltrans to identify and construct
necessary improvements to improve service levels on I-5 and SR-78. Although
implementation of these policies would reduce the potential significant impacts to
freeway segments, the timing and implementation of the fair share contributions and
necessary improvements are within the jurisdiction of Caltrans, not the city, and the city
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A8-6:

A8-7:

A8-8:

A8-9:

A8-10:

A8-11:

2-102

cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce the impacts to a level
below significance will occur prior to implementation of future development projects.
Accordingly, the potential impacts of the draft General Plan on I-5 and SR-78 are
considered significant and unavoidable.

This improvement is included in the environmental assessment on pages 3.13-1 and 3.13-
2 of the draft EIR. Additionally, Policy 3-P.15 specifically notes the city’s desire to
support regional planning efforts such as the I-5 North Coast Corridor (NCC) project,
which is included in the draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. The comment states the
importance of consistency between future regional transportation improvements and the
right-of-way needs of changes in land use plans. The city will continue to coordinate with
Caltrans to ensure the agency is aware of any changes to the city’s land use plan.

The comment identifies that Caltrans proposes an I-5 North Coast Bike Trail as a
regional enhancement as part of the I-5 NCC project; portions of the trail are proposed
within Carlsbad. The comment requests that the trail be included in the draft General
Plan. As mentioned in response to comment A8-6, the I-5 NCC project, which includes
the referenced trail, was included in the draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. Regarding
the request to include the trail in the draft General Plan, the city and Caltrans continue to
work on reaching agreement on how to implement the Caltrans trail proposal, therefore
it is premature to include the trail in the General Plan. At such time that the city and
Caltrans agree on implementation of the trail plan, the General Plan may be amended to
reference the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail. Policy 3-P.16 of the draft General Plan
specifically requires the city to engage Caltrans and other agencies for improved
connections within the city including the Coastal Rail Trail and/or equivalent trail along
the coastline. A description of the proposed I-5 North Coast Bike Trail has been added to
the draft EIR on page 3.13-7.

This comment refers to the community enhancements proposed by Caltrans as part of
the I-5 NCC project referenced in response to comment A8-6. These proposed
community enhancements include a bicycle/pedestrian enhanced trail and bridge on the
west side of I-5 at Batiquitos Lagoon, a park and ride enhancement at La Costa Avenue, a
bicycle/pedestrian enhanced trail and bridge on the east side of I-5 at Agua Hedionda
Lagoon, and a Chestnut Avenue I-5 bicycle/pedestrian crossing improvements.. The city
will work with Caltrans to implement appropriate improvements within the city.

This comment states that Caltrans is currently evaluating alternatives to reduce
congestion and improve mobility at the I-5/SR-78 interchange. No response is required.

The comment describes the multi-jurisdiction collaboration on the SR-78 Corridor Study
and states that a project study report is being development. The comment provides a web
address to more information about the study. No further response is necessary.

This comment states Caltrans appreciates the proposed actions in the city’s proposed
CAP. No response is required
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A8-12: This comment states Caltrans looks forward to continuing to cooperate with the city. No
response is required.

A9: San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)

A9-1: This is an introductory comment which describes the basis for comments which follow
and which the author requests be addressed in the transportation impact study. The
transportation impact study evaluates the project impacts to all modes of travel and
incorporates a multi-modal level of services (MMLOS) analysis for prioritized modes
(draft EIR, Appendix F). Draft General Plan policies support evaluation of all modes and
implementation of TDM programs, as noted in the following Mobility Element policies:
3-P.4 (MMLOS), 3-P.6 (TDM), 3-P.31 (TDM), 3-P.34 (TDM), and 3-P.37 (TDM).
Additionally, there are numerous other policies in the Mobility Element that consider the
multi-modal needs for all users through implementation of livable streets.

A9-2:  This comment refers to four Smart Growth Opportunity Areas considered by the city and
states the author’s appreciation for the goals and policies of the draft General Plan. No
response is required.

A9-3:  Please see response to comment A9-1 related to MMLOS. Additionally, this comment
states that SANDAG’s 2050 RTP provides a multi-modal approach to regional
transportation needs and refers to tools and resources available through SANDAG. No
response is required.

A9-4: This comment encourages the use of car-sharing, bike-sharing and parking management
plans. The Mobility Element has been modified to identify car-sharing and bike-sharing
as tools that could be used to reduce reliance on single-occupant vehicle travel and
promote smart growth (p. 3-26). The Mobility Element contains a detailed discussion of a
range of parking management strategies and techniques (see pp. 3-24 through 3-26, and
policies 3-P.34 through 3-P.37). Please also see response to comment A9-1 related to
TDM policies in the Mobility Element. The comment also provides information related
to SANDAG’s TDM resources.

A9-5: The comment asks the city to consider the comments and observations on Section 3
Mobility Element of the draft General Plan provided in Comments A9-5 through A9-11.
The comment also observes that there are currently six Amtrak trains per day at
associated Amtrak Stations in Carlsbad and the draft General Plan Mobility Element has
been updated accordingly.

A9-6: The comment references Table 3.1 of the draft Mobility Element and states that Rapid
Bus Route 473 on Highway 101 is planned on “Identity Streets” and “Coastal Streets” and
would require some level of transit prioritization. The comment is correct, Carlsbad
Boulevard (Highway 101) is classified in the draft Mobility Element as an “Identity Street”
and a “Coastal Street”; Table 3.1 of the draft Mobility Element indicates that pedestrians
and bicyclists are the priority modes of mobility and that buses and vehicles are provided
for, but not prioritized. In addition, Table 3.1 of the draft Mobility Element specifies that
streets within % mile of a transit center are prioritized for pedestrians, bicycles and buses;
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A9-7:

A9-8:

A9-9:
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portions of Carlsbad Boulevard are within 2 mile of two transit centers (Village and
Poinsettia Coaster Stations) and those portions prioritize buses, as well as pedestrians and
bicycles. As described in the draft Mobility Element, the city’s approach to provide
livable streets recognizes that optimum service levels cannot be provided for all travel
modes on all streets within the city. This is due to competing interests that arise when
different travel modes mix. For example, pedestrian friendly streets typically have slow
vehicle travel speeds, short-distance pedestrian crossings, and include some type of buffer
between the vehicle travel way and the pedestrian walkway. However, automobile friendly
streets typically have wide travel lanes, multiple turn lanes (increasing the pedestrian
crossing distance), and high automobile speeds. Therefore, the Mobility Element
identifies a mode-prioritization approach to ensure livable streets. This approach
identifies preferred travel modes for each street typology and identifies that preferred
modes should be prioritized. Non-preferred travel modes are accommodated along the
street, but their service is not prioritized (i.e., a lower service level for non-prioritized
modes is acceptable to ensure that the service level for prioritized modes is enhanced).
Due to the location of Carlsbad Boulevard adjacent to a prime recreation amenity (Pacific
Ocean and beaches) and the pedestrian friendly Carlsbad Village, the draft General Plan
proposes to prioritize pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel along the roadway; and
where the street is within % mile of a transit center, buses are also prioritized. All
portions of Carlsbad Boulevard will allow for buses (like Route 473) and vehicles,
however, the service levels for buses and vehicles will not be prioritized over pedestrians
and bicycles (except buses will also be prioritized where the street is within 2 mile of a
transit center). The draft General Plan promotes transit and bus service as one of the
multiple modes of transportation in the city; draft policies 3-P.31, 3-P.32 and 3-P.33
direct the city to coordinate with and encourage other agencies to improve transit
connectivity within Carlsbad.

This comment states that use of the phrase “door to door” is often used to refer to
paratransit rather than fixed route transit service and may result in confusion regarding
its meaning. The door-to-door description is to explain the concept of getting individuals
from the door of their house to the door of their destination and is illustrative in the
broader discussion of transit services within the city.

This comment recommends verifying that planned transit improvements are sourced to
the 2050 RTP and identifies two new transit services in Carlsbad. The draft General Plan
Mobility Element has been updated to reflect the new information.

The comment refers to two railroad crossings which have not been previously identified
in rail corridor plans and encourages the city to coordinate with NCTD and the
California Public Utilities Commission. Policy 3-P.16 requires the city to engage Caltrans,
the Public Utilities Commission, and railroad agency(s) regarding opportunities related
to the identified improved connections in this area. Additionally, Policy 3-P.39 has been
modified to investigate development of a grade-separated rail corridor that could include
grade-separated crossings at Grand Avenue, Carlsbad Village Drive, Tamarack Avenue
and Cannon Road, as well as new pedestrian and bicycle crossings at Chestnut Avenue,
Chinquapin Avenue and the Village and Poinsettia COASTER stations.
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A9-10: This comment refers to two parking structures which SANDAG intends to build in the
city and supports the city’s flexible parking requirements. No response is required.

A9-11: This comment asks the city to coordinate with NCTD and SANDAG to develop transit
priority features for two specific transit routes. Policies 3-P.15, 3-P.31 and 3-P.32 all
encourage the city to implement regional improvements consistent with those noted by
the comment. The city will coordinate with NCTD and SANDAG as requested.

A9-12: The comment refers to Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines regarding consistency
with applicable plans. The draft EIR addresses the consistency between regional plans,
projects and programs as listed in the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. The
city welcomes the opportunity to work with SANDAG to continue to ensure consistency
with regional plans, projects and programs.

A9-13: The comment provides a list of suggested SANDAG publications. The referenced sections
of the draft EIR and draft CAP list SANDAG reports used to prepare the draft EIR and
draft CAP. SANDAG data was also used in the draft EIR and draft CAP to provide
baseline and future projections for population growth, transportation, air quality, and
other resource topics.

A9-14: The comment provides contact information for questions concerning the foregoing
comments. No response is required. The contact information has been added to the city’s
notification list regarding the project.

A10: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

A10-1: The comment refers to distinguishing between San Diego County as a geographic area and
the County of San Diego as a governmental entity. Please see Chapter 3 of this final EIR
for the correct references to “County of San Diego” on pages 3.6-13, 3.6-33 and 3.13-34.

A10-2: The comment provides a correction on the state law source of the standards for the
McClellan-Palomar ALUCP. Please see Chapter 3 of this final EIR for the correct citation
of Caltrans Divisions of Aeronautics from page 3.6-13 of the draft EIR.

A10-3: The comment provides a correction on the intent of the ALUCP to serve as guidelines for
promoting the general health and welfare of a community. Please see Chapter 3 of this
final EIR for corrected text from page 3.6-25 of the draft EIR.

A10-4: The comment provides the correct title of the ALUCP. Please see Chapter 3 of this final
EIR for corrected text on page 3.9-7 of the draft EIR.

A10-5: This comment states that residential infill development is not allowed above noise
exposure levels of 70+ (not 65) dB CNEL by the ALUCP. The comment also states that a
sentence on page 3.10-21 of the draft EIR, regarding Review Area 1 and Review Area 2, is
inaccurate and the comment provides the correct information. Page 3.10-21 of the draft
EIR has been revised to include the correct information. Refer to Chapter 3 for this
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revision. The inclusion of this information does not affect the significance findings of the
draft EIR and no further revisions are necessary.

A10-6: This comment repeats Comment A10-5. Please see response to comment A10-5 above

A10-7:

A10-8:

regarding the noise limit for residential infill development. The comment also indicates
the draft EIR should be corrected to indicate that the ALUCP applies equally to both new
residential and nonresidential development for all factors. Page 3.10-37 of the draft EIR
has been revised to include the correct information. The inclusion of this information
does not affect the significance findings of the draft EIR and no further revisions are
necessary.

The comment provides information regarding the official name of San Diego
International Airport and John Wayne/Orange County Airport, which are corrected in
Chapter 3 of this final EIR, on page 3.13-7 of the draft EIR.

The comment provides contact information. No response is required. The contact
information has been added to the city’s notification list regarding the project.

Al l: County of San Diego

All-1:

All-2:

Al1-3:

All-4:

All-5:
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The comment describing the County of San Diego’s initiation of a process for the
development of the new 20-year (2015-2035) master plan for the McClellan-Palomar
Airport. The comment further states that interest in additional commercial air service at
the airport could lead to an increase in passengers and affect the surrounding traffic
network and that the county is considering an eastern extension of the runway that could
reduce noise impacts to residential areas in the city. The county presently is conducting
public workshops to solicit input regarding the content of the new master plan. The
public workshop process is intended to lead to the development of a draft master plan in
2015. When preparation of the draft master plan is completed, the county will begin
environmental review of the draft plan, which is expected to commence in spring 2016.

The comment acknowledges the city’s participation in the public workshops for the
proposed new master plan and states the importance of coordination between the county
and the city with respect to the new master plan and the draft General Plan. The
comment also introduces the county staff’s comments on the draft General Plan and draft
EIR which follow. The city looks forward to participating in the public process leading to
preparation of a new master plan and will coordinate with the county concerning all
matters of mutual concern.

The comment requests correct reference to McClellan-Palomar Airport. Please see
Chapter 3 of this final EIR the correction to page 2-35 of the draft General Plan.

The comment states objection to the city’s proposed land use designation and zone
change on property owned by the County of San Diego. See response to comment A3-2.

The comment requests that draft General Plan policy 2-P.37 and pages ES-48 and ES-90
of the draft EIR be revised to clarify that the restriction on expanding McClellan-Palomar
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Airport only applies to “acquisitions of property outside the existing airport boundaries
for a use requiring a General Plan amendment or other city legislative enactments.” Staff
agrees that the General Plan policy should be clarified as requested and should be
consistent with wording of Section 21.53.015 of the Carlsbad Municipal Code, which was
proposed by voter petition in 1980. Draft General Plan policy 2-P.37, has been revised to
read:

“Prohibit approval of any zone change, general plan amendment or other legislative
action that authorizes expansion of McClellan-Palomar Airport, unless authorized to do
so by a majority vote of the Carlsbad electorate (Section 21.53.015, Carlsbad Municipal
Code).”

This is a minor clerical change that does not change the intent of the General Plan policy,
and does not result in the need for additional environmental analysis.

A11-6: The comment requests that the description in the Mobility Element and draft EIR of
services at McClellan-Palomar be replaced with terminology used in the airport’s
operating certificate. Page 3-7 of the draft General Plan Mobility Element and page 3.13-7
of the draft EIR will be updated with the language proposed in the comment.

A11-7: The comment requests a change in the description of airport services in the Mobility
Element (p. 3-7) and draft EIR (p. 1.13-7) to reflect that a change in aircraft would not
constitute an expansion of the airport. The descriptions in the draft General Plan
Mobility Element and draft EIR have been modified to remove the implication that any
change in aircraft or ancillary services constitutes an expansion subject to voter approval.

A11-8: The comment refers to the segment of Palomar Airport Road from I-5 to Melrose Drive
and requests that the entire segment be exempt from LOS standards. Table 3.13-10 in the
draft EIR documents future traffic projections and level of service with implementation of
the draft General Plan. These forecasts include traffic associated with the retail zoning at
the identified location. With buildout of the draft General Plan, the section of Palomar
Airport Road between College Boulevard and El Camino Real is projected to operate at
an acceptable level. Given it is an auto-prioritized street and the technical analysis
demonstrates that it is projected to operate acceptably, it is not included as an LOS-
exempt facility. Please note that Policy 3-P.7 requires the city to develop and maintain
LOS-exempt facilities in the city - if the city deems that this segment of roadway should
be exempt in the future based on the reasons identified in the policy, this segment could
be added as an exempt facility in the future.

A11-9: The comment supports the city’s traffic methodology, which includes the RASP’s
assumptions for future growth at McClellan-Palomar Airport. No response is required.

A11-10: The comment requests a revision to the description of airport operations on page 5-8 of

the draft General Plan Noise Element. The requested revision has been made and is
reflected in Chapter 4 of this final EIR.

2-107



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

A11-11: The comment requests that Figure 5-2 of the Noise Element be modified to reference the
year and number of operations represented as the existing conditions. This figure shows
the correct source for the contours in the bottom right corner.

A11-12: The comment describes the federal government’s role in regulating aircraft noise and the
County of San Diego’s limited authority to regulate noise. No response is required. Policy
5-P.15 has been revised to address this comment and is shown in Chapter 4 of this final
EIR.

A11-13: The comment requests that the draft General Plan and draft EIR indicate the scope of the
county’s authority to govern noise and refers to the city’s role in regulating land uses
within noise impacts areas in the vicinity of the airport. Please see the correction on page
3.10-6 of the draft EIR in Chapter 3 of this final EIR.

A11-14: The comment suggests the discussion of airport hazards in the draft General Plan advise
the reader that ALUCP contours are expected to change upon adoption of a new airport
master plan. Please see Chapter 4 of this final EIR for revisions to the draft General Plan
on pages 5-8, which described noise exposure modeled under the current ALUCP.

Al2: Arts Commission

A12-1: The comment identifies the main concepts addressed in the draft General Plan Arts,
History, Culture and Education (AHCE) element which the commenter was looking for.
The concepts referred to by the comment were evaluated in the draft EIR as part of the
draft General Plan.

A12-2: The comment identifies “disappointments” with the draft AHCE element. Staff response
is as follows:

* Regarding the comment’s preference to see more “overlap” between policies
regarding historical resources and the library and education, all of the goals and
policies of the draft General Plan are intended to work together; also, the policies are
written with the intent to avoid repetition.

* Regarding the comment’s disappointment that architectural design, signage and
landscape design are not identified as cultural elements, the cultural policies in the
AHCE element focus on historic, archaeological and paleontological resources, as
well as “arts and culture”, which pertains to providing opportunities for various types
of art in the community. Staff agrees that it is important to ensure high quality
architecture, signage and landscape design in keeping with community values. While
such topics may not be addressed in the AHCE element policies, they are addressed
in the draft Land Use and Community Design (LUCD) element (see policies 2-P.43
and 2-P.47). Also, the city relies primarily on implementing ordinances to regulate
the design of buildings, signage and landscaping. Policies in the LUCD and
implementing ordinances (like the Zoning Ordinance, landscape guidelines, and
various master and specific plans) ensure that design of buildings, signs and
landscaping are part of the planning of land uses.
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* The comment states that the use of land for cultural programs is not addressed in the
Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCR) element. The OSCR element
identifies and addresses four types of open space, including open space for aesthetic,
cultural and educational purposes. The intent of this category of open space is to
identify lands that provide a cultural or educational purpose could be considered
“open space” and designated as such by the draft General Plan. It is not the intent of
these open space policies to identify cultural or educational programing on these
lands. The city’s Zoning Ordinance specifies that within the Open Space zone,
cultural activities and facilities and educational institutions are permitted (subject to a
conditional use permit).

* The comment states that the draft General Plan does not give the economic
advantages of cultural arts the “respect it deserves” and that it should be included
when mentioning tourism and taxes. The draft Economy, Business Diversity and
Tourism (EBDT) element does not address every aspect of Carlsbad that contributes
to tourism and the economy. The objective of this new element is primarily focused
on promoting business retention, expansion, and attraction, as well as encouraging
increased tourism. While cultural arts provide an important contribution to the city’s
tourism, it is not the intent of the element to identify all aspects of the community
that contribute to tourism; rather, the element mentions some of the primary tourism
attractors (e.g., beaches, lagoons, golf courses and LEGOLAND).

A12-3: As requested by the commenter, the draft AHCE element is proposed to be modified by
adding “California Center for the Arts” and the “3-part art education series of music” to
the list of existing cultural institutions, events and programs on page 7-12 of the AHCE
element. Identifying existing arts facilities and programs has no impact on the EIR and
requires no additional analysis.

A12-4: Asrequested by the commenter, the draft AHCE element is proposed to be modified to:

* Remove the word “small” from policy 7-P.13; this policy requires the city to explore
the feasibility of the provision of “small” affordable spaces for local artists to produce
and display art. Removing the word “small” will provide more flexibility and avoid
ambiguity regarding what is considered “small”. Removal of the word “small” will
not impact the EIR or require additional analysis.

* Remove the words “when possible” from policy 7-P.14; this policy requires the city to
provide, “when possible”, for the siting, selection, installation and maintenance of
works of art within or upon public facilities and land. The commenter’s request
involves a policy decision for the City Council with respect to the scope of its
discretion in the siting, selection, installation and maintenance of public art. The
comment will be included in the final EIR for consideration by the City Council when
it makes its decision whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan. As a result, this
comment does not impact the EIR or require additional analysis.

* Change the wording of policy 7-P.16 from “Encourage and provide funding for the
development of...high quality arts...” to “Ensure that appropriate funding is
provided for the development of...high quality arts...”. The commenter’s request
involves a policy decision for the City Council with respect to the scope of its
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Al12-5:

discretion in providing funding for the development of high quality arts. The
comment will be included in the final EIR for consideration by the City Council when
it makes its decision whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan. As a result, this
comment does not affect the EIR or require additional analysis.

As requested by the commenter, staff recommends that the City Council approve
revisions to the draft General Plan as follows:

* Reword policy 7-P.19. This is a grammatical change; the intent and objective of the
policy remains the same (utilize community partnerships to promote arts
opportunities). The change does not affect the EIR and does not require additional
analysis.

* Add new policy 7-P.22. This new policy requires development of programs that
support cultural arts, cultural tourism and creative economic development. This
policy requires the development of a program which does not affect the EIR and does
not require additional analysis.

A13: Board of Forestry and Fire Protection

Al3-1:

Al13-2:

Al13-3:
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The comment provides background of the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection’s
review of the Fire Safety element of the draft General Plan, and no response is required.

The comment describes the purpose and background, methodology for review and
recommendations, and review process and timeline of the State Board of Forestry and
Fire Protection’s review of Fire Safety elements. See responses to comments A13-3 to
A13-19 below for responses to specific recommendations.

The comment suggests that the city utilize a Community Wildfire Protection Plan
(CWPP) [Recommendation 1.1]. CWPPs are a mechanism for communities to address
their wildfire risk, and originated from the federal Healthy Forests Restoration Act
(HFRA) of 2003. A benefit to communities with adopted CWPPs is that they can
influence where and how federal agencies implement fuel reduction projects on federal
land, as well as how additional federal funds may be distributed for projects on
nonfederal lands. However, CWPPs are not the only means of identifying community
wildland fire risks and alternatives for mitigation. While the city of Carlsbad does not
have an adopted CWPP, the city addresses many of the CWPP elements through other
policy and regulatory documents, and outreach activities, including:

General Plan. The Public Safety Element identifies wildland fire risk, including a map
showing fire hazard severity zones within the city (Figure 6-10). It includes policies that
require coordination of planned improvements to ensure maintaining adequate
responses times throughout the community; enforce all applicable building and fire
codes; require preparation of fire protection plans for new development bounded by, or
within very high fire hazard severity zone, or which has or is bounded by hazardous
vegetation; and promote public awareness of possible natural and man-made hazards
(Policies 6-P.30 through 6-P.35).
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* Landscape Manual. Requires new development within or adjacent to a very high fire
hazard severity zone, or which has or is bounded by hazardous vegetation, to have a fire
protection plan in place that conforms to the most current requirements for Wildland
Urban Interface areas as adopted by the City of Carlsbad. The Landscape Manual also
requires new development to comply with California Fire Code Chapter 49 and/or
California Building Code Chapter 7a.

* Weed Abatement. The Carlsbad Fire Department conducts annual inspections of all
vacant properties with excess brush growth, and notifies property owners when any
weed abatement actions become necessary.

* Community Programs. The city’s Fire Department conducts various outreach and
education events, and distributes informational materials on various safety and firewise
practices throughout the year. As well, the Fire Department engages the community
and increases fire safety awareness through its Community Emergency Response Team
(CERT) and Fire Explorer programs.

A13-4: The comment recommends fostering community wildland fire protection by establishing
partnerships with programs such as the Fire Safe Council, Firewise communities, or
through other local organizations that support wildland fire awareness [Recommendation
2.1]. As indicated in response to comment A13-3 above, the Carlsbad Fire Department
promotes wildfire awareness through various outreach events and through distribution of
firewise educational materials. Although not an officially-recognized Firewise
Community, Carlsbad does dedicate resources to fostering community wildland fire
protection.

A13-5: The comment recommends that the city adopt fire safe development codes to be used as
standards for fire protection for new development in Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones (VHFHSZ) within the entity’s jurisdiction that meet or exceed statewide standards
in 14 California Code of Regulations Section 1270 et seq and have them certified by the
Board of Forestry [Recommendation 2.2]. The City of Carlsbad regulations are consistent
with this recommendation in that new development in VHFHSZ is required to comply
with California Fire Code Chapter 49 and/or California Building Code Chapter 7a. No
further response is needed.

A13-6: The comment recommends that the city establish goals and policies that create wildfire
defense zones for emergency services, including fuel breaks or other staging areas where
WUI firefighting tactics could be most effectively deployed [Recommendation 2.4]. The
North County Fire Agencies JPA (North Zone) Emergency Operations Manual and the
City of Carlsbad Emergency Management Plan pre-designate areas and locations
throughout the city. These designated wildfire defense zones change as development or
resource locations change. The Fire Department updates these manuals annually and
after any incident that would prompt such a revision. No further response is needed.

A13-7: The comment recommends identify and prioritize protection needs for assets at risk in
the absence of response forces [Recommendation 2.5]. The city addresses this issue
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A13-8:

Al13-9:

through its Standards of Coverage Plan, the adopted and amended Fire Code, and
adopted Urban Wildland Interface Code which is referenced in the California Fire Code.
Please also see responses to comments A13-3 and A13-5 above.

The comment recommends that the city establish fire defense strategies (such as fire
ignition resistant areas) that provide adequate fire protection without dependency on fire
resources (both air and ground) and could serve as safety zones for the public or
emergency support personnel [Recommendation 2.5]. The city addresses this issue
through its Standards of Coverage Plan, the adopted and amended Fire Code, and
adopted Urban Wildland Interface Code which is referenced in the California Fire Code.
Please also see responses to comments A13-3 and A13-5 above.

The comment recommends that the city ensure risks to uniquely occupied structures,
such as seasonally occupied homes, multiple dwelling structures, or other unique
structures/owners, are considered for appropriate wildfire protection needs
[recommendation 3.2]. The city addresses this issue through its Standards of Coverage
Plan, the adopted and amended Fire Code, and adopted Urban Wildland Interface Code
which is referenced in the California Fire Code. Please also see responses to comments
A13-3 and A13-5 above.

A13-10:The comment recommends that the city identify and map existing housing structures that

do not conform to contemporary fire standards in the VHFHSV, and develop plans and
actions to improve substandard housing structures and neighborhoods VHFHSV
[Recommendation 3.4]. The Carlsbad Fire Department reviewed the Structure
Fire/Wildfire Threat map (Public Safety Element Figure 6-10) and determined that, with
the limited exception of portions of the Hosp Grove area in northwest Carlsbad, the
housing stock in the VHFHSV consists of newer development that conforms to
contemporary fire codes. Therefore, the Fire Department has determined that no
specialized planning for substandard housing is warranted.

A13-11:The comment recommends that the city consider developing funding opportunities

and/or partnerships to assist with retrofitting the substandard housing structures and
neighborhoods within the VHFHSZ to current fire safe standards [Recommendation 3.4].
Please see response to comment A13-10 above.

A13-12:The comment recommends that the city identify critical natural resources and other

“open space” values within the geographic scope of the General Plan [Recommendation
4.1]. The draft General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation (OSCR) Element
provides detailed text, maps and tables describing the critical natural resources and open
space areas in the city. Included are maps identifying the comprehensive open space
system (Figure 4-1) and the city natural habitat preserve areas (Figure 4-2). The OSCR
Element describes in detail the various natural vegetation types occurring in Carlsbad.

A13-13:The comment recommends that the city develop plans and action items for vegetation
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management that provides fire damage mitigation and protection of open space values
[Recommendation 4.2]. Please see responses to comments Al13-3 and A13-5 above
regarding existing city policies and regulations to reduce wildfire risks. In addition, the
adopted Habitat Management Plan, and citywide Open Space Management Plan provide
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more detail about vegetation types, locations, and conservation and management
strategies for the citywide preserve system. Specific management requirements are
detailed in the approved management plans for individual preserves, including issues
related to fuel modification zones, fire history, and threats to the preserve, including from
fire.

A13-14:The comment recommends that the city establish goals and policies for reducing the
wildland fire hazards within the entity’s boundaries and, with the relevant partners, on
adjacent private wildlands, federal lands, vacant residential lots, and greenbelts with fire
hazards that threaten the entity’s jurisdiction [Recommendation 4.2]. Please see responses
to comments A13-3, A13-5, and A13-13 above regarding fire protection policies and
regulations relating to open space.

A13-15:The comment recommends that the city establish goals and policies for incorporating
systematic fire protection improvements for open space [Recommendation 4.3]. Please
see responses to comments A13-3, A13-5, and A13-13 above regarding fire protection
policies and regulations relating to open space. The Carlsbad Fire Department ensures
sufficient access to the community water distribution system for its fire suppression
needs. There are no known water flow pressure or supply deficiencies in Carlsbad (PS
Element, p.6-41).

A13-16:The comment recommends that the city establish goals and policies for adequate access
in VHFHSZ that meet or exceed standards in Title 14 CCR 1270 for lands with no
structures, and maintain conditions of access in a suitable fashion for suppression access
or public evacuation [Recommendation 5.1]. Title 14 CCR 1270 does not apply to the city
of Carlsbad with the exception of those lands owned by the state (SRA) or state agencies.
However, adequate access is provided in the VHFHSZ by the city’s existing street network
and emergency access roads and easements.

A13-17:The comment recommends that the city develop an adaptive vegetation management
plan that considers fuels, topography, weather (prevailing winds and wind event specific
to the area), fire ignitions and fire history [Recommendation 5.2]. The Carlsbad Fire
Department addresses this on a case-by-case basis through the city’s development
application and review process for any new development in the city.

A13-18:The comment recommends that the city provide policies and goals for maintenance of
the post-fire-recovery projects, activities, or infrastructure [Recommendation 6.1]. This
process is under development. In the immediate aftermath of the May 2014 Poinsettia
Fire, the City of Carlsbad assembled an interdepartmental Poinsettia Fire Recovery Team
comprised of staff from Community and Economic Development, Property and
Environmental Management, Emergency Management, Police, Fire, and Building
Departments. One of the expected outcomes from this working group will be the
development and adoption of city policies and memoranda of understanding regarding
post-fire recovery management.

A13-19:The comment recommends that the city develop frameworks for rapid post-fire
assessment and project implementation to minimize flooding, protect water quality, limit
sediment flows and reduce other risks on all land ownerships impacted by wildland fire
[Recommendation 6.2]. The city has such a framework in place. In the immediate
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aftermath of the May 2014 Poinsettia Fire, the City of Carlsbad assembled an
interdepartmental Poinsettia Fire Recovery Team comprised of staff from Community
and Economic Development, Property and Environmental Management, Emergency
Management, Police, Fire, and Building Departments. The team is responsible for
conducting post-fire damage assessments of both private and public property,
coordinating demolition and debris removal on public property, assessing damage to
vegetation and infrastructure (including drainage facilities), and consulting and
coordinating with other agencies and experts on recovery activities. The team works with
city departments, individual property owners, and homeowner associations to implement
measures to minimize flooding, erosion, and protect water quality. As a recent example,
the city hosted a cleanup day on October 18 and led a volunteer team to clean up several
tons of abandoned debris in the area burned by the Poinsettia Fire. Other city-led
recovery efforts under the guidance of the Fire Recovery Team included replanting
medians along El Camino Real; fixing damaged guardrails, signs and street lights;
addressing soil erosion to protect storm drains and water quality; conducting safety
inspections on trails and paths; and assessing and taking down damaged trees.

Another expected outcome from this working group will be the development and
adoption of city policies and memoranda of understanding regarding post-fire recovery
management.



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

B. Organization Comments and Responses

This section provides each letter received from organizations in response to the DEIR, with
specific comments identified with a comment code in the margin. Following the letters, responses
to the comments are provided.
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Buena Vista Audubon Society

PO Box 480

Oceanside, CA 92049-0480

May 13, 2014 Sent by email: jennifer.jesser@carl sbadca.gov

SUBJECT: CARLSBAD DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND EIR
Dear Ms. Jesser:

This letter is written on behalf of the Buena Vista Audubon Society with a
membership of over 1,800 households in the North County coastal area,
including many residents of Carlsbad. The purpose of our organization is the
protection and enhancement of the Buena Vista Lagoon environment and that of
the surrounding communities. We conduct outreach to educate the public on
conservation issues and operate a nature center on Coast Highway with a variety
of environmental programs for children and adults. The preservation of natural
areas is important for the long-term survival of our native habitats and associated
wildlife. It is particularly important in coastal cities where open space provides
resting and feeding grounds for migratory birds following the Pacific Flyway.

Our main concern with the Draft General Plan is that the Plan has abandoned the
goal of 40% open space at buildout, a goal that was established in 1986 when
the Carlsbad Growth Management Plan was adopted. That goal, which was
stated repeatedly to residents over the years, consisted of parks, trails, and
natural lands, and was envisioned as defining the community and its values, and
supporting the Carlsbad quality of life. However, we feel that the Draft General
Plan does not fulfill this earlier commitment. Not only is the open space reduced
to 37/38%, a substantial loss of hundreds of acres, included in this calculation
are gated and locked schoolyards, and park areas that have been double-
counted as both habitat and parkland, leaving some neighborhoods deficient in
nearby parkland.

The preparation of a new General Plan provides an excellent opportunity to
ensure community balance between open space for natural resources and
recreation, and development for residential, and commercial/industrial uses. It
should be an opportunity to strengthen the commitment to that original open
space goal that has for so long had the strong support of Carlsbad residents.

If you have questions, | can be contacted at (760) 942-5167 or at
imherskowitz@yahoo.com .

Sincerely,

Joan Herskowitz
Conservation Committee
Buena Vista Audubon Society
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——— City of Carlsbad
L.a Costa Glen
 CARLSBAD _ MAY 29 2014

May 19, 2014 h CONTIRUING LIFE® COMBUENITY

Planning Division

Mr. Corey Funk

CITY OF CARLSBAD
Planning Division

1635 Faraday Ave.
Carlsbad, CA 92008

RE: LA COSTA GLEN
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
MEETING REQUEST

Dear Mr. Funk:

B2-1 Continuing Life Communities is in receipt of the City’s Property Owner Notice regarding proposed land use and
B zoning changes on our La Costa Glen community property in South Carisbad. Thank you for requesting our comments.
We do have concerns about the proposals, as Histed below, starting from South to North.

I.  The City proposes to change our undeveloped Lot Sicommercial-professional office site (MS 05-28) located
along Calle Bareclona and in the small uphill valley {APN: 2530120500) from C/O/RMH to R (Regional
Commercial). We do not agree with this change becanse H is our preference to apply 1o develop a mixed-use
{regional commercial, office and high density residential) on the buildable area of these lots. In consideration
of the location and eonfiguration of the lots, we believe this mixed-use program to be the highest and best
use, close to shopping, employment, transport and health care. We request that the land use not be changed
on this property.

B2-2 2. The City proposes {0 change the La Costa Glen health center from C/O/RMH to R-15 (APN: 2550121500).

We would oppose any change which would render the existing use as non~conforming. The existing health
center use is not residential, but is rather institutional. So no residential use or density truly applics. We
would request that the City reconsider the proposed R-15 land use, and rather keep the existing combination
designation {C/O/RME) as is.

B2-3 3. The City proposes to change our cxisting independent living unils from C/O/RMIT to R-13 (APN:

- 2550121600, APN: 2530121900 and APN: 2350122000}, Please nofe that the apartment-style attached
independent units within this arca were not considered residential units, and rather were considered
professional care commercial units {CUP 98-01{A). They include common areas, offices, dining restanrant
and residential units. Thus, we would oppose any change which would render the existing use as non-
eonforming. We would again reguest that the City not change the property use to R-15 bt Instead keep the
existing C/O/RMH combination designation in place.

B2-4 4. We would also like 10 discuss the land use change from C/O/RMIL to OS on portions of land designated
under APN: 2550121400 and APN: 2530121300,

In Hght of the sbove comments, we would Hke {0 request a meeting to fully discuss these matters. We would invobve a
representative of Planning Systems in the meeting. Please let me know when the Ciy Planning Stafl might be
availeble {0 meet on this matfer.

Thank vou for the opportunity {o comment on the City’s proposed sctions.
Sincerely, . .

Bagta Glen C'fiébgd o

cer Paul Klukas, Planning Systems
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lI=HechtSolberg

PAuL E. ROBINSON
E-Mail: probinson@hechtsolberg.com

May 13, 2014
BY E-MAIL:
envision@car |shadca.gov celia.brewer @carlshadca.qgov
Envision Carlsbad CdiaBrewer
attn: Genera Plan EIR City Attorney
1635 Faraday Avenue 1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlshad, California 92008 Carlshad, California 92008

Re: Draft General Plan and associated Environmental | mpact Report

Greetings:

This firm represents the Feuerstein family, doing business as Camino Carlsbad, LLC
(“CCL"), the owners of the Rancho Carlsbad golf course, which islocated on the east (northeast)
side of EI Camino Real near Cannon Road. | am writing to ask that the City revise the draft
general plan to accommodate an economically feasible development of this property. Although
our concern is directed at the substance of the proposed plan, it also relates to the adequacy of
the analysis of the environmental impact report (“EIR”).

The City is proposing to designate this property as open space, category 3 —i.e., outdoor
recreation. Genera plan designations by themselves do not usually “take” property under the
Constitution, but the proposed plan is unusua in three respects. First, the proposed plan takes no
account of whether the current use as a golf course will remain viable. Long-term viability of the
golf course is dubious, given not only the ongoing decline in the number of people who play
golf, but perhaps more importantly the long-term scarcity and cost of water. As both the draft
general plan and draft climate action plan emphasi ze, no one can rely on California’s ability to
serve high-demand uses like golf courses. Second, proposed Policy 4-P.4 calls for the City to
obtain — if necessary, by the ominous term “acquire” — access across all open space, which would
include this property. The failure of the property owner to alow the public to enter its private
property would violate the genera plan. Third, according to page 3.9-21 of the EIR, the
proposed plan overcommits the amount of development allowed by the growth management
ordinance. Even after the proposed plan is revised, the EIR contemplates no devel opment
capacity remaining available.

Providing water for this particular golf course raisesits own issues. CCL has had to drill
wells to keep the golf course sufficiently irrigated to maintain a playable state. The drilling of
these wells has been quite costly. It may already no longer be economically viable to drill more
wells when the golf course needs additional water; indeed, CCL has already hit its pain threshold
for the expenditure of additional funds for new wells to keep the course sufficiently irrigated and
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playable. Moreover, the cost of the wells reflects the avail ability of groundwater; the high cost
suggests that water may not be available indefinitely for a golf course at this location.

A land useregulation is void for being “oppressive and unreasonable” if it does not alow
the “pursuit of useful activities.” Skalko v. City of Sunnyvale (1939) 14 Cal.2d 213, 215-216.
An action isaregulatory taking when it allows the physical invasion of property, e.g., Cwynar v.
City and County of San Francisco (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 637, 653-659; completely deprives the
property owner of the value of the property; or results from an adverse balance of the economic
impact and character of the action with the owner’ s “‘investment-backed expectations.”” Lingle
v. Chevron U.SA. Inc. (2005) 544 U.S. 528, 538-540; 125 S.Ct. 2074, 2081-2082. The proposed
plan isand does all these things: It will foreseeably bar useful activities; it calls for the physical
invasion of property; and it will soon deprive the property owners of the value of their property.
Evenif itstreatment of this property isnot immediately a*“taking,” it is, at a minimum, bad
planning. Planning requires anticipating future needs, but the combination of the plan and the
City’ s growth management system would lock in a designation that will become unworkable
long before the horizon year of the plan.

As indicated above, this problem also implicates the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR
intwo ways. First, Impact 3.9-3 addresses whether the plan would affect population growth.
The EIR concludes that it will not because “the city’ s public hearing process’ on the plan
amendment will reduce allowable development so as not to exceed growth management limits.
Thisis not true, however, because the City will either have to pay to acquire the course, which it
isvirtually certain never to do, or allow development of the property. Thisisan inevitable
consequence of the growth management system and Proposition E, so the EIR needs to recognize
these eventualities. Second, if the City is going to require that this property remainin use asa
golf course, the EIR must — but did not — evaluate the effect on groundwater that drilling
necessary wellswill have.

CCL will litigate thisif necessary, but we believe a simpler solution would be to revise
the proposed general plan, and then enact appropriate zoning, so as to allow development at
some reasonable level. | will bein contact with the City to discuss how best to accomplish that
goal.

Sincerely,

Paul E. Robinson
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP

PER:RAS:cas

cC: Clients
4840-2780-6235_3

2-119


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B3-5

Karina
Text Box
B3-6

Karina
Text Box
B3-7

Karina
Text Box
B3-8

Karina
Text Box
B3-9


B4-1

B4-2

B4-3

Techbilt Constructiou Corp.

Mailing Address
3575 Kenyeon St., Suite 200 P.O. Box 80036
San Diego, CA 92110 San Diego, CA 92138
Telephone (619) 223-1663 FAX (619) 223-2865

May 28, 2014
City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 82008

Attention:  Don Neu, Planning Director
Subject: Ref: Comments on Draft ETR & GIPA for “Envision Carlsbad”
Dear Don,

This letter is a comment letter for the above project as it affects Lot #1 of Carlsbad Oaks
North (Solana multifamily project) on the north side of Faraday Avenue at the intersection
of Bl Fuerte Avenue. Staff (Mr, Gary Barberio)} contacted me in late 2011 and asked
whether we would consider adding Lot #1 rezoning {o apartments as part of the “Envigion
Carlsbad” process. We agreed and Lot #1 has been included in the mapping and discussion
for General Plan Amendment and Rezoning for about 2 years now. There have been no
objections from staff or the community to include Lot #1 as high density (R-30) residential
in “Envision Carisbad.”

The subject proposal is for 151 multifamily units and is conrrently shown as R-30 on the
Envision Carlsbad Draft Preferred Plan. The eurrent gite is a graded pad with Planned
Indusirial Zoning and General Plan Designations. Several preliminary review applications
(PRI 12.31 and 13-08) have been submitied and reviewed by staff. The project will require
151 units from the City Excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

We now have been informed by staff that there currently is a shortage of 743 excess
dwelling units in the northeast quadrant and that staff will recommend to the Planning
Commission that of the current request of 1,151 Toxcess Dwelling Unigs for the northeast

quzadmnt a number of projects requests will be denied or reduced because of the shortage of

Fxcess Dwelling Unifs, We have a very serious objection to being considered for a
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recommendation from staff that would reduce this number of units below 151 or eliminate
ug from getting units at all. The reason for our very strong objections are as follows:

. The City has Policy 43 for allocation of “Excess” Dwelling Units. This policy was put
m place on December 17, 2002 and amended on April 26, 2005.

. Staff and the Planning Commission and the City Council have not been
imploementing Policy 48 correctly and have put unifs into the bank and then
approved projects with those “Excess” Dwelling Units from the bank that really are
not in the bank. The mistake that has been made is Policy 43 says “Hixcess”
Dwelling Units become available as a result of residential projects being approved
“and constructed” with less units than would be allowed by donsity control points.
LUJntil approved units are constructed, the excess units shonld nof go into the bank or
are they available for new projects based on the City's own policy number 43,

. Staff has now adjusted the “Excess” Dwelling Unit Bank after it was pointed out
that the City was not following their own policy. Now staffs sclhution is to penalize
projects by reducing or eliminution of residential units because of a mistake the City
made,

© The proposed Solana project meets or exceads City standards and policies for
multifamily development. The project is on Faraday Avenue so {ransportation and
access to ali City services are accossible. Shopping and personal services exisi o
the south in Bressi Ranch, jobs arc nearby, police and fire protection services are
just to the west at the City public safely center, the nearest exisiing mdustrial
development is 7H0% to the south and all proposed industrial development is greater
than 1,000 feet away, There will be developed across Faraday Avenue from Sclana a
planned commercial service facility. In addition, the fire department is concerned
about the proximily to the Coast Waste Management Trausfer Station. If is 1,550%
feot woest of Solana, '

Selana also is nol impacted by McClellan/Palomar Airport. We are beyond any noise
impacts, ouiside the ideniified safety zones, well below (2237 the Part 77 airspace surfaces.
The project is within the overflight notification area and within airport influence review
area 1. We are also outside the aviation casement area. Solana is perfecily suited for
mul{ifamily housing.
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B4-9

We strongly ohject to what staff is suggesting for this project in the northeast quadrant and
request ancther solution that will allow Lot #1 of Carisbad Oaks North to be apnroved with
151 units.

Sincerely,
Techbilt Construction Corp.

R s G
=

Ted Tchang, President

e Bob Ladwig
Derek Empey
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=" &Associates T-._

LAND USE PLANNING AND CONSULTATIDN \

May 29, 2014

David DeCordova
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

RE: Carlsbad Draft General Plan - Cannon Road
Dear Mr. DeCordova:

| have reviewed the Draft Carlsbad General Plan and have the following comments regarding the portion
of Cannon Road east of its intersection with College Boulevard.

Currently this road segment provides access to the Sage Creek High School and possible future
residential development directly to the south.

Exhibit 3-1S shows this segment as an Arterial Street.

Page 3-24 states — “Cannon Road connection. Provide a bicycle/pedestrian facility that would begin at
the current eastern terminus of Cannon Road and continue eastward to the City’s eastern boundary.”

Table 3-1 Carlsbad Livable Streets provides Street Typology and Mode Preference.

Based on the location of the existing school, the limited amount of future development that could gain
access to this site from the south, the acknowledgement that this road will never be extended to the
east, it appears that it should be redesignated appropriately as a part of the Envision Carlsbad process.
As a part of this process the Zone 15 Local Facilities Management Plan should be amended to delete the
requirement to develop this segment of Cannon Road as a Major Arterial.

Sincerely,

P itz

Mike Howes
CcC Jennifer lesser
Don Neu

2888 Loker Avenue East, Suile 217, Carlsbad. CA 92010  www.hwplonning.com 740.929.2288 2-123
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Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

June 4, 2014 L1122

City of Carlsbad
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Attention: Don Neu, Planning Director

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR and GPA for Envision Carlsbad relating to
Ocean View Carlsbad {The Hynek Property - formerly Kirgis - Assessor
Pareel 212-010-03)

Dear Don:

The owners of this 21.9.acre parcel in the Northwest Quadrant (LFMP Zone 8), Brian and
(lay! Hynek, had earlier submitted a request to the City for 18 units to be included in
Envision Carlsbad Plan, but the Planning Commission on November 5, 2013, did not
include our request for consideration in Phase 2 of the General Plan Update, stating that
the proposal “does not assist in meeting State Housing Objectives” and that topographic
and neighborhood compatibility concerns would be better analyzed in context of a project
proposal. On May 22, 2018, Staff responded to a Preliminary Review Application (PRE 13-
14) for an 18-unit, 8,000 square foot single family subdivision. Staff indicated that going
from 5 units (approved tentative Map CT 02-08, PUD 02-02, HDP 02-01 and CDP 02-05) to
18 units will required transfer of units to the site from the City's Excess Dwelling Unit
Bank in the northwest quadrant. Staff also said there is some merit to the proposal’s 8,000
.square foot lot size based on land use compatibility with the adjacent subdivision. Staff
also said they cannot now commit to support of the application (PRE 13-14) because of this
pending GPA update needing a Council decision on the Excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

In review of City files, we think the subject site is designated for 13 units. A proposed
application we are considering for 13 units would not require obtaining any units from the
Excess Dwelling Unit Bank based on the following:

2934 faraday Rvenue ¢ Carlsbad, California 92008
, (760) 438-3182 ¢ FAX (760) 438-0173 4 €moil Idg@dwilsoneng.com
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Bon Neu
June 4, 2014
Page 2

]

Tn December of 1988, the City approved Local Facilities Management Plan for Zone
8. The slope analysis/et developable acreage is 11, and at 1 unit per net acre, there
are 11 future dwelling units.

On January 28, 2002, a slope analysis signed by a Civil Engineer were submitted
along with an application for 5 units. The slope analysis based on accurate
topography shows 13 units.

The 5-unit tentative map (CT 02-06, PUD 02-02, HDP 02-01 and CDP 02-05) was
approved but the project has not been constructed.

City Council Policy #43 (Proposition E - Excess Dwelling Unit Bank Policy on
allocation of Excess Dwelling Units) says excess units go into the bank when projects
are approved and constructed.

The City has been putting excess units into the bank, not in compliance with Policy
#43, prior to projects being constructed. Staff has now recognized this serious error
and have adjusted the excess dwelling unit “tracking spreadsheet”.

Because of the City’s mistake in keeping track of Excess Dwelling Units we have
determined that there are 13 units in the subject property. When 75% of the
property was placed into open space per the Carlsbad Habitat Management Plan,
the units transferred to the remaining ~5 acres, now zoned R-1-30,000, and are
suitable for development planning leading to a replacement subdivision map.

In summary, we ask that the City confirm there are 13 dwelling units available on the

subiect property for the reasons stated.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Robert Ladwig
Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

Ccel

Gayl and Brian Hynek

Jim Whalen — Nick Doenges
Robert Kolodny

Christer Westman

9934 Faraday Avenue ¢ Carlsbad, Californio 92008
(760) 438-3182 ¢ FAX (760) 438-0173 4 €mail Idg@dwilsoneng.com
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244«!40 @dftW Owners’ Association, Inc.
5200 El Camino Real, Carlsbad, California 92010-7118

Phone: (760) 438-0333 Fax: (760) 438-1808 '
one: (760 w760 City of Carisbad

June 12, 2014
JUN 16 2014

Mr. Don Neu, Planning Director Planning Division
City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, Ca. 92008

Re: Comments on the City’s draft EIR & GPA for “Envision Carlsbad”
Specifically RCOA parcel 4, the BJ apartment proposal

Dear Mr. Neu:

Bob Ladwig, a local land planner, is sending you a separate letter objecting to a reduction of

B7-1
units for our parcel #4. We are in total support of Bob’s position. Back in 2004 a local

developer offered us a proposal to develop that site. The City was made aware of our interest
and responded favorably subject of course to a formal application, etc. Your department’s
recent review of such an application called for 94 units from the excess dwelling bank, but now
we are told the unit number may be reduced or eliminated completely.

I'm sure you’re aware that this parcel will be required to contribute about 6% of the cost of

B7-2
building the last segment of College Blvd {Reach A). This site, when developed, will provide cost

favorable housing for Carlsbad residents including teachers and other employees at the new
Sage Creek high school nearby. Another site needing housing units that supports the highway

B7-3
construction is the “market place” at the N/E corner of College and El Camino Real. If there

needs to be a reduction or elimination of units, we would suggest you consider the Robertson

B7-4

Ranch Master Plan site, Parcel -22. Many years ago we opposed McMillin’s desire for housing

on that site which was compromised to a commercial office. The “Envision” plan lists it for 100
housing units. We're sure you will find other scattered sites in the N/E quadrant that provide
little benefit to the City beyond tax revenue. College Blvd., a major arterial highway in this

B7-5 town, neads to be complated within the next five years. There are 3 developmants already -
approved that need this highway segment, in addition to the two mentioned in this letter. We

urge that you consider the bigger picture in your deliberations.

Sincerely,

William Culbreth, President

Bili Arnold, Chair, Exteynal Relations Committee

Cc: Board of Directors
2-126
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Allen Sweet

June 15, 2014

City Planning Department
City of Carlsbad
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad CA 92008
Subject: Draft General Plan comments

Dear Sir

| have been a resident and home owner in Carlsbad for 27 years. | am pleased to have served on the
Envision Carlsbad Citizen Committee “EC3”. The process was informative and | tried to provide good
feedback on the different elements.

Regarding the circulation element of the plan, | am concerned about the designation of certain roads as
Connector Streets, especially Carlsbad Village Drive east of |-5, Tamarack, Aviara, Alga, La Costa east of
El Camino, and Poinsettia. That road designation indicates that the priority is for pedestrians and
bicycles over automobiles and buses. | am very concerned this will increase travel times within our city.
The extra travel time will increase greenhouse gases, while the added stress on the drivers will
negatively impact the health and happiness of our citizens, not to mention the safety for those sharing
the road with them.

| heard the interest in additional walking and bike paths which was expressed at the EC3 meetings. But
we also need realism about how people get about. | have conducted an informal poll among friends and
acquaintances. All indicated that they go to stores, restaurants, doctors, work, recreation, and the
library by automobile. They do not expect to begin walking or biking to any store.

| see that Carlsbad Village Drive east of |-5, and Jefferson beyond the Village are Connector Streets.
These with Carlsbad Boulevard as a Coastal Street all give priority to Pedestrians and bicycles over cars.

P. 0. Box 4230 Carlsbad CA 92018
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Allen Sweet

The Village area around State and Grand is coded as Village Streets with a priority for pedestrians and
bicycles. How do we expect people to get to the Village? Oris the Village primarily to become the
domain of tourist. And is the beach area along Carlsbad Boulevard also to be primarily for tourist? We
regularly drive to the area to walk along the sea wall.

| have watched as the new traffic circle on Carlsbad Boulevard has been put in place. | rather like
roundabouts. But traffic movement through the intersection was never really an issue. My friends from
Oceanside hate it and view this as just another example of Carlsbad telling them they are not welcome
in the community. | cannot believe we spent hundreds of thousands of dollars to tell people they are
not welcome in our fair city. And the road was taken from four vehicle lanes to only two, while
increasing the bike and pedestrian lanes to a total of four. Is this the model we are to expect for the
other Connector Streets in our community? | truly hope not.

My daughter is a bike rider, so | have seen this group first hand. It is not unusual for young people to
ride 10 to 80 miles on a trip. Most of the young people on Carlsbad Boulevard are probably not
residents of Carlsbad. | also rather doubt they spend much money in our stores. Why are we giving
such emphasis to out of town bicycle riders? How do we expect our own residents to get to their stores,
restaurants, doctors, work, recreation, and the library? Most of our residents probably will not go by
bike very often.

So here is my suggestion: Change the priority of Connector Streets from having a priority primarily for
pedestrians and bicycles back to a priority for cars and just try harder over the next decade to also be
bike friendly.

Allen Sweet
Primary Member

Envision Carlsbad

P.O. Box 4230 Carlsbad CA 92018
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BENTLEY-WING INVESTMENTS, L.P. & BENTLEY-WING PROPERTIES, INC.
DAVID M. BENTLEY, CCIM - PRESIDENT * WWW.OMBENTIEY COM
7449 MAGELLAN STREET * CARLSBAD, CA 92011

BENTLEY oWING

B9-1

B9-2

B9-3

B9-4

June 16, 2014

Ms. Jennifer Jesser, Senior Planner
City of Carlsbad - Planning Division
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008 Via U.S. Mail & email jennifer.jesser@carlsbadca.gov
REF: General Plan Update; Case No. EIR 13-02GPA 07-02/ZCA 07-01/LCPA 07-02

Dear Ms. Jesser:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Envision Carlsbad-General Plan
Update. During the last 16 years I have designed and processed several projects in Carlsbad’s
Northeast Quadrant, particularly Zone 15, including Cantarini Ranch, Holly Springs, Dos Colinas,
Lubliner and RCOA Parcel 4. Prior to that, I developed subdivisions in Carlsbad’s Zone 20 and 12.

The DEIR for the General Plan Update notes that the limitations imposed by Proposition E preclude
inclusion of all the requested/proposed higher density residential properties in the city’s NE Quadrant.
Presented below are facts, analysis and recommendations I respectfully urge the city to consider in
determining which NE Quadrant properties to approve for higher density in the updated General Plan.

The Problem:

As a result of the Sunny Creek Specific Plan’s (SP-191, 1985) low density development character
(half-acre and 1-acre minimum lot sizes) and the stricter regulatory standards adopted subsequent to
SP-191 (i.e. HMP, hydro-mod), the approved/entitled projects in Zone 15 are yielding substantially
fewer dwelling units than anticipated under the city’s Growth Management Plan, thereby creating an
extraordinary financial impediment to the last section of College Blvd. and related local facilities.

More specifically, the City’s Excess Dwelling Units Tracking Spreadsheet shows that Zone 15 has
already lost the financial support of 305 dwelling units as a result of the lower density development of
Cantarini Ranch (187 “excess” units), Holly Springs (84 “excess” units) and Rancho Milagro (34
“excess” units). This problem will be exacerbated by low-yield development of the Mandana, Kato
and DB-Lubliner properties (est. another 200+ unused/”excess units” for the bank, “EDUB”).

The lack of sufficient development/units to share the off-site costs effectively makes the last section
of College Blvd. (“Reach A”), and related infrastructure, infeasible. The City and the new Sage
Creek high school need College Blvd. completed and Zone 15 needs more units to pay for it.

760-476-9572 * BENTEQA@ROADRUNNER.COM * 760-809-5216
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Recommend Approval:

R-30, Parcel 4 “BJ Apartment” site. This property is owned by RCOA and is under contract to
Bentley-Wing Investments. It is located at the southeast corner of the Cannon/College
intersection. Apartment development is this property’s highest and best use based on: (a) its
generally level topography with very minimal physical or environmental constraints; (b) it is
situated at a major roadway intersection with good access and close proximity to public transit;
(c) apartment uge is supported by local residents and neighboring land uses; (d) area demand
for apartments exceeds supply; and, (e) the planned apartment units (approx. 100) will help
support the financial feasibility of College Blvd. (“Reach A™) and related Zone 15 off-sites.
Please refer to PRE 13-10 dated May 2, 2013, for additional project information and support.

R-23, Multi-Family zoning over approx. 11 acres & retail/commercial zoning over approx. 6
acres of the Sunny Creek Shopping Center site (FourSquare/WalMart) at College Blvd. & El
Camino Real. While the retail and commercial service needs of current and future local
residents could be satisfied with the proposed 6-acre retail/commercial site, demand is not
sufficient to support a large neighborhood or regional retail center on this site and the city does
not support a “big-box” retail use (i.e. Walmart) at this location. Conversely, there is strong
and growing demand for lower cost housing alternatives that a multi-family project at this
location could help satisfy. Additional attributes supporting the proposed zoning include the
property’s physical and locational characteristics and the fact that the units, and complementary
limited retail/commercial, would help pay to construct College Blvd. and related infrastructure.

Medium Density Residential Zoning for the Kelly property at Sunny Creek Rd. and El Camino
Real. This represents that property’s highest and best use based on several factors, including:
(a) its frontage along El Camino Real and Sunny Creek Road, for which substantial off-site
improvements will be required concurrent with development; (b) it is situated between the
Rancho Carlsbad mobile home-golf course community and the Sunny Creek multi-family/
commercial site; and (¢) medium density residential zoning could support a moderate priced
alternative housing product (i.e. townhouse) consistent with the city’s GP housing element.

Recommend Denial:

B9-5

B9-6 ||*
B9-7 || *
B9-8 || &
B9-9 || IL

2-130

WP Equestrian Property/Sunny Creek. Medium density development for this property would
be inappropriate and highly controversial. The mid-block location, flood-plain constraints and
close proximity to wetland/riparian habitat make this property more suited to low-intensity
recreation, open space or mitigation. The affordable housing needs for Zone 15 are being
satisfied with the recently up-zoned Encinas Creek Apartments and with units in the Dos
Colinas project. Additional affordable units and multi-family housing product will be provided
by the Parcel 4 “BJ Apartment” project, the FourSquare/Walmart site, and the Kelly property.

PA 22 Robertson Ranch. The proposed 94-unit apartment development is not an appropriate

use for this site. Aside from the inferior locational characteristics and attendant traffic

concerns, the neighboring Rancho Carlsbad residents have been consistent (for 15+ years) in
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their opposition to multi-family development on PA22, which backs up to the RCOA
community. An apartment project would be controversial and Zone 14 already contains enough
residential units to support its infrastructure and satisfy its fair-share housing needs.

Palomar Corridor land re-zone. The proposed conversion of business park/industrial land in the
Palomar Corridor to residential/apartments (i.e. the 456 residential unit request for Raceway
Lots 12-15) is not appropriate since it would effectively reduce the amount of land available
and planned for the city’s job creation and tax revenue generation. Moreover, an adequate
supply and variety of housing is already available in this area. Withdrawing residential units
from the EDUB to convert business park/industrial land in the Palomar Corridor to residential
housing/apartments, would effectively reduce future jobs and revenue to the city and prevent
the timely completion of the last section of College Blvd.

The foregoing recommendations are intended to help ensure (a) the timely completion of the last
section of College Blvd., and related infrastructure, (b) a complementary array of housing product

where it is most needed, and (c) the integrity and balance of the city’s general plans and policies for
employment, housing, transportation, recreation and open space.

Providing EDUB allocation priority to the three proposed higher density Zone 15 properties

referenced above (RCOA Parcel 4, Foursquare/Walmart, and Kelly) will ensure the timely

development of the last section of College Blvd. and related facilities by keeping the residential units
in Zone 15 that were anticipated under the city’s Growth Management Plan.

Thank you for your consideration; please don’t hesitate to contact me if I can be of any further
assistance.

Very truly yours,
Bentley-Wing Investments, L.P.

David M. Bentley, CCIM - President

Bentley-Wing Properties, Inc. - General Partner
WWW,

cc: Mr. Don Neu, Carlsbad Planning Director

Mr. David de Cordova, Principal Planner
Mr. William Culbreth, President - RCOA
RCOA P4 Committee

Mr. Marc Wing, Bentley-Wing

PAGE3
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June 16,2014 City of Carlsbad
VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL JUN 172014
Jennifer Jesser, Senior Planner Planning Division
Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Ave.

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re: Draft General Plan, Draft Climate Action Plan. Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report

Dear City of Carlsbad:

This letter is submitted on behalf of North County Advocates in connection with
the proposed Draft General Plan (“Draft GP”), Draft Climate Action Plan (“Draft CAP”)
and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR™).

1. Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™), Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 — .

21177, must be interpreted “so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” Friends of
Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. App. 3d 247,259 (1972). If an EIR fails to
provide agency decision-makers and the public with all relevant information regarding a
project that is necessary for informed decision-making and informed public participation,
the EIR is legally deficient and the agency’s decision must be set aside. Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 712 (1990). An EIR is “aptly
described as the ‘heart of CEQA™”; its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible
officials of the environmental consequences before they are made. Laurel Heights
Improvement Assoc. v. University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 392 (1988).

The California Constitution defines an initiative as “‘the power of the electors to
propose statutes and amendments to the Constitution and to adopt or reject them.”
Marblehead v. City of San Clemente (1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1504, 1509 (citing Cal.
Const., Art. II, §8). Voters have the authority of the local legislative body. Legisiature
of the State of California v. Deukmejian (1983) 34 Cal.3d 658, 675. The California
Supreme Court has explained: “The initiative and referendum are not rights ‘granted
the people, but ... power[s] reserved by them.... If doubts can reasonably be resolved
in favor of the use of this reserve power, courts will preserve it.”” Rossi v. Brown
(1995) 9 Cal.4™ 688,695 (citations omitted).

www.DELANOANDDELANO.com
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and FIR
June 16, 2014
Page 2 of 12

B10-2 IL The Performance Standards for Parks and Open Space Must Be Met

Proposition E, passed by the City’s voters in 1986, established a part of the
Growth Management Plan.! It stated:

NO DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE APPROVED by the City of
Carlsbad unless it is guaranteed that concurrent with need all necessary
public facilities be provided as required by [the 1986 growth
management plan] with emphasis on ensuring good traffic circulation,
schools, parks, libraries, open space and recreational amenities;

It also stated:

The City Council or the Planning Commission shall not find that all
necessary public facilities will be available concurrent with need as
required by the Public Facilities Element and the City’s 1986 growth
management plan unless the provision of such facilities is guaranteed.

Thus, Proposition E cemented the requirement that the Public Facilities Standards
laid out in the City’s 1986 Growth Management Plan must be guaranteed before
development can be approved.”

The Carlsbad Municipal Code codifies this requirement, stating: “no
development permit shall be approved unless the approving authority finds that
the permit is consistent with the city-wide facilities and improvements plan and
the applicable local facilities management plan.” Munic. Code Chapter
21.90.040. The Code further provides that if at any time the performance
standards established by a LFMP are not met, “then no development permits or
building permits shall be issued within the local zone until the performance
standard is met...” Muni. Code Chapter 21.90.080.

For each zone, a Local Facilities Management Plan (LFMP) was developed. Each
LEMP requires that all development within the zone comply with the Chapter 21.90 of
the Municipal Code, and the LFMP itself which incorporates the 1986 Growth
Management Performance Standards. Each LEMP provides that, if the City Council
determines a non-conformance exists, then “no future building or development permits

' On December 2, 1986, the City certified the passage of Proposition E at the November
4, 1986 election, and adopted and ratified the proposition as Ordinance No. 9824.

2 The Growth Management Plan was adopted in a series of Resolutions: Resolution No.
8796, establishing the clarified Performance Standards for the Growth Managemen
Program; Resolution No. 8797, approving the Citywide Facilities and Improvements
Plan; Resolution No. 8798, establishing the guidelines for the preparation of the Local
v Facility Management Plans; Resolution No. 8799, establishing a Local Facility
Management Plan Processing Fee.
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR
June 16, 2014
Page 3 of 12

shall be issued until those facilities are brought into conformance with the adopted
performance standard.” Each also states: “no building permits will be allowed unless the
performance standards are complied with.”

The standard for parks is: “Three acres of community park or special use park per
1,000 population within the Park District, must be scheduled for construction within a

- five year period.” Res. No. 8796, Att. A; Proposition E. The standard for open space is:

“Fifteen percent of the total land area in the zone exclusive of environmentally
constrained non-developable land must be set aside for open space and must be available
concurrent with development.” id.

III. Parks
V. The Draft GP Uses an Incorrect Standard for Parks

The Draft GP states an incorrect performance standard for parks. It states that
three acres of Community Park or Special Use Area per 1,000 population within the park
district “must be scheduled for construction within a five-year period, or prior to
construction of 1.562 dwelling units within the park district beginning at the time the
need is first identified.” Draft GP at 4-9 (emphasis added). The Draft GP further
explains this standard: “The threshold for triggering the construction of a new park is as
follows: once a deficit of park acreage in a quadrant is identified, a new park must be
scheduled for construction within the time frame of five years, or before the cumulative
construction of 1,562 dwelling units, whichever occurs later. According to City Council
Resolution No. 97-435, “scheduled for construction” means that the improvements have
been designed, a park site has been selected, and a financing plan for construction of the
facility has been approved.”

This is inconsistent with Proposition E which, as described above, requires that
the requisite park acreage be constructed within a five year period. The 1986 Guideline
for Preparation of Local Facility Management Plans states that if there is a shortfall in
park space, the plan for parks shall either “provide a plan for eliminating the shortfall, or
indicate the intent to suspend develogment in the zone for a period of time, until the
necessary facilitics are constructed.”

The Draft GP’s revised definition has gutted this requirement that park acreage
be constructed within five years in two ways. First, the added alternative of waiting until
1,562 dwelling units are built compietely annihilates the time frame requirement. Under
that standard, park districts, or quadrants, could be failing to meet the requisite 3 acres of

3 On April 14, 1987, the City provided policy direction to staff by confirming the
residential performance standards of the Growth Management Plan only affect residential
development, and not other types of development such as commercial and industrial.
Thus for parks, if the standard is not met then only residential development is stayed, for
open space, all development is stayed.
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR
June 16, 2014
Page 4 of 12

park per 1,000 people for years, or even decades, until that arbitrary threshold of dwelling
units has been built. Second, the City’s definition of “scheduled for construction”
provides no assurance of when the park would actually be constructed. A shortfall of
park acreage could continue for years under such a definition. This is not consistent with
either the letter or the spirit of Proposition E.

The DEIR fails to discuss or analyze this standard, or the inconsistency. See,
DEIR at 3.11-1-3.11 —6.

B. The Draft GP and DEIR Fail to Analyze Current Conformance with
Performance Standards for Parks

The analysis of whether the City is currently meeting park standards or not must
include a comparison of current population numbers to park acres in the four quadrants.
The Draft GP includes various tables listing park acreage. It also includes a conclusion
that the City is meeting the Growth Management Standards for parks. Draft GP at 4-22.
However, the Draft GP does not include a critical piece of data for the analysis: current
population figures for the four city quadrants.

The Draft EIR states that the California Department of Finance estimated
Carlsbad’s population to be 108,246 as of January 1, 2013. DEIR at 3.9-6. However
nowhere in the DEIR or the Draft GP are figures provided for current population in each
quadrant. The DEIR does not include additional analysis, it merely states that the “City
of Carlsbad Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Growth Management Plan Monitoring Report shows
how the parks facility standard is currently satisfied.” DEIR at 3.11-2. The City should
provide numbers for population by quadrant.

But, utilizing the population estimate from the Department of Finance and the
Quadrant Dwelling Unit Report from the GMP Monitoring Report, combined with the
existing park acres listed in the Draft GP, the table below shows that not all quadrants are
currently meeting the parks standards:

Quadrant Population* Park Acres Existing Park Shortfall/
Required Acres® Excess
North West (NW) | 29,750.5 89.25 95.4 +6.15

Community parks: 47.6
Special use areas:  47.8

V

* Determined by # of dwelling units listed in the City of Carlsbad Development
Monitoring Report dated May 2014) (NW:12,243; NE: 5,954; SW: 10,161; SE: 16,151)
and population figure stated in the DEIR as the California Department of Finance
estimate for 2013. DEIR at 3.9-6.

* This is the number of park acres listed in the Draft GP.
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR

June 16, 2014
Page 5 of 12
North East (NE) 14,468 43.40 43.5 +0.10
Community parks: 39.7
Special use areas: 3.8
South West (SW) | 24,691 74.07 70.2 -3.87
Community parks: 63.5
Special use areas: 4.7
South East (SE) 39,247 117.74 114.9 -2.84
: Community parks: 102.7
Special use areas:  12.2
+0.7
Citywide 108,246 324.7 324
: Community parks: 255.5
Special use areas:  68.5

The most recent Growth Management Report for the city also reports that both the
southwest and southeast quadrants do not currently contain the requisite acres of parks to
meet the standards. City of Carlsbad Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Growth Management Plan
Monitoring Report at p. 15. For those quadrants that currently have a shortfall, the voter
approved Growth Management Plan requires that no development be approved unless the
requisite acres of park are guaranteed to be constructed within 5 years.

C. The Draft GP’s Analysis of Future Conformance with Performance
Standards for Parks is Incorrect

The Draft GP analyzes future park needs based on estimates of future population.
In this analysis, it counts Veteran’s Memorial Park as a “citywide™ park, and proceeds to
divide the 90 acre park between the four quadrants, adding 22.5 acres of “future park
areas” to each quadrant. With those additional acres, the Draft GP concludes, in table 4-
7, that each of the quadrants will be compliant with the park standards at “buildout.”

However, the numbers in the Draft GP’s analysis are flawed. Veteran’s
Memorial Park is in the Northwest quadrant of the City. There is nothing in the voter
approved Growth Management Plan that allows for a park to be counted in the acreage of
a different quadrant. Even if all the other calculations of park acreage were correct, if
Veteran’s Memorial Park were counted only toward the Northwest quadrant, then all
three other quadrants have a projected shortfall of park acreage. Under the voter-
approved Growth Management Plan, no residential development may go forward if the
performance standard for parks is not met,
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Page 6 of 12

This is Table 4-7, using the numbers already provided in the Draft GP, but simply
revised to include Veteran’s Memorial Park in the Northwest quadrant rather than
“citywide.” If this were done, the table would appear as follows:

Northwest Quadrant

Population Estimate 37,844
Park Acres Needed (to comply with GMP standards) 113.5
Current existing park acres 95.4
Future Park Acres (from table 4-5) (including Veteran's) 106.9
Future Shortfall/Surplus +91.80
Northeast Quadrant

Population Estimate 22,666
Park Acres Needed (to comply with GMP standards) 68
Current existing park acres 43.5
Future Park Acres (from table 4-5) 13
Future Shortfall/Surplus -11.5
Southwest Quadrant

Population Estimate 28,857
Park Acres Needed (to comply with GMP standards) 86.6
Current existing park acres 70.2
Future Park Acres (from table 4-5)(including Veteran’s) 0
Future Shortfall/Surplus -16.4
Southeast Quadrant

Population Estimate 41,785
Park Acres Needed (1o comply with GMP standards) 125.4
Current existing park acres 118.3
Future Park Acres (from table 4-5)(including Veteran’s) 0
Future Shortfall/Surplus -7.1

D. The Draft GP Counts Some Acres as Both Park Land and
Environmentally Constrained Open Space

The numbers in the table above, however, include acreage that should not be
counted as park land. The Draft GP includes Hidden Canyon Park, La Costa Canyon
Park, Leo Carillo Park, and Poinsettia Park (as well as the future Veteran’s Park), in its
calculation of park acreage. Draft GP at 4-15, Figure 4-3, and 4-25, Table 4-4. However
the Draft GP also includes these areas in its calculation of hardline Habitat Management
Plan (HMP) preserve areas. The portions of those parks that are hardline HMP preserves

2-137


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B10-5

Karina
Text Box
B10-6


B10-6

B10-7

Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR
June 16, 2014
Page 7 of 12

should be subtracted from the acreage calculation for parks, since they cannot be counted
in both categories. If that were done, it would reveal that the Northeast Quadrant also
does not meet the performance standards, and that the shortfall in the Southeast and
Southwest quadrants is greater than the table above reflects.

IV.  Open Space

V. The Draft GP Includes Areas in its Calculation of Open Space
Acreage That May Not Count Towards Performance Standards

The Draft GP includes a policy to: “require compliance with the Growth
Management open space performance standard specified in the Citywide Facilities and
Improvements Plan, and maintain appropriate criteria, standards, and classifications.”
Draft GP at 4-48, 4-P-5. The performance standard contained in the voter approved
Growth Management Plan is: “Fifteen percent of the total land area in the zone exclusive
of environmentally constrained non-developable land must be set aside for open space
and must be available concurrent with development.”

The voter-approved Growth Management Plan specified that open space counting
toward the performance standard would include areas such as “greenbelts, pocket-parks,
trails, increased setbacks along scenic corridors, and open space links between
environmentally-sensitive areas.” June 27, 1988 Staff Report to Citizens Committee to
Study Growth. It further clarified that “the 15% cannot include required community
parks or school playgrounds.” Id.

The Draft GP includes a policy that is consistent with this voter-approved Growth
Management Plan. Policy 4-P-5 of the Draft GP specifically lists areas that “shall not be
utilized to meet the open space performance standard” including (with certain
exceptions), schools, parks, open space not available to the public, powerline easements,
and golf courses. fd.

However, the Open Space Conservation and Recreation (“OSCR”) Element of the
Draft GP utilizes a much broader definition of open space than that which should count
towards the performance standards. It defines open space for the purposes of the OSCR
Element as: “Any area of land or water that is devoted to an open space use and
designated on the city’s Land Use Map as open space, or dedicated in fee tittle or
easement for open space purposes.” Draft GP at 4-5. It then specifies four categories of
open space in this context: open space for: 1) the preservation of natural resources; 2) the
managed production of resources; 3) outdoor recreation; and 4) aesthetic, cultural and
educational purposes. The Draft GP provides a map and a table with open space
information for the four categories. Figure 4-1; Table 4-1.

The broad definition of open space utilized in the OSCR Element includes many
areas that may not be counted towards compliance with the performance standards. For

v example, the category of open space for outdoor recreation includes “school recreation
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B10-7 areas; public parks and recreation areas; greenways; trails; campgrounds; golf courses;

and equestrian facilities.” The Draft GP concludes that there are 9,473 acres of open
space in the City, which is equal to 38% of the City. Draft GP, Table 4-1. However
those numbers include acreage that should not be counted towards the open space
standards.

B10-8 B. The Draft GP and the DEIR Fail to Analyze Conformance with Open

Space Standards

The Draft GP’s discussion of the amount of open space in the city does not
include a discussion or analysis of whether the city is meeting the performance standards
for open space. It does not note that there are certain LFMZs that are not in compliance
with the standard.®

While it mentions the performance standard for open space, the Draft GP does not
analyze whether the city is meeting the open space standards in the various zones, or even
city-wide. Table 4-1 lists city-wide amounts of open space in the four open space
categories, however there is no discussion of or numbers related to constrained lands, an
integral part of the standard, and, as discussed above, those figures include areas that
should not be counted towards the performance standards.

The City’s 1986 Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan clarified the
definition of environmentally constrained lands and how they were determined. The city
clarified that “beaches, wetlands, floodways, other water bodies, riparian and woodland
habitat” were environmentally constrained lands, as were “slopes greater than 25 percent,
major roadways railroad tracks, and major power line easements.” Citywide Facilities
and Improvements Plan, Sept. 18, 1986.

Remarkably, the DEIR does not contain any discussion or analysis of the
performance standards for open space. The DEIR contains a section devoted to Public
Facilities and Services, but there is no discussion or analysis of open space. See, DEIR,
Sect. 3.11. It also contains a section on Biological Resources which mentions open space
and discusses an “Open Space Management Plan” to “assist in the implementation of the
MHCP and HMP. However this section does not discuss Proposition E’s performance
standards for open space. The DEIR includes Policy 4-P-5 in Table ES-3 (Summary of
Significant Impacts and Proposed General Policies and Mitigation Measures that Reduce
the Impact), however the policy is not discussed or analyzed. The DEIR merely states
that the impact of this is less than significant, and contains no further analysis.

The City should provide information, including acreage and location, for those
open space areas it is counting towards meeting the performance standards. It should

® The City of Carlsbad Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Growth Management Plan Monitoring
Report for July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013 points out that at least Zone 22 is has not
v met the Growth Management open space standard.
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also provide information, including acreage and location, for those areas that are
constrained lands under the definition contained in the Growth Management Plan.

C. The Open Space Performance Standards Apply to All LFMZs

The Draft GP states: “Fifteen percent of the total land area in specified Local
Facility Management Zones (LFMZ), exclusive of environmentally constrained non-
developable land, must be set aside for permanent open space (public or private) and
must be available concurrent with development.” Draft GP at 4-6. The Draft GP goes on
to state that at the time the open space facility standard was established (1986), LFMZs 1-
10 and 16 “were already developed or met/exceeded the open space standard, and
therefore, are not subject to the open space standard. LEMZs 11-15 and 17-25 are the
zones required to comply with the open space standards.” Draft GP at 4-7.

However, Proposition E did not exclude zones that were already compliant with
the open space standard. Indeed, the LFMP’s for all zones, even those that were deemed
to be in compliance, discuss the 6en space standard as applicable, and adopt plans for
monitoring open space and continuing to ensure that open space standards are met, Thus,
the open space standards codified in Proposition E apply to all 25 LFMZs, not merely
those zones that were not compliant with the standard when it was adopted.

D. Conformance with Municipal Code

The Carlsbad Municipal Code will need to be revised to comport with the GP.
The Code contains a table of permitted uses within open space areas that includes uses
such as: “parking areas,” “recycling collection faculties,” and “stadiums.” Munic. Code
Chapt. 21.33.020, Table A. These uses are inconsistent with the definitions of open
space in the Draft GP and in the voter-approved Growth Management Plan discussed
above.

V. Additional Inadequacies in the CAP and EIR

The EIR’s discussion of aesthetics, community character and land use impacts is
insufficient, including the following;:

e The Project as currently projected will exceed the Growth Management Plan
caps. EIR at ES-3.

e Furthermore, it is inconsistent with Proposition E to fail to count certain uses
as dwelling units under the cap. EIR at 3.9-8. See Bighorn-Desert View
Water Agency v. Verjil (2006) 39 Cal.4" 205, 212 (“When, as here, the voters
enacted the provision, their intent governs™).

The EIR’s discussion of air quality impacts is insufficient, including the
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR
June 16, 2014
Page 10 0f 12

» No information regarding stationary sources is provided. EIR at 3.2-23.

* Nor are the calculations of effectiveness of the mitigation measures
adequately explained. EIR at 3.2-19.

» Policies 2-P.13 and 4-P.53 discuss mechanisms that could improve both traffic
and air quality impacts, but the City has not required such measures in the
past.

» [tisunclear how the GP could contribute to an air quality violation yet not
obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality plan. EIR at 3.2-21.

The EIR’s discussion of climate change impacts is insufficient, as is the CAP,
including the following:

e The CAP relies on SANDAG’s RTP, but that plan was found to be
insufficient. CAP at 1-7. )

s The CAP also relies on the Scoping Plan, but that plan is currently under
revision. CAP at 1-5.

The EIR’s discussion of wildfire impacts is insufficient, particularly in light of
recent fires. EIR at Figure 3.6-4.

There is an inadequate showing of water supply for the Project. The California
Supreme Court recently identified three “principles for analytical adequacy under
CEQA™:

(1) “CEQA’s informational purposes are not satisfied by an EIR that
simply ignores or assumes a solution to a problem of supplying water to a
proposed land sue project”; '

(2) “an adequate environmental impact analysis for a large project, to be
built and occupied over a number of years, cannot be limited to the water
supply for the first stage or the first few years™; and

(3) “the future water supplies identified and analyzed must bear a
likelihood of actually proving available .... An EIR for a land use project
must address the impacts of likely future water sources, and the EIR’s
discussion must include a reasoned analysis of the circumstances affecting
the likelihood of the water’s availability.”

Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)
40 Cal.4™ 412, 430 — 32 (emphasis in original) (citations omitted). The EIR fails to
comply with these mandates. The EIR mentions the availability of water infrastructure,
but there is inadequate discussion of drought or possible shortages of future water
supplies for the Project and the area.

CEQA requires that an EIR “produce information sufficient to permit a
reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects arec concerned.” San
Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. County of San Bernardino (1984) 155 Cal.App.3d
738, 750 — 51. “[T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project
or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and EIR
June 16, 2014
Page 11 of 12

effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
altainment of'the project objectives, or would be more costly.” CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(b). “Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the courts
nor the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process.” Laurel Heights
Improvement Assoc. v. University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 404.

CEQA contains a “substantive mandate™ that agencies refrain from approving a
project with significant environmental effects if “there are feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures” that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects. Mountain
Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game Comm. (1997) 16 Cal.4™ 105, 134; Pub. Res. Code
§ 21002. Tt “requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant
adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects.” Sierra Club v. Gilroy (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41.
The EIR was required to consider and the city is required to adopt feasible mitigation
and alternatives that can lessen or avoid the significant Project impacts. City of Marina
v. Board of Trustees of the California State Univ. (2006) 2006 39 Cal.4" 341, 360; see
also CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b).

The proposed mitigation is insufficient and fails to provide adequate specific
criteria and enforceable standards. See Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (May 27, 2014)
2014 Cal. App.LEXIS 459; Citizens for Environmental Responsibility v. State of
California (March 26, 2014) 2014 Cal. App.LEXIS 283; San Joagquin Raptor Rescue
Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal. App.4™ 645, 671. Inadequacies in the
analysis of mitigation and alternatives include the following:

e The EIR acknowledges significant impacts to air quality and traffic but fails
to consider adequate mitigation or alternatives.

» Policy 9-P.12 states the city will “[c]ontinue pursuit of sustainable energy
sources” rather than actually requiring such. Particularly since that “pursuit”
has resulted in very little sustainable energy to date, and certainly not
anywhere near enough to “meet the community’s needs,” this measure is
insufficient. .

e No mitigation or alternatives are considered that reduce Vehicle Miles
Traveled. EIR at 3.2-25.

» Similarly, there is inadequate discussion of alternative transportation. EIR at
3.13-29.

e Policy 3-P.7 will only exacerbate traffic impacts.

* The EIR fails to consider mitigation for construction noise that provides
numeric standards. EIR at ES-69.

Additionally, the EIR fails to consider a reduced development or smart growth
alternative that reduces impacts while meeting goals. The only alternatives considered
actually increase population and impacts over the Project. EIR at 4-34.
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Comments re Draft GP, CAP and FIR
June 16, 2014
Page 12 of 12

Furthermore, the Project and its objectives are defined too narrowly, thereby
resulting in a narrowing of the consideration of alternatives to the Project. City of Santee
v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1455.

Further inadequacies of the GP and EIR are discussed in the enclosed comments
from Matt Hagemann.

The EIR is sufficiently lacking that the only way to fix these issues is to revise it
and recirculate an adequate report.

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments. If you have a question
or need additional information, please contact me.

Sincerely, .

Enc.
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' sw APE Technical Consultation, Data Analysls and
# WWARN" B | |itigation Support for the Environment

1640 Sth Street, Sulte 204
Santa Monlca, California 90401

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.
{949) 887-9013

mhagemann@swa pe.com

June 14, 2014
Everett Delano
Delano & Delano
220 W. Grand Ave
Escondido, CA 92025

Subject: Comments on the Carlshad Draft General Plan, Carlsbad, California

B10-32

B10-33

B10-34

V

Dear Mr. DelLano:

| have reviewed the March 2014 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIR} for the Carlsbad
Draft General Plan and Draft Climate Action Plan (“Project”). The Project establishes policy and
standards for residential, commercial, office, and hotel development with buildout anticipated in 2035.
According to figures in the DEIR, at buildout, the Project will result in construction that will expand
existing stocks of housing by 18%, commercial space by 56%, office space by 14%, industrial space by
31%, hotel rooms by 66 %, population by 22%, and jobs by 37% (p. E5-5).

Areas of the DEIR that i have reviewed include Air Quality; Energy, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change;
Public Utilities and Infrastructure; and Water Quality. In the preparation of these comments, | reviewed
documents related to the Project, including:

¢ Climate Action Plan, March 2014; and
s Carlsbad Municipal Water District Water Master Plan, April 2012.

| have found the DEIR to inadequately disclose significant impacts in these subject areas and to fail to
identify mitigation measures that would be necessary to reduce impacts to the maximum extent that is
feasible. Arevised DEIR and Climate Action Plan should be prepared to address these inadequacies and
to identify additional mitigation.

Air Quality
Air quality thresholds for emissions from construction and operation will be exceeded during Project
implementation. The DEIR states:

Criteria pollutant emissions would occur during construction and operational activities, resulting
in a significant and unavoidable impact. Future construction allowed under the proposed
General Plan would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed caused by
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B10-34 soil disturbance, fugitive dust emissions, and combustion pollutants from on-site construction

equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling construction materials. {p. £5-7); and

Operational emissions from motor vehicles, due to vehicular traffic generated by future
development, and area sources, such as natural gas combustion, landscaping, and architectural
coatings for maintenance, would exceed the SDAPCD's significance threshold for VOC, NOx, CO,
PM10, and PM2.5 primarily due to motor vehicle emissions; therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant.

The DEIR fails to adequately quantify the construction and operational emissions from the Project and
does not provide for adequate mitigation.

B10-35 Construction Emissions are not Adequately Estimated or Mitigated

Emissions of criteria air pollutants that would result from construction activities are not quantified in the
DEIR. Therefore, impacts of the project on the already degraded air quality in the San Diego Air Basin
cannot be evaluated. A revised DEIR needs to be prepared to provide quantitative estimates of
construction air emissions and to mitigate those emissions.

The DEIR states (p. 3.2-22):

Although specific project construction schedules that would be implemented under the
proposed General Plan are not known at this time, construction emissions generated during
construction of future development would potentially exceed SDAPCD thresholds; therefore,
impacts would be considered potentially significant.

No attempts to estimate construction emissions are made in the DEIR. Even without knowing schedules,
emissions could be estimated by evaluating acreage of the developments and the square footage of the
residential and commercial development.

Cnly by estimating the construction emissions can this goal, as presented in the DEIR, be met

To allow city departments, other public agencies, and private developers to design projects that
will enhance the character of the community, preserve and enhance important environmental
resources, and minimize hazards {p. 2-6).

Impacts of Project construction on the quality of the air, both on regional and a local scales, are not
estimated; therefore, there is no way to gage if environmental resources (e.g. air quality) can be
preserved. The DEIR can only state that “impacts would be considered potentially significant” (p. 3.2-
22). Therefore, the ability to meet this one aspect of this important goal is unknown unless an attempt
is made to quantify emissions.

Because construction emissions are not estimated, and therefore the significance of the emissions is
unknown, the DEIR offers very little in the way of mitigation. The DEIR outlines the following measures
in “reducing emissions” although the reductions are not quantified:
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Proposed Plan Policy 4-P.S5, listed below, would further aid in reducing emissions associated
with construction activities; for example, the policy requires compliance with the city’s storm
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) requirements, which include implementation of best
management practices {BMPs) such as dust control measures and other construction-related
measures during grading and construction activities. Additionally, Section 4.504 of the city’s
California Green Building Standards Code {adopted by reference as part of the city’s building
code) includes measures related to pollutant control for dust debris and architectural coating
that would reduce fugitive dust and VOC content during coating applications for new projects.
Measures outlined in the city’s SWPPP process and Green Building Standards Code would
reduce impacts associated with construction activities; however, there is no guarantee
emissions would be mitigated below SDAPCD thresholds. Therefore, impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable during construction.
These measures make only a tepid attempt to reduce construction emissions and offer no assurance
that all feasible mitigation was explored to reduce levels to less-than-significant quantities. For
example, citing the stormwater pollution prevention plan {SWPPFP) process is inappropriate in
" addressing air quality impacts. SWPPPs are implemented for compliance with requirements of the
California General Construction Permit in making provisions to reduce stormwater contamination, not to
reduce construction emissions. Instead, measures to reduce fugitive dust during construction activities
are routinely specified in dust control plans for approval by air quality management districts on a
project-by-project basis, prior to issuance of grading permits.’
The DEIR also cites SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 5S: Fugitive Dust in stating that emissions
“to restrict visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond their respective property lines” and “limit fugitive
dust (PM10 and PM2.5) that may be generated during grading and construction activities” {p. 3.2-22)
but does not list the specific requirements of the rule and how projects will comply and what measures
will be taken to ensure compliance, including monitoring and enforcement.
The following standard measures to reduce dust and vehicle emissions shouid be included in the DEIR to
require the following for individual project construction:
* List, in full, and implement all applicable SDAQMD rules and regulations that pertain to
construction activities.
* Identify trigger levels above which construction activities would be halted until
concentrations of PM 10 are reduced below an established threshold, for example, **
e Apply water as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions.
e Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers, or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other
suitable material in all disturbed areas that will not be utilized for 10 days or more.
+ |dentify specific measure to prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive dust on construction
v vehicles. Methods to limit carryout and track-out include using wheel washers and metal

! http://cityofmisslonviejo.org/assets/0/72/100/106/a199aed3-e82 3-406f-848h-29fd6d040a3k.pdf, p. ES-5.

3
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tracks at the site entrances and exits, sweeping any track-out on adjacent public streets at
the end of each workday, and lining access points with gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment of all transport trucks to limit visible dust
emissions during transport, and maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top of a
container.

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures on sites with a slope greater than 1
percent to prevent silt runcff to public roadways.

Maintain all construction équipment according to the manufacturers’ specifications. The
equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in
proper condition before it is operated.

Minimize idling time either by shutting off equipment when it is not in use or reducing the
time of idling to no more than 5 minutes. Provide clear signage regarding idling at site
access points. _

Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed natural gas [CNG], liquefied natural gas [LNG],
propane), or electric-powered construction equipment where feasible.

Use equipment with diesel oxidation catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or other
applicable air district-approved emission reduction retrofit devices where feasible.

None of the above measures were contemplated in the DEIR. Only weak assertions are made, like the

Measures outlined in the city’s SWPPP and Green Building Standards Code would reduce
impacts associated with operational emissions; however, there is no guarantee emissions would
be mitigated below SDAPCD thresholds. Due to the substantial increase anticipated in average
daily traffic (ADT) as a result of development under the proposed General Plan, no mitigation is
available to reduce CO and PM10 impacts from motor vehicles to a level that is less than
significant.

The DEIR does not estimate construction emissions and does not estimate the efficacy of the mitigation
measures in reducing construction emissions. Therefore, impacts of Project construction on air quality
are unknowable. A revised DEIR should be prepared to provide for quantitative estimates of
unmitigated and mitigated construction emissions. Quantitative estimates could be made by estimating
land areas (in acres) that would be disturbed by construction and resultant emissions of criteria air
pollutants that would result. The timing of such development, and the resulting emissions, could be
predicted on a schedule for construction of individual projects or, if that represents too much
uncertainty, the emissions of the criteria air pollutants could be amortized over the life of the project
until buildout in 2035.

Use of such a predictive analysis would allow for Project construction emissions to be estimated and
then mitigated as necessary. This approach is greatly superior to the approach taken in the DEIR which
only tepidly states: “impacts would be considered potentially significant” (p. 3.2-22) without any
attempt to quantify the emissions.
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Operational Emissions are Inadequately Quuntified and Mitigated

Typically, DEIRs for general plans are supported by air quality assessments which explain the modeling
approach used to estimate emissions, identify model input values, and present findings in comparison to
relevant air quality thresholds.? Operational emissions for the Project are summarized in Table 3.2.6
which states, as a note, “complete details of the emissions calculations are provided in Appendix B.”
However, Appendix B offers no narratives or detail about how operational emissions that were
quantified in Table 3.2-6 were derived other than to provide model runs. This is insufficient disclosure
and does not allow for an informed review by the public. The DEIR should be revised to include a stand-
alone air quality assessment that supports, with narratives, the estimates presented in Table 3.2.6.

Despite the lack of transparency, the DEIR estimates Project operational emissions that will vastly
exceed the thresholds established by the SDAPCD thresholds as presented below in Table 3.2.-6 from
the DEIR:

Table 3.2-6: Estimated Daily Maximum Operational Emissions {poundsiday)
General Plan Buildout (2035)

Emission Source voQ " NO, co 50, PMyp PMss
Motor Vehqcles 622.27 747.84 6498.67 1543 3052.29 582.33
Area Sources 1,784.83 212.35 701116 2173 112156 £,079.54
Total 2,407.10 960.19 13,5090.77 37.16 4,173.85 1,661.87
Emission Threshold 75 250 550 250 100 55
g:::::;zl:? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Emissions represent maximum of sumimer and winter. “Summer” emissions are representative of the conditions that
may occur during the ozone season {May | to October 31}, and "winter” emissions are representative of the
conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November | to Aprit 30),

Source; Appendix B.

In itself, the exceedances are no surprise because the thresholds are established on a project level basis
while the DEIR was prepared to incorporate a number of individual development projects. What is
surprising, and inadequate, is that the DEIR fails to compare emissions to a baseline that would allow for
meaningful evaluation of Project impacts. Typically, general plans and general plan updates compare
emissions of criteria air pollutants at buildout to a baseline {i.e. year of current General Plan, or some
other representative year that would allow for a gage of relative project impacts). This type of
comparison allows for a more meaningful evaluation of Project impacts.

For example, the General Plan Update for the City of Vacaville, California, calculates “net emissions” by
comparing projected 2035 emissions to emissions estimated for 2008 {“existing General Plan

2 See for example: http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS Aug2011/EIR/Appn B Air.pdf
http://www.co.merced.ca.us/pdfs/planning/generalplan/DraftGP/DEIR/zppendix d air quality 2012 11 23f.pdf

5
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conditions”) as shown below.> This comparison allows true Project impacts to be judged in that the net
emissions of criteria pollutants (NOx, ROG, PM10) are compared to air quality thresholds.

Tagle 4.3-4 REGIONAL EMISSIONS FROM THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN IN 2035

ROG N Ox PM{B
{Tonsg/Year) {Tons/Year) (Pounds/Davy)
Existing General Plan (2008 Conditions) 483 2,057 540
Proposed General Plan (2035 Conditions) 238 809 00
Existing General Plan (2035 Condinons) 238 805.8 680
Net New Emisgions -245 -1,248 160
YSAQMD Significance Threshold 16.0 10,0 800
Exceed? No No Yes
TV Eiting Cineral Pl 2035 eninsions are presentod Fok mInmatoral purpists iy, 1Bt ipact anahsis in this scson 1 Pased o A Sampat:
oo beraven exiqting conditions and condions under the propiried Genieesl Plan,

Sourcer LSA Assochawes, Inc., 212

This comparison, from the Vacaville General Plan, shows how implementation of General Plan with
effective mitigation measures can reduce net new emissions (ROG and NOx) to levels below baseline
conditions that are established to represent existing General Plan Conditions. Other examples of
General Plan Updates that compare project impacts to a baseline include: 2010 Rancho Cucamonga
General Plan Update® and the 2011 5an Diego County General Plan Update.®

A revised DEIR should be prepared to allow for a comparison of Project operational emissions to an
appropriate baseline year to more-adequately judge Project significance. Any exceedances of 5DAQMD
emissions thresholds should be mitigated in the revised DEIR.

Also, the DEIR failed to consider new staticnary sources, including the Encina Power Plant, a 500 to 800
megawatt natural gas fired project in Carlsbad, approved on March 12, 2014.% A revised DEIR should be
prepared to consider emissions from the Encina plant as well as from any other power plant that may be
foreseeably brought online through buildout of the General Plan Update through 2035.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The Project represents an opportunity for Carlsbad to define its vision for the reduction of greenhouse
gasses. Although the DEIR does identify policies and measures that would allow for GHG emissions to

3 hittp://www,vacavillegeneralplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/4-3 AirQuality.ndf

4 hitps://www.cltyofre.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=7596, Table 4.3-5

5 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/epupdate/docs/BO5 Aug2011/EIR/FEIR 2.03 - Alr Quality 2011.pdf, Table
2.3-10 -

5 http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2014/Mar/13/open-dooi-carlsbad-powerplant/

6
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remain the same, on a per-capita/service population basis, the DEIR fails to provide for enforceable

B10-37
measures to would result in real reductions.
As identified in the DEIR, the largest GHG emitters are:

« Transportation sector being the largest source of emissions, generating approximately 273,745
MTCOZ2e, or 39 percent of total 2011 emissions. Transportation sector emissions are the result
of diesel and gasoline combustion in vehicles traveling on both local roads and state highways
that pass through the jurisdictional boundaries of Carlshad.

*  Electricity and natural gas consumption for the commercial and industrial sector, generating
224,960 MTCOZ2e, or 32 percent of the total 2011 emissions.

¢ Electricity and natural gas use in the residential sector, producing 176,405 MTCOZe, or 25
percent of total emissions.

These areas represent, therefore, the greatest opportunity to reduce emissions. The DEIR does make
estimates that show that the AB 32 reductions will be met as follow:
Table 3.4-10: Forecast Community Emissions with Draft Climate Action Plan
GHG Reduction Measures and Targets
Forecast
Community
Emissions with GHG Emission
Modified CAP GHG CAP GHG Targets {Linear
Baseline Reduction Reduction Scaking of
Forecast Measures Measures A8 32/5.3-05) Entission Target
Year {MTCO2¢) (MTCOz)* (MTCO) (MTCO;e) Mer?
2020 473,082 53.120 419.962 535763 Yes
2035 455,556 185919 269638 321,458 Yes
To reduce emissions, the DEIR, and a supporting March 2014 Climate Action Plan, identify policies and
mitigation measures that include:
* Residential, commercial, and industrial photovoltaic systems;
» Building cogeneration;
* Single-family, multifamily, and commercial efficiency retrofits;
* Commercial commissioning;
* CALGreen building code;
» Solar water heater/heat pump installation;
+ Efficient lighting standards;
v * Increased zero-emissions vehicle travel;
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* Transportation Demand Management (TDM);
s Citywide renewable projects; and
» Water delivery and conservation. {DEIR, p. 3.4-52)

The CAP is to “serve as the implementation tool for GHG reduction measures throughout the city” (DEIR,
p. 3.4-54). To implement the GHG reduction measures, the CAP promises to create “enforceable
measures, and monitoring and reporting processes to ensure targets are met” (CAP, p. 1-2). However,
the CAP never states how the above measures will be enforced, leaving the March 2014 Carlsbad CAP in
the same camp as the San Diego County Climate Action Plan which was struck down by the California
Superior Court in 2014 for failure to include enforceable mitigation measures.” A revised DEIR and CAP
should be prepared to identify enforceable measures that can be implemented to reduce greenhouse
gasses to meet the AB32 targets. Other cities have established ordinances to ensure enforcement of
measures to reduce GHG emissions, including the adoption of green building ordinances, including San
Jose® Arevised DEIR should identify how GHG reduction measures will be enforced though adoption of
new city ordinances.

Also, as stated above, the DEIR identifies the transportation sector to be the largest source of emissions,
generating approximately 273,745 MTCO2e, or 39 percent of total 2011 emissions. To calculate traffic-
related GHG emissions, the DEIR relies upon a 2050 San Diego Association of Governments Regional
Transportation Plan that was struck down in California Superior Court in November 2012.° A revised
DEIR should be prepared to estimate transportation-related GHG emissions from a document that is
reliable.

A revised DEIR should also be prepared to establish a significance threshold for greenhouse gas
emissions from individual projects. The DEIR states that Carlsbad has not established official thresholds
of significance for GHG emissions and have instead followed an approach used by the County of San
Diego which relies on a screening threshold for GHG emissions of 2,500 MTCO2e per year. A revised
DEIR, and CAP, should be prepared to identify a GHG threshold specific to the City of Carlsbad, to be
adopted as a part of City ordinances. We note other cities have adopted GHG emissions thresholds as a
part of their ordinances, including San Francisco.X®

Water Quality

Water quality in the Project area is listed as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.
Implementation of the Project has the potential to further impair water quality during construction and
operation of individual project. A revised DEIR should be prepared to evaluate the impact of the

7 Superior Court of Callfornia, County of San Diego, Central, Minute Order, April 19, 2013, Sierra Club vs. County of
San Diego '

8 http://www.sanjoseca.gov/documentcenter/view/9388, Attachment A

* http://voiceofsandiego.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/50be610f7671f.ndf.pdf, p. 12
10 hittp://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/GHG-Reduction Rpt.pdf, p. 1-3
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construction and operation of individual projects and to identify mitigation specific to those project that
will address water quality impairments that have already been identified.

The DEIR does not evaluate the Project against significance criteria listed on p. 3.8-20, stating only:

Based on a review of relevant hydrology and water quality plans, and maps, this Program EIR
presents the potential for impacts to hydrology, water quality, and flooding to occur as a result
of implementation of the proposed General Plan. Programmatic impacts are discussed in broad,
gualitative terms. This asseSSi:nent does not satisfy the need for project-level California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis for individual projects. Individual projects under the
proposed General Plan will require a project-level analysis at the time they are proposed based
on the details of the projects and the existing conditions at the time such projects are pursued.

The weakness of the analysis of water quality impacts is exemplified by this narrative in the DEIR:

The proposed General Plan would allow for additional development within the city that would
increase the amount of impervious surfaces and could therefore increase the amount of runoff
and associated pollutants during both construction and operation (p. 3.8-22).

The DEIR makes no attempt to quantify the increase in impervious areas that would result from the
development envisioned by the Project. A DEIR should be prepared to quantify the areas of impervious
surfaces and to map them, especially with respect to impaired water bodies. The DEIR should attempt
to quantify the increased runoff that would result from Project construction of impervious surfaces and
the loads of pollutants (e.g. oil and grease, total suspended solids, metals) that would be added to
waterways from those surfaces.

Similarly, the DEIR does not identify and map areas that will be disturbed through grading and
excavation during development of the Project. A DEIR should be prepared to identify where
construction is to occur and the amount of stormwater pollutants {e.g. pH and turbidity) that will be
generated from those areas of development.

The maps and the analysis in the revised DEIR should consider development in watersheds for streams
listed as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Those impaired water bodies are
subject to TMDLs, which are the maximum amount of a pollutants that a water body can receive and still
meet water quality standards. A revised DEIR should be prepared to assess how the Project may affect
the attainment of TMDLs for the pollutants causing the conditions of impairment in streams in the
Project area which include:

* Buena Vista Lagoon (impaired for nutrients, indicator bacteria, and sedimentation/siltation)

e Buena Vista Creek (selenium)

* Agua Hedionda Creek {impaired for indicator bacteria, phosphorus, Total Nitrogen as N, toxicity,
manganese, and selenium)

* Encinitas Creek (listed as impaired for selenium and toxicity)

* San Marcos Creek (listed as impaired for DDE, phosphorus, selenium, and sediment toxicity).
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Finally, the DEIR ignores the potential contribution of pollutants in stormwater runoff from facilities
constructed under the Project that will be subject to the California Industrial General Permit
requireménts. The DEIR states only, with respect to industrial stormwater contamination, that it will
comply with requirements of the Carlsbad Storm Water Standards Manual which in turn incorporates
the requirements of the General Construction Permit, the General Linear Utility Permit, and the General
Industrial Activity Permit. A revised DEIR should list development under the Project that would be
industrial in nature and therefore subject to coverage under the Industrial General Permit. The DEIR
should identify on maps where the industrial development will occur with regard to the impaired water
bodies under the 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and assess the impact of the development of those
industrial areas on attainment of TMDLs.

Public Utilities and Infrastructure/Water Supply

The DEIR fails to consider what could be considered a double whammy when it comes to meeting
Project demands for water: the role of the current drought in reducing water supply and improving
economic conditions that will result in increased water demand. A revised DEIR should be prepared to
acknowledge these forces and to estimate impacts through Project buildout in 2035.

The DEIR is sorely out of date, when it states (p. 3.12-3):

The above-normal snowpack and precipitation totals that California experienced during the
winter of 2010-2011 have allowed CMWD and other San Diego and Southern California water

_ agencies to rescind their drought alerts, and end the imposition of mandatory water use
restrictions for their customers that were in effect the previous two years. Those restrictions
were necessary to help the region manage water supply shortages that had arisen due to a
combination of factors.

In fact, on March 10, 2014, the Carlsbad Municipal Water District (CMWD) declared a “Drought
Response Level 1” and is urging residents to reduce their water consumption by 10 percent.!* About 82
percent of Carlsbad gets water service from the CMWD (p. 3.12-12). The CMWD in turn obtains water
from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDWA) which obtains 90% of its supply from the
Metropolitan Water District (MWD). In response to recent dry conditions, the SDWA has declared a
“Drought Watch”** and on February 13, 2014, the SDWA’s board of directors called upon the region’s
residents, businesses and institutions to increase water conservation efforts in response to the drought.
MWD has declared a “Water Supply Alert.”** Water service for the remaining 18% of Carlsbad is

1 http://wéb.ca rishadca.gov/services/departments/water/Documents/DroughtLevel1-03122014.ndf

12 http://www.sdewa.org/drought-response

13 http:/fwww.mwdh20.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press releases/2014-

02/Water%205upply%20Alert%20Declared%20FINAL. pdf
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supplied by Vallecitos Water District, which is in a “Drought Watch”** and the Olivenhain Municipal
Water District which is in a "Level 1 Water Supply Shortage.”’s

Drought conditions faced by the CMWD and other regional and local water suppliers are the
manifestation of dry conditions in California and the region. State of California Governor Jerry Brown
declared a drought-related state of emergency on January 17, 2014 after two more than two years
below average rainfall. The US Drought Monitor website shows the area of Southern California to
include the Carlsbad area to be in an "Extreme Drought” condition.’® Drought conditions in California
have recently been predicted to persist into fall.”” The current drought comes only three years after the
last drought which was experienced in the Carlsbad area from 2007 to 2010.2¢

The DEIR fails to incorporate a reduced water supply as a result of the current drought into the analysis
in the Public Utilities and Infrastructure/Water Supply section. In fact, the DEIR relies upon a 2010
CMWD Urban Water Management Plan to predict single and multiple dry year scenarios, a report that is
outdated in that it fails to incorporate the current drought conditions in the region (see DEIR Tables
3.12-3 and 3.12-4).

On the water demand side, the DEIR is also woefully out of date when it states that an “economic
downturn” is being experienced in the CMWD service area that will reduce water demand {pp. 3.12-S
and 3.12-3). In fact, the California economy has experienced a recovery since the depths of the
recession in June 2009. Economic growth is projected into 2016, according to a recent UCLA Anderson
School of Business report which states “All eylinders of the San Diego County econcmy appear to be
firing now, and that includes technology, tourism, construction and real estate.”%

San Diego County’s population should grow by 3,874 people in 2014, to 3,209,846 residents.?® The DEIR
states population in Carlsbad will have grown by 22% upon Project buildout in 203S {p. ES-5).

The DEIR admits that growth envisioned by the Project is not considered by the 2012 CMWD Water
Master Plan {(WMP) when it states (p. 3.12-30):

CMWD WMP determined the 203S demand for the CMWD service area is projected to be 22.8
mgd. This projection does not fully account for the additional growth that would be generated
by the proposed General Plan.

The meet the demands of the Project, the DEIR discusses direct deliveries from the desalination plant
currently under construction, use of groundwater, and conservation and increased use of recycled

14 http://vwd.org/departments/conservation-and-outreach/d rought-water-supply-updates

15 https://www.olivenhain.com/files/docs/publications/newsletters/2014/2014-06 WW..ndf

16 Mp://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Home/RegionaIDroughtMonitor.aspx?west

17 http://www.bIoomberg.com/neWS/2014-05-15/caIifornia-droup.ht—conditlons-to-persist-throuah-summer.html
*® CMWD Water Master Plan, revised April 2012, p. 1-4 .

1s http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2014/Apr/16/uc|a-anderson-forecast-economv-iobs—realestate

20 [bid,
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drought in reducing supply is made.

The DEIR falls well short of providing a quantitative analysis of water supply, especially in times of the
current drought, to meet the needs of a growing population and workforce that will result from an
expanding economy. The reality of the current drought and the imposition of voluntary conservation
measures is totally ignored in the DEIR. The DEIR fails to incorporate what the current shortfall in water
supply would mean to the implementability of the Project over the course of buildout. A revised DEIR
should be prepared to acknowledge the current drought and what it means in terms of providing an
adequate supply to the Project.

The DEIR also fails to identify the cyclical pattern of droughts that will continue into the future, even
after the current drought is over, and what future droughts will mean to the Project. A revised DEIR
should be prepared to incorporate drought scenarios into water supply projections over the life of the
Project.

At the same time, a revised DEIR should incorporate a forecast for increased demand for water supplies,
driven by current projections for increased population and job growth, consistent with current economic
reports. The DEIR should quantify demand for water necessary to implement the project and should
identify just how that demand will be met by water agencies that provide for Carlsbad’s supply.

Sincerely,

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP

12
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_ SW AP E Technical Consubtation, Gata Analysls and
¥ WE SRR B | Litigation Support for tha Envirenment

2503 Eastbluff Dr., Suite 206
Newport Beach, California 92660
Tel: (949) 887-9013

Fax: (949) 717-0069

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Industrial Stormwater Compliance
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
CEQA Review

Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982,

Professional Certification:

California Professional Geologist

California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SSWPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working
with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of

Guam in the conduct of investigations, ground water fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:

» Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 — present);
» Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 — present;
» Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc (2000 -- 2003);
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Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);

Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998); ‘

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 —
1998); ‘
Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 — 1995);

Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analysi:

With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included:

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of numerous environmental impact reports
under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources,
water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a comunity adjacent to a former Naval
shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. ‘

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

Research to support litigation fo restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and New York.

Expert wiiness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.

Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that mef strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.
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* Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the dischrge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality,
including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with

business institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

* Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwater.

* Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases.

* Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

Al the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and
County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities
included the following:

* Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.

* Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports,
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very
concerned about the impact of designation.
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Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water

transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S.
EPA legal counsel.

Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

Policy:

Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico

and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
national workgroup. :

Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

Contributed to the Federal Mulii-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
Action Plan.

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: ‘

Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water supplies.

Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff.

Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
principles into the policy-making process.

Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.
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Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:
* Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.
* Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection.
* Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the following:

* Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
¢ Conducted aquifer tests.
* Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university
levels:

* AtSan Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

* Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

* Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt currently teaches Physical Geology (lecture and lab) to students at Golden West College in

Huntington Beach, California.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, M F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, M.F, 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, MLF., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.
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Brown, A, Farrow, |., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, MF., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, M.E., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Comimittee.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a
meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Tmpacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Adﬁress MTBE Contamination in Groundwater
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished

report.
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, MLF.,, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concermns Related to

Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, MLE, and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui,
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases in

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the UU.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of

Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL-

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting,.
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Qunce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-

2011.
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Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

RECEIVED

June 17, 2014 : JUN17 204 L-1074

CITY OF CARLSBAD
PLANNING DIVISION

City of Carlsbad
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Attention:  Don Neu, Planning Director

Subject: Ref: Comments on Draft EIR & GPA for “Envision Carlsbad” relating to
Rancho Carlsbad B.J. Parcel

Dear Don

This letter is a comment letter for the above project as it affects the Rancho Carlsbad B.dJ.
paxcel on the south side of Cannon Road at the southeast intersection of College Avenue.

The subject proposal is for 108 multifamily units and is currently shown as R-30 on the
Envision Carlsbad Draft Preferred Plan and Figure 2-1: Land Use Map. A recent
Preliminary Review Application (PRE 13-10) was submitted and reviewed by staff. The
project will require 94 units from the City Excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

We now have been informed by staff that there currently is a shortage of 743 dwelling units
in the northeast quadrant and that staff will recommend to the Planning Commission that
of the current request of 1,151 Excess Dwelling Units for the northeast quadrant a number
of projects requests will be denied or reduced because of the shortage of Excess Dwelling
Units. We have a very serious objection to being considered for a recommendation from
staff that would reduce the number of units below 94 or eliminate us from getting units at

all. The reason for our very strong objections are as follows:

2234 faraday Avenue ¢ Carlsbad, California 92008
,.1657600) 438-3182 ¢ FAX (760) 438-0173 ¢ €mail Idg@dwilsoneng.com
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Don Neu
June 17, 2014

Page 2

The City has Policy 43 for allocation of “Excess” Dwelling Units. This policy was put
in place on December 17, 2002 and amended on April 26, 2005.

Staff and the Planning Commission and the City Council have not been
implementing Policy 43 correctly and have put units into the bank and then
approved projects with those “Excess” Dwelling Units from the bank that really are
not in the bank. The mistake that has been made is Policy 43 says “Excess”
Dwelling Units become available as a result of residential projects being approved
“and constructed” with less units than would be allowed by density control points.
Until approved units are constructed, the excess units should not go into the bank or
are they available for new projects based on the City’s own policy number 43.

Staff has now adjusted the “Excess” Dwelling Unit Bank after 1t was pointed out
that the City was not following their own policy. Now staffs solution is to penalize
projects by reducing or elimination of residential units because of a mistake the City

made.

The proposed B.J. project meets or exceeds City standards and policies for
multifamily development. The project is on Cannon Road at College Blvd. so
transportation and access to all City services are available. Shopping and personal
services exist or are proposed, jobs are nearby, police and fire protection services are

nearby.

The B.J. multifamily project is well located, across from the new High School and nearby to

public services.

We strongly object to what staff is suggesting (reduction of dwelling units or elimination of
our project) in the northeast quadrant and request another solution that will allow the B.J.
parcel to be approved with 108 units with 94 units from the excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

Sincerely,

/oo

Bob Ladwig, President

BL::ps

cc:

Bill Arnold
David Bentley

29234 Faraday Avenue ¢ Carlsbad, California 92008

(760) 438-3182 4 FAX (760) 438-0173 ¢ €mail Idg@dwilsoneng.com
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VRE La Costa, LL
VRE Management

June 18, 2014

RECEIVED

Jennlfer lesser JUN 18 2014
S panner CITY OF CARLSBAD
ity of Carlsba PLANNING DIVISION

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re: Response to Draft EIR, dated March 2014

Dear Ms. lesser:

Our company, VRE La Costa, LLC, is representing La Costa Resort PA 2 {APN: 216-590-18), located at the

B12-1
southeast comer of El Camino Real and Arenal Road. The project site, an approximately 2.24 acre Iot, is

currently underdeveloped with temporary parking for the La Costa Resort and Spa. Our company is
proposing to build a senlor assisted living facility on this site to serve the community.

We have reviewed the draft EIR for the General Plan Amendment and offer the following comments and
concerns:

B12-2 1. “Land Use Alternative 1, Concept A: Centers” is our preferred land use alternative. This

alternatlve is preferable because it places centers in strategic, vislble locations along transit
corridors providing maximum accessibility to residential neighborhoods. This land use
alternative ailows people to live close to shops and services along transit corridors. Our site,
which is designated as Focus Area 11, is proposed to be medium density residential under this
alternative which would allow us to proceed with an application for a senlor assisted living
facllity close to shops and services —an ideal location.

2. Senior assisted living facilities generate traffic volumes significantly lower than commercial land
uses {as proposed in Land Use Alternatives 2 and 3} since the residents no longer drive.
Reducing traffic generaticn voiumes is important because the EIR states that Ei Camino Real
from Palomar Airport Road to La Costa Avenue is projected to have a future level of service
{LOS) F. Anything below LOS D is considered to be a significant impact and would require the
City to exempt this section of El Camino Real from the LOS D or better standard in the draft
General Plan. It would also require implementation of a transportation demand management
program.

B12-4 3. Development under the proposed General Plan would violate air quality standards or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Many of the goals listed in the land

v use and community design element as mitigation measures would best be implemented with a

B12-3

100 S Brentwood Blvd, Suite 240 » Saint Louis, Missouri 63105-1635 = PHONE: 314.244.3500 » WEBSITE: www.vrellc.com

OFFICESIN: MISSOURI» FLORIDA ¢ ARIZONA
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senior living facility which is a less intensive land use than the commercial land use alternatives
2 and 3.

Land Use and Communlty Deslgn Element Pollcy 2-P.39 places a high priority on the
compatibility of adjacent land uses along the interface of different residential density and non-
residentlal categories with special attention for buffering and transitional methods. A senior
assisted living facility at this location would provide a loglcal land use buffer between more
intensive hotel commercial to the south and low density restdential to the north.

Land Use and Community Design Element Policy 2-P.55 requires that the dwelling unit
limitations of the Growth Management Plan be adhered to when approving any residential
General Plan Amendment, etc. A senior assisted living facility, while providing lower intensity,
residential-like character would not require units to be removed from the dwelling unit bank
since they would be classified as commercial dwelling units.

Planning Area 2 of the La Costa Resort and 5pa Master Plan shows this property being -
developed with 38 resort condominiums. At present, this fractional ownership concept is not a
feasible financing tool. As a result, it may be decades before a resort condominium project
could develop on this site. This leaves the property owner with an unusable piece of property
unless a more compatible use such as the one proposed for a senior living facility can be
realized.

El Camino Real roadway corridor is considered a scenic roadway and development must provide
appropriate buffers to malntain the scenic character of the roadway. A senior assisted living
facility would be able to provide an architecturally unified development with appropriate
setbacks from the roadway thus preserving the historic character of El Camino Real. If this
property remains in a commercial classification, the Intensity of the development would be far
greater than a senior facility and the pressure for more strip commercial development along El
Camino Real would continue. Commercial uses would negatively add to the traffic, air quality,
neighborhood compatibility, and visual quallty concerns.

Land Use and Community Design Element 2-G.19 requires that new development foster a sense
of community and be designed with the focus on residents, including children, the disabled and
the elderly, instead of the automobile. A senior assisted living facility would provide safe,
pedestrian-friendly, tree-lined streets, with walk-ways to stores and services. It is important for
this special needs category of seniors and disabled to be integrated into the neighborhood so
they do not feel isolated.

Additional commercial development would contribute to adverse air quality conditions and
increased greenhouse gas emissions due to increased traffic volumes. A senior assisted iiving
facility is classified as a sensitive receptor. Implementing land use alternative 1, or amending
the commercial classification to resldentlal In land use alternatives 2 and 3, to allow for
development of a senior assisted living facility would improve air quality standards.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR for the General Plan and Draft
Climate Action Plan. We look forward to participating throughout this process.

Sincerely,

Lo

arshaw

100 8 Brentwood Blvd, Suite 240 # Saint Lonis, Missouri 63105-1635 ¢ FHONE: 314.244.3500 « WESSITE: www.vrellc.com

OFFICESIN: MISSOURI » FLORIDA » ARIZONA
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June 19, 2014

Dear City of Carlsbad Planning Staff,

As Secretary for the Carlsbad Community Gardens Collaborative (CCGC), | would like to submit the
following comments for consideration regarding the update of our city’s General Plan. For simplicity
sake, | am submitting our comments in bulleted form as they pertain to the various sections of the
document.

Section 2 Land Use and Community Design
2.4 Land Use Designations and Density/Intensity Standards

Open Space

o We feel that “gardens” should be included in the statement of what is included as open space
resources. Specificaly, it should be included in the e.g. clause following recreation and aesthetic
areas. Thus, the clause would read, recreation and aesthetic areas (e.g., parks, gardens, beaches,
greenways, trails, campgrounds, golf courses, and buffers between land uses); ”

e Wewould also note that some cities consider community gardens as a type of urban agriculture and thus
community gardens could be included under “areas for the production of resources” as well.

2.8 Goads and Policies

Goals-Land Use

e Thefollowing statement seems a contradiction —“2-G.15 Support agricultural uses throughout the
city while planning for the transition of agriculture to other uses.” If we are truly supporting
agriculture, we shouldn’t need to be planning for its loss. We suggest deleting the second clause in
this statement and including reference to small scale farming and gardening uses such as follows:
“Support agricultural uses, including small-scale farms and community gardens throughout the
city.”

Goals-Agriculture

e Werecommend that clause 2-P.32 state “Support agricultural uses throughout the city” rather than
merely “Allow for agricultural uses throughout the city”. Agriculture, including small-scale farms
and gardens, are important to preserving our small-town feel and agricultural heritage. Small scale
farms and gardens are also important components of sustainability urban/suburban communities.

Goas-Community Connectedness

e Werecommend adding an additional clause in this section stating, “Encourage use of under utilized
public space and rights-of-way for community beautification efforts (eg fruit and vegetable gardens
and orchards, habitat gardens, drought tolerant plantings.)

Goas- The Cannon Road Open Space, Farming and Public Use Corridor

Page |10of 3
CCGC Genera Plan Comments

2-168


bkenn
Text Box
B13-1

bkenn
Line

bkenn
Text Box
B13-2

Jjess
Line

Jjess
Line

Jjess
Line

bkenn
Text Box
B13-4

bkenn
Text Box
B13-3


|813-7

e Include community gardens specifically in policy 2-P.62 to state “Enhance public access and public
use in the area by allowing compatible public trails, community gathering spaces and public and
private, active and passive park, gardening and recreation uses.”

Section 4 Open Space, Conservation and Recreation

The CCGC would like to see additional policy language incorporated in the open space conservation and
recreation policies. We recommend policy 4-P.29 be re-written to address natural habitat and
conservation measures in park design and a similar policy to address the need to provide parkland to
accommodate human food production such as:

4-P.29a Consider the following during the devel opment/re-development of parkland: Improving natural
habitat by expanding minimum buffers around sensitive resources; utilizing natural plant speciesin
park projects; incorporating plant species that provide food such as seeds, nuts and berries for wildlife
and bird species; protecting and buffering drinking water sources such as small ponds and wetland
areas; and limiting turf grass use to recreational areas. Use the Carlsbad Landscape Manual in
landscape refurbishment and new park development projects.

4-P.29b Consider the following during the devel opment/re-development of parkland: Providing for
localized food production by setting aside space for community gardens and orchards particularly in
high density residential areas where residents have limited space for gardening at home. Refer to the
City of Carlsbad Community Gardens Policy and Operations Handbook.

Section 9 Sustainability

The CCGC appreciates staft’s efforts to incorporate several policies supporting food security measures
in the Sustainability section of the draft General Plan. We would, however, wish to see some additional
language incorporated, perhaps by reorganizing and expanding on policies 9-P.16 and 9-P.17 as follows:

9-P.16a Support home gardening and small-scale urban farming efforts by eensidering-adoption-of
adopting a home gardening and/or urban agriculture ordinance.

9-P.16b Ensure that zoning and other land use regulations do not prevent or restrict the use of resi-
dential baekyards as for food production.

9-P.16¢ Encourage all new affordable housing units to contain designated yard
or other shared space for residents to garden.

9-P.16d Provide residents with opportunities (e.g., online and library resources and workshops) to learn
gardening basics and how to cook easy, healthy meals with fresh produce.

9-P.17a Incorporate community gardens as part of city parks and recreation planning, and work with
the Carlsbad Community Gardens Collaborative and other organizations to facHitate encourage the

devel opment;-administration-and-eperation of additional community gardens throughout the city.

Page |20f 3
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B13-10] 9-P-17b Identify existing and potential community garden sites on public property, including parks,

| recreation and senior centers, public easements and right-of-ways, and surplus property. Potential sites
located in areas where there is clearly defined need based on the waiting list for community garden plots
and/or the existence of alarge percentage of nearby high-density housing should be given high priority
for garden development.

@ 9-P.17c Adopt zoning regulations that establish community gardens as a permitted use in all

appropriate zones. (It seemsthe only areas where gardens would not be deemed appropriate arein
protected natural areas and possibly industrial areas where site conditions are determined to be
hazardous).

[B13-12 9-P.17d Community gardens shall count towards park and open space allocations required by the
Quimby Act.

@ The CCGC would also like to note that parklands should be not only allocated by 3 acres of parkland per

1,000 population but aso by the adoption of policy which provides publicly accessible open space within a
designated distance. Such a policy makes for a more walkable and equitable allocation of parkland to
residents. The city of Austin, for example, adopted a goal of having an urban park within ¥zmile of all
residences within their urban core and a park within a 1/2-mile for all other parts of the city.

Adopting apolicy of providing community gardensin asimilar fashion is a'so recommended. The city

of Sedttle, for example, has a policy of adopting one garden per 2,500 residents. Again, such a policy
would be improved if said garden where with a reasonable distance from the residents it was intended to
serve. For gardens, a policy which provides for one community garden within one mile of the population
it isintended to serve would seem like a good starting point.

I:B 13-15 [The CCGC appreciates the opportunity to participate in this review process and looks forward to
working cooperatively with the city to continue to enhance and sustain community gardening and urban
farming efforts throughout Carlsbad.

Sincerely,

Lisa Roop, Secretary
Carlshad Community Gardens

a C
kkkkkk
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PAuL E. ROBINSON
E-Mail: probinson@hechtsolberg.com

June 19, 2014

Via E-mail: (envision@carlsbadca.gov)

Envision Carlsbad
Attention: General Plan EIR
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, California 92008

Re: General Plan Environmental | mpact Report

Dear Sir/Madam:

This firm represents the Feuerstein family, doing business as Camino Carlsbad, LLC
(“CCL"), the owners of the Rancho Carlsbad golf course. Please accept thisletter as CCL’s
comments on the draft environmental impact report (“DEIR”) for the City’s new genera plan.

Section 3.4, concerning “ Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change,” discusses
matters such as bicycle connectivity and a*“Bicycle Master Plan.” The DEIR estimates that
adding 13.5 miles of new bike baths will reduce emissions from vehicle milestraveled (“VMT")
by 0.07%. Meanwhile, the DEIR estimates that improving pedestrian walking and connectivity
will producea 1% in VMT emissions. These assumptions lack any supporting evidence. The
model on which they are based has no application in Carlsbad, in which it is obvious — e.g., from
the popularity of Carlsbad for triathletes and the number of Spandex-clad bicyclists not carrying
groceries — that the vast majority of bicycling and walking are for exercise and do not reduce
VMT emissions. Indeed, they increase vehicular emissions, as emission-producing vehicles are
used to get to exercise locations. (They may also trivially increase CO, emissions from greater
respiration and food consumption.)

Section 3.6, concerning “Hazardous Materials, Airport Safety, and Wildfires,” states that
much of Carlsbad poses a very high, high, or moderate threat for structure fires and wildfires.
The DEIR notes that older buildings and crowded living areas pose greater risk, but fails to
provide any information about the components or materials of structures so asto help reduce
those risks.

The DEIR also fails adequately to address the fact that conserved open-space areas pose a
significant fire threat. The DEIR mentions thisrisk, but only in passing, and comes to the pre-
ordained conclusion that any impact isminimal. Reality, unfortunately, recently disproved this
conclusion. The most recent mgjor firesin North County, including in Carlsbad, originated and
were centered not on distant back country, but rather on land preserved as open space for

2-171
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environmental reasons. The DEIR needs to acknowledge and examine this conflict in the
genera plan’s goals.

Regarding the Rancho Carlsbad golf course, the DEIR conflicts with the goals of the
City’s Climate Action Plan and general plan. Golf courses consume huge amounts of water,
which creates environmental impacts in several ways. the availability of supply (i.e., in awater
supply assessment), the construction of necessary facilities, and the generation of greenhouse
gases in the process of obtaining and delivering that water. The DEIR, however, failsto
recognize any of these impacts and fails to propose an aternative or mitigation to avoid them.
Instead, as | pointed out in aletter regarding the general plan itself, the plan would lock in an
open space designation on the Rancho Carlsbad golf course that is both environmentally dubious
and anillegal taking.

Please add the undersigned to your list for future notices and hearings. Thank you for
your courtesy and consideration.

Sincerely,

Paul E. Robinson
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP

PER:DMG:RAS:cas

CC: Ms. Celia Brewer, City Attorney (via e-mail: celia.brewer @carlsbadca.gov)
Camino Carlsbad LLC

4845-4250-6779_1
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RECEIVED
JUN'19 204

June 19, 2014 CITY OF CARLSBAD
Jennifer Jesser L ANNING DIVISION
Senior Planner
Carlsbad Planning Department
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carisbad, CA 92008

Subject: Comments on General Plan, Climate Action Plan
and Draft Program Level EIR
Dear Ms. Jesser :

These comments on the draft General Plan {GP), and EIR are made on behalf of Preserve Calavera.
Preserve Calavera is a grassroots organization whose mission is to preserve, protect and enhance the
natural resources of coastal north San Diego County. Separate comments are being submitted on the
Climate Act{on Plan.

This GP is the single most important project for the future of Carlsbad. It determines how land will be
used and how the natural resources will be protected, or not protected. While there are many
changes that will have positive impacts, such as increased support for walking, bicycling and public
transit, there are other areas where the GP fails. It fails to adequately protect natural resources, to
identify the adverse impacts from adding thousands of residents, commercial and hotel units, and to
mitigate for those impacts. Our organization has been expressing our concerns about impacts to
these resources for over 14 years. Fixing the GP is one of the best ways to address them in a
comprehensive way.

Our primary concerns with the GP and the associated DEIR include the following:

- Loss of open space below 40%

- Failure to comply with performance standards for parks and open space

- Insufficient response to climate change
Many of the concerns that we have raised have been raised in comments over previous projects,
have been the subject of numerous meetings with city staff and presentations before city
Commissions and the City Council. Our concerns have also been repeated in numerous comment
letters you have received from other organizations and residents of this community. This is a project
with far reaching consequences. We hope that at the end of this process the interests of all of these

community stakeholders have been addressed.

5020 Nighthawk Way — Oceanside, CA 92056
www.preservecalavera.org

2173 1 %35’
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The following are our specific comments.
A. General Comments on General Plan/EIR

1. Several of the stated goals are in conflict with existing requirements and with each other,
leaving related policies meaningless as mitigation for potential impacts.

For example Goal 2-G-1 “Maintain a land use program with amount, design, and arrangement of
varied uses that serve to protect and enhance the character and image of the city as expressed in the
Carlsbad Community Vision, and balance development with preservation and enhancement of open
space.” This vague goal provides no assurances of compliance with the required citywide goal of
40% open space. In fact the GP provides no quantified goal or minimum required open space. The
actual acres of open space stated in the GP is inconsistent throughout and in all cases is substantially
less than 40% (varying between 37 and 38%). Since each 1% change is 250 acres of land the actual
amount of open space is substantially reduced, up to as high as 750 acres. This loss of open space
indirectly affects aesthetics, biological resources, and water quality.

Furthermore the GP includes increases in housing of about 18%, commercial/ industrial square
footage 37% and hotel rooms 65%- while open space is actually being reduced. That is not really
development that is balanced with protecting open space as is claimed. Given the loss of acres of
open space what is being done to achieve the goal of “preservation and enhancement of open
space.” If this is not acres of land then what is it? There is nothing in the open space policies that
demonstrates any enhancement of open space. Those policies merely repeat what is already
included as minimum requirements in the HMP. Doing the minimum required by a binding
agreement is hardly enhancement.

2. Several of the policies actually changed very specific existing restrictions into a vague
generality.

For example 2-P-10 “Development on slopes, when permitted, shall be designed to minimize grading
and comply with the hillside development provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and the Carlsbad Local
Coastal program.” What does minimize grading mean? There are existing guidelines about height of
retaining walls are these still included? The Hillside Development Ordinance specifies no construction
on slopes over 40%. Is that still operative or can that be modified with new implementing ordinances
that are supposed to be the next step to assure the policies in the GP are carried out ?

3. Some policies may actually cause adverse impacts that have not been identified or
. mitigated.

For example 2-P.11 on density and development rights transfers. Leaving developable property in its
existing condition could create all kinds of impacts- for example- failure to meet the RHNA housing
numbers. Density transfers could move density from areas of smart growth to areas where they
contribute to adverse trafficimpacts. The EIR identifies 2-P.11 as mitigation for visual impacts { EIR
at ES12) . But visual impacts are not the reason that density bonuses are being applied. Furthermore
there is nothing that says density would move from an area of higher visual impacts to one with.
lower visual impacts. In fact it is just as likely that allowing a density bonus on part of a site to
provide more open space results in a reduced project footprint by increasing height. It is 6ften
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building height that causes visual impacts which is why height restrictions/setbacks are often used to
mitigate for the adverse aesthetic impacts caused by of building heights. There is nothing provided in
the EIR that substantiates the conclusion that 2-P.11 will mitigate for visual impacts, and not cause
them. :

Another example is 2-P.71 “Address parking demand by finding additional areas to provide parking
for the Village and beach areas, and by developing creative parking management strategies....”.
Adding more parking is in conflict with Mobility Element policies. Parking can also support increased
auto use which increases air quality, GHG and traffic impacts- all potential adverse impacts associated
with this policy that have not been identified or mitigated.

4. Some policies really do not even seem achlevable.

For example 2-P.25 “Limit general industrial development within the community to those areas and
uses with adequate transportation access. These areas should be compatible with surrounding land
uses including residential neighborhoods.” (GP 2-41) Per Table 2.4-1 100% of the new industrial
development will be in the Palomar Corridor (EIR 2-17) . The land use map on Figure 2-1 of the GP
shows all of the industrial land use generally in that corridor, but the corridor is very wide, and much
of it is not directly accessed off Palomar Airport Road.(PAR). Not all of the industrial parcels have
arterial/ employment oriented or industrial street access which would seem to be a basic
requirement to determine adequacy. ( See parcels west of Faraday and south of Camino Vida Roble
for example). Furthermore several of the roads serving the industrial areas are being allowed to fail
the traffic standards { GP 3-19). Failing traffic conditions is not consistent with the stated policy
requiring adequate transportation access.

The Mobility Element includes improved public transit along PAR. But that does not cover the entire

corridor or those parts of the industrial land use that will not be accessed by PAR or that are not
within % mile of a transit stop which is the standard measure for adequate transit access.

This is the kind of policy that sounds good on the surface, but closer review shows it is not achievable
considering other conditions/policies included in the GP.

B. Specific Comments on General Plan and Related EIR Section

Land Use and Community Design

P2-3 Please clarify the statement “ Text and Maps should be considered collectively as project
approvals or future amendments are made. “ As stated this does not apply to preliminary project
reviews which occur well before “project approval.” We do not think that is the intent. If it were the
intent then the EIR has failed to evaluate such potential impacts from project level approvals
incorporated in the GP.

P2-6 The summary of land use acres in paragraph three is not consistent with the numbers shown
on Table 2-1 and several other places in the document where a summary of open space acres is
provided. It is hard to know what the end result of open space acres will be when at least four
different numbers are stated throughout this document. Please correct these inconsistencies and
provide a single number for overall open space acres as well as the acres in each of the 4 sub-
categories of open space. This lack of consistency results in confusion about exactly what land use
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totals are included the analysis of impacts in the EIR.

P 2-9 The land use vision includes the statement “Looking ahead, the community envisions a future
in which there is greater mix of uses, density is linked to public transportation, and services are
available closer to existing neighborhoods.” This general statement of vision is further expanded in
the more detailed statement about core values included in Chapter 1. However there is no
assessment as to whether these objectives have been met, although that is critical to determining if
the GP is actually consistent with the vision/objectives. For example- how much development is
linked to public transportation? There are standard quantified ways to assess this such as what
percentage of the population is within % mile of a transit stop. The Mobility Element provides
performance standards for new development, but that will represent a relatively small percentage of
the total developed land in the city. The vision is for the entire community-not just new
development, yet there is no assessment as to whether the complete GP, including already built and
future projects to be built is consistent with the stated vision. :

Additional tools that could be used to objectively assess if the GP has achieved the vision include the
Healthy Communities Atlas. (HCA) (Incorporated by reference) The HCA “ is a tool developed by
SANDAG under a contract with the County of San Diego Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA)
for the Healthy Works program. The Atlas reflects the Healthy Works program's focus on obesity
prevention through physical activity and access to healthy foods. A set of Geographic Information
System (GIS) tools were used to display environmental factors related to health outcomes based on
public health research. The Atlas was produced as a report and is available for download” at
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=4828&fuseaction=projects.detail.
Assessments are provided on active transportation, air quality, complete neighborhoods and injury
prevention ( pedestrian/cyclist injury rates from traffic.) This kind of quantified , objective data
should have been part of the analysis as to whether the GP met the project objectives.

Furthermore achieving the “vision” is really a key part of the project objectives. Meeting the
objectives is a key factor that is supposed to be evaluated in the EIR and alternatives to the EIR. The
GP and EIR make numerous statements throughout that the policies in the GP result in achieving the
vision (project objectives). However there is no quantified evaluation of this except in the Chapter on
Mobility in the GP/Transportation in the EIR. Failure to clearly demonstrate how the project '
objectives are met is a critical failure of the EIR.

P 2-17 The explanation of “allowable density and development constraints” is unclear. This seems
to mix up what is used for counting residential density/developable land , overall
developable/undevelopable land and what is supposed to be used to determine “constrained “ open
space. Understanding what is included in each category is critical to determine compliance with the
GMP performance standard of 15% open space by LFMZ which first excludes the constrained,
undevelopable land. The statement about exclusions for j,k and d make this even more confusing.
Please provide a simple table that shows what the intent is for each of the identified constraints
indicating if it is counted as a residential constraint, counted as developable land {which would apply
to all land uses), and counted as part of the constrained, undevelopable land that is then excluded
when calculating the 15% performance standard. This is essential to determine compliance with
performance standards and whether the draft GP includes conflicts between the GP proposed land
uses and the existing GMP and its associated performance standards.

In the absence of such clarification and the complete failure of the EIR to assess compliance with the
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GMP performance standard for open space it must be assumed that the project will have a significant
adverse impact on land use, and that it fails to meet the GMP performance standard for 15% open
space by LFMZ which is a further significant adverse impact to public facilities.

P2-22 and others. The footnote to Table 2-5 says that this includes 327 excess residential units that
will be eliminated in the final adopted GP. However there is no indication of the locations where
such reductions are being considered and therefor the EIR cannot consider this in the assessment of
environmental impacts. In most cases one could assume reducing residential units will only reduce
the total associated impacts. But there will be relative differences between locations and the failure
to provide any information about where these units will be removed has in effect eliminated all
consideration of environmental impacts from the decision. For example some places will have
greater visual impacts than others. Furthermore the EIR indicates there are several adverse impacts
with the GP that will not be mitigated below the level of significance. There is no determination if
removing these 327 units would substantially reduce these adverse impacts. For example, would any
of the street segments that will be allowed to fail have their level of service improved up to the
threshold of significance depending upon where these units are removed? Since the EIR includes no
information about alternatives being considered for the location of these 327 units there is no ability
to include any evaluation of the environmental impacts of this choice.

P 2-29 and 30 Airport Land Use Compatibility. The GP discusses recent changes at the airport and the
required Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Figure 2-2 identifies the related review areas
and safety zones per the ALUCP. The EIR on page 3.9-11 identifies the ALUCP as one of the regulatory
codes affecting land use. However there is no discussion in the impact analysis that shows
compliance with the ALUCP or if it was even evaluated. Given that the Palomar Airport Road corridor
is identified in the GP as one of the focus areas for employment growth {GP p 1-31), that the Housing
Element allows residential mixed use development on commercial sites along this corridor (GP 10-
45), and that several of the proposed changes to land use occur within the boundaries of the Airport
Influence area as shown on Figure 2-2 it appears that there could potentially be significant conflicts
with the ALUCP. The EIR has failed to properly consider potential conflicts of the changed land uses
with the adopted ALUCP. This remains a potentially significant impact.

P2-31 The statement that the Flower Fields are already preserved “in perpetuity” is not correct.
There is a key limitation on this such that they are only preserved as long as agricultural use on the
land is determined to be economically viable- that falls far short of preserving them “in perpetuity.”
This loss of agricultural use is one of many areas where required open space acres are not really
assured of being provided. These acres are currently counted as one of the 4 subcategories of open
space, managed production of resources. But if this use is no longer economically viable then there
could be a loss of open space acres. It is unclear if these acres have been counted toward the 15%
open space performance standard in the associated LFMZ. If so, then this loss would resultin a
failure of a GMP standard. There is the nothing in the GP that prevents such a conflict from
occurring. Nor is there anything in the GP or EiR that provides a mechanism to correct this failure
condition if it should occur.

Since it is reasonable to assume that such future changes could occur to open space the GP should
either acknowledge and mitigate for this future impact, or include contingency plans to address them
if they should occur. This is a potential land use conflict that has not been evaluated or mitigated in
the EIR.
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P 2-31/32 and Figure 2-1 The city has two consultant efforts underway to relook at land use and
design standards- we thought this included both the Village and the Barrio. Figure 2-1 identifies the
boundaries of the “Village” and presents this as one of the categories of land use. However a place
designation is not a land use. It is unclear how this designation as “Village” translates back into
factors that are critical for evaluating the GP impacts- for example air quality, traffic, housing, and
commercial space. Obviously there are assumptions about what is included in the areas shown as
“Village” but these have not been specified in the GP.

What is even more confusing is that what is shown as “Existing Land Use” on Figure 2-1 in the GP is
not the same Figure as Existing Land Use Figure 3.9-1 in the EIR. The EIR shows detailed land uses in
the Village. But there are numerous other areas that are not consistent between Figure 2-1 in the
GP and 3.9-1 in the EIR. For example:

- Robertson Ranch is shown per the approved Mater Plan on Fig 2-1 {residential, open space,
local shopping center) but as primarily agriculture with some residential in Fig 3.9-1.

- Carlsbad Oaks North is shown as planned industrial and office on Fig 2-1 but as undeveloped
on Figure 3.9-1.

- The footprint of the Palomar Airport has changed both east and west of El Camino Real.

Since neither the GP or the EIR provides a Figure that shows “proposed land use” exactly what
land used is being evaluated in the EIR?

Furthermore Figure 3.9-1 in the EIR identifies three different data sources from three different
years “ Sources City of Carlsbad , 2009; SANDAG, 2008; Dyett and Bhatia, 2011.” Figure 2-1in
the GP cites the same three sources, but all for a single year- 2013. Using multiple data sources,
different time periods and different land use categories makes it impossible to know if the EiR is
even evaluating the same data as is being shown in the GP.

P 2-47 Policies 2-P.56 and 2-P.59 require compliance with the public facilities performance
standards of the GMP. However the EIR completely fails to evaluate compliance with the
performance standard for open space. The Citywide Facilities and improvements Plan has been
updated at least twice since the original standards were adopted shortly after passage of the
1986 GMP. The GP states “Public facilities may be added, however, the City Counci! shall not
materially reduce public facilities without making corresponding reductions in residential
capacity.” ‘

Please clarify if this means there will be no reduction in any of the public facility performance
standards per the most recent version amended in 1997 through buildout of the General Plan in .
2035. That is essential to determine if the GP is in compliance with the requirements of the
GMP.

Mobility/Transportation
Vehicles

P3-13 and Figure 3-1 Street System identifies the street segments as “Employment Oriented -

v Street” that per the Figure 2-1 are not really employment based segments. These include
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Poinsettia between Aviara and I-5 and Aviara west of El Camino Real. Please clarify the rationale
for considering these two segments as’ “Employment Oriented” when the adjacent land uses are
primarily residential and open space? It appears the only practical difference is prioritizing
transit.

Table 3-1 — Please clarify how this table is intended to be used when evaluating individual project
compliance with the GP.

EIR Table 3.13-6 Existing Roadway Operations only evaluated 6 roads and 2 freeways for vehicle
level of service. Those 6 roads are all arterial streets. However Melrose and La Costa Ave are
two arterials that are not evaluated at all for existing conditions. Per Table 3.13-10 Melrose is also
not evaluated for future operations and only one segment of La Costa is. This incomplete
evaluation makes it impossible to determine if Melrose and La Costa will have level of service
below the threshold of significance. They also are not identified on p 3.13-26 as a street segment
that is anticipated to operate below LOS, but will be allowed to operate at that level. The result is
that potential failing road segments are not evaluated, may be in failure and are not included as
segments allowed to fail. This potentially results in further significant traffic impacts that have
not been identified or mitigated.

Furthermore it is not clear why both La Costa Ave and Aviara have only some segments
designated as arterials. Please clarify what is being used as the basis for treating some segments
along an arterial differently than others- like Aviara/Alga which has 4 different designations
between El Camino Real and Melrose

Bicycle

The GP includes numerous policies that are designed to support increased bicycle use. The CAP
includes substantial bicycle mode share increase as part of the required actions to reduce GHG.
The GP states on p 3-17 that the new Carlsbad Multi-Modal Levels of Service (MMLOS) will be
used to evaluate the adequacy of bicycle facilities. Yet the EIR only measures bicycle MMLOS on
sections of 4 streets as shown on Table 3.13-7- Carlsbad Blvd, Carishad Village Dr, Faraday
Avenue, and Tamarack Avenue. Only one of the evaluated roads has a segment identified as
failing: Carlsbad Blvd between Poinsettia and Palomar Airport. The EIR analysis of impacts is
limited to this single area that fails the MMLOS criteria. The only mitigation that is proposed are
general policy statements for the existing segment LOS failure. It is unclear how P -2.48
improving beach access or 2-P.52 plan and design of Carlsbad Boulevard will result in any
improvement in the failure until they are actually built- and there is no time frame for that, no
approval from regulatory agencies nor is there a funding plan in place. The EIR in fact is allowing
this failing condition to continue for an indeterminate time frame- and perhaps it will never he
addressed- that is not mitigation.

The GP says that the standard will be applied to all streets where bicycles are a prioritized mode.
Per GP Table 3-1 this includes : identity streets, village streets, connector streets, coastal streets,
school streets, employment oriented streets local/neighborhood streets, bicycle/pedestrian
pathway, and streets within % mile of a transit center. The vast majority of these streets were
not evaluated in the EIR. Furthermore we find nothing in the EIR that justifies such a narrow
evaluation of impacts. The GP will add several road segments, thousands of additionat cars, and
miles of bicycle improvements which are described in the CAP and Bicycle Plan. Will all of the
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streets prioritized for bicycle use meet the MMLOS performance standard for bicycles? The EIR
has not evaluated that and therefor it can’t be determined if the GP will result in significant
impacts on bicycle travel.

The CAP has assumed there will be major increases in bicycle use as a result of the policies included in
the GP and the construction of several additional facilities. But the EIR has not evaluated whether
such streets that are prioritized for bicycles will meet the threshold of LOS D for bicycles , even when
a substantial investmentis made in a new facility orincreased use is required to reduce GHG.

There also needs to be a much clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria will actually be used
in determining project level impacts. What determines the roadways/ length of the corridor to be
included in the analysis? The point system includes things like “6 points for multiple bicycle facilities
...along the corridor” , “.5 points if bicycle racks are provided along the street segment corridor”
and “.5 points if posted speed limits are .5 miles per hour or less.” How will fair share costs of
addressing bicycle facilities along a “corridor” be determined? The EIR has arbitrarily limited the
evaluation of impacts to a very small number of street segments. It has not established a threshold
for significance. It has not specified criteria that will trigger a project to evaluate impacts. It has not
provided any mitigation for existing or future impacts.

Pedestrian

The GP includes numerous policies that are designed to support increased pedestrian travel. GP 3-22
identifies four areas of high pedestrian concentrations: entire NW quadrant, entire coastal area
along Carlsbad Blvd, several locations along El Camino Real, and the southeastern portions of the city
around La Costa Ave and Rancho Santa Fe Rd.

The CAP includes substantial pedestrian mode share increase as part of the required actions to
reduce GHG. The GP states on p 3-17 that the new Carlsbad Multi-Modal Levels of Service (MMLOS)
will be used to evaluate the adequacy of pedestrian facilities. Per GP Table 3-1 pedestrians are a
prioritized mode for all of the following street types: identity streets, village streets, connector
streets, coastal streets, schoo! streets, employment oriented streets local/neighborhood streets,
bicycle/pedestrian pathway, and streets within % mile of a transit center. The vast majority of these
streets were not evaluated in the EIR. Furthermore we find nothing in the EIR that justifies such a
narrow evaluation of impacts. The GP will add several road segments, thousands of additional cars,
people and businesses and some pedestrian improvements over time. Yet the EIR only measures
pedestrian MMLOS on sections of 4 streets as shown on Table 3.13-8- Carlsbad Blvd, Carlsbad Village
Dr, Faraday Avenue, and Tamarack Avenue. Carlsbad Blvd was identified as failing to meet the
threshold standard between La Costa and Tamarack.

Many areas of high pedestrian activity as identified in the GP were not evaluated at all. Many of the
streets that are now prioritized for pedestrians were not evaluated. The EIR analysis of impacts was
arbitrarily limited to a very small number of streets that will be impacted by the GP.

in addition GP policy 3-P.28 includes “New residential development should demonstrate that a safe
route to school and transit is provided to nearby school and transit stations within a % mile walking
distance. “ There was no evaluation of this in the EIR nor is this identified as one of the mitigation
measures for either bicycle, pedestrian or transit modes. This is of particular concern because the
adopted pedestrian plan failed to include the new Sage Creek High School in its Safe Routes to School
program. This existing failure was not even identified.
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SANDAG’s model guidelines for pedestrians include specific consideration access for persons with
disabilities. These include “Consideration must be provided to ensure that persons with disabilities
are provided equal access to work, home, shops...”. It also addresses ease of street crossing “Wide
streets can be intimidating and more dangerous for pedestrians to cross. Methods for shortening
crossing distances, providing a safe transition and building stronger visual connections must be
employed.” The GP or EIR failed to evaluate any potential differential impacts on this part of the
population.

There is no analysis of future pedestrian level of service so it is not possible to determine if all such
prioritized roadway segments will meet the minimum performance standards. In addition there is no
mitigation, other than general policy statements for the existing segment LOS failure.

There also needs to be a much clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria will actually be used

in determining project level impacts. The MMLOS criteria/point system shown on EIUR Table 3.13-3
includes things like “ 1 point for active building frontages”, “ .5 points for twinkle light in trees along

the corridor,” .5 points for a sense of security by the presence of people and clear sight lines.” How
close do such features have to be to be counted? How will fair share costs of addressing pedestrian

facilities along a “corridor” be determined?

The EIR has arbitrarily limited the evaluation of impai:ts to a very small number of street segments. it
has not established a threshold for significance. It has not specified criteria that will trigger a project
to evaluate impacts. it has not provided any mitigation for future impacts.

Transit

The GP includes numerous policies that are designed to support increased transit use. The CAP
includes a substantial transit mode share increase as part of the required actions to reduce GHG. The
GP states on p 3-17 that the new Carlsbad Multi-Modal Levels of Service (MMLOS) will be used to
evaluate the adequacy of transit facilities. The GP at 3-23 assumes two major transit service
improvements will be in place: Coaster rail improvements and Route 471 rapid bus along Palomar
Airport Rd. It also notes the importance of “first mile/last mile” facilities like bike lockers and racks
and better connectivity from the transit stop to the ultimate destination. Yet the EIR only measures
transit MMLOS on sections of 6 streets as shown on Table 3.13-9- Carlsbad Blvd, Carlsbad Village Dr.
, El Camino Real, Palomar Airport Rd, Faraday, and College. Every single one of the identified
segments fails to meet the threshold MMLOS standard of D or better. The only mitigation proposed
is five general policy statements for the existing segment LOS failures.

Again, these policy statements fail to demonstrate that the threshold will actually be met or when
this might occur, if ever. '

The GP says that the standard will be applied to all streets where transit is a prioritized mode. Per GP
Table 3-1 this includes: arterial streets, , employment oriented streets, industrial streets, and streets
within % mile of a transit center. The vast majority of these streets were not evaluated in the EIR.
Furthermore we find nothing in the EIR that justifies such a narrow evaluation of impacts. The GP
will add several road segments, thousands of additional cars, and two specified transit improvements.
The CAP has assumed there will be major increases in transit use as a result of the policies included in
the GP and the two improved transit services. But the EIR has not evaluated whether the majority of
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the streets that are now prioritized for transit in the GP will meet the threshold of LOS D.

There also needs to be a much clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria shown on EIR Table

3.13-S will actually be used in determining project level impacts. What determines the roadways/

length of the corridor to be included in the analysis? The point system includes things like “1.5 points
for good on-time performance”, “.5 points for a bus that has available seats on the bus,” and “1 point
for buses that provide on-board bike racks.” These quality of service measures are determined by the
funding levels for the transit service provider. Some of them will have wide variability depending
upon the time of day that is evaluated (such as having an available seat). How and when will the
evaluation of impacts take place? What is built in to assure that the policies that are dependent upon
transit service funding can be maintained for the life of a project? How will the fair share cost of
addressing transit improvements be determined? in the past this has been limited to providing basic
bus stop amenities. The GP assumes much more than that, but there is nothing that assures that
most of these actions will be provided for- at the time of approval and for the life of a project. Such
assurances are required to support the conclusion that the threshold performance standard will be
met for the life of the project.

Furthermore the discussion in the GP makes it clear that TDM programs are a key part of
implementing the Mobility Element, yet none of the TDM actions have been discussed in the EIR.
The EIR has arbitrarily limited the evaluation of impacts to a very small number of street segments.
It has not specified criteria that will trigger a project to evaluate impacts. It has not provided
enforceable mitigation for either existing or future adverse impacts.

Open Space
General

The total.number of existing open space acres is shown as 9,252 or 37% on Table 2-1 and 9,473 acres
or 38% on Table 4-1 and other acres/percentages throughout the GP and EIR. Please explain the
discrepancies between these two tables and clarify which version was used as the basis for
determining existing conditions and evaluating the significance of impacts.

The description of the Open Space Management Plan referenced on EIR p 3.11-20 is completely
inaccurate. The latest version dated May 2004 clearly is limited to hardlined natural lands as
described in the adopted Habitat Management Plan (HMP). It does not include numerous other
kinds of open space that exists in the city, including other natural lands, developed parks, and
drainage basins as is stated in the EIR. '

SANDAG does not designate regional open space parks but does define regionally significant open
space. The statement in the draft EIR appears to be based on a description in the city’s current Parks
& Recreation Element {p. S) which Is incorrectly stated in the EIR.

40% Open Space Goal

The existing performance goal of 40% open space is not mentioned anywhere in the GP or EIR. This

goal goes back to the ballot argument for the 1986 GMP that says “

Proposition E puts a permanent cap on the total number of residential units that can be built in

Carlsbad: reduces the overall density of the city and guarantees that we will always be a low density

residential community with 40% open space.” It has been included in numerous city publications
2-182 10
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over the years, for example, Carlsbad Avenues Let’s Talk About Open Space from 2002.{Included in
the Att). This 40% open space goal is still included on the city website as of the writing of this letter.
This commitment of 40% open space at build-out began in 1986 and has continued to the present
day- but is completely missing from these documents.

There are significant impacts associated with reducing the amount of open space in the city. None of
these impacts have been identified or evaluated in the EIR.

Biological Resources

The EIR has concluded the project will have no adverse impacts on wildlife movement { EIR Impact

3.3-4) but has failed to provide adequate analysis to support that conclusion. This should include at
least minimal discussion of barriers to movement. The EIR says a majority of development under the
GP “will be redevelopment of or new development within existing developed areas” (EIR 3.3-25) and

'therefor will not result in significant impacts. It further concludes that Goal 4-G.2 and Policy 4-P.8

and 4- P.14 will address any direct or indirect impacts. However the goals are broad statements that
provide no mitigation. Policy 4-P.8 is to maintain and implement the city’s HMP. However section
E.5 of the HMP on page E-6 says that phase 2 of implementation “shall be completed within three
years of approval of the HMP” and shall include “A detailed plan to implement zone-specific
preserve and management recommendations. This plan shall also review the feasibility of providing
undercrossings and/or bridges is certain zones where major roads cross linkage areas. It is recognized
that this could add to the cost of these public improvements and the effectiveness of an
undercrossing or bridge needs to he weighed against the additional costs.” It is now over nine years
since the HMP was adopted and this plan has not been done and as a result the existing barriers to
wildlife movement have not been addressed. Furthermore the GP adds road segments and more
traffic to existing roads. The EIR should have assessed the impacts of roads, not just the footprint of
development.

Policy 4-P.14 is to “maintain functional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages...”. The EIR is supposed
to evaluate potential impacts and provide mitigation. The existing linkages in the HMP are not
functional and just making such a policy statement does not change that. Furthermore the existing
linkages will be further degraded and result in additional impacts from adding to the development
footprint { at least some of which is within defined linkages), additional traffic on roads that
cross/parallel linkages, and additional road segments that cross linkages and roads.

In Best Management Practices for Wildlife, Beier et al specifically discuss design issues related to
roads and bridges. They found that “For ungulates such as deer that prefer open crossing structures,
tall, wide bridges are best. Mule deer in southern California only used underpasses below large
spanning bridges{NG et al. 2004}, and that “Because most small mammals, amphibians, reptiles and
insects need vegetative cover for security, bridged undercrossing should extend to uplands beyond
the scour zone of the stream, and should be high enough to allow light for vegetation to grow
underneath.” * The EIR discussion is incomplete as it failed to discuss current standards to support
successful movement, including those for deer. Coyotes are the top meso-predator in this area and
providing for their movement is also a significant issue for the health of local ecosystems. (See Crooks
and Soule for more detailed discussion of the importance of meso-predators.)

! Paul Beier, Dan Majka, Shawn Newell, and Emily Garding; Best Management Practices for Wildlife Corridors, Northermn

Arizona University, January 2008, p2.
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In Principles of Wildlife Corridor Design, Monica Bond identifies a 6 step process developed by Beier
and Lee (1992) to evaluate the effectiveness of a wildlife corridor. These include:

Identify the habitat areas the corridor is designed to connect.

Select several target species for the design of the corridor.

Evaluate the relevant needs of the target species.

For each potential corridor, evaluate how the area-will accommodate movement by each
target species.

Draw the corridor on a map.

Design a monitoring program.2

S .

o |

The EIR has failed to provide any basis for its conclusion that the GP will cause no direct or indirect
impacts that have not been mitigated by very general goals and policies. The GP could significantly
reduce the size, width, and visibility of the existing connecting linkages. This remains a potentially
significant impact to wildlife movement,

Numerous studies have documented a whole series of adverse impacts on biological resources from
roads and other linear developments. These are summarized in Spellerberg 1998 and included as
Attachment 1. The EIR has not considered the full range of adverse impacts to biological resources
related to the construction of roads and has failed to provide adequate mitigation for these
including all of those shown on Attachment 1.

Numerous studies have evaluated the impacts of domestic cat predation on wildlife. As discussed in
a paper by the American Bird Conservancy it is estimated that cats kill hundreds of millions of birds
and more than one billion small mammals each year.® They cite a 1997 nationwide poli that found
only about 35% of the 77m pet cats in the U.S. are kept indoors. Since there is about 1 cat for every
3 residential units, adding over 7,000 residential units will add thousands of cats. The Crooks study in
San Diego found that the average cat returned 24 rodents, 15 birds and 17 lizards per year” and
concluded ” This level of bird predation is not sustainable.” * Many of these additional cats will be
hunting in the hardline open space which will not be increasing in proportion to this expansion of the
predator population.

Furthermore deer moved back into Core Area 5 and from there to Link C and Core Area 3 over the
last 4 years. ° There have now been reports of two years of sightings of does with fawns. Further
dispersal is certainly possible- and will extend their range into more areas where roads will be a
problem. This key change in local wildlife populations was not identified or evaluated in the DEIR.
Conflicts with wildlife should be expected given the proximity of riparian and regional wildlife
movement corridors with hundreds of residents. Education on the value of wildlife and learning the
fundamentals of coexistence is key to reducing such conflicts. The elimination of perceived
pest/threatening wildlife by lethal means should never be the first course of action. This includes
coyote, the top predator and an essential player in the health of the overall wildlife community, as
well as snakes. None of these conflicts are addressed in the GP or EIR, nor are there provisions for
dealing with the reasonably expected conflicts between wildlife and people.

? Principles of Wildlife Corridor Design, Minica Bond, Center for Biological Diversity, October 2003, p 2.
? Domestic Cat Predation on Birds and Other Wwildlife, see
www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/cats/materials/predation. pdf

* Crooks, p17.
® See HMP Annual Reports and Preserve Manager Reports
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The EIR discussion of wildlife movement corridors fails to comply with the basic requirements of the
regional conservation plan. These specify that “Functional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages shall
be assessing the dispersal characteristics of the target species (habitat preferences, dispersal
capabilities, structural and spatial characteristics of the landscape, distance between batches of
suitable habitat...” ’ The EIR has failed to identify target species, assess their species related
movement requirements, and then evaluate whether the wildlife corridors/linkages as identified in
the HMP, given the changing local populations of wildlife and the changes associated with the GP,
are still adequate. The MHCP Biological Goals, Standards and Guidelines for Multiple Habitat
Preserve Design states “constricted sections of a corridor should have a maximum ength of less than
500 . and a minimum width of 400 ft.”. *These guidelines also say that “ the width of a corridor
should be based on biological information for the target species {e.g. home range size and dispersal
capabilities), the quality of the habitat within and adjacent to the corrldor, topography, and edge
effects of adjacent land uses.” ®

The function of many linkages are further compromised by the edge effects of a proposed trail, road
and housing. Will the GP create any new pinchpoints? Will the footprint of development add to edge
effects? Neither of these have been evaluated. '

Furthermore these guidelines specify that “A corridor should maintain visual stimuli (E.G., vegetative
cover) along its entire length, or at least continually within site, to keep animals moving through it.
Developments along the rim of a canyon used as a corridor should be set back or visually screened to
minimize their visual impacts and possible edge effects.” * There is nothing in the EIR to indicate if
the GP will comply with these guidelines or not. This remains a potentlally significant adverse impact
that has not heen addressed.

We also find inadequate provisions to prevent spread of invasive species. There are general
provisions about not including invasives in landscaping plans. This does not address the potential for
homeowners to plant invasive species in their yards, or for the ground disturbance associated with
cohstruction to result in increased spread of invasives, particularly since numerous such species are
known to be present. The seed of invasive species can be spread by pets, birds, attaching to humans
walking the trails and just by the wind. The land manager of the BVCER spends thousands of dollars
every year removing invasive plant species- and none have been planted there- they are being spread
onto this site primarily from plants on the adjacent lands. Additional mitigation is required to assure
there will be no spread of invasives onto the hardline open space as a result of alt of the ground

‘disturbance from construction, increased trails through or adjacent to hardline preserve lands or

other activities that will result from the GP. Mitigation measures should include things like
restricting the use of all known invasive species anywhere in the city, immediate revegetation of

disturbed areas; requirements for HOA’s to control all invasive plants within their areas of control,

and adequate funding for hardline open space invasive plant monitoring and control. ( Note many of
the natural lands included with the HMP are not managed to the MHCP standards and many have
little or no management of invasive species).

Trails cause significant indirect impacts which have not been identified or mitigated. The city is in

v the process of preparing a comprehensive trails plan. Much more extensive trails are assumed as

" MHCP Biological Goals, Standards and Guidelines, Ogden, 1998, p 6-2..
8
IBID p. 6-3.
° IBID,p 6-3.
' IBID, p 6-3.
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part of mitigation for GHG addressed in the CAP. The EIR has ailed to identify the potential extent
of such impacts or provide adequate mitigation. The EIR should specifically identify acres of direct
impact, edge effects along trails and include appropriate mitigation. This remains a potentially
significant direct and indirect impact.

4-P.4 “ Provide public access to all open space areas.” Many of the policies in the GP have been
identified as mitigation for potential impacts of the GP. This policy, and others, could actually cause
significant impacts which have not been identified or mitigated. This is a broad expansion of public
use of open space. As stated it places public access as a basic right on all public lands, which is only
restricted if the identified conditions are met. The restrictions fail to identify all of the cases where
public access would be problematic, such as through a wildlife movement corridor where there is no
listed species, or parts of a watershed where there may be a concern about erosion or pollutants. It
places no restriction on the type of public access. Is this intended to just mean a trail ? It says for
“unprogrammed recreational use” which could mean a pickup game of softball, flying remote
controlled airplanes, practicing one’s golf swing, etc. Even along trails numerous studies have
documented impacts on natural lands from differences in what is allowed to occur along the trail-
from just pedestrians walking, to pedestrians with dogs, to allowing dogs off leash. Are there even
any restrictions on dog access? For years the storm water permits have raised concerns about the
non-point pollution of pet waste in the watershed. Expanding public use often means expanding pet
access and the associated disruption of wildlife and pollution of the watershed. This policy could
have significant indirect impacts that have not been identified or addressed.

4-P.16 This says the city will partner with other agencies “when it i$ necessary{emphasis added) to
acquire open space land”. What does this mean? We won’t partner unless we have to? We won’t
acquire any additional open space unless we are required to? We won’t acquire any land unless we
partner with others? If the intent is really to explore partnering opportunities as a way to increase
natural open space and reduce the cost to the city it shouid say that.

4-P.29 Language should be changed from “natural plant species” to “ southern California native plant
species.” .

4-P.64 It sounds like the intent of this is to integrate all of the beneficial uses of water- it should be
restated to make that clear. Other policies focus on water quality but this could be more integrative
by including reference to beneficial uses which then incorporates the specific items listed as well as
others.

B15-65|| There is no policy that recognizes that tand needs to be managed in a way that is consistent with its

use. The MHCP documented a huge gap in current funding and what was required to manage
hardline open space to the standard identified in the regional plan. New projects are being required
to fund management, but there is no mechanism in place to address ali of the parcetls set aside for
open space before those provisions were imposed. The EIR failed to identify this existing shortfall in
enforcement/management of hard lined open space. The result is continuing damage from things
like unpianned trails, invasive plants, erosion and pet waste. These impacts are increased when
thousands of more people are added and less open space is provided. Thisis an indirect impact that
has not been identified or mitigated.

No policies were found about equestrian use, where it would be allowed and under what conditions.

4-P.39 mentions equestrian as one of the categories of trail user but horses have impact on a lot
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more than trails. Equestrian access in parks, open space and trails is another area with potential
significant impacts. This includes erosion, pollution of the watershed, and impact on endangered
species by increasing the presence of cowbirds.

Agriculture

This section does not recognize some of the new types of agriculture that use land differently- things
like hydroponics, vertical gardens, rooftops gardens and front yard gardens. The GP should be
consistent with the community vision and include policies that work to remove barriers to the use of
these new alternative types of agriculture in addition to the traditional ones- part.cu!ariy those that
support local food production.

Agricultural-land can provide substantial benefits for wildlife. It can functionally expand wildlife '
movement corridors and provide important foraging for raptors. Such benefits could be expanded
through things like birdhouses, bathouses and bee hives. The GP and policies should look at the
interface between natural lands and agricultural lands and strengthen their interrelationship instead
of just being silent on this issue. :

To our knowledge the Carlsbad zoning ordinance has no restricted agricultural zoning. Figure 2-1
Land Use Map shows no agricultural land. Some is included as open space- even though it may in the
future be converted to other non-agriculture uses. Some is shown in its underlying zoning which
also leaves agriculture as a temporary use. Other places have taken action to permanently protect
agriculture: For example in Napa County voters approved a sales tax measure to fund agricultural
easements to acquire and permanently protect agricultural land.

The only funding source the city has is the agricultural conversion mitigation fee that only applies to
land in the coastal zone. Other permanent ways to support agriculture should be considered.

Air Quality

Operational emissions are also understated as there has been no consideration of the urban heat
island effect. The project proposes substantial development, much of which will convert open space
or other permeable surfaces to roads, buildings and parking lots. Such conversions indirectly
increase ozone by replacing open space with blacktop or other heat increasing surfaces from roads,
parking lots and roofs thereby increasing temperatures and contributing to the urban heat island
effect. This heat island effect would exacerbate existing violations of ozone standards in the project
area. This is an additional operational impact that was not discussed in the EIR.

Impact 3.2-2 is determined to be significant and unavoidable, yet nothing other than applying existing
regulatory requirements is proposed as mitigation. The EIR states at 3.2-25 that “No mitigation is
available beyond measures identified in the city’s SWPPP, Green Building Standards Code and the
goals and policies in the General Plan that would reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant.
“ Table 3.2-6 shows that the emission threshold in every single case is not just exceeded by a little bit
, but by huge margins. For the lowest failure, NOX, it is almost 400%. For others it is in the
thousands. Furthermore there is-no analysis as to how much reduction is assumed to be achieved
with the identified GP policies. The EIR simply concludes they would reduce the long term

operational impacts.
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[t seems inconsistent that basically the same policies are cited in the CAP as the basis for concluding
that no action is needed to reduce GHG to meet the 2020 threshold, and fairly minimal actions are

needed to meet the 2035 threshold,. but for the other air quality poltutants related to motor
vehicles” no mitigation is available.” Surely more extreme actions to reduce auto VMT would reduce

these pollutants, the question is only how much would they be reduced. Other projects have
considered the following air quality mitigation measures, which are all feasible and should be
considered here :
For eperational traffic impacts mitigation should include:
1. provide public transit subsidy through direct payment or provision of transit passes
2. provide preferential carpool/vanpool parking
3. provide direct pedestrian connections to transit stops
4. implement parking fee programs
For.stationary source emissions, mitigation should include the following feasible measures:
1. increase wall and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements
2. plant shade trees in parking lots
3. install solar cooling/heating
4. reduce standard paving by 20%
5. use electri¢ lawn and garden equipment for landscaping

6. pay an air quality mitigation fee and secure emission offsets

Further mitigation for these impacts is feasible, and required.

Furthermore this significant air quality impact should trigger consideration of a project alternative
that would reduce these impacts below the threshold- but no such alternative has been considered
The Alternatives Analysis needs to be revised to identify at least one alternative that seriously tries to
eliminate this significant air quality impact. '

Noise

The noise analysis indicates that an unknown number of residences may need to use mechanical
ventilation. Please explain how this has been reflected in the computations for air quality as this is
not mentioned as one of the considerations in the discussion of methodology. {IE there will be more
operational emissions as homes in the noise impact area will be using mechanical ventilation all the
time resulting in significantly higher emissions than has been assumed for homes that meet current
energy requirements.

The noise analysis identifies several sensitive receptors (EIR at 3.10-17) but fails to show that the
analysis of impacts considered the distribution of these sensitive receptors. Figure 3.10-3 simply
shows the roads with traffic noise boundaries, hut with no distinction for residential or other land
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uses like schools and parks. It is also not clear from reviewing the GP policies if the differential
impacts of sensitive receptors have been considered. Several parks are located within the 70+ and
65-70 CNEL areas shown on Figure 3.10-3 Future Noise Contours. This level of exterior noise exceeds
the threshold and is of particular concern because of the impacts on sensitive receptors. The EIR
failed to consider the noise impacts on these land uses that clearly exceed the thresholds. Please
correct the noise analysis and add mitigation measures as required.

There is no discussion of noise impacts on sensitive species where roads cross or are near to sensitive
habitat. Two of the listed species protected in the HMP are Least Bell’s Vireo {LBV) and California
Coastal Gnatcatcher (CCG). Noise impacts on these species are usually evaluated at the same
thresholds as people- 60 dBL. Please add analysis of impacts on these and any other sensitive
species.

Public Safety/ Hydrology/Flooding

P 6-13 discusses sea level rise just south of Carisbad BLVD of as much as 17” by 2050 and five feet by
2100. Figure 6-1 identifies the potential coastal flood zone all along the coast.( EIR Figure 3.8-1) The
GP will add extensive development close to this area of potential flooding. Figure 6-3 identifies the
potential maximum Tsunami run-up area. (EIR Figure 3.8.3) It is not clear from comparing these
similar, but slightly different impact areas if there is any building allowed within any of these impact
zones. The EIR mentions only a single land use change within the flood zone- a 10 acre parcel in ,
Sunny Creek proposed for a residential density increase (EIR at 3.8-29} . Please confirm that this is the
only new development proposed within either the flood or Tsunami zones.

Please also confirm if there is any other existing development within either of these zones? Since the
size of the zones is increasing existing development also needs to be considered.

The EIR discusses direct impacts only. But the indirect impacts of placing so much additionat

development so close to this area that will have greater s risk of flooding is not addressed. How will
this and the policy that allows some roads to fail traffic standards affect the ability to evacuate such
areas when necessary? This is just one example of an indirect impact that has not been considered.

Furthermore some of the policies in the GP public safety element may be in conflict with other
provisions cited as mitigation in the EIR and/or have other impacts that have not been identified or
mitigated. For example 6-P5 “Require installation of protective structures or other design measures
to protect proposed building and development sites from flooding.” Does this include any of the
measures commonly referred to as armoring the coast- things like seawalls or concrete surfacing that
prevent normal bluff erosion? If so there are indirect impacts associated with such policies that have
not been addressed.

We also did not find anything in the policies that addressed things fike bluff collapse/ moving
structures back from the edge of coastal bluffs. There are already sections of the pedestrian walkway
along Carlsbad Blvd at the top of the bluff that show the impacts of bluff loss. Moving the sidewalk
will impact the adjacent roadway and the ability to accommodate extensive coastal development as
is being proposed in the GP. The EIR does not evaluate any of the impacts associated with continued
bluff erosion that will be exacerbated by sea level rise. This is a significant impact that the EiR has not
addressed.
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- Public Facilities

B15-82

B15-83

B15-84
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15% Open Space Standard

GP 4-6 describes the GMP performance standard for open space of 15% of the total land area of each
LFMZ “exclusive of environmentally constrained hon-developable land.” It further explains that at
the time this standard was established that LFMZ's 1-10 and 16 “were already developed or
met/exceeded the open space standard, and therefore, are not subject to the open space standard.”
Please clarify how much/what percentage of open space each of the 11 excluded zones actually had
at the time of adoption of their respective LFMZ’s and how much they have today. Certainly this GP
update is the appropriate time to relook at the differential treatment of these zones and consider
some way to bring them closer-to parity with the rest of the city.

The EIR has evaluated all of the other public facility performance standards, except for open space.
Please add the required analysis of this performance standard in the EIR.

4-P.5 — {t is not clear what this policy means. It fails to include the specific public facility performance
standard which is 15%. (Except for those zones that have been excluded from the standard) The list
of areas that shall not be counted does not exactly mirror the tanguage in the OSCRMP so it is not
clear if it is intending to change anything or not. Furthermore this is one of the performance
standards that inexplicably is not evaluated in the EIR. The GP has not demonstrated that it has met
the open space performance standard so this remains a significant impact.

We have reviewed numerous background documents, Growth Management Plan Monitoring Reports,
and many of the LFMP’s. We have found numerous discrepancies in how these LFMP’s have
identified “environmentally constrained, unbuildable lands.” Most of the LFMP’s have been
prepared by developers whose objective is certainly not to increase their own mandate to set aside
land for open space. Given the historic inconsistencies in exempting some areas from the standards,
and in applying standards consistently in others, it is necessary to provide full analysis of compliance
with these standards in the new GP. Please provide full documentation of the new GP compliance

| with the 15% open space standard.

Parks

QOverall Park Acres

The Att include a summary of all of the existing Community Parks and Special Use Areas that are
counted towards meeting the GMP performance standard of 3 acres parkland/1,000
residents/quadrant. Column A shows the number of acres credited for each park as shown in
Envision Carisbad Working Paper # 3. Column B shows the number of park acres as shown in the GP
Table 4-4 and repeated in the EIR as Table 3.11-1. 33 of 42 parks, or almost 79% of total parks
changed size in a little over one year. A few of these are understandable- such as the addition of 32.1

|acres for the new park at Alga Norte and the elimination of the school yards at Kelly and Hope from

the joint use agreement. But most of these are a complete mystery. Please explain the basis for the

B15-87

change in park acres for which no explanation has been provided.

industriat Land Use

GP 4-9 states that the City’s growth management ordinance “authorizes special facility fees to pay
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for improvements or facilities that are related to new industrial development Since thereis a
substantial impact on existing recreation facilities from an increasing industrial employment base, the
city recognized a need to impose and implement a park mitigation fee for industrial development. In
November 1987, the City Council adopted its first park mitigation fee for the Zone 5 Local Facilities
Management Plan. Additionally, a park mitigation fee was required as part of the Zone 13 and Zone
16 Local Facilities Management Plans. The purpose of this fee is to ensure adequate recreational
facilities to accommodate the demand created by the daily influx of the industrial work force and
population as industrial development grows.” This is reflected in policy 4-P.21 “Maintain appropriate
recreational standards for employment areas.”

This identification of the impacts of increased industrial employment has been ignored in the EIR.
Industrial development will increase almost twice as much as residential. The impacts of this
increase in industrial employment have not been addressed in the park standards or the analysis of
impacts. Zero park acres have been added to accommodate this increase in industrial employment
making the impacts even more significant. In fact this increase all by itself could result in a failure to
meet the minimum GMP standards for parks. The required minimum number of park acres- just for
residents, is 3 acres/1,000 residents per quadrant. Two parks are included within the compliance
analysis that are intended to at least partially meet recreational needs for employees in industrial
land uses, not residents. {Zone 5 and Veteran’s) Park impact fees have been paid by current and
future industrial employers in that area.

The Zone 5 park is not within LFMZ 5 although it sounds like park impact fees were collected from
Zone 5 industrial businesses to pay for that park. Furthermore 100% of the existing and future Zone 5
Park is located within and charged to the minimum required park acres for the NW quadrant, even
though funding and many of the intended industrial users are not even within that quadrant. LFMZ
13 is located within the NW quadrant and LFMZ 16 is in the NE quadrant. Please explain what
existing fees have been collected from industrial land uses, what parks they have been allocated to,
what fees are anticipated from future industrial development and what parks these fees will be
allocated to. Then explain why these parks are allocated to meet the minimum park acres for
residents. This is of particular concern for residents of the NW quadrant who are charged with these
park aces although the park is not located near any residents and they are clearly intended to serve
employees in the industrial businesses.

Policy 4-P.21 is to “maintain” the appropriate recreationat standards for industrial areas. This implies
there is an existing standard. Please clarify what this existing standard is and how this is reflected in
the allocation of park acres which currently shows zero acres of park land has been provided to meet -
these needs. The GP identifies a “significant impact” on parks from industriai users. This impact will
be increased with the increase in industrial land use per the GP. The EIR has failed to evaluate the
existing and future adverse impacts and has provided no mitigation.

Double counting Land as Natural Resource and Park

Figure 4-2 in the GMP (included as Figure 3.3-1 in the EIR} shows land that is part of the hardline
preserve land as identified in the Habitat Management Plan{HMP} and subject to a legally binding
agreement between the city of Carlsbad and the state and federal wildlife agencies. All land included
within the HMP preserve lands are subject to the conditions of the HMP. This land is set aside for the
protection of endangered species. Public use is limited, and in many preserves not allowed at all.

\a

2-19119


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B15-87

Karina
Text Box
B15-88

Karina
Text Box
B15-89

Karina
Text Box
B15-90

Karina
Text Box
B15-91


B15-91

B15-92

Where it is allowed this is limited to a defined public trail and specifically says this is for “passive “ use
only. .

GP Figure 4-3 Parks {EIR Figure 3.11-1) proposed General Plan Parks and Recreation shows each of
the existing and proposed Community Parks and Special Use Aréeas that are listed on GP Table 4-4.
Comparison of the Figures clearly shows that 4 existing parks { Hidden Canyon, La Costa Canyon, Leo
Carillo, and Poinsettia} and one future Park {Veteran’s) have substantial acres that are counted as
hardline Open Space in the HMP for purposes of counting land required for compliance with the
related agreements. Portions of these same areas are also counted as park acres for purposes of
measuring compliance with the GMP performance standard for parks. This double counting of these
acres allows the city to use the same land to meet the minimum requirements of the HMP {no active
recreation} and the minimum requirements of the GMP for parks (active recreation}. The same land
is being counted twice. This land that is now double counted had been counted as parkland prior to
the city adopting the HMP. When the HMP was adopted some land that had been included as parks
was then reallocated as hardline open space, but the city never subtracted this land from the park .
inventory as should have been done.

This double counting is shown on Column D of the Att summary of park acres and totals 51 acres for
existing parks, and 54.1 acres for future parks or a combined total of 105.1 acres. Eliminating this
double counting of hardlined open space leaves 3 of the 4 quadrants of the city with less than the
required minimum park acres.

Veteran’s Park

The future Veteran's Park has been treated differently than any other park in the city. .No others are
counted in more than one quadrant. No other major city-wide facility is counted towards meeting
the minimum park requirements per quadrant. The original GMP performance standards were very
specific that parks are counted by quadrant and that only land within a quadrant was counted
towards meeting the requirements for the quadrant. In the 1997 amendment to the Facilities

these standards are unchanged. However in the detailed list of parks included in the attachments,
Veteran’s Park {shown as Macario Canyon} is divided into four parts with % counted in each
quadrant. There was no discussion in the document, or in the staff report where this change
occurred that explained why this was being done although it was a clear violation of the standard and
no other park was counted in more than one quadrant. Furthermore it is clear that Veteran’s Park
provides little recreaticnal benefit to residents as it is not located in a residential area. [t was
recently characterized by the Mayor as a “Regional Park”** and by staff as likely to be the location of
the future “Adventure Park” identified in the 2013 Park Needs Assessment.” Of the 90 acres now
shown for this park, 54.1 acres are double counted as hardline open space.

The future Veteran’s Park does not meet the definitions for a community park or special use park and
should not be counted at all toward meeting quadrant minimum park acres. lt is properly categorized
as a Special Resource Area —a recreational amenity that serves a broader area than a quadrant, is
typically larger than a community park, and provides unigue amenities- similar to the Crossings Golf
Course, the beaches and Lake Calavera Preserve. The GP on page 4-22 includes a discussion of
“regional recreation.” This discussion includes three of the city’s special resource areas and one
future park, Veteran’s. We find nothing in city policy, the prior recreation element, recently

! personal telephone conversation Mayor Hall and Diane Nygaard April 2014.
"2 City Council Workshop March 18, 2014 discussion on Ballot Initiative Update.
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completed park Needs Assessment, or any other document that explains what regional recreation is
and how it is distinguished from what is shown on Table 4-4 as existing special resource areas, which
do not include Veteran’s Park. On Table 4-5 Veteran'’s Park is shown as one of the anticipated Future
Parks. However, it is the only park in the entire city that is designated as “city-wide” rather than
allocated to a quadrant. Counting this park towards the minimum required park acres in all four
quadrants treats it different than every other park in the city. This is a violation of the intent and
spirit of the GMP. Correctly categorizing Veteran’s park as a 5pecial Resource Area and eliminating
the hardlined open space acres leaves the city short 90.6 park acres at build out. All 4 quadrants of
the city fail to meet the minimum requirement for park acres. ( 5ee for detailed computations).

The EIR failed to identify these issues with the park inventory, failed to identify the failure to meet
the public facilities standard for parks, and failed to provide any mitigation for this significant adverse

impact. '
Neighborhood Parks/Park Access

Throughout the GP from the vision statements about connectivity, enhancing neighborhoods to
throughout the discussion of the Mobility. Land Use, and Open space and Parks elements it is clear
that neighborhood parks should be more formally included in the performance standards. In fact the
early citizen’s committee proposed that park standards would include 2.5 acres/1,000 residents per
quadrant for community parks and another .5 acres for neighborhood parks. This was simplified to
just a combined total of 3.0 acres but with subcategories addressing the intention to provide park
access to every neighborhood.

All of the following parks policies support this :

2.G-1 “Maintain a land use program with amount, design and arrangement of varied land uses that
serve to protect and enhance ...the Carlsbad Community Vision.”

2.G.2 “ promote a diversity of compatible land uses ... that allow people to live close to...parks...”
2-G.18 “ Ensure that new development fosters a sense of community and is designed with a focus on
residents ... by providing walkways to common destinations such as ... parks and

3-G.2 “ Improve connectivity for residents, visitors and businesses.”

4-P.19 - “reflect the needs of residents at the neighborhood level”

4-P.24 “Consider accessibility...local resident access... whenever possible parks should be located
near schools...”

4-P.25 “ Locate new parks ...in existing infill neighborhoods...

A recent study by the San Diego Foundation Parks for Everyone evaluated access to parks throughout
San Diego County. We contracted for updated versions of two of the key summary tables looking at
park access by income levels and minority status, and access within % mile. These updated Figures
are included in the Att. These Figures show that many areas of the city fail to meet the minimum
thresholds of 3 acres /parkland when considering income levels, minority status and distance. We
recognize that these factors are not currently formally included in the performance standards. But
they illustrate how arbitrarily applying the standards results in disparate impacts which also is not
consistent with the intent of the GP. The EIR analysis of parkland has failed to consider any such
indirect impacts of the current number and distribution of parks.

4-P.25 It is not clear what this means as there is no new park added that is shown on the detailed
parks inventory on Tables 4-4 and 4-5 . It also is not clear why this appears to just be limited to the
Village and Barrio. Please explain.

2-193 21


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B15-92

Karina
Text Box
B15-93

Karina
Text Box
B15-94


B15-95

B15-96

B15-97

School Yards Counted as Parks

There have been a number of issues in the last few years that impact school security and the use of
school yards as recreationat facilities. This increased concern with school security has resulted in
school yards becoming fenced, gated, and locked facilities. When the GMP performance standards
were developed that was not the case. Many school yards had open access during the times school
was not in session and could provide a substantial recreational benefit to the nearby neighborhood.
Now there is no longer any general public access to school yards. Public access to selected schools is
governed by a joint use agreement between the city and the school district. In the case of the
Carlsbad Unified 5choot District this agreement further restricts access just to those times the school
is not using the yard for their activities, and to organized youth sports groups. 5chools can he added
or deleted from the agreement at any time. These restrictions make the use of schools yards as
public parks impossible. In the best case a school yard subject to the joint-use agreement has only a
few hours of use/week to a very limited number of people that are members of an organized sports

team.

Including such restricted facilities as part of the minimum required park is acres not consistent with
the provisions of the GMP. This is another area where such historic policies need to be updated,
result in disparate impacts for some neighborhoods, and are no longer consistent with the goals and
policies of the proposed GP. -

Public Safety/Police and Fire Service

The EIR states “The city’s Fire service standard established by the Citywide Facilities and
Improvement Plan requires no more than 1,500 dwelling units be outside of a 5 —minute response
time. “There is no specific standard for police services and per the EIR “neither department uses
staffing standards to determine quality of service.” (EIR at 3.11-22. ) GP Policies 6-P.27-35 includes
the policies related to police, fire, and emergency services. The EIR concludes there is a less than
significant impact because staffing will be adjusted to meet the demand, new building standards will
reduce the risk and the identified policies will mitigate any potential impacts.

However the EIR fails to evaluate compliance with the single numeric standard required in the GMP-
no more than 1,500 dwelling units outside the 5- minute response time. The EIR has failed to
demonstrate that either under existing or future population levels that this standard will be met. Ina
recent EIR for the Quarry Creek project it was stated that project would be outside the 5 minute
response time and therefore construction of the relocated fire station to Robertson Ranch will be

triggered by that development.

Furthermore the EIR has failed to consider the impact of the Mobility Element roadway changes that
are allowing traffic failure conditions on several roads during peak hours (GP 3-19). In addition
numerous roads that will not be at failure conditions will still experience increasing congestion.
Please explain how response times will still be met for emergency personnel when College Blvd is in
traffic failure and gridlock. The failing traffic will certainly adversely impact these response times.
There will also be impacts from failing traffic conditions in adjacent cities. For example the traffic
analysis for the Quarry Creek project found traffic failures along sections of College Blvd in Oceanside
that are required to be used to reach homes in that Carlsbad development. These kinds of traffic
issues will all impact response times in Cartsbad. Please correct the analysis of response times to
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account for all such changing traffic conditions.

Furthermore the City of Carlsbad has extensive fire response provided by adjacent cities under the
existing border drop agreements. Please identify historical patterns of the impact of these border
drop agreements and what assurances there are that such support from adjacent cities will continue.
Putting a policy statement like 6-P.32 ”"Coordinate the delivery of fire protection services through
mutual aid agreements with other agencies when appropriate.” How would response times be
impacted if there were not such agreements in place? :

Also the GP and the EIR have not looked at confiicts between provisions for vegetation clearing for
fire prevention/response and habitat protection under the HMP. There are areas like the Ocean Hills
neighborhood of Oceanside that borders on hardline preserve in Carlsbad where development does
not meet current standards and the area is in high severity fire zone. There are older neighborhoods
in Carlsbad that do not have the full fire buffer areas that are standard with new development.

For the recent Quarry Creek project fire service response was based on the average response per
thousand residents in the city of Oceanside. {.92 calls/1,000 residents or .92 x 1541 = 141 calls/year).
This is a Carlsbad project so Carlsbad numbers should be used to assess the service demand. What
is the Carlsbad data for number of fire response calls/1000 residents?

The fire service analysis failed to consider the impacts of adding so many residential units in what is
defined as the Wildland/Urban Interface Zone. Recent updates of fire severity zones have classified
homes in areas like this as in the severe hazard area. Such a designation is based on increased risks
for frequency and severity of fire. Local studies by the San Diego Foundation and others conclude
that by 2050 “Wildfires will be more frequent and intense.” (San Diego’s Changing Climate, page 10.)
The fire analysis failed to consider the increasing demand placed on fire service overall because of the
impacts of global warming. They also failed to consider the increased risks of placing so many homes
in what will be rated as a severe hazard zone. The EIR analysis is incompiete and no mitigation has
been provided for these significant impacts.

Climate Change and GHG

P 8-9 Discussion of the impacts of climate change should also note the potential extinction of
numerous plant and animal species {not ail plants and animals can migrate to higher elevations -
where they have any chance of survival.

P 9-11 is one paragraph on Climate Adaptation Planning- yet there really is no such adaptation plan.
The particular threats identified for Carlsbad “ drought, fire and rising sea level “ are not addressed in
the GP or the CAP. Each of these has significant potential adverse impacts which have all been
ignored in the EIR.

One of the major concerns with climate change is the increased frequency and severity of wildfire.
This issue is not addressed in the CAP, EIR or GP. The HMP has provisions for-adaptive management,
but that only addresses the areas covered by the plan, and not numerous other natural open space
areas that are not hardlined preserve but that will still have an indirect impact on what is often
nearby. There is also increasing pressure from homeowners for excessive vegetation clearing which
contributes to impacts of erosion, water gquality degradation, and visual impacts. The city of Carlsbad
does not have one fire safety person assigned to public education about these issues. The result is
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that there are adverse impacts on naturat lands and the watershed that eventually can lead to habitat
type conversion and significant impacts on sensitive resources The GP should provide some certainty
that these threats are being considered and that this will be accounted for in staffing analysis- which
is not the case today.

Note: See separate comments submitted on the CAP.
Sustainability

The discussion of LEED and Build it Green on GP 9-17 and 9-18 is very interesting but it is not carried
forward into any policy or action in the GP or CAP. Please consider adding policy that would provide
incentives to actually use these programs.

No discussion of waste reduction/recycling. Other cities like Oceanside have zero waste goals. To our
knowledge Carlshad has no such goal. Sustainability programs usually include recognition of the
importance of reducing the amount of waste created and recycling as much waste as possible.
Residential, commerciat and public facitities should all be integrated into a comprehensive program.
This should result in review of current waste contracts and consideration of how these might be
restructured over time to reduce the volume of waste and the amount of it that get recycled. The
city is starting a program to replace old trash cans at the beach with new ones that include separate
container for cans/bottles. This should be standard for all public facilities.

9-P.11 Think you stated this backwards- don’t’ you really want maximum tree canopy coverage-and
minimum asphalt and paving coverage?. The Landscaping Manual needs to be updated to reflect
new approaches to Urban Tree Canopy , maximizing use of southern Cafifornia native plants and to
tie in more specifically with other policies such as fire related brush clearing, pfant selection, and
water conservation.

9-P.16 This policy seems to artificially restrict food growing to back yards. There are lots of
opportunities to use front yards that can also be integrated with landscaping programs and still
result in visually attractive spaces. The policy should allow more flexibility as many backyards may
not be suitable for food growing where front yards would be. There are also common areas for
HOA's that should be considered for inctusion.

Arts, History, Culture and Aesthetics

There are a number of policies in the existing General Plan that seem to have been dropped from this
update. Our concern is that eliminating these policies could havé adverse impacts that have not been
identified in the EIR. Please clarify if each of these has been eliminated and if so include some
discussion of potential impacts. Number reference is to existing GP.

“C.5 Combine historically significant sites with recreational learning opportunities, where possible.”

“C.7 Utilize community parks in support of historical and cultural programs and facilities ...”

" C.8 Coordinate the efforts of the Historic Preservation Commission on the sighting and care of
historic ruins within parks.”

VY
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» .9 Enhance the availability of special resource and or open space areas and promote awareness of
the educationat opportunities associated with them.”

7 .11 Work cooperatively with the Historic Preservation Commission and Cultural Arts Commission

to effectively sustain and promote awareness of historically and/or culturally significant facilities

and programs.”

Cumulative Impacts

The SANDAG Sustainable Community Strategies in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan {RTP)
(incorporated by reference) includes numerous mitigation measures that have not been brought
forward, or have only partially been addressed in the GP. Table ES-2 in the FEIR Summary of
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the RTP {entire document incorporated by
reference) details what is expected of member agencies to include in their related plans. Impacts and
Mitigation Measures are identified for horizon years 2020, 2035, and 2050. All such measures for
horizon years 2020 and 2035 should have been evaluated in the EIR for this Carlsbad GP in order to
determine consistency with the regional RTP/SCS. While some of them are at least partially
addressed in the GP policies that are identified as mitigation measures, many are completely absent.
The EIR completely fails to evaluate to what extent the mitigation as proposed is consistent with the
SANDAG RTP/SCS. These mitigation measures where local member agency policy/action is included
in the RTP should have been evaluated include the following( and others not mentioned ) :

Aesthetics
VIS-C add significant natural elements along highway corridors
VIS- D replace and renew landscaping along corridors with road widenings

Agriculture and Forest Resources

AG-A encourage agriculture conservation easements or farmiand mitigation banks

FR-B when offsite mitigation is needed provide it through acquisition and restoration of lands
contiguous with areas of native habitat

Air Quality
AQ- Al incorporate planning and land use measures from the Attorney general’s latest list of example

policies to address climate change
Incorporate AG list of project specific mitigation meastires

AQ-C —evaluate localized project specific localized particulate (PM 10 and PM 2.5)
Assess health risks associated with CO and particulates

Biological resources

BIO-A avoid impacting sensitive vegetatuon communities and provide mitigation as described
BIO-B avoid impacting wetlands

BIO-D limit grading and earth moving activities within the planned transportation footprint

BIO-E acquire and restore land for off site mitigation to maximize biological value

BIO-M conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or
local corridors '

BIO-N provide for continued movement of wildlife during construction

BIO-O limit edge effects of development
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-B adopt a local Climate Action Plan- including list of specific items to include
GJHG- C require Best Available Control Technology during construction and operation of projects

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HM-B consider wildfire risks and incorporate climate change adaptatlon measures into project design

Hydrology and Water Quality
WQ-A develop detailed erosion control mitigation measures tailored to the site and included in the

SWPPP

Noise
-NOI-A implement specific noise reduction features near sensitive receptors
NOI-B incorporate design measures for projects that would generate transportation noise

Public Services, Utilities and Energy
PS-A, US-A, US-B, US- C, US-D, US-E and US-F apply specific mitigation measures to reduce the
impacts of any new or expanded public facilities

Water Supply _
WS-A implement all feasible water conservation measures
WS-B utilize reclaimed water to the greatest extent feasible

Alternatives Analysis

The analysis of impacts is so flawed it is not possible to do a meaningful review of the proposed
alternatives. The following comments are just a few examples of the problems that have been
carried forward to the review of alternatives.

The EIR has not evaluated compliance with project objectives ie does it actually achieve the core
values of the vision ? The analysis of the EIR favors the proposed project and falls to properly identify
key differences between the alternatives.

B15.122]| Per CEQA alternatives are not.defined at the beginning of the project, as was done here. But rather

the environmental review is used to identify significant impacts and then alternatives are developed
to specifically reduce the adverse impacts and assess the relative impacts of each. The EIR identified
two areas with significant impacts that have not been mitigated, traffic and air quality. The
challenge for alternatives analysis is to define an alternative that substantially meets the objectives
while significantly reducing the impacts. The alternatives analysis, simply evaluated the land use

* |alternatives that were defined in an early stage.of the GP development. There is nothing in the EIR

that indicates there was any effort to define an alternative whose objective is to reduce the
sighificant impacts to traffic or air quality.

15-123]|Except for the “No Project “ alternative the others all have very similar amounts of residential,

pre 7]

commercial, industrial and hotel development. Per Table 4.2-4 the maximum populatlon change
between high and low varies by only. 3.5%..

4(|The comparative analysis of air quality impacts has ignored half of the contributing pollutant sources.

v
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The EIR only assesses the VMT or motor vehicle related component of the air quality impacts. Table
3.2-6 identifies five air quality pollutants for which the GP would exceed the threshold. Of those S,
motor vehicle sources constitute less than half of the pollutants for two, ahout % for one and over
half for 2. Area sources are as important as motor vehicles but there is no comparative analysis for
area sources- which represent about % of the problem. Please correct the analys:s to include area

sources.
Conclusions

The EIR has failed to identify numerous adverse impacts, has failed to adequately evaluate or mitigate
those impacts and has not met the basic requirements of an EIR. Numerous issues raised in this
comment letter, the related comment letter on the CAP, and numerous letters submitted by others
fully support our conclusion that this EIR in unacceptable. An amended document must be prepared
that completely and accurately assesses the. adverse impacts associated with this project and
provides reasonable, enforceable mitigation to address them.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to working Wlth you to
address these concerns.

Sincerely,
ey
AW,

Diane Nygaard
On Behalf of Preserve Calavera
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Comparison of Park Acres and future park acres shortfall

Figure of Existing and Proposed Parks Showing Acres Doubled Counted as Open Space
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Carlsbad Avenues — Let’s Talk About Open Space

Summary of Negative Ecological Effects of Roads and Traffic and Other Linear Developments

Smart Growth Concept Map- Site Descriptions Last Updated Jan 27, 2012, p6 and 7(Inciuded with CAP

letter)
Envision Carlsbad Draft Preferred Plan, Excess Dwe[]mg Unit Bank (EDUB) Availability and Demand, .
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Summary of negative ecological effects of roads and traffic and other linear developments
Short Term Effects

- Direct loss of wildlife{road kill) and their habitats

- Immediate habitat fragmentation{loss of feeding, watering or breeding areas)
- Damage and direct loss of soil and flora :

- Increased run-off

- Air and water pollution

- Microclimate changes

Long Term Effects

- Continuing direct loss of wildlife {road kill)

-  Greater habitat loss due to light and noise disturbance extending into undeveloped areas

- Developed road avoidance by wildlife

- Decreased reproductive success

- Population fragmentation possibly leading to interbreeding complications

- Increased dispersal of non-native plants extending into undeveloped area and leading to
further loss of habitat and wildlife

- Further increased run-off, air and water pollution

- Decreased biodiversity '

* |Spellerberg,|.F. 1998. Ecological effects of roads and traffic: a literature review. Global Ecology and
Biography Letters. &:317-333.
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Envision Carlsbad Draft Preferred Plan
Excess Dwelling Unit _Banlc {EDUIB) Availability and Demand

A. EDUB Availability

The Draft Preferred Plan {Plan} proposes increasing allowed residential densities on_various
sites throughout the city, as well as changing the dssignation of some sites from 2 non-
residential use to residential. These changes will require an alfocation from the city’s Excess
Dwelling Unit Bank {EDUB). The Plan, as currently proposed, would utilize 2,812 of the 3,135
available units in the EDUB. Sectlon B, below, provides a sumimary of the number of units
needed from the EDUB for each focus area of the Plan.

in additfon to the Plan, an application for the Quarry Creek Master Plan Is currently being
processed by the city and, if approved, will require an allocation from the EDUB. As currently
proposed, the Quarry Creek Master Plan will need 363 units from the EDUB. Together, the Plan
and Quarry Creek Master Pian will require more units {3,175} than currently available in the
EDUB {3,135). Staff's recommendation on how to address this issue is deseribed beiow, bt
first, the folfowing is a brief description of the EDUB and its purpose.

1. EDUB Description

City Council Policy Statement 43 {Proposition E “Excess Dwelling” Unit Bank) established a
dwelling unit bank concept in order to assure that residential development will not exceed the
city's Growith Management [Proposition E) dwelling unit limitations. The policy also specifies
the types of projects that the city can allocate “excess” units to; such as housing for jower or
moderate income. households, “smart growth” development, mixed use and changing a land
use from non-residential to residential.

As shown in Attachment 5, all of the residential fand use designations have an allowed density
range with 2 mihimum and maximum density, as well as a2 Growth Management Control Point
{GMCP) density. The GMCP density is the density point used to measure compliance with the
Growth Management {Proposition E} dwelling unit [imitations {maximum number of units that
can be built in the city and within each city quadrant], and it is directly linked to the EDUB.
When a residential project develops below the GMCP density, the number of units between the
developed density and the GMCP density are considered unused “excess” dwelling units, which
are then “deposited” into the EDUB. The “excess” units in the EDUB are then available to allow
other residential projecis to develop at a density that exceeds the GMCP density, but subject to
the Proposrtson E dwelling unit limitations.

2. EDUB Balance

On Becember 17, 2002, the City Council voted to reduce the accumulated number of units in
the EDUB to a total of 2,800. Since December 2002, the EDUB balance has grown as a result of
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more residential development occurring below the aliowed GIMCP density than above it. The
EDUB balance, as of May 31, 2012, is 3,135 units.

As mentioned above, the Plan and Quarry Creek Master Plan, as currently proposed, will need
more units (3,175) than currently available (3,135). Although the City Councit has the option to
return sormie of the units removed from the £DUB in 2002 back into the EDUB, it is staffs
objective to present a Plan to the Gity Councll that will not require them to do so.

Consistent with Planning Commission direction, the Quarry Creek Master Plan is keing
pracessed separately from the Plan. However, Quarry Creek is a site that is very important to
implementing adopted programs In the city’s existing Housing Element {2005-2010). Therefore,
it Is iImportant 1o ensure that there are adequate units in the EDUB to implement the adopted
Housing Element program on the Guarry Creek site. The Planning Commission and City Council
will review and make decisions regarding the Quarry Creek Master Plan when the master planis
brought befare the Commission and Council at pubtic hearings. '

Direction regarding the Plan Is the purpose of this report, and therefore, staff is recommending
the foliowing minor adjustments be made to the Plai to ensure the EDUB balance is not
exceeded: '

a. Do not designate the Aviara Resort sité in Focus Arez 10 {Aviara) for medium densfty
residential; rather, leave it as currently designated for Travel Recreation Commercial {TR}.

b. Do not designate the area west of Plaza Camine Real for Mixed Use {MU); rather, leave it as
currently designated for Regional Commercial uses, which alfows for mixed use projects by
right as an option but is not mandatory. This is consistent with Planning Commission
recommendations on other commereial centers throughout the city.

The two changes described above will reduce the number of units needed from the EDUB by
243 units, resulting in a total need of 2,569 units from the EDUB for the Plan, Combined with
the Quarry Creek Master Plan, the total units needed from the EDUB will be 2,932, which are

- 203 units below the 3,135 currently available.
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PARK ACRES : COMMUNITY PARKS and SPECIAL U

EXISTING

Community Parls
Alga Norte
Aviara
Calavera Hills
Hidden Canyon (includes open space}
Holiday Park
Hosp Grove Park :
La Costa Canyon( includes open space}
Laguna Riviera
Leo Carillo Ranch Historic park {includes open space)
Magee House and Park
Pine Ave Park (includes Madison St-parcels)
Poinsettia {includes open space)
Stagecoach :
Sub-total Community Parks

Special Use Areas
Aviara Oaks School Field
Buena Vista School Field
Business Park Rec Racility {Zone 5 Park)
Cadencia P_ark
Calavera Hills Trailhead
Cannon Park
Car Country ‘
Carlsbad High Schogl Tennis Courts
Chase Field
Harding Center
Harold E. Smerdu Community Garden
Hope Elementary School '
Hosp Grove Trailheads {SUA)
lefferson School Field

2-204

A

SE AREAS

QUAD WP#3

SE
SW
NE
NE
NW
NW
SE
NW
SE
NW
NW
SwW
SE

SW
NW
NW
SE

NE

NwW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NE

NW
NW

24.3
16.2
222

27.6
14.8
4.1
27
2.1
7.2
42
28
2215

2.3
4.1

1.9
0.8
11
2.7

2.8
5.5
2.6

321
24.3
17.7

22

27.1
14.7
4.2
27.4
2.1
8.2
41.2
28.5
255.5

4,7
2.5

0.4

1.7

1.7
2.7

1.3

7.6

2.2

32.1

1.5
-0.2

-0.5
-0.1
0.1
0.4

-0.8
0.5
34

-0.3

0.2

-0.1
0.4
-0.2
0.1
0.6

1.3

-2.8
2.1
0.4

D
Less Open
Space

13

8.9

le.6

12.5

S1

E
Net Park
Acres
32.1
24.3
17.7
9
6
27.1
5.8
4.2
10.8
2.1
8.2
28.7
28.5
204.5

4.7
2.5

0.4

1.7

1.7
2.7

13

7.6
2.2
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EXISTING -
Special use Areas cont

Kelly Elementary School

La Costa Heights Elementary

La Costa Helghts Park

La Costa Meadows School/El Fuerte Park

Lagoon Observation Area

Magnolia Elementary School Field

Maxton Brown Park

Monroe St SwWim Complex

Qak Park

Ocean 5t Sculpture Park and Sea Wall

Pio Pico Park

Rotary Park

Senior Center Complex

Skate Park

Valley Jr High Schog| Field
Sub-total Special Use Areas
Grand Total Parks

A Working Paper # 3- data Reported as of 2010

B Draft General Plan- Data reported as of 2013

C Difference in Park Acres between WP # 3 and GP-
D Hard Line preserved Open Space per HMP

E GP acres minus hardlined open space (B - D)

_ FUTURE PARK ACRES

Cannon Lake Park

Business Park {Zone §)

Robertson Ranch

Veteran's Park

Sub-total Future Parks

QUAD

NW
SE

SE

SE

NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NW
NE

NW

QUAD

NW

NW

NE
Citywide

WP#3 GP

2.8

0.7
41
0.9
18
0.2

0.8
0.8
3.3

7.5

60.8
282.3

WP#3 @p

0

3.5
4.7
14

0.9

0.2
19
0.8

3.4
3.4
8.5
68.5
324

6.9
10
13
30

-2.8

3.5
2.7
0.7

-0.1

0.2
1.9
-0.8
0.1
2.4

7.7
41.7

D
Less Open
Space

D
Less Open
Space

S4.1

E
Net Park
Acres

3.5
4.7
14

0.9

0.2
1.9
0.8

3.4
3.4
8.5
68.5
273

E
Net Park
Acres
6.9
10
13
35.8
65.8
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SUMMARY - FUTURE SHORTAGE OF PARK ACRES/QUADRANT

CITY PROJECTED PARK ACRES ACTUAL FUTURE PARK ACRES
A B C D E F G H | J K
EXISTING FUTURE CITYWIDE TOTAL REQ'D DIFF EXISTING FUTURE TOTAL REQ'D DIFF
ADDED ADDED FUTURE FUTURE ' ADDED FUTURE FUTURE

NW 95.4 16.9 225 134.8 113.5 213 95.4 169 . 1123 1135 -1.2
NE 43.5 13 22.5 79 68 11 30.5 13 435 - 68 -24.5
SwW 70.2 22,5 827 86.6 6.1 57.7 537.7 86.6 -28.9
5E 114.9 22.5 137.4 125.4 12 89.4 - 894 125.4 -36

TOTAL 324 29.9 90 443.9 3935 50.4 273 299 302.9 3935 -90.6

A PER GP

B ADDED 6.9 ACRES CANNON LAKE , 10 ZONE 5, 13 ROBERTSON RANCH

C ADDED VETERAN'S PARK AT 22.5 ACRES/QUAD

E AND J - PER GP POP PROJECTION AT 3 ACRES/1,000/QUAD

G DELETES DOUBLE COUNTED OPEN SPACE - 13 ACRES HIDDEN CANYON, 8.9 LA COSTA CANYON, 16.9 LEO CARILLO, 12.5 POINSETTIA
H ADDED 6.9 ACRES CANNON LAKE , 10 ZONE 5, 13 ROBERTSON RANCH

| =G=H

e
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PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
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Green Access - Carlsbad
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¢’ Ciy of Carisbad

- Less than 3 acres parkland per 1000 people and
below $48,706 Median Household Income

Less than 3 acres parkiand par 1000 people and
above $48,706 Median Housahold Income

Maro than 3 acres parkland per 1000 people and
bolow $48,706 Madian Household Income

- More than 3 acres parkland per 1000 people and
above $48 7068 Median Household Income

Py Over state average for people of color
//5 State Average = 53.3%

Demagraphios - Amercan Cammunily Suny [ACS) Syaar Moskgroup sslimates 2005-2010, US Census
Blirsau £onsus Goviatawwwid ata_docurns stalinnigimenary_fie/

ParidGreen Space - Calfornia Protected Areas Database (CPAQ) vi .8 July 2012, Greentnfe Netwdrk calands org
“All parasgoeen space ane ahown, indudng Fomest Service, Bureau of Land WManagment

ahd londs with neirstigied public acooss,

Rased an the original map snd ansiyses by The City Profest and Greeninfa NeMm Auguat 2013,
cltyprajectea seg and graeninfo.org OC BY HE 3A
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r_'::; City of Carlsbad

Park Access:

[~ ] Existing Pari/Green Space*

. Over half-a-mllo fram a park

Population of block groups compared to the San Diego
caunly average for: youth (under 18), of color, in paverty,
and without access to a car

* Exceeds San Olego county average

Below San Diego county average

Within San Diego county average

CONAUE. Jov/RCH W idata_dosumentasenisurmmany fie

and lands with nocrestricted publs sccess, -

raphics - Arwrican Communiy Survey (ACS jﬁs'rear biockgroup estmates 2008-2010, US Cansus Bunau
;

Park/Qraen Space - Cadfornin Protactad Asses Databass (CPAD) v 1.8 July 2042, Greaninfo Nebtwork ealenda.org
“AR parksgreen space ame showd, including Foma st Service, Buresu of Land Menagment

Based on the otigine map s analysaes by The City Project and Grewninfo Network, August 2013,
chyprojectcaorg stid greeninfo.org CC BY NC 5A
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OPEN SPACE
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d Y
rior to 1986, the Carlshad General Plan ¢reated in the 1950s
directed that 25% of the city would be preserved as open The Open Space Standard of the Growth
space in protection of environmentally significant land and Management Plan provides that “Fifteen percent
Se?s't"_’e ?;ggai-h Under th'z Emeth Ma“age”‘se']t Plan ﬂgl;mz%dolby of the total land area in the zone exclusive of
voters in , the amount of open space was increased to 40%. . . ~
This additional 15% was mandated to be set aside in fulfilment of — &«e— envlrﬂnmentalht constrained non-developable land
aesthetic and quality-of-life concerns. Thanks to the subsequent must be set _as'de for permanen_t open space and
efforts of a citizens’ committee and City Council action taken upon must be available concurrent with development.”
the committee’s recommendations, open space in Carlsbad will be
preserved in perpetuity. .
. oy

An open question

When you think of open space, what comes to mind? A serene
wooded walking trail inviting quiet contemplation? A wetland teeming
with infant and adult members of endangered species? A ballfield? A
park picnic bench? A lonesome canyon? A mountain bike path? Scenic
greenbelts? Manicured golf courses? Nature centers? The beach?

All these places and more are considered open space. The term
refers to land that is specifically designated and set aside for:

1) preservation of natural resources; 2) managed production of resources;
3) programmed and unprogrammed outdoor recreation; 4) aesthetic,
cultural and educational purposes; and 4) public health and safety.

In Carisbad, open space is one of 11 public facility/service
"standards” addressed in the Growth Management Plan. It identifies —
in each of the 25 development zones located throughout the city — the
15% of open space to be set aside in addition to the 25% originally
mandated in the General Plan.

EXISTING AND FUTURE OPEN SPACGE
Total Open Space at Buildout: 9,899 Acres

onginch oous G000 fest

Gurrently, open space tolals 7,086 acres. Eventually, 2,813 acres will be
added to reach the total acreage of 9,899 acres.

V

A story of citizen involvement and City Council action

If a municipal planner could start from scratch to design a city,
open space would be the first and guiding principle. Usually, by the time
a city is incorporated and planning begins, a sizable population of people
and buildings already exists, making the process of securing open space
much more cumnbersome and far less ideal unless land acquisition is
used as a means of obtaining additional acreage.

In the mid-1980s, Carlsbad found itself in a favorable position of
being able to address the issue of apen space when the city was
approximately only one-third built out. Here is a look at the Council- and
citizen-driven history of open space in Carlshad.

Before Growth Management ...

A Carlshad ordinance protected environmentally significant/
sensitive areas from development. These areas, which comprised 25%
of the total 23,000 acres (42.18 square miles) of the city, included the
three lagoons (all of Agua Hedionda and the Carlsbad portions of Buena
Vista and Batiquitos), the six-plus miles of beach, and other non-
developable land including bluffs and canyons.

With Growth Management ...

Open space was recognized as a priority, with 15% non-
environmentally-significant areas dispersed throughout the ¢ity added
for a total of 40% of Carlsbad.

Affer Growth Management ...

Concerned citizens re-opened the open space issue to ensure
that the concept and the land set aside could never be rescinded. The
unfolding of this story, which changed the landscape of our community
and put Carlshad at the forefront of environmental stewardship,
continues on the other side of this publication.

In a 2000 Recreation Department survey of 4,000 residents,
“Access to Open Space” topped the list of

important commuanily benefits.
[ m— ]

faWla Y Wal
[4ar4nnv)

Informed Involvement Is Our Goal.

AVENUES publications are created by the City of Carlsbad to communigate why things are the way they are today ... and to explain how you can help direct their progress in the future.
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The 15/15 soiution

Fifteen members of a “Citizens’ Committee for Review of
Carlsbad’s Open Space Plan and Programs” are to be thanked for
ensuring the enduring preservation of the additional 15% open space set
aside in the Growth Management Plan. Many of these committee
members, who were appointed by the City Council with an eye toward
bringing in people with diverse and in some cases extremely strong
points of view, continued their service 1o the city. Two became Council
members in later years, others volunteered on City boards/commissions
and many have remained active in the community.

¢ The committee met regularly from 1988-84.

* Although they diverged on some issues, no-growth, slow-growth and
pro-growth advocates all agreed the City needed to do a better job of
handling open space.

= The City Councll tasked the committee with the responsibility of
prioritizing the additional 15% of open space acreage; recommending
how best to utilize it and lock it in-for future generations to enjoy.

THE STARTING POINT - December 1988

“The commitiee concluded that ... there is no cohesive poficy
nar any plan setting forth open space goals and quiding
acquisitions, protection, maintenance and funding. To remedy
these perceived deficiencies, the commitice agreed, generally
unanimously and always overwhelmingly, on open space
policies to enfiance the beauty of the city and quality of iife of
its citizens, both for the near future and loaking ahead to
. buildout”

Report of the Gitizens' Committee to Save Open Space

The commitiee’s pian was far ahead of its time

* The 15 committed citizens meticulously reviewed the city’s 25
development zones, mapping out open space priorities within each.

« Creatures of both human and “critter” varieties received attention.

+ Wanting the plan to equal or exceed the best open space/
environmental programs in existence, the committee and Carlsbad
staff researched programs in Laguna Beach, Newport Beach, Santa
Barbara, Santa Cruz and other cities known for their aesthetic
environments.

¢ One far-reaching committee focus was on wildlife and habitat
preservation — this was a decade before that issue would receive
wide attention at the regional level! By the time San Diego County
began conceptualizing a countywide habitat management program in
the 1990s, Carisbad had already begun its efforts.

+ Anather leading-edge committee creation was the initiation of a trail
plan, which is continuing at an energetic pace today.

Opon space abounds at and around Agua Hedionda.

The plan was firm, but flexible

= Cognizant that things can change and evolve over the years, the
committee recommended & plan that offered flexibility within rigid
constraints.

The plan — which became a legal, abiding City ordinance —
mandated that once a land portion is designated as open space, that
designation cannot be removed {or the land used for other purposes)
unless all of the following provisions are met: 1) an equal or greater
area is substituted; 2) the proposed substitution is of equal or greater
environmental quality; and 3) the proposed open space adjustment is
contiguous or within close proximity to the original area within that
development zone. .

AN ENDING AND A NEW BEGINNING - July/August 1989

On July 17, as stated in the minutes of the committee’s last
meeting, “Motion was duly made, seconded and unanimously
carried to approve oral presentation of the final report to the
City Gouncil,” The recommendalions were enthusiasticalfy
received by the City Council and became part of the Open
Space Amendment to the General Plan approved in 1994,

Further infnrmation and invoivement ‘ .

(f yeu weu!d Ifke further mfarmaﬂen on open spaee and related teprcs, et

'we ihvite you to ] . e

* Contact the Plannlng Department at 602 460 A L

. Rewew a cupy of the Gruwth Management art. availal at both Li réhe_s_ s
andattheFaradayCenter Tt = T

» Check: out the C|tys iwebsite at www carisbad ca.Ll L

. Call 434 2808 to 51gn up for the Carlsbad‘mtlzens cademy S -

If yeu [ Id fike to observe and/or pertrcrpate i the plannmg process,

‘we mwte yau T :

- Aftend a Planmng Commlssmn meetlng, generally held an the ﬁrst and thlrd

* Wednesdays of. each month at 6 pm in. the Cuuncﬂ Chamhers 1200 Carlsbad

- Village Drive. -

s Attend & Parks and Recreatlon Commlsswn meetlng, general]y held on the

. third Monday at 5:30 pm in the Council Chambers. -

f Learn about applymg for membershlp on these or other volunteer edvlsory

o .hoards andi commlssmns by calling the Clty Clerk at 434- 2808.

% Attend a regularly scheduled.City Coungil meeting, generally’ held on-
Tuesdays at 6 pm.in the Council Chambers.

. 'CaI] 434-2820 10 gonfirm above dates and t!mes and to get mare mformat:on

_ on how’ you can help direct the avenues ef yuur c1tys pohmes and programs

2-211
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RECEIVED

JUN 192014

CITY OF CARLSBAD
PLANNING DIVISION

, 'Preserve Ca]avera
__;M&m Uu:ga Coumv

June 19, 2014

Jennifer Jesser

City of Carlsbad

Hand delivered to:

1635 Faraday, Carlsbad, CA

Subject: Comments on Draft Climate Action Plan
Dear Ms. Jesser:

Preserve Calavera is a grassroots organization whose goal is to preserve, protect and enhance the natural
resources of coastal North County. We are pleased to see that the City of Carlsbad is moving forward with a
Climate Action Plan (CAP).

The CAP includes many new actions to reduce Green House Gases (GHG). While these are important steps in
the right direction, we do not think the CAP has set a high enough standard for GHG reductions, has not included
sufficient actions to reduce GHG, and has an inadeguate monitering program to assure that the targeted
reductions are even achieved.

In comparing CAP actions with others that have been implemented there are also many measures that could be
included that would result in substantial additional GHG reductions at a relatively low cost. Making this
investment now will substantially reduce cumulative impacts. It will contribute to the health of Carlsbad residents,
provide a sustainable local economy and equally important- it will reduce the future costs to residents and
businesses.

The following are our specific comments on the draft CAP:
. GHG Reduction target fails to meet state standards

The identified reduction is insufficient to meet the minimum required by Governor's Executive order S-3-05 and
the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. These are identified as a 15% reduction from 2005 baseline by 2020
and a 49% reduction by 2035. The draft CAP has failed to demonstrate how it will actually achieve these
reductions. The fallowing explains several errors in assumptions/computations that have resulted in the false
conclusion that the CAP will meet these standards.

A. Assumed State and federal reductions may not be achieved

The CAP assumes substantial reductions from state and federal actions as shown on tables 3-6, 3-8, 39, 3-10,
and 3-11. However there are a great number of assumptions included in the calculation for these reductions that
may not all be achieved within this time frame. For example, the fact that manufacturers are required to produce
more efficient passenger cars does not mean that people will replace older vehicles with more efficient ones as
fast as projected- or that drivers will reduce their miles traveled. These projections are based on gross analysis
across diverse populations. There has been no consideration of the unique demographics of Carlsbad and how
these might impact the projected reductions. For example rising gasoline prices generally will result in reduced
driving, but the amount of such reductions are less for higher income households because they have more
discretionary income that can be used to offset price increases without reducing VMT. The median household
income in Carlsbad is well above the county average so higher gas prices would be less of a factor in Carlsbad
than it would be in other areas.

5020 Nighthawk Way Oceanside, CA 92056
www. preservecalavera.org
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B. The GHG reduction target is not assured of reaching compliance with guidelines

The CAP concludes (p3-25) that “the emissions targets are met in the year 2020 ... by about 63,000 MTCO2E.” 1t
further concludes the “emissions gap in the year 2035 of about 134,000 MTCO2E” is met through the identified
action plan with its projected reduction of 185,919 MTCOZ2E. (CAP p 4-23) :

These numbers appear to provide for a reasonable margin of error in the projections, however, there are so many
errors throughout in the assumed amount of reductions that will be achieved, cumulative impacts, and timing that
these projections are completely invalid and unreliable.

The following will highlight 2 number of these:

Underestimated emissions from industrial/commercial section

Attachment A summarizes electricity and natural gas related GHG emission for the commercial and
industrial sectors. The text on page 3-5 describes the projected increase for these sectors based on
the growth included in the GP as 1.1% per year and .8 % per year respectively. However the actual
forecast shown on Table 3-4 shows a substantial reduction in emissions for these sectors not the
increase that is described in the text. Presumably this growth would then be offset by the RPS
reductions. However the reductions identified as 33% of the electricity usage are not high enough to
offset the increases so there remains a net increase- not a reduction.  In addition the factor used for
the growth projection- number of jobs- seems to underestimate growth substantially. Using square
feet of building for industrial/commercial and number of hotel rooms for hotels would result in a much
higher increase. The amount of electricity and natural gas used would seem to be much more closely
associated with the building size than the number of employees. Using building size as the measure
the commerciall industrial would increase by 37% - not the 30% used for commercial and 21% used
for industrial. Hotel rooms increase by 65%- not the 30% used for the commercial category that hotel
growth is included in.

Unrealistic time frame to achieve results

Achieving measurable improvement from many of the action items will take years. Climate action
research demonstrates the critical importance of achieving reduction as early as possible to change
the trajectory of growth of GHG. The plan should include more actions and identify several key ones
that will start immediately so there is a much higher probability that the projected reductions can
actually be achieved.

Exclusion of airport and airport expansion

It appears that all GHG related to the operation of the Palomar Airport have been excluded from the
community inventory. We understand why airport expansion would not be included at this time as no
formal project has completed environmental review. However the existing operation contributes
substantial GHG. Presumably vehicle trips to and from the airport are included in the VMT
calculations. But similar to VMT should not some factor be used to identify the airplane fuel impacts
on GHG? Please clarify exactly what has been included to address the full range of GHG impacts
from the airport, and what CAP inventory and action plan has accounted for all of this associated
GHG. If Carlsbad has not included its proportionate share please provide a full justification for such
exclusion.

Basis for VMT calculations

All of the other CAP’s that we have reviewed in San Diego have used SANDAG travel data models to
determine VMT. This CAP uses the Caltrans HPMS (Highway Performance Monitoring System)
“which provides a citywide daily VMT for ali local roadways except federal and state highways.” (CAP
App B page 5 of 10} All other CAP’s have found that the transportation sector is the largest source of
GHG. This CAP does not have transportation as the largest source because of manipulation of data
between two different models and by excluding the VMT for pass through trips which no one else has
done. While we certainly have issues with the accuracy of the SANDAG travel model it is curious
that Carlsbad is the only agency to use something different. Please provide a comparison of VMT for
the SANDAG travel model and the HMPS and explain why the HMPS was selected. SANDAG has
gone to great lengths to calibrate the models it uses. We know of no such comparable effort by
Caltrans to adjust their standard models to reflect unigue local conditions for an individual city.
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We understand the city’s rationale for excluding pass through trips. But by so doing a substantial
number of trips will not get counted in any CAP in the region. This will result in underreporting
regional GHG and consequently over reporting the emission reductions.  Such an exclusion should
only be allowed if it is combined with some conditions from SANDAG assuring that all VMT for the
region is being accounted for in an adopted CAP. Without such a condition the reduction of VMT only
benefits Carlsbad at the expense of the rest of the region.

It is also noted that Appendix B says the HMPS is used for VMT. However, the CAP on p 2-4 says *
“Transportation emissions are based on vehicle miles traveted (VMT) for vehicles and off-road
equipment. GIS-based VMT data from SANDAG for all roadways was used.” So exactly what was

used as the basis for VMT?

C Not in compliance with SANDAG Regional GHG Reduction White Paper or Sustainable Communities
Strategy ] :

SANDAG has been working on a regional strategy to reduce GHG for many years. Many of these concepts were
included in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and related Sustainable Community Strategy. More recentiy
SANDAG published San Diego Forward-The Draft Regional Plan, Draft Climate Action Change Mitigation and
Adaptation White Paper. (Incorporated by reference) This white paper lays a foundation for regional actions to
reduce GHG and includes a number of specific actions for local government. Our review finds that many of these
recommended actions are absent from the Carlsbad CAP, and many others are only paertialliy addressed. We
recognize that this is a draft paper- but it has been part of a regional planning process that Carlsbad has been
participating in for years- and that Carlsbad will be expected to comply with. The draft CAP needs to be modified
to include a new action to revise their CAP to be consistent with the SANDAG recommendations for local '
government at such time as this regional plan is adopted. Failure to include such a conditions in this CAP will
potentially result in future conflicts between the Regional CAP and the City of Carlsbad’s local CAP.

In addition, many of these missing or only partially addressed actions would be reasonable mitigation for the
failing traffic conditions ( road segments below a LOS D) that are included in the draft General Plan. Simply
saying these roads will be allowed to fail ignores how this traffic congestion contributes to GHG.

The SANDAG White Paper included the following reasonable actions as well as others that have not been
addressed in the Carlsbad CAP: Failure to include these results in inconsistencies between the Carlsbad CAP
and the Regional Plan. Furthmore the failure to include the mittigation measures of the SCS resuits in a land use
inconsistency between the CAP and the RTP/SCS that has not been identified or addressed in the EIR..

ltems in SANDAG White Paper Not Included in Carisbad CAP

- Establish car share and bike share programs

- Convert city fleet to altemnative fuels

. Preserve urban forestand tree planting

- Support modernization of the power grid

- Promote use of low flow and effificent appliances

- Adopt a water rate structure that supports conservation

- Promote water conserving landscaping and turf conversion
- Require waste hauler to reduce their GHG

Only Partially Addressed in Carlsbad CAP

Improve traffic flow and reduce idling
- Revise zoning to support Smart growth
Develop incentives to reduce parking in mixed use, TOD, smart growth and affordable housing projects

Establish requirements for energy efficiency of public facilities

D Baseline Assumption of GP Reductions Not Substantiated

1. Transportation Sector .

The CAP details assumed GHG reductions from state and federal actions and from the action measures )
identified in Chapter 4. However achieving the target reduction requires assuming that the basic General Plan ,
excluding the action measures in Chapter 4 achieves substantial GHG reductions for which there is no real

2-214
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explanation. Excluding the Pavley fuel economy standards there is still a projected emissions reduction of 14 %
in 5 years { 705,744 minus (565,873 plus 40,354). Assuming that % of the 7,880 housing units included in the
2035 GP are built in the next 5 years, results in 1,970 new housing units or an increase of about 4.5% over the
existing number. Even if 100% of the new units meet all of the criteria for smart growth, and are located where
complete alternative transportation options are fully in place it requires a whole lot of other things fo happen to
achieve a 14% reduction in & years. |f appears that this change in the baseline is what occurs with using a
complex computer model that has not been calibrated to its specific application.

This projected reduction is a huge leap of faith that requires an explanation that makes sense- not just that the
model cranked out this number. How is it possible for the General Plan (a plan, not even real projects) to achieve
such a reduction?

Table 1
Summary of GHG Emission Reductions
2011 2020 2035
General Plan land use and circulation system (1) 705744 | 565873 589837
Forecast Reductions
State and federal actions {2)
Low carbon Fuel 20545 14806
Title 24 1836 3582
Rising Gasoline Prices 12201 71316
RPS Standard 48962 36160
Additional General Plan policies and Actions (3) 185919
Total GHG emission reductions 83544 296977
Net Forecast Emissions 705744 { 482328 |. 292860

B16-13

B16-14

(1)CAP Table 2-6 for 2011, Table 3-12 for 2020 and 2035
(2) CAP Table 3-12
(3) CAP Table 4-1

Also note that the 2020 and 2035 emission results shown above are higher than the forecast community
reductions shown on CAP Table 4-3. Please explain how using the phased in linear reductions is appropriate
here when all of the prior tables identified a specific reduction by 2020 and 2035.

2. Commercial/ Industrial Sector

Table 3-6 identifies a reduction of 36,160 in 2035 emissions from the Renewal Portfolio Standards (RPS). It
would seem that this reduction would apply to both the residential and the commercial/industrial sectors but no
explanation could be found for how this was allocated. Furthermore the amount of reduction in the baseline for
the Commercial/industrial sector is even greater than if 100% of this reduction was allocated to the
Commercialfindustrial sector. Per Table 3-4 the community forecast for 2035 for combined Commercial/industrial
is 184,227. ( 148,978 + 35,249) This is a reduction of 40,733 from 2011- greater than if 100% of the RPS were
allocated to this sector. This also does not account for the 37% growth in commercial/industrial square feet
added with the GP. No explanation has been provided for this reduction in the baseline- other than that this is
somehow what came out of the EPCI mitigation calculator

E. Errors/Omissions in Proposed Measures to Reduce GHG

1. Title 24 Building Standards and CALGreen
CAP p 1-8 states the most recent standards include Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels “which are designed to exceed
energy efficiency and other standards by 15% or 30%.” Table 3-10 on page 3-14 identifies the projected
reductions associated with these improvements but does not indicate what percentage of improvement was

assumed. Please clarify whether Tier 1 or 2 was used and what will be done to assure the target level is fully
achieved beginning in 2014 as seems to be assumed.
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2. Solid Waste

The CAP at page 2-4 and 2-5 says the closed Palomar Airport Landfill is the only source for methane emissions
from landfills and it is unlikely to have changed since 2005. We have received reports from several persons that
this closed landfill continues to release methane at much higher levels than have been reported. They report that
homes in the area have had concrete slabs raised because of the volume of such reteases. Please clarify
exactly what has been done to contain the methane from this landfill and what monitoring is still done to assure
these are within safe levels and have been accurately accounted for in the CAP.

3. Employee commute

Appendix B part 2 on Government Operations page 2 of 10 says employee commute impaicts are “Scope 3
emissions that “are not part of the government operations emissions inventory as they are indirectly caused by
the city, but this memo reports on their impact.” Page 10 of 10 describes their impact in 2011 as 2,567 metric
tons of CO2E. Comparing this impact to all others from government operations as shown on Table 8 employee
commute would be the # 2 ranked source of GHG emissions, ranking even higher than the entire fleet operated
by the city. Most CAP's include employee commute improvements in their CAP action plans as this is one way
the city can both lead by example and learn about what really works to change mode choice. This is another
example of how this CAP has split hairs to use every possible manipulation to underreport emissions and over
report reductions.

The Appendix says an employee commute survey was done in 2009. Please provide that survey, show how the
employee commute pattem compares to the overall commute pattern in the city and then reconsider the decision
to exclude employee commute VMT. That is not something a world class city would do. Furthermore it is
questionable how one can say employee commute VMT is only indirectly caused/controlled by the city therefor it
is excluded while all other resident VMT is fully included in the community inventory. How do you cause or control
resident behavior more than you cause/control employee behavior?

4. Bikeway Improvements

The quantification of bikeway improvement emission reductions cannot just be tied to policy measures- policy
does not reduce VMT. Construction of the bike lanes/miles is the basis for the reduction and should be used as
the basis to monitor progress. This should be restated as an action to build/implement a specified length of
bikeway improvements within each 5 year time period. There is some lag time between construction of the
improvement and the actual achievement of the projected emission reduction. Therefor there should be a specific
target for miles constructed by a specified point in time prior to 2020 and further construction by a time period
prior to 2035. In addition, many places have found that just building improvements, without combining that with &
coordinated program to inform the community, provide safety training and educate drivers has much lower rates
of bicycle use. The action needs to include a more comprehensive approach than just building x miles of bike
lanes. Furthermore there are issues with permitting/ regulatory agencies over some of the proposed
improvements which can add significantly to the time period for their approval and in extreme cases create a
barrier to their construction. There needs to be additional improvements identified so they can be implemented if
some that are on the list cannot be built as scheduled. -

5. Pedestrian improvements and other travel mode split assumptions

No baseline mode split data was provided in the CAP- in spite of this being critical to evaluate the accuracy and
reliability of all of the computations related to VMT and mode split changes and therefore most of the projected
reductions in GHG from the transportation sector. The CAP assumes that a significant number of the trips that
are now made by auto will shift to other modes of transportation. The percentage of trips allocated to each mode
is defined as the mode split. Since non-auto modes generate substantially less GHG than autos the shift of trips
away from autos is what achieves the reduction in GHG.

The CAP projects a 1% shift from cars to walking based on guidelines from the Transportation Emission
Guidebook. This amount of mode split change has commonly been used in CAP's. Buta 1% reduction in VMT is
actually a huge increase in the number of people substituting walking for driving/riding in an auto. We find no
documentation of any other jurisdiction doubling their pedestrian mode split based on the kind of general
improvements included in this CAP. Furthermore, many of the identified improvements have substantial barriers
to their implementation and there is very little likelihood they could be achieved by 2020. (For example additional
crossings of Interstate 5 and the railroad which require approval by both Caltrans and the railroad and best case
would not be accomplished until the widening of I-5 which will occur much later than 2020). The CAP needs to
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specifically identify what the current mode split actually is and provide some rationale for the assumption that this
can be doubled in 5 years.

Two sources of mode split data were reviewed. The SANDAG 2006 San Diego Household Travel Study is
divided into MSA rather than city. Carlsbad is included within the North County West MSA. This study evaluates
total weekday trips and found 89.1% by vehicle, 2.6% on public transit, 7.7 % non-motorized and .6% other. The
U.S. Census Bureau has mode share by jurisdiction for work trips only. (Table S0801 — 2005 American
Community Survey- see Att.) Table 2 shows Carlsbad’s mode split for work trips.

The 28% reduction in carftruck/ van mode share might seem plausible in 23 years. But this requires over a 500%
increase in the use of alternative transportation — a rate of increase that is not supported by data from any other
source, and ceriainly not by the policy changes and minimal action items related to the transportation sector that
are included in the GP and CAP. '

Table 2
Carlsbad Mode Split for Work Trips Existing and Proposed
Mode % Per 2012 | Adjusted | CAP % | % Change | % in | % Change
Census Mode Mode by 2020 2035 | From 2012
{1) Split (2) | Split To 2035
: Change (4)
Carftruck/van 86 95 68% | -28%
Public Transit 2.1 2.3
Walk 1 1.2 1% 83%
Bicycle 7 .8
Taxi/motorfother 7 .8
Worked at Home 9.5
Sub Total Alt Transportation (3) 5.1 32 % | 527%(4)
Total 100 %
| 100.1% | ]

(1)S0802 2012 Community Characteristics-American Community Survey

(2) Eliminates Work at home as zero VMT, reallocated remaining to total 100%
(3) Total of transit, walk, bike

(4) Difference in mode split 2012 to 2035/2012 base

6. Transit

Per the TBS, the transit baseline mode share is 2.6 % of work trips. Per the census it is 2.1% for all trips. Table
3-12 Community Forecast discussed above presumably includes some assumptions about mode split and how
the General Plan land use and roadway changes will impact this. But again it is not possible to evaluate the
validity of these assumptions that are built in fo this projected emissions reduction.

Furthermore the city of Vista CAP adopted in 2013 assumed a 57% increase in transit ridership to 5.5% by 2020.
This was primarily associated with the RTP plan for double tracking and service frequency improvements on the
Sprinter which of course would not apply to Carlsbad. The CAP discussion of Transportation Improvements lists
a number of potential transit improvements in Carlsbad, but with no time frame, and with no quantification of the
number of riders served or how this will change as a result of the improvements. Furthermore there is a huge
caveat that "Carlsbad’s future transit effectiveness will depend upon major employers assisting with providing
some of the “first milefiast mile” facilities through transportation demand management measures.” (CAP 3-23) In
the later section on TDM it is clear that any mandate just applies to new development { CAP 4-16,16) and we
found nothing that would indicate any intent to require employers to support such programs, even though
achieving the targeted reductions seem to depend upon such a requirement. .

In the TBS transit accounted for only about 1/3 as many work trips as non-motorized transportation, but in the
Census data it accounted for a higher percentage of total trips ( 2.1 %) than Walk and Bike combined {1.7%).
Given the importance of transit in the regional plan it is hard to understand why it is not even discussed in this
CAP. In addition the General Plan adds a new performance standard for Transit Levels of Service (GP page 3-
18) and identifies improvements to the transit system and transit incentives {GP 3-23).

In 2012 NCTD adopted Policy 22 (included in the Att.) This establishes a cost sharing mechanism when service -
increases are requested. Integrating this policy with the CAP and GP is essential fo make sure that new projects
in Carlsbad that require transit service increases/expansion to meet smart growth and/for mode share targets pay
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their fair-share so that such service improvements can actually be funded and implemented. It is not enough to
Just build a bus stop/shelter- there needs to be funding for the actual transit service. '

It appears there is a substantial increase in transit mode share included in the community forecast emission
reductions. The magnitude of this increase is not clearly identified and the CAP actions are not consistent with
the GP which has added a specific performance standard for transit. The CAP needs to be beiter integrated with
the mobility element of the GP- and provide basic assumptions about the existing and assumed mode split with
the fand use and roadway changes that are included in the GP. Furthermore it needs to identify and explain any
assumed changed to transit mode share between 2020 and 2035.

7. Traffic Calming

The GP policies cited include 2-P 51- Carlsbad Blvd- an estimated $ 47 m project which is not desighed and for
which funding is only partially secured , and 3- P 12 and P13- Livable streets and innovative sfreet design for
which no measure has been provided. Since much of the proposed hotel and visitor serving commercial growth
will oceur along Carlsbad Blvd it will be carrying many more trips than exist today. No basis for the 25%
reduction in VMT has been provided. Furthermore it appears that this assumed reduction is likely double counted
within the baseline Community forecast which has already included all of the new policies included in the GP “The
forecast also includes the effect of the General Plan land use and circulation system on transportation emissions
(compact, infill, mixed-use, and transit oriented development, open space protection, new traffic signals, and
roadway extensions.”) (GP 3-7) . Please provide further justification for this or delete the reduction as
duplicative.

8. Parking Facilities and Policies

The discussion of parking strategies included in the GP Mobility Element concludes with the statement “Although
there are additional parking strategies that are available and may become available in the future, most of the
strategies work best in smart growth/mixed use development areas and will be necessary to accomplish the goals
and visions identified in the General Plan and the General Plan Mobility Element.” (CAP 3-21). The discussion of
quantification of the forecast GHG reduction says it is a “conservative estimate “that the “combined effect of these
parking reduction strategies would result in the lower end ..." or 2% of VMT. Since parking strategies are so
closely tied to smart growth development it is unclear how they will achieve such reductions consldering how the
GP implements smart growth. SANDAG has spent a great deal of time providing guidance for Smart Growth
development, preparing the regional Smart Growth Concept Map, and providing incentives to focal jurisdictions for
implementing smart growth projects. The city of Carlsbad proposed 4 Smart Growth sites within the city. These

| include Town Centers at CB-1 Carlsbad Village and CB-2 Plaza Camino Real, and Community Centers at CB-3

Quarry Creek and CB-4 Ponto Beachfront.(See Att. for Smart Growth site descriptions).

Since these smart growth site descriptions were last updated in 2012 two of the four areas {(Quarry Creek and
Plaza Camino Real) have had projects entitled that fail to meet the minimum smart growth thresholds for land use
and transit. In fact both projects will result in traffic congestion that exceeds the performance thresholds. Plaza
Camino Real includes 0 housing units not the 400 included in the description, and neither incorporated the
parking strategies outlined in the CAP. These two projects will add to VMT and GHG emissions- not reduce
them. Of the remaining 2 significant smart growth areas, the Village is just beginning a focused planning effort
and is included as an existing smart growth area that has already implemented many transportation system
improvements. It is unknown at this time what amount of additional development and associated parking
improvements will be planned and how many are even possible to have been built by 2020. Project applications
for Ponto have not even been submitted so any projects in that area are years in the future and an actual GHG
reduction by 2020 is unrealistic. Other major projects are currently under construction at La Costa Town Center
or entitied for La Costa Town Square - neither of which incorporated these new GP parking strategies. Parking
facilities and policies account for almost half of the total GHG reductions from the General Plan policies and
actions shown on Table 3-13. There certainly could be some improvement in VMT from parking strategies by
2035. But there really are no facts provided that support the conclusion for either the total amount of the GHG
reduction or the timing of achieving such a reduction. The GP projects an increase of about 18 % in housing
units, 37% in commercialfindustrial square footage and 65% in hotel rooms. The GP rate of growth is about
.9%/year for housing and .8%/year for commercialfindustrial. At that rate of growth it is not possible to achieve
the projected reductions by 2020.

1. CAP Reduction Measures for 2035

A. Residential Photovoltaic Systems
Please provide the following information so it is possible to verify your computations:
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- Baseline number of existing homes with photovoltaic systems.

It sounds like this is based on projections from the National Renewable Energy Laboratories for the San Diego
region, but no source was provided. Furthermore there should be some basis for determining whether the rate of
solar installations in the city of Carlsbad is consistent with those for the overall region.

- Average household size

Footnote 28 says household size per state electricity use is 2.65 people per household. This is not the number
projected for Carisbad- either current or per 2035. Shouldn’t this number be adjusted for the actual household
size in Carlsbad? :

B. Commercial and City Energy Retrofits

Please clarify how much of the assumed reduction is from City facilities- and if the assumption is the same for city
as for other commercial ie 40% reduction in 30% of commercial square footage.

Is this just commercial or does it include industrial square footage?
C. Commercial and City Commissioning

This sounds like a duplication of Measure F Commercial/ City Facility Efficiency Retrofits- particularly since the
projected reduction is exactly the same and the description of quantification is the same and can't be verified *
“The EPIC mitigation calculator was used to quantify emissions reductions...” Plus both say the amount is a 40%
reduction in 30% of the buildings. If this is completely unduplicated then does it mean 80% of buildings are
achieving a 40% reduction? Since new building are already subject fo energy saving requirements it does not
seem likely that new construction will be able to achieve any substantial reduction that is not already included in
the baseline. If it really is just applied to existing construction (pre-2020) then almost all existing buildings would
have to be participating- and achieve a 40% reduction.

D. Green Building Code

This assumes there will be a further 5% reduction above the basic reduction incorporated in the Green Building
Code. However Measures B and C both apply to new and existing buildings and it is unclear if F and G do also.
So Measure H would have to be in addition to all of those previously mentioned. Please provide further
explanation of possible emission reductions from exceeding the Green Building Code that have not already been
accounted for in one of the other measures.

E. Efficient Lighting standards

Please clarify how much of this assumed reduction is from City facilities, how much residential and how much
commercial. Please also explain how you expect to be able to measure this since it is stated as replacing 50% of
bulbs in city facilities but just “ Promoting the use of LED or energy efficient lamps in other buildings.” (CAP- 4-13)
Based on what are you assuming 75% of current bulbs are currently incandescent or halogen? Most people
started replacing incandescent bulbs years ago. Also please clarify how this item is not duplicative of measures
which would likely include bulb replacement as one of the energy reduction measures in F, G or H.

F. Transportation Demand Management

Your math does not make sense. The text describes a 10% shift in trips by alternative transportation by workers
fromn 22% to 32% which results in an emission reduction of 23,549 MTCO2. This reduction is over 11% of the
total transportation sector emissions (23,549 /210,568 per Table 3-4). The CAP sounds like this measure is
limited to work trips { as the cited Census data Is just for home based trips and the description says trips by
“workers'). Per the 2006 SANDAG Household Travel Study Table T-14 work trips constitute .49 of the 4.05 per
person trip rates/day or just 12% of total trips. The emission reduction should therefore be 12% of total .
transportation sector GHG x 10% for the shift to alternative transportation or 2,567 MTCO2- not 23,549 MTCO2
as shown In the CAP.

I this is limited to work trips your math is way off. If this is not limited to work trips then please explain what it is
based on and show your actual computations so it can be determined if your assumptions are reasonable.
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G. Increased Zero- Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Travel

The CAP assumes a reduction of 54,158 MTCQO2 by increasing ZEV miles traveled to 25% of total VMT.
Presumably this is computed by multiplying total VMT emissions by 25%. But 210,568 total VMT (CAP Table 3-4)
X .25 equals 52,642 naot 54,158 as shown. Furthermore this has failed to account for all of the other projected
reductions in VMT. Table 3 below identifies the percentage of VMT reductions included in the CAP.

Table 3
CAP Projected VMT Per Cent GHG Reductions

' Item Reduction by 2020 Reduction by 2035
Bikeway Improvement 07 07

Pedestrian 1 - 1

Parking 2 2

Transportation{based on transit) | .63 .63

Transportation oemand 11

Management

Tatal Percent reduction in VIMT 3.7 % 4.7 %

Assuming the rest of your assumptions are correct (which we-dispute) , the base GHG emissions from VMT
needs to first be reduced by 30,953 to 179,615 (210, 568 x .147 = 30,953. Then the 25% reduction from ZEV's
is only 44,904 MTCO2 (179,615 x .25 ) —~ not the 54,158 that is shown.

B16-30 H. Citywide Renewable Projects
This measure also sounds like it has been duplicated in Measures B, F, and G, based on what is described in M-
1, M-2 and M-3. However the GHG reduction measure description sounds like something different. Please
provide a consistent definition of what is intended with this that clearly is not duplicated in the other GHG
Reduction Measures.

816-31 . Combined Effects

It is really not possible to determine whether the projected reductions are reasonable based on the information
provided. Table 2-1 quantifies electricity use for residential, commercial and industrial. Table 2-2 summarizes
these by GHG by sector, Table 2-3 summarizes electricity emissions by sector for 2011. Table 2-7 Combines
GHG emissions for electricity and natural gas by sector . But each of the described emission reduction measures
fails to provide breakdown by sector and by electricity /natural gas. Natural gas represents about 47.5% of GHG
emissions for residential sector and 22% for commercialfindustrial. Using the Table 2-7 numbers the projected
reductions appear to represent an additional 11 % reduction above what is already included for baséline
reduction. This does not seem plausible given the 18% increase in residential units, all of the issues previously
discussed and the potential for duplication of projected emission reductions.

Table 4
Projected Residential Reductions

Reduction Measure 2011 Baseline 2035 Baseline 2035 Emission
Emissions Emissions Reduction
A Residential Solar 10,136 = 15% more
homes
than base-
D Efficiency retrofits 1,132
 Green Building Measures 178 5% above base Green
Bldg
1 Efficient Lighting 9,638 (1)
J Residential/Commercial Solar 5,108(1)
water heater
M City wide renewable 2,015 (1)
Total 176,405 163,881 18, 568
v 2-220
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{1) Allocated based on percentage of total represented by sector per Table 2-7. Residential is 44%.
Commercial/Industrial is 56% of the combined total for the two sectors.

Table 5
Summary of Reductions/Commercial/Industrial

| Reduction Measure 2011 Baseline 2035 Baseline 2035 Emission
Emissions Emissions Reduction

B Commercial/Industrial Solar )
13,336 — 15% of
electricity use

< Building Co=generation 4,967 { 6.9 MW)

F Encourage Efficiency 18,377 — 40% reduction
retrofits . : in 30% of sq footage

G Commercial and City 18,377 — 40% reduction
Commissioning in 30% of sq footage

| Efficient Lighting 12,264 (1)

[ M City wide renewable 2,565(1)

J residential/Commercial Solar 6,498(1)
walter heater

B16-32

B16-33

Total 224,960 183,498 (2) 72,484

(1) Allocated based on percentage of total represented by sector per Table 2-7. Residential is 44%.
Commercial/lndustrial is 56% of the combined total for the two sectors.
(2) Per Table 3-4 Community Forecast adding Commercial and Industrial

This represents almost a 40% additional reduction by 2035 above what is already included in the baseline
reduction. This does not seem plausible given the 37% increase in commercialfindustrial square feet, all of the
issues previously discussed and the potential for duplication of projected emission reductions

. Project Review Checklist Threshold Not Adequate

The proposed checklist appears to have simply copied what is being proposed (but not yet adopted) for the City of
San Diego and the County of San Diego. It is premature to assume that these standards will ultimately be
enforced by these jurisdictions.( One has not gone through CEQA review and the other is the subject of a legal
challenge). Furthermore there is no explanation for how relevant this is for Carlsbad. In Carlsbad the majority of
the remaining parcels still to be developed are small. What percentage of the remaining development is
anticipated to even meet the proposed threshold levels? If it is not essentially all of the projects then how can you
assume that all of the projected emission reductions will be achieved if many projects are exempted from
achieving what would be their fair share of such reductions?

The prior analysis has not identified how much of the reductions are coming from new development and how
much from existing. Please clarify how much of the targeted emission reductions are expected to come from new
development and how much of that new development is expected to meet the proposed screening threshold size?
Further explain how this will be integrated with on-going monitoring so that corrective action can be taken early in
the process if the projected emission reduction are not achieved.

V. Inadequate Monitoring Program

The proposed monitoring program is completely inadequate to assure that corrective action can be taken in time
to achieve the emission reduction targets if preliminary results fall short. These should be distinguished for both
the 2020 and 2035 time frames as different actions are critical for each.

2020

The emission reduction targets assume implementation of numerous policies included in the GP. However the
GP does not have a detailed timeline that assures when any of these identified policies will be implemented. Nor
is there any requirement that all of the referenced policies are fully implemented by 2020. Furthermore policy
does not result in an emission reduction- it is the implementation of the policy. For example numerous policies
related to improved connectivity have huge barriers to their implementation, such as Caltrans and/or railway
approval of crossings. Furthermore there is no assurance that the funding needed to implement all of these
policies has been or will be provided as the implementing programs have not even been determined.

v 2-22}0


Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B16-31

Karina
Text Box
B16-32

Karina
Text Box
B16-33


Bl6-33||

B16-34

B16-35

B16-36

Furthermore some, like the Carlsbad Blvd improvements, will require a vote of the residents in order to have a
reasonable financing plan. (At public meetings City staff have said the estimated cost is $ 47m and will require
voter approval for anticipated general fund expenditures of over § 1m.) All of the actions that require funding
need to have at least a concept level funding plan, with reasonable certainty that all of the identified sources are
available prior to 2020. This should follow the model that SANDAG uses for the Regional Transportation Plan.
They develop a complete list of projects and costs, estimate funding sources, and then adopt what is assumed to
be the revenue constrained plan ie one that actually can be built within the time frame and budget provided.

Funding is often the primary barrier to implementation of the kinds of policies and projects included within the
CAP. Throughout the CAP there is mention of potential grant and other funding sources, and areas where it is
assumed the city will provide some level of funding. The CAP cannot mitigate the cumutative impacts of GHG in
the absence of such a timeline and funding plan.

2035

The 2035 actions are “categorized as short term (one to two years), mid-term {iwo to five years), or long-term
{longer than five years} based upon when they will be implemented following adoption of the CAP.” This does
not specify what year the CAP is assumed to be adopted which is critical to achieving the targeted reductions.

This time frame also should trigger key monitoring reports that would show at least for one year, two year and five
year time periods that the target actions have been implemented. For any action that has not been implemented
there should be a corrective action plan and some assessment of the impact on the target reductions. If the
combined total of actions has fallen short then further corrective action must be required.

The process for the city to “assess whether information on GHG inventory or targets is substantially out of date”
is not sufficient to assure target reductions are met. The CAP assumes a straight line reduction in emissions.
The actual reduction is likely to get started later than is assumed, and to take longer to achieve results. The
shortfall may have nothing to do with the inventory being out of date, it might just be poor or inadequate
implementation.

The key is emission reductions. The monitoring program needs to provide a real plan to monitor emissions and
assure that reductions are being achieved consistent with the assumed straight line reduction. Any less reduction
must trigger corrective action designed to make up for the full short fall that has been identified. The CAP
includes no real mandate to fake corrective action, to define what triggers the need for corrective action, orto
specify that anything even needs to be done.

The city should also consider setting up a broad based stakeholder group to help engage the entire community in
the effort to achieve the reductions included in the CAP. This should include business groups, neighborhood
groups, conservation groups and others who have a role in implementation. This will make the CAP a community
plan with everyone involved in achieving its goals, and not just something the city is mandating.

VI No Provisions for Adaptive Management

- The state guidelines and mitigation of cumulative impacts associated with GHG both require some
consideration of adaptive management- ie addressing the risks associated with climate change effect.
The GP identified a number of climate change impacts that would affect Carlsbad including{(CAP 1-5):

- Higher temperatures

- Changes in precipitation

- Increased risk of wildfire

- Agreater number of extremely hot days

- Decline or loss of animal and plant species

- Public health impacts that particularly affect the young, the old, the poor and those who are already sick.

Even with the proposed actions fo reduce GHG femperatures will continue to rise and the effects of this will still be
significant. The CAP and the EIR have ignored these potential impacts.

A. WaterUse

Adaptive management should also include a program to reduce water use and a requirement to use xeriscape
(preferably native plants) and minimal/no potable water for irrigation. Measure M includes water

- |distribution/transport system improvements, but not basic conservation which is one of the best ways to reduce
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the processing and transportation related GHG emissions of water. This is another area where the city can lead
by example- using native plant landscaping for new public facilities would be a great start but there are more
opportunities to expand this every time existing facilities need landscaping work.

B Habitat Protection

The time and money the City has spent on the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) will be wasted if there is no
consideration of the impacts of climate change on the adopted plan. Protection of species and biodiversity needs
to also include consideration of actions to support species adaptation. SANDAG is sponsoring research studies
that will help the region understand what our listed species may need to support adaptation. In some area this
may include providing additional wildlife corridor-links beyond what was originally planned for in the MHCP. In
others we may need to be physically relocating species or creating habitat where it does not now exist. Actions
should include coordination with SANDAG on this issue.

C Wiidland Fires

Preserving accessible bodies of water for wildland fire suppression needs to be considered as part of the overall
response to increased wildland fire risks. Lake Calavera was most recently used as a water source for
suppression of the Poinsettia Fire in May 2014. It has also been used several times in the past.

Vil Additional Measures that Shouid be Consldered.

There are numerous additional measures that should be incorporated into the CAP. These would make up for the
shortfalls in emission reductions likely to occur, provide additional community benefits, and lay a foundation for
further reductions that will likely be required past 2035. These include things like :

A. Urban Tree Canopy

The GP and CAP do not include any recognition of the multiple benefits of trees. Most of the CAP's in So
California include some actions related to tree planting and protecting/enhancing the Urban Tree Canopy. Often
mature trees with large canopies are removed and replaced with a small new tree that takes many years to
produce equivalent shade and equivalent carbon sequestration. Projects with 5:1 replacement of mature trees
as part of required mitigation will not see any real benefits for many years. Furthermore mature trees sequester
much more carbon than small, new trees. Carlshad would benefit from being part of a regional effort to document
the condition of the Urban Tree Canopy, and then institute programs to enhance it. In addition to GHG reductions
through carbon sequestration, such programs have numerous additional benefits such as reducing the urban heat
island effect, increasing pedestrian/bicycle use by providing a more pleasant experience, and improving
community aesthetfics.

B. Green Infrastructure

There is no real program for supporting “green infrastructure.” The city has a habitat conservation
plan, and a requirement for 3 acres of parkland/1,000 residents, but no strategic integration of green
infrastructure in a way that would both reduce GHG and provide secondary benefits like water quality
and recreation. The CAP could be such an integrating document with components that provide
guidance for increased natural open space; greenbelts as part of road planning; daylighting of creeks
and adding natural buffers; providing connections between parks and other green spaces; tree
preservation policies that expand the urban forest, not just preserving a few heritage trees; providing
for locally grown food/protecting agriculture and expanding community gardens, etc.

C. Cost/Benefit Analysis

There needs to be some sense of cost/benefit for mitigation measures- with emphasis on those that
make the greatest contribution to GHG. Of course this is not required as part of CEQA, but it is
required as part of sound public policy and making a reasonable assessment that the identified
improvements actually can be implemented within the time frame specified.
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The transportation sector is the primary contributor. Incentive dollars that reduce impacts from that
sector should be considered as well as those for building retrofits. Coastal communities like Laguna
Beach have adopted “Free trip to work” programs on public transit to reduce congestion in
downtown. Similar programs could be designed to specifically reduce GHG through selective local

] transit subsidies.

D. Penalties/Incentives

] €AP needs to include real incentives/penalties for mode shift change/reduced VMT. The draft HE

shows numerous sites scattered all over the city for increased housing density- but there is no
relationship of those sites to major transit corridors, or the ability of residents to bike/walk to key .

| destinations. Courts have already found that the policies in the SANDAG Sustainable Community

Strategy do not go far enough. To meet the required GHG targets Carlsbad will have to do more.
E. Real Smart Growth development

Building out all of the designated smart growth sites in the city as smart growth { not like Quarry creek)
will still represent a very small percentage of total trips. The key to changing travel patterns is to
address the majority of the city that is already built. The CAP needs to put sufficient emphasis on
growth along public transportation corridors or where there are walkable neighborhoods that reduce
auto trips. There needs to be a clear connection between land use and alternative transportation

and between the CAP and the CIP schedule for actually building bike lanes, trails, safe routes to school,
transit centers, etc. Note that even where public transit has been considered, like the Encinas Creek
apartments, NCTD now says they will not be providing actual service to the bus shelter the city
required to be built. Part of the policy changes needed are to have better standards for CEQA
transportation impact analysis/mitigation. For example the recent traffic study for the mixed use
project at La Costa Village had absolutely no analysis of transit or alternative transportation. Every
traffic study needs to consider multiple ways to reduce traffic impacts- not just more road building. It
is not clear in the GP EIR what will actually be used as the threshold that requires analysis of project
impacts on all modes of transportation, and more importantly how the proposed mitigation will be
applied. ' ' '

F. More Comprehensive water Policy

CAP needs to include more comprehensive water policy- not just allowing use of grey water. Water
conservation and toilet to tap reuse programs need to be increased- far more than was assumed
in Water Master Plan.

G Solid Waste Programs

The city can have a huge impact on this through local ordinances and pricing of sclid waste programs that are
fully controlled by the city. Other cities like Oceanside have a goal of zero waste. Part of achieving that goal is

through composting and reuse of green waste. Carlsbad wastes energy transporting green waste to
land fills. This is a relatively small percentage of GHG, but a good way for individuals to become part of
the solution.

Recycling programs are much more effective when they have clear goals, measurement systems and feedback.
The community needs to get engaged in actions to reduce GHG and recycling is cne of the easiest ways for them
to get involved.

Such a pregram should also include consideration of banning the distribution of single use plastic bags.
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H. Broader support for fow carbon vehicles

The city has put all of their alternative fuel eggs in one basket- ZEV’s. Furthermore they have ncot included the full
range of actions that encourage the use of alternative fuel vehicles. These should include things like parking_
preferences, more than just ZEV fueling stations, reductions in parking requirements for car pool and alternative
fuel related programs, etc.

. Community Education and Outreach

Most CAP's recognize that while community education and outreach do not result in measurable reductions in
GHG, they indirectly support the achievement of all of the actions included in the CAP. There are a number of
organizations that will come and do free public education about what individuals or businesses can do to reduce
climate change.

There is no policy/ measure specifically to address individual behavior. This would strengthen the understanding
that responding to climate change is not just something the city is doing- it will need to involve everyone, A
program should be designed similar to what has been done to increase understanding and actions to protect our
creeks from the effects of polluted run-off. That effort includes surveys to determine knowfedge and
understanding about what individual actions could be taken, what percentage of the population is taking those
actions, and targeting the areas where further education/outreach is needed. This needs to incorporate the broad
range of sustainability actions from energy through recycling. The Berkeley CAP focusses on the following
individual actions: Change commute, unplug appliances, generate less waste, save water and grow your own
food.

J. Locally produced food

The GP gives lip service to the value of local agriculture and food production but none of this has gotten
integrated into policies that will have an impact. Other places have real agricultural protection in place- they buy
land and place agricultural easements on it. Other things that can be done include encouraging the development
of community gardens, not just one/quadrant as is now proposed, but acres of them all over the city; allowing front
yards to be used for food production; supporting the concept of green roofs; loosening restrictions that would
make it harder implement vertical gardening or hydroponics, etc.

Small local food production reduces the GHG from large commercial operations, transportation of food and less
energy and water is consumed by eating lower on the food chain. Measures to support the retention of local
small farms, support for farmer's markets, etc. would be part of this strategy. Water pricing has been a major
factor in loss of agriculture in other areas. There may need to be some more focused study about actions that
might actually preserve local agriculture, particularly food production.

K. Support/Coordination with SANDAG

The City needs to better coordinate its GHG reduction strategies with SANDAG, and all of the member
jurisdictions.. The commitment to do this needs to be included in both the GP and the CAP.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to continue to working with you toward a

CAP that achieves your goals for Carlsbad while still protecting our priceless natural resources.

SiEcerely, W

Diane Nygaard

. On behalf of Preserve Calavera

~ Attachments:

Projected GHG reduction from Commercial Building Energy Saving

S0801 Commuting Characteristics by Sex 2012 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates
NCTD Policy 22

Smart Growth Site Descriptions
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ES ATTACHAMENT A

Projected GHG Reduction from Commerical Building Energy Saving

A B C D E F
Existing 2011(1)  Growth Factor Growth Adj to Forecast RPS Factor RPS adj
Commercial to 2035 (2) 2035 AxB fyr 2035(3) 2035(4) 2035 (5)
Bundied electricity 125,314 ' 339
Bundled natural gas © 37,731 '
Direct access electricity 11,701 ' 33%
Direct access natural gas 3,966
Subtotal 178,712 1.1%/fyr 232,371 148,978 173,556
industrial : '
Bundled electricity 29,329 33%
Bundled natural gas
Direct access electricity 8,765 33%
Direct access natural gas ‘ 8,154
Subtotal 46,248 .8%/yr 55,995 35,249 © 41,693
Combined Ind/Com 224,960

(1) CAP Table 2-2

(2) CAP p 3-5

(3) CAP Table 3-4

(4) CAP Table 3-6

(5) D less 33% of elect
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Arrerican FactFinder - Results

. COMMUTING CHARACTERISTICS BY SEX

20112 American Communify Survey 1-Year Estimates

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's
Population Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estirmates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities

and towns and astimates of housing units for states and counties,

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community

Survey website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample siza and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and rasponse rates) can be found on the American

Cormrunity Survay w ebsite in the Methodology section.

Carisbad city, Califarnia
Total Male Female
Margin of Margin of Margin of
Subject Estimate Error Estimate Error Estimate Error
Workers 16 years and aver 49,436 +H-3528| 26413 +-2779 23,023 Bf-2,298
MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK
Car, truck, or van 86.0% +-3.0 84.4% +H-4.1 87.8% +H-3.8
Drove alone 78.2% H-3.2 78.6% +-4.4 80.1% +H-46
Carpooied T.8% H-2.5 7.8% +/-3.6 T7% H-36
In 2-person carpool 5.3% +H-2.0 3.9% +#-2.3 6.8% +H-3.3
In 3-person carpoot 0.2% +H-0.4 0.5% +-0.8 0.0% 0.7
I 4-or-more person carpool 2.3% +H-1.8 34% +H-3.5 0.9% +H-1.0
Workers per car, truck, or van 1.06 +-0.02 106 +-0.04 1.65 H-0.82
Public transportation {excluding taxicab) Z21% +-1.2 3.1% +H-2.0 0.9% H-08
Walked : 1.0% +#-0.6 0.6% +H-0.6 1.4% +H-1.4
Bicycle 0.7% +-0.6 1.1% +H-1.2 0.3% +-5
Taxicab, motorcycle, or other means 0.7% +-0.5 1.0% +-0.8 0.3% H-0.5
Worked at home 9.5% +/-2.6 9.8% +H-3.4 9.3% +-3.3
PLACE OF WORK
Worked in state of residence 99.2% +-0.6 98.8% +-0.9 99.6% H-G.7
Worked in county of residence SZ.4% +H-2.6 89.4% +-4.6 95.8% +H23
Worked outside county of residence 6.7% +H-2.5 9.4% +H-4.5 3.7% 22
Worked ouiside state of residence 0.8% +H-0.6 1.2% +-0.9 0.4% +-0.7
Living In a place 100.0% +#0.3| 100.0% H-06| 100.0% +H-0.7
Worked in place of residence 30.0% +-4.3 22.0% +H-5.3 39.2% +H-7.2
Worked outside place of residence 70.0% +-4.3 78.0% +H-5.3 60.8% +-7.2
Not Rving in a place 0.0% +-0.3 0.0% +-0.6 0.0% H-Q.7
Living in 12 selected states N N N N N N
Worked in minor civil division of residence N N N N N M
Workad oulside minor civi division of residence N N N N N N
Not living in 12 selected states N N N N N N
‘ hwc:)r:;]:ars 16 vears and over who did not work at 44,725 +.3680 | 23837 +-2970 | 20,888 +-2259
TIVE LEAVING HOME TO GO TO WORK
1200 am te4:59am 4.6% H-19 3.6% +-2.1 5.9% +He34
500amto523am 20% +H-1.4 1.0% +-0.8 3.2% +H.29
530amto5:59am 2.0% +-0.9 34% H-1.6 0.5% +H-0.6
600am to6:20am 11.5% +H-34 16.8% H-5.4 5.5% #H-28
6:30 am to 6:59a.m 10.2% +-3.0 10.6% +-3.8 9.7% H-4.0
7T00amto7:29am 17.0% +H-54 1 9.1%_ +H-6.9 14.7% 5.2
730amio75%am 12.4% +-3.9 8.9% +H-3.3 16.4% +£69
800amto82%am 15.9% +-3.6 15.6% +-5.1 16.1% L H-3.8
2=227

hitp:/factfinder2.census.g ovfacesitablesenvices/jsfipages/productview.ditml ?ipt=table
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American FactFinder - Results

8:30amto 8:58am 5.2% +H-25 5.3% +H-2.6 7.2% H-4.1
9:00 a.m to 11:58 p.m. 18.1% +-3.5 15.7% +H-47 20.7% H-4.8
TRAVEL TIVE TO WORK
Less than 10 minutes 7.9% +H-2.4 4.7% +H-2.3 11.6% -4 F
10 to 14 minutes 14.8% +-3.1 8.1% +-2.9 224% +-5.6
1510 19 minutes 14.0% +-3.1 15.3% +-4.2 12.5% +-4.3
20 to 24 minutes 14.0% +-3.2 16.6% +H-5.4 11.0% +-3.8
25 to 29 minules 7.0% +HA4.0 10.1% +H-7.2 3.5% AT
30 to 34 minules 16.3% +-3.8 17.5% +H-4.7 15.0% +H-586
3510 44 minutes 8.9% +H-27 8.4% +-3.0 9.6% Hh O
45 to 59 mnutes 5.3% +-1.9 52% +H-2.5 53% +#.28
60 or more minutes 11.8% +-3.1 14.1% +H-5.4 9.1% +-4.1
Mean travel time to w ork (rinutes) 304 +-28 334 +-3.9 26.9 +-3.3
VEHICLES AVALABLE
Workers 16 years and over in households 49,404 +-3,530 [ 26402 H-2777| 23,002 +-2,300
No vehicle avaiable 1.1% +H-0.8 1.6% 1.2 0.5% +H-0.6
1 vehicle available 16.7% +H-4.0 11.6% +H-3.7 22.6% +HG.0
2 vehicles avallable 50.2% +#-6.2 52.0% +H-7.3 48.3% H-7.3
3 or more vehicles available 32.0% +-56 34.8% +-7.3 28.7% +H59
PERCENT MPUTED
Means of transportation to w ork 10.0% (X} (X} (X} X3 (843
Private vehicle ocoupancy 10.8% (X} (X3 (X3 ) X3
Place of w ork 13.6% (X} (X} (X) (X} X
Time leaving home fo go to work 17.4% X} (X} (X} (X} *)
Travel time to work 15.1% §X) Xy (X} (X} X}
Vehicles avallable 11% £ [P 7o) 00 (X}

Source: U.S. Census Bursau, 2012 American Community Survey

Explanation of Symbols:

An ™" entry in the margin of error colurm indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
corpute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.

An ' entry in the estimate colun indicates that etther no sample ohservations or too few sample observations w ere avaiiable to compute
an eslimate, or a ratio of medlans cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the low est interval or upper
interval of an open-ended distribution.

An ' follow ing a median estimate seans lhe median falls in the low est interval of an epen-ended distribution.

An '+ following a median estimale means the median faks in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.

An " entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the low est interval or upper interval of an open-ended
distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.

An ™ eniry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controfled. A statistical test for sampling variabiity is not
appropriate.

An N entry in the eslimate and margin of error colurms indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the
number of sample cases is too smal, ]

An '(X) means that the estinate is not applicable or not available,

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling
variabilty is represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error
can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the
estimate plus the margin of error (the low er and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the
ACS estimates are subject to nonsarrpling error {for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of
nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

The 12 selected states are Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode lsland, Vermont, and Wisconsin. ’

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at w ork last w eek.

While the 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the Dacember 2008 Cffice of Ménagement and Budget ({OMB)
definitions of metropalitan and micropolitan statistical areas; In certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities
show n in ACS tables rmay differ from the OMB defintions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural poputation, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census
2003(125% Boundaries for urban areas have not been updated since Censtis 2000. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the

hitp:/#actiinder2.census.goviaces/tableservices/jsfipeg es/produchiewhtm Pipt=table
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Policy No. 22
Service Requests

Summary

This policy is intended fo assist local policymakers and key stekeholders undersiand the
process by which NCTD evaluates service requests in order fo ensure that the transit system
remains financially sustainable in the short and fong term.

Background

The policy is designed to support NCTD's provision of an accessibie, integrated, multimodal
fransit system that enables customers to travel easily and efficiently throughout the growing
region.

Considerations for majer and minor service requests made by a public or private agency will be
reviewed based on a service request process that considers all of the following factors: service
design guidelines and standards, existing andfor potential service demand, operativnal and/or
capital consiraints, cost, and funding requirements. :

Seyvice Reguest Process
The service request process is as follows:

1. Submission of Ssrvice Request

a. Prvale and public agencies that submit service requests musi demonsimate the
need for the service by the agency, including ridership estimates, and be
approved by the goveming body of a public agency or the CEO of a private
agency. :

2. Review by NCTD

a. Seryice design quidelines and standards. NCTD will review the service request in
accordance with internal guidelines and standands. In the event the requested
service falls info a category that is not addressed in internal standards, NCTD will
evaluate the proposal based on industry standards, including Transit Cooperative
Research Program (TCRP) Report 100 and Association of American Railroads
{AAR) standards.

b. Existing or poteniial service demand. NCTD will review ridership demand in the
comridor of the proposed service. Faclors include demographics, land use,
proximity to key aclivity generators {schools, medical facilities, efc.), densily of
development, and other perinent faciors.,

¢. Operational andfor_capital constraints. NCTD will determine operational and
capital constraints of the proposed service.

2-229
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d.

Policy No. 22 — Service Requests (continued)

i. Impact of service on ADA compliance: location of bus boarding/alighting
and path of travel.

ii. Vehicle consfraints based on road width, grade, and vehicle
maneuverability.

ii. Impact of service on equipment number of rolling stock, buses, signage,
and other associated equipment needed to implement service.

iv.  Transit center consiraints: number of bus berihs available.

Cost. NCTD will estimate costs using contracted rate for cost per revenue mile
for bus, and coniracled rate for cost per trip for rail. Cost for faciliies, vehicles, or
cther equipment will be estimated as applicable.

Funding requivements. The regional shorf-range transit plan, the Coordinated
Plan, is developed by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
with input via NCTD's Service implementation Plan. it identifies gecgraphlc areas
of unmet need and provides the framework for Job Access Reverse Commute
(JARC} and New Freedom funding. If the requested service is not programmed in
any of these plans, there is still an oplion for implementation i the requesting
agency/entity provides funding to affset any negative impact to NCTD's operating
budget. For requests that require new capital construction andfor procurement,
the requesting entity and NCTD will discuss funding opporiunities that may be
available with a key focus of reviewing local plans to determine if the request is
already included in an approved document that has been vetted through the
regional planning process. ' '

3. Enter into Cooperative Agreement

a.

A cooperative agreement befween NCTD and the requesting enfily should
include: :

i.  Service pian inciuding performance targets that must be met in order to
continue the service past the demoanstiration period.

iil.  Cost-sharing between the requesting entity and NCTD.

il.  The minimum length of an agreement is one year, renewable ¥ service
has met performance goals stated in the service plan.

4. Approval by Board

a.

See NCTD Policy 5, Public Notice and Participation.

Dale adopled: Oclober 18, 2012

Last revised: N

2-230
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Palicy No. 22 — Service Requests (continued)

5. Nofification and Implementation

a, Noflify stakehoiders and general public pricr to start of service using written

netification placed at transit centers, on board vehicles, and on NCTD's website.

b. Work cooperatively with the requesting entity’s employees and customers fo

publicize the new service.

c. Monitor service using on-time performance dala and ridership data to delermine

whether minimum level of performance specified in the agreement is met

Approvals
Board Char Déte "
Executive Director - "~ Date
/r"'*""‘
f'
f"””‘_ﬂjﬁ‘ W S bt -ZniR
‘Géne:él Counsel ) Date

Date adopted: Golober 18, 2012
Last revised: N/A
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SMART GROWTH CONCEPT MAP ~ SITE DESCRIPTIONS

Carlsbad

Carlsbhad

Village
COASTER
Stetion
Including
Village
Redevelopmen
t end Barrlo
areas et Grand
Avenue and
State Street

. Existing/Planned Town Center

Thls smart growth opportunity area consists of (1)
the Carlsbad Village Redevelopment Master Plan
(Village MP) area at approximetely 200 ecres; end (2)
the Clty's Barrlo at approxlmately 128 acres. The
Carlsbad Village COASTER Station, which provides
commuter rall service, is located In the heart of the
Carlsbad redevelopment aree et Grand Avenue end
State Street. The Vllage MP allows residentlal
development up to 35 unlts per acre In the core
village area with special emphasls eround the
COASTER  statlon.  Mixed  resldentlal/retall
development elso Is encouraged. Under Carlsbad's
growth management plen, 1,000 dweiling unlts of
development heve been ellocated to the Village MP
area. The City hes recently epproved revislons to the
development standards for this area to Increese
flexlbility for mixed-use, parking, and higher-density
residential development,

Additlonally Included In the smert growth
opportunlty aree Is the Barrlo - en eree for which the
City is in the process of considering lend use changes
es part of the comprehensive Generel Plen update
program. Objectlves for the Barrlo erea Include
providing high-density residential end mixed-use
located within convenient walking distence to
transit stops. Potential land use chenges mey Include
provislons for hlgh-density resldentlal and mixed-
use development (up to 30 dwelling units/acre),
which s simllar to existing ellowences In the Vlilage
MP area,

Existing development In the Village MP and Barrlo
areas Include low-rtlse bullding types. The erees are
currently served with commuter rall trensportation
service and the potential exlsts (unconstralned
revenue scenarlo) for the provislon of rapld bus
service,

Existing Commuter Rail
(COASTER)

Plenned Rapid Bus (to he phased
in by 2030)

Plenned High-Frequency Local
Bus (to be phased In by 2020)

IT?<
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| Exlsting/Planned: | - -
| “or:Potentlal -

:D'_os'crlpilaﬁ" o
TP/SC o

Carlshad CB-2
{cont’d)

CB-3

Plaza Camino Potential

Real at State (Reguires land use

Route 78 and transit

(SR 78) and changes)

El Camino Real

Quarry Creek Potential Community
Area at (Requires land use Center
Marron Road  and transit changes

and north of

Tamarack

Avenue

Town Center

The City is processing appiications submitted by
Westfield representatlves to redevelop the existing
Plaza Camino Real Mall located at the southwest
corner of the Intersectlon of &l Camlno Real end SR
78, Potential development could add anywhere from
200 to 400 multi-family residential unlts and
additional retail square footaga to the 1.1 million
square feet of retail floor space exlsting within the
mall. Deveiopment would occur adjacent to the
retail structures on the city-owned parking lot area,
and could include transportation improvaments,
suth as a relocatlon of tha existing transit statlon,
This smart growth opportunity area Is currently
served with high-frequency local transportation
service, and two axisting rapld bus transit statlons
are located in the eastern portlon of the opportunity
area. Additional [lght/commuter rall service exlsts at
the El Caminc Reel North County Trenslt Dlstrict
{NCTD) SPRINTER statlon at El Camino Raal and
Oceanslde Boulevard, located approximataly 1%
miles nerth of the project slte,

The City is processing applicatlons by MeMillin
Development to develop a mixed-use project on
approximataly 100 acres of land at and west of the
former rock quarry located south of Marron Road
and west of College Avenua, naar tha Carlsbad
boundary with the CHy of Octeanside, The
opportunity area Is located approximately a quartar
mile south of SR 78 and approxlimately 1% miles
south of College Boulevard SPRINTER Statlon, which
provides light/commuter rell service from Escondldo
to Oceanside. Preliminary dlscusslons have focused
on exploring a project that may Include severel
hundred resldentlal unlts with mid- to high-
densities, together with commerclal {offlce and/or
retail) usas and possibla publlc gathering places. The
opportunity area alse s locatad within close
proximity to: SR78: high frequency local

transportation routes, potential rapid bus routes

{unconstralned revenue scanario); a retall shopping
center containing a Wal-Mart anchor tanant; and,
institutional centers that include Trl-Qty Hospltal
(within % mlle) end Mira Costa College (within 1
mile). Existing _transportatlon routes provide

Planned High-Frequency Local

Bus (to be phased in by 2020)

No Qualifying Exlsting or
Planned Translt

G
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. Translt Setvice Description
2050 RTP/SCS™

'connec'ting service between the College Boulevard

SPRINTER Station and the Quarry Creek area. Some
of

Carlsbad
{cont'd)

CB-3
{cont'd)

CB-4

Quarry Creek
Area at
Marron Road
and north of
Tamarack
Avenue

Ponto
Beachfront at
Avenlda
Encinas and
Carlshad
Boulevard

Potential
(Requires land use
change)

Community
Center

the area contalns significant cultural, environmental,
and habitat resources, and the El Salto Falls have
been deslgnated as a Native American sacred site.

This project Is part of the South Carlshad
redevelopment area and consists of a 50-acre site,
located west of the San Dlego Northern Railroad,
south of Poinsettla Avenue, and east of Carlshad
Boulevard and South Carlsbad State Beach
Campground. In June 2005, the City Council
approved a “vision plan” for the area with a land
use mix that combines tourist-serving uses {three
hotels with time share unlts), a mlxed-use core that
provides for town homes, live-work units, mixed
residential/retail development, and a separate

- townhouse area having densities up to 23 dwelling

units per acre, A light/commuter rail route exists
directly east of thls opportunity area and the area
with the Pofnsettla COASTER Station approximately

Planned Rapid Bus {to be phased
in by 2030)

Planned High-Frequency Local
Bus (to be phased in by 2020)

e
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SQUARE

Via Electronic Mail

June 20, 2014

David DeCordova
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

RE: Envision Carlsbad

Dear Mr. Cordova:

Foursquare Properties, Inc. (“Foursquare”) currently controls the 18 acre vacant parcel at the northwest
corner of College Boulevard and El Camino Real, which is often referred to as the Wal-Mart site. The
latest version of the Draft General Plan shows the majority of the site designated RH-23, Residential
High Density 15-23 du/ac, while the remainder is shown as L, Local Shopping Center. We strongly

support this recommendation which is in conformance with the following statements in the proposed
General Plan:

Page 2-9 The neighborhood-centers strategy will result in pedestrian-oriented shopping
centers that are located to maximize accessibility from residential neighborhoods. Where
appropriate, these centers would also include high and medium density housing surrounding the
retail uses or integrated in mixed-use buildings.

Page 2-35 Goal - 2-G.6 - Allow a range of mixed use centers in strategic locations that
maximize access to commercial services from transit and residential areas.

Page 2-35 Goal - 2-G.7 - Ensure that neighborhood serving shopping and mixed use centers
include shopping as pedestrian-oriented focus for the surrounding neighborhood, are physically
integrated into the surroundings, and contain neighborhood serving stores and small offices.
Where appropriate, include in the centers high and medium density housing surrounding the
retail core or integrated in mixed use buildings.

Page 2-40 Goal 2-P.13 - Encourage medium to high density residential uses located in close
proximity to commercial services, employment opportunities and major transportation
corridors.

We are aware that there are not enough units in the Northeast Quadrant of the City to allocate units to
all of the sites that are requesting an allocation of units without exceeding the quadrant cap, and this is
clarified by Footnote 2 on page 2-25 of the General Plan. None of the other sites being considered for

unit allocation in the Northeast Quadrant comply with the goals of the proposed General Plan as closely
as this site does.
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In addition, the build out projections in the Zone 15 Local Facilities Management Plan, approved by the
City Council on January 10, 2012, allocate 190 units to this site, as well as an estimate of 90,000 square
feet of Non-Residential Development. All of the financial planning for the assessment district to
construct the missing link of College Boulevard is based on this assumption, since it was a part of an
approved Local Facilities Management Plan.

We understand that there are a number of sites in the Northeast Quadrant competing for a limited
number of dwelling units and not all of the sites will receive the allocations that are being requested.
Foursquare wishes to go on record that we support the recommendations of the proposed General Plan
and request that the staff and decision makers continue to support the designation of this site as RH-
23/L as currently shown in the proposed General Plan. This will allow us to develop and economically
viable project that implements the goals of the proposed General Plan.

Sincerely,

FOURSQUARE PROPERTIES, INC.

3 ross /
CEO and President

CE Don Neu
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June 20, 2014

RECEIVED
Don Neu JUN 2
City of Carlsbad C 0 204
Planning Department P ITY OF CARLSBAD
1635 Faraday Avenue LANNING DIVISION
Carlsbad, CA 92010

RE: Envision Carlsbad — Ponto Area
Dear Don:

This letter is being submitted based on our review of the proposed Envision Carlshad General Plan
Update. Shopoff Land Fund II, L.P. (Shopoff) has an equitable interest and is under contract to purchase
11 acres of land within the Ponto Beachfront area of the City (APN 216-140-43). Shopoff has strong
concerns about Envision Carlsbad’s proposed designation of the area shown on the attached exhibit as
General Commercial, which does not provide the flexibility needed to develop this site in accordance
with goals of the Ponto Beachfront Vision Plan.

Originally, Envision Carlsbad designated this area as “Mixed Use”. However, this designation was later
changed to “General Commercial, G-C”. We understand that the G-C General Plan designation allows
for a portion of the site to be developed with residential uses, but requires that the majority of the site
be developed with commercial uses. The Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan called out for this area to
be developed as a Mixed Use parcel. A more appropriate designation for this site would be “RH-23/G-
C” to be consistent with and reflect the goals of the Ponto Beachfront Vision Plan to have this area
developed as a economically viable mixed use project.

There are several constraints that limit the viability of commercial retail uses on the site. This site
cannot get direct access from Carlsbad Boulevard and has limited right turn ingress/egress from Avenida
Encinas. In addition Carlsbad’s Draft General Plan designates the portions of Avenida Encinas and Ponto
Drive adjacent to this site as Local/Neighborhood Streets with relatively low traffic counts, which further
supports our opinion that the viability for large-scale commercial or retail uses is very limited at this
location. It is very difficult for commercial development to thrive where there is a very low traffic
volume on adjacent streets. None of these factors were taken into consideration when the Ponto
Beachfront Village Vision Plan or the Envision Carlsbad plan were prepared. This is understandable since
the first was just a “Vision” of one scenario of how this site could be developed, while the other was an
update of the General Plan for the entire City.

As a part of the submittal process for the development of this site and the adjacent residentially
designated parcel, Shopoff will be providing a market study showing that this site has limited

2888 Loker Avenue Eqst, Suite 217, Carlsbad, CA 92010 www.hwplanning.com 760.929.2288 2-237
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B183 | commercial development potential. This study will show that a limited amount of high quality
commercial can be successful at this site if it is developed as a part of a mixed use project.

Shopoff’s goal is to design an economically viable project that implements the Ponto Beachfront Village
Vision Plan and the policies of Envision Carlsbad. Many of the concepts addressed by the Ponto
Beachfront Village Vision Plan are being considered and incorporated into the plans being proposed for

this site such as:

A Community Oriented Village Plaza at the corner of Avenida Encinas and Carlsbad Boulevard
An Ocean View restaurant Appealing to Both Residents and Visitors

Residential Units facing onto Avenida Encinas

Retail shops and uses that will cater to the Neighborhood as well as Visitors

B18-5 I Shopoff intends to develop a plan that implements the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision plan in a manner
that is economically feasible. City Council Resolution 19,207 approving the Vision Plan amended

Section 1.1 of the Vision Plan to provide the flexibility to develop a project that incorporated goals and
objectives of the Vision Plan, yet varied from the exact exhibits shown in the Vision Plan:

“The Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan is intended to provide guidance for development of
the Ponto areaq, as directed by the City of Carlsbad’s General Plan and the South Carlsbad Coastal
Redevelopment Plan. The Plan sets forth a Vision of what Ponto could be; presents goals and
objectives that support the Vision; and provides an implementation strategy and design
guidelines that will implement the Vision.”

“The Vision Plan is intended for the use by prospective developers and their consultants, City of
Carlsbad staff, and those performing design review on individual projects. The conceptual site
plan contains a level of detail necessary to visually depict the desired land uses, circulation, and
major design components; however, it is recognized that actual development site plans will
change, which is acceptable if the goals and objectives of the Vision Plan are still achieved. 7

B18-6 || We recommend that Policy 2-P.86 on page 2-53 of the Draft General Plan be revised to read as follows:

Allow development of the Ponto Area with economically viable land uses that are consistent
with those envisioned in the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan.

This minor modification would bring Policy 2-P.86 into conformance with one of the project goals listed
on page 1.1 of the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan:

Accommodate a balanced and cohesive mix of local and tourist serving commercial, medium
and high density residential, mixed use, live/work, and open space land use opportunities that
are economically viable and support the implementation of these goals.

B18-7 || Weare requesting that this site be designated as RH23/GC, Residential High Density 15-23 du/ac and
General Commercial. This will provide the flexibility to allow for the development of this site with a

2-238
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~

B18-7 I mixture of residential and commercial uses that is consistent with the spirit of the Ponto Beachfront
Village Vision Plan.

Sincerely,
/%%/,Zé/
Mike Howes

CcC David DeCordova
Brian Rupp

Attachment

2888 Loker Avenue East, Suite 217, Carlsbad, CA 92010 www.hiwplanning.com 760.929.2288 2-239


bkenn
Text Box
B18-7

bkenn
Line


BAN D90 NORTHERN RALIAY

J N TS AT S TR P D I A3 RRAT FETR.
I ROAES VD (4TS FOF FECED OF SNNY 1360

A NI RF TG MPRNENT A KO3 1A SV MR

. RICATTS I PR L WATD T H1IM° ROR AR Bune

L] PETCUNS 30" B P MO T ST Y AP 090

* POSUETAAL 11301 CONN 0]

B R AR e e 1
e AT PEYOVT UL

Ld S bl AOCHS AR RN OF ACIESE AOLNAEIED FOP FEVOLS SOCMENT

13979 CRSID WUIIES, UG A0 LG ORI CMNICA T

23 15 19 CRIPY IAP NS WP OF RAT A0 DE SINEY OF WHY I 3 BAst o0 Mt
M ACCOHRSAPCT W D W $ NELAS D1 AESURTLENTS 10 A L8 BRE

‘ 2 % 148 D B AT ” s
i} . CARLSZAD BUID.  (SOUIHBOUND) e W i ti.uiu.umwwuiﬁ .»l..mcz.ﬂﬁ..ﬁ.!ﬂ.!
2 h.‘. # + ; = e ngng o ety Bl
¥ s £ i ‘ q; - “ &
n L3
XN

i L g ALTA/ACSM
. . . ‘ . ’ LAND TITLE_SURVEY

PONTO BEACHFRONT
L N CARLSBAD, CA. -

ATINONT OF CAST BROT Siawertd DX HF

R G s ey
e gy _Qloty e oas

flaie  Ma%er B AT 2

2038 C'Doy Conssltents, Inc, O LTINS SR DS ALTA COUCT MY W LG 41 RSN LA e SR &m = :
e T AT AL AR WA e Frve s




l Cabrillo Power I LLC

-.- s = 5790 Fleet Street
[ Suite 200
e l Carlsbad, CA 92008-4703
... -:- -

June 20, 2014

Jennifer Jesser, Senior Planner
Carlsbad Planning Division
1635 Faraday Ave.

Carlsbad, CA 92008
Jennifer.jesser(@carlsbadca.gov

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Dear Ms. Jesser,

NRG Energy, Inc. (NRG), through its wholly-owned subsidiary Cabrillo Power I LLC, owns the 95-acre

Encina Generating Station site on the waterfront in the City of Carlsbad and is pleased to share these
comments on the City of Carlsbad’s Draft General Plan Update and accompanying Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR).

As you know, NRG reached an agreement with the City and San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) in

January 2014 that provides for NRG’s proposed development of a new, state-of-the-art gas-fired
generating station (the Carlsbad Energy Center Project ) on the 30-acre site of several existing oil tanks
located on NRG’s property between I-5 freeway and the San Diego Northern Railroad, and allows for
future redevelopment of the former power plant site on the 60-acre portion west of the railroad
(Agreement).' Under the Agreement, subject to the requisite approvals from the California Energy
Commission and the California Public Utilities Commission, NRG will demolish the existing Encina
Generating Station and work with the City to redevelop the former power plant site (NRG site). The
Agreement also contemplates the potential future transfer of the approximately 20-acre SDG&E Service
Center site (SDG&E site) to the City, and its eventual redevelopment.

Redevelopment of the SDG&E site is expected to occur in conjunction with the redevelopment of the

NRG site, and from a planning perspective it makes sense to consider the adjacent properties together as
an 80-acre bloc. Together, these sites present a blank slate for potential redevelopment to higher uses,
consistent with the community’s vision for the area. Thus, with the demolition of the old power plant
comes a significant opportunity to revitalize this part of Carlsbad, and NRG is excited to work with the
City towards the common goal of realizing the redevelopment potential for this beachfront area.

NRG appreciates the great amount of work that went into the Envision Carlsbad process and the 2012

Preferred Plan, which formed the basis of the proposed draft General Plan Update. We note, however, that
the Agreement provides new information to consider, and we urge the City to include and analyze a more
likely redevelopment scenario for the NRG/SDG&E sites that reflects the sites’ true potential and fulfills
the community’s vision.

! The 60-acre figure is approximate and excludes the roughly 5-acre area occupied by the Carlsbad Desalination
Project.
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Jermifer Jesser
Jose 26, 2014
PageZof3

Currently, the preferred alternative identifies the future land uses of the NRG and SDG&E sites to consist
of visitor-serving commercial and open space. We agree these uses are appropriate. However, subject fo
the Proposition E growth limits and futare Coastal Commission approvals, the area should also have the
flexibility to mclude residential use. The General Plan designation, Land Use Figure 2-1 should be
revised to be 2 mixed-use designation such as R-15/VC/OS - the proposed designation for a portion of the
Ponto/Southern Waterfront focus area - to allow for this flexibility. Allowing for a range of uses in the
General Plan will disclose a more likely redevelopment plan that reflects the true potential of the NRG
and SDG&E sites, fuifilis the community’s vision and streamiines the future planning and redevelopment
of the two sites.

Specifically, a significant amount of park/open space is envisioned for the area, and it is important to bear
in mind that the success of open spaces and parks depends on the uses that surround them. The more
varied the mix of uses surrounding a park/open space, the more successful the park will be as each group
will use it at a given time {office and refail workers at lunch time, residents in the morning and evening,
visitors throughout the day). Creating an isolated open space use without nearby residents to use and
activate the space will create the need for more parking for residents to drive to the park/open space and
will make 1t difficuit for the area to feel like a safe and vibrant place.

Flexibility of uses on the NRG and SDG&E sites would also complement the pending Caruso Affiliated
development project on the adjacent “Strawberry Fields™ site. The Caruso project is anticipated to
comprise hundreds of thousands of square feet of commercial development. Given the scale and
significance of that project, a mix of uses on the NRG and SDG&E sites would complement the Caruso
development and would bring diverse users to an area that presents the opportunity to dramatically
revitalize a large, central portion of the Carisbad waterfront.

Additionally, the flexibility to include residential use would not be inconsistent with the Proposition £
limits, subject to future site-specific approvals. NRG understands the constrainis on residential
development currently imposed by Proposition E, and that the General Pian cannot conflict with
Proposition E’s growth management limits, but in looking to Carisbad’s future growth and at the blank
slate potential of the NRG and SDG&E sites, residential uses could play an appropriate and important
role in the overall development of & vibrant mixed-use comuunity on those sites. Though the growth limit
provides limited headroom under the current 15,370 uxnit cap for further residential development in the
Northwest Area, there is at least the potential to include some residential at the NRG and/or SDG& sites
subject to the growth cap. A mix of uses including residential use would also be consistent with what the
DEIR recognizes as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in Alternative 2, the “Active Waterfront”
(see DEIR pp. 4-33 —4-34), which envisioned that the “Power Plant will be developed with a mix of
residential, hotel, and retail uses, with community-accessible open spaces along Agua Hedionda Lagoon.
The redevelopment of the Power Plant site will result in enhanced access to the beach and lagoon and
reinforce Carlsbad’s beach community character.” (DEIR at p. 4-7). Therefore, we suggest that page 2-79
be revised to incorporate the full range of uses as shown in underline below:
"{a) incorporate potential full range of uses contemplated in the alternatives:
¢ Redevelop the Encina Power Station site, along with the SDG&E North Coast Service
Center site, with a mix of uses that could include visitor-serving commercial uses, such as
retail and hotel uses, residential uses fo the extent consistent with the Growth
Management Plan, and with new community-accessible open spaces along Agua
Hedionda Lagoon and the waterfront (Carlsbad Boulevard). Encourage community
gathering spaces, outdoor dining, and other features to maximize potential views of the
ocean and the fagoon. Encourage shared parking arrangeinents so that a greater
proportion of development can be active space rather than parking.
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Jennifer Jesser
June 20, 2014
Page 3 of 3

We look forward to the site-specific planning envisioned by Land Use Policy 2-P.79, and understand that
that process will include the in-depth, project-specific environmental analysis of the redevelopment of the
NRG and SDG&E Sites. Accordingly, the analysis of impacts in the DEIR (e.g., trip generation
associated with project build-out and corresponding traffic impacts) is sufficient at the programmatic
level of the General Plan Update, and subsequent project-specific analysis will revise and refine that
analysis as needed. Nonetheless, it is worth noting the projected build-out in the proposed General Plan
Update may not represent a level of economic development that could actually support the community’s
overall objectives for the NRG and SDG&E sites. It is important to bear in mind that providing the
amount of open space and other public amenities sought by the community for the NRG and SDG&E
sites will require significant funding, which will most likely be created by the successful redevelopment
of the remaining portions of the sites with economically productive, highest-and-best uses.

For example, the DEIR assumes only 580 hotel rooms and 822,500 square feet of commercial uses for the
entire combined area of the NRG site, the SDG&E site, and the Strawberry Fields site. (DEIR at p. 2-17).
The total area of these three sites together comprises approximately 130 acres. Conservatively assuming
800 square feet of gross building square footage per hotel key, 580 rooms would equate to 416,000 square
feet, which, added to the proposed build-out of 822,500 square feet of commercial use, would result in a
total build-out of approximately 1.29 million square feet. Assuming the maximum FAR for Visitor-
Serving Commercial use of 0.5, that 1.29 million square-foot build-out could be developed on
approximately 59 acres. At 130 acres, the total area of the NRG site, the SDG&E site, and the Strawberry
Fields area is more than twice this figure, so even net of build-out of supporting infrastructure, such as
roads and parking, and substantial open space, 1.29 million square feet of visitor-serving commercial uses
is considerably less than what these combined sites could support, and likely less than what will be
economically viable. We believe that these sites can and should support significantly more development.

In conclusion, we request that the City revise the Land Use diagram to R-15/VC/OS, or similar mixed-use
designation, to allow the flexibility for a range of uses, subject to future site-specific density/intensity
analysis, that will enable the sites to provide the public access and amenities contemplated by the General
Plan.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to working with the City and the community
in the future to redevelop the NRG site consistent with the vision of opening the site to the public and
restoring beach access and character. Please contact Peter Landreth at peter.landreth@nrgenergy.com or
Ahmed Haque at ahmed.haque@nrgenergy.com with any questions.

Sincerely,

Peter Landreth
Senior Director, Business Development

cc: Gary Barberio, Assistant City Manager

Glen Van Peski, Director, Community and Economic Development
Don Neu, Planning Director
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B20-1

B20-2

B20-3

B20-4

B20-5

B20-6

B20-7

B20-8

B20-9

Comments to the Carlsbad General Plan Draft
Attention Carlsbad Planning Dept. and Carlsbad City Council

In care of: Jennifer.Jesser@carlsbadca.gov

From Patricia C. Bleha, president North County Advocates and Carlsbad resident since 1976

Re: Section 6 Safety

| am particularly concerned with the following:

6-P.27 Maintain adequate Police and Fire Department staff to provide adequate and timely response
to all emergences. (P. 6-45)

Apparently, 75 firefighters are not enough to service the population of Carlsbad, according to a 2012
Report by the National Fire Protection Assoc. http://www.nfpa.org/research/reports-and-statistics/the-
fire-service/administration/us-fire-department-profile which cited the median number at 1.34 per 1,000
population, or 148 firefighters. Certainly more firefighters are needed considering the significant
amount of very high fire threat areas in Carlsbad according to your map (6-39) in the Carlsbad General
Plan Draft. and considering the numerous rugged canyons with thick vegetation?

So how do you justify the current 75 firefighters as adequate to provide a timely response to all
emergencies?

Are you in compliance with the National Fire Protection Association’s Standard 1710 Standards for
Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations and Special Operations to the Public by
Career Fire Depts?

Regarding equipment, is the Carlsbad Fire Dept. in compliance with 5.2.3.1 and 5.2.3.1.1 for fire
pumpers and 5.2.3.2 and 5.2.3.2.1 for fire trucks? Does the department follow 5.2.3.1.2 and 5.2.3.1.2.2
for number of firefighters (5 or 6) when making high hazard responses?

Is the Carlsbad Fire Dept. accredited by the American National Standards Institute?

What ISO rating does the Carlsbad Fire Dept. have and is that rating within the acceptable range for
insurance companies?

| would like a copy of the May 2014 Carlsbad Fire Dept. report when it is available including total
Incidents Responded to and | would like this report in my comment submission.

Also in regards to fire stations, are there enough for the population of Carlsbad according to National
Firefighters Assoc. and ISO standards?

Regarding your statement (6-36) about remodeling needs for existing fire stations, what is your
timetable for making improvements to Fire Stations 1 and 2?

According to an FBI government website, the current 112 Carlsbad police officer employees are not
enough to service the population of Carlsbad. The median for cities in the West the size of Carlsbad is
or 1.3 employees per 1,000 or 144 police officers. http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-
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u.s/2010/crime-in-the-u.s.-2010/tables/10tbl71.xls So how do you justify 112 police officers as
adequate to provide a timely response to all emergencies?

More police officers are needed too because of factors, such as high tourist visits in some areas and the
necessity to patrol open spaces , including Batiquitos Lagoon which has had a number of vandalism
incidents. These areas need to be protected in a more timely manner with more available officers and
vehicles which can access the open spaces more easily.

Clearly Carlsbad has not been keeping up with the median number of police and fire department
personnel according to the surveys | cited above. Just in three years, from 2010 to 2013, Carlsbad grew
to an estimated 110,972 or 5.2 % according to the U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts website.
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/0611194.html

Carlsbad should not keep approving more and more housing units without providing protection. What
are you going to do about this situation?

In 6-P35 does the Carlsbad Landscape Manual requirements meet the recommendations of
organizations concerned with wildlands protections such as the California and National Forest
firefighters, and if not what do you intend to do about that?

In 6-P31 not just consider site constraints in terms of hazards and current levels of emergency service
delivery capabilities when making land use decisions, but mandate constraints. Will you do that?

| submit these comments in the hope that everything that can possibly be done, , will be done, to make
Carlsbad the best it can be for citizens and fire and police officers who live and work here. As the richest
city in North County there really is no excuse not to do that.
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V

June 20, 2014

TO:  City of Carlsbad Principal Planner
Att: David de Cordova
Transmitted by email: David.deCordova@carlsbhadca.gov

org

SUBJECT: Review of City of Carlsbad Climate Action Plan

SanDiego350 offers these comments on the Carlsbad Draft
Climate Action Plan dated March 2014:

Overall, the City of Carlsbad has made a commendable effort in responding to the California
State requirements set fort in AB 32 of 2006, and the associated CARB Scoping Plan. However,
SanDiego350 urges a more aggressive response beyond that which the State requires.

On page 3-2 of the draft CAP the following statement is made, “The long range 2050 target set
by EO S-3-05 is an 80 percent reduction from 2020 emissions target, which represents the level
scientists believe is necessary to stabilize the climate.” This statement could possibly be
considered true if it were written in the past tense. Here are three reasons it should not be taken
as true today:

(1) EO S-3-05 is from vintage 2005, nearly a decade ago. The difference in viewpoint of climate
scientists between then and now can best be seen in the differences between the 4th and
5th Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports. Although these reports
represent both a scientific and political assessments, there wouldn’t be a shift to a more
pessimistic assessment had there not been strong scientific justification. The assessment
has definitely become more discouraging, even to the point of introducing in the 5th report
the topic of geo-engineering among steps that should be considered.

(2) From the vantage point of 2005, a reasonable assumption may have been that Congress
would take some steps over the course of the next decade to lessen the unconstrained
dumping of GHG into the environment. However, Congress has taken no steps. As a result,
more aggressive steps are needed today to compensate for the inaction of Congress.

(3) In a simplified manner of explaining the magnitude of what must be done, Bill McKibben,
founder of 350.0rg, boiled it down to three numbers. 2 deg C (the maximum average global
temperature increase climate scientists consider safe); 565 gigatons of carbon that can still
be burned without exceeding the 2 deg; and 2,795 gigatons of carbon (amount presently in
fossil-fuel company reserves). This means, there is 5 times the amount in reserves than can
be safely burned.

SanDiego350 urges that Carlsbad step out to a leadership level in San Diego County. Become a
role model to follow, on par with California cities such as Palo Alto and Lancaster. Lancaster’s
approach is to establish “Choice Energy” under the authority of Community Choice Aggregation.
This offers a model that may work well for the City of Carlsbad.

With that said, the draft CAP presents a reasonable approach towards just meeting the targets
of AB 32 and other relevant legislation. The comments to follow pertain to information that we
suggest adding to make the final CAP easier to follow. In an effort to understand better the
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information contained in the draft CAP, three spreadsheets were constructed and are attached
(Tables 1 thru 3) for the three key years; 2011, 2020, and 2035. Table 1 is simply the reference
year. The numbers are taken from Table 3-4. Landfill was not broken out separately in Table 2-7,
but that is a minor difference.

The future years of 2020 and 2035 in the draft CAP are difficult to asses in that the Input section
(3.3) doesn't state the electricity and natural gas inputs (sales) in terms of kwWh or therms. Thus,
it is hard to determine if various policies have been applied or to what extent in reaching the
baseline, referred to as “GP Land Use and Circulation System.” To illustrate, in Table 2 (2020
Emissions), the line item “Additional” Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPA) has quotes around
“Additional” because it isn't clear if some of the RPA has already been applied in coming up with
the baseline. Without knowing the input in terms of sales, it is hard to judge if there has been
some part of the RPA reduction already applied.

The color coding in the tables indicate uncertainty in which sector to assign the reductions. The
orange color means uncertainty in how to distribute reductions between sectors, and the yellow
means uncertainty in which sector to assign the reductions. The draft CAP doesn’t provide
enough information to make these determinations.

The next to the bottom row in Table 2 shows a prorata share of the CAP GHG Reduction
Measures that was discussed in the draft CAP as part of the 2035 discussion. It represents a
small additional GHG reduction in 2020 that should be noted earlier on, even if it isn't explained
fully until the CAP GHG Reduction Measures are discussed where the focus is on 2035.

Table 3 (2035 Emissions) focuses mostly on the CAP GHG Reduction Measures. None of them
have been associated with Solid waste, Landfill, or Wastewater. That may just because the draft
CAP didn't clearly identify some of the measures with these sectors when it should have.

The draft CAP on page 4-22 says about seven percent of the city’s GHG emissions are
associated with water provision and wastewater services. It would be of interest to discuss if
that will change when the desalinization plant becomes operational.

In conclusion,there is a possibility the RPA emissions reduction may have partially been double
counted. It is too hard to figure out what reductions were included in the initial 2020 and 2035
baselines, if any. If there weren’t RPA reductions in the baselines, then it is difficult to imagine
why the baselines dropped down with the two future reference years while the populations are
projected to increase. Secondly, there really is a strong need to pursue a more aggressive
transition away from fossil fuels than the state currently mandates.

Dwain Deets

Public Policy Team member
SanDiego350
760-445-3242

Attachment: Carlsbad CAP (SD350 Tables)
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Table 1
2011 Emissions Residential Commercial  Industrial Transportation Solid Waste Landfill Wastewater TOTAL
GHG broken out by sectors 176,405 178,712 46,248 273,745 21,719 2,598 6,317 705,744
After GHG Reductions from N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
State & Fed
After GHG Reductions from
Additional GP Policies & N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Actions
After CAP GHG Reductions N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Measures
Table 2
2020 Emissions Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation Solid Waste Landfill Wastewater TOTAL
GP Land Use and Circulation 145,419 126,431 31,278 234,113 23,073 1,204 4,355 565,873
System
Low Carbon Fuel Standard -20,545 -20,545
Reductions
Title 24 Building Efficiency -734 -734 -368 -1,836
Improvements
Reductions in VMT Rising -12,201 -12,201
Gasoline Prices
“Additional” Renewable -16,304 -16,304 -16,354 -48,962
Portfolio Standard
After GHG Reductions from 128,381 109,393 30,910 185,013 23,073 1,204 4,355 482,329
State & Fed
Bikeway System -164 -164
Improvements
Pedestrian Improvements & -2,341 -2,341
Increased Connectivity
Traffic Calming -585 -585
Parking Facilities & Parking -4,682 -4,682
Transportation Improvements -1,475 -1,475
After GHG Reductions from 125,876 104,711 30,910 182,953 23,073 1,204 4,355 473,082
Additional GP Policies &
Actions
Prorata share of 2035 CAP -53,120
GHG Reduction Measures -17,850 -21,000 -7,650 6,620
After CAP GHG Reductions 108,026 83,711 23,260 176,333 23,073 1,204 4,355 419,962
Measures
Table 3
2035 Emissions Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation Solid Waste Landfill Wastewater TOTAL
GP Land Use and Circulation 163,881 148,978 35,249 210,568 26,002 558 4,601 589,837
System
Low Carbon Fuel Standard -14,906 -14,906
Reductions
Title 24 Building Efficiency -1,432 -1,432 -718 -3,582
Improvements
Reductions in VMT Rising -71,316 -71,316
Gasoline Prices
“Additional” Renewable -11,932 -11,932 -12,296 -36,160
Portfolio Standard
After GHG Reductions from 150,517 135,614 34,531 112,050 26,002 558 4,601 463,873
State & Fed
Bikeway System -147 -147
Improvements
Pedestrian Improvements & -2,106 -2,106
Increased Connectivity
Traffic Calming -526 -526
Parking Facilities & Parking -4,211 -4,211
Transportation Improvements -1,327 -1,327
After GHG Reductions from 148,264 131,403 34,531 110,197 26,002 558 4,601 455,556
Additional GP Policies &
Actions
A- Promote re5|dent|§1| 110,136 -10,136
photovoltaic
B- I_Dromotg commercial _& 110,500 2,836 -13,336
industrial photovoltaic
C- Promote Bml(_jmg -800 267 -1,067
Cogenerations
D- Encourage single-family -1,132
X -1,132
residence energy upgrades
E- Encourage multi-family -351
. : -351
residential energy upgrades
F- Encourage Commercial -18,377
and City Facility Energy -18,377
Retrofits
G- Encourage Commercial -18,377
and City Facility -18,377
Commissioning
H- Implement Green Building -100 79 -179
Measures
I- Promote Replacement of -21,900
Incandescent and Efficient -10,000 -11,900
Lamps
J- New Construction Solar -6,000 5,604 -11,604
Water Heaters
K- Promote Transportation -23,549
Demand Management -23,549
Strategies
L- Promote Increase in the -54,158
Amount of ZEV travel 008 s
M- Develop Citywide -4.580 -4,580
Renewable Energy Projects '
N- Reduce GHG Intensllt.y_ of 4,000 1,500 468 -5,968
Water Utilities
O- Encourage Installation of -1,205
Greywater and Rainwater -700 -300 -205
Collection Systems
After CAP GHG Reductions 85,845 58,185 7,798 86,648 26,002 558 4,601 269,637

Measures
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San Diego Chapter
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd., Ste 101
San Diego, CA 92111
http:/lwww.sandiego.sierraclub.org
858-569-6005

June 20, 2014

Jennifer Jesser

City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Ave.

Carlsbad, CA 92008

760-602-4604

E-mail: Jennifer.jesser(@carlsbadca.cov; david.decordova@carlsbadca.gov

E-mail: clerk@carlsbadca.gov; Council@ci.carlsbad.ca.us

Via E-mail

Re: Carlsbad’s Draft Environmental Impact Report and the Impacting Plans: Draft General
Plan and Draft Climate Action Plan

Principal Planner David de Cordova:

I appreciate the opportunity to communicate with you concerning Carlsbad’s Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR™) and the Draft General Plan and the Draft Climate Action Plan (“Draft CAP”). (I will
also refer to the DEIR, the Draft General Plan, and the Draft CAP as the “Three Documents”.) We all want a
sustainable, healthy, and prosperous future for the people of Carlsbad and the world. This will not be
possible unless our Earth’s climate is stabilized at a reasonably livable level.

Personal Introduction

This topic is technical in nature. Therefore, I would like to provide you with some of my background
that has helped me in reviewing this work. I am a retired satellite systems engineer, having worked at
Lockheed Martin in Sunnyvale for 36 years. I have a BSEE degree and a Master’s of Science in
Engineering (MSE). I am now the Transportation Chair for San Diego Sierra Club (SDSC).
Identifying a set of climate-stabilizing targets and considering the transportation and other measures
that will achieve those targets is a systems-engineering problem. Since leaving Lockheed Martin and
starting my volunteer work the SDSC, I have published and presented three times with the Air and
Waste Management Association (AWMA), on subjects relating to how this problem can be solved.
Next week, I will present my fourth AWMA paper, The Development of California Light-Duty Vehicle
(LDV) Requirements to Support Climate Stabilization. Fleet-Emission Rates & Per-Capita Driving.
My panel session is Sustainable Transportation. As you may know, many Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPQ’s) send employees to the AWMA conferences. For example, in the Sustainable
Transportation session, I will present after a presenter who works for the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, which is the MPO for the San Francisco Bay Area. Environmental professionals from all
over the world will be in attendance. As Transportation Chair, my responsibility is to speak for the
SDSC on regional and local transportation matters. Therefore, I have spoken many times before the
SANDAG Board of Directors on the topics of Climate and Transportation. I have worked on comment
letters regarding numerous climate action plans, development plans, and regional transportation plans
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On a personal note, I live in south Oceanside, an easy bike ride from your City Hall. I have biked (never driven)
to numerous Carlsbad City Council meetings and several meetings of the Carlsbad School Board, when they
were considering the new high school. I also bike to many of the meetings of the Carlsbad Sustainability
Coalition, a citizen’s group headed by Don Christiansen. [ often work in collaboration with Diane Nygaard, the
Director of Preserve Calavera http:/preservecalavera.org/?page _id=51. For example, we are both still working
towards a car-parking policy at the new high school that will unbundle the cost of the car parking for the
students of driving age and the employees.

Introductory Comments on the DEIR

I give my thanks to the leaders of Carlsbad that have contributed to the DEIR and Plans. I thank the
consultants for their quality work. If the Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 were sufficient to support
stabilizing the earth’s climate at a reasonably livable level, if the policies described in the three
documents were consistently and sufficiently enforceable, and if the description of our climate crisis
were more representative of the truth, then the FEIR would meet the requirements of CEQA and we
would have no complaints, but only praise. In that case, we would see our role as one of joining with
you to defend these documents against any that would wish to weaken their policy proposals. The
work is outstanding in many ways. We believe the work can be improved to the point where it meets
the requirements of CEQA. We believe the team and the consultants that accomplished this work can
do these needed improvements. On a personal note I want to state that I am going to be better at my
job because I reviewed this work and so I want to extend a personal thanks to the team that produced
these three documents.

FAILURE OF THE DEIR TO ADEQUATELY EXPLAIN THE NATURE OF CLIMATE
DESTABILIZATION, WHICH IS EXACTLY WHERE THE WORLD IS CURRENTLY
HEADED

CEQA requires that negative cumulative impacts be described. Unless Carlsbad and other government
entities around the world reduce emissions sufficiently to achieve the needed, science-based climate
stabilizing targets, the earth’s climate will be destabilized. Climate destabilization, which would result
in a “devastating collapse of the human population” (quote taken from the June 2008 issue of
Scientific American, on its Page 100, within its featured article, The Ethics and Economics of Climate
Change), is far worse than even genocide, for it will most likely kill off most life forms on our
currently-magnificent and teaming-with-life, planet.

Section 9.3 of the Draft General Plan, Page 3.4-3 of the DEIR, and Section 1.2 of the Draft CAP
describe our climate-change status, which is truly a crisis. The urgency and danger inherent in this
issue is vastly understated. The final paragraphs of Section 1.2 of the Draft CAP state outcomes that
we can expect around 2050. However, the text fails to disclose that the damage has no meaningful
upper bound (for our species) if humanity doesn’t achieve climate destabilization at a reasonable level.

The operative reality is that the world’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are increasing every year
and, unless this is miraculously reversed, this will almost certainly lead directly to the killing off of
most life forms on the planet, including our own species. No one can honestly expect this will change
in time to limit this to what is described in the final paragraph of Section 1.2 of the Draft CAP.

The Needed Explanation of “Climate Destabilization”

Destabilization (sometimes called “the tipping point™) occurs when positive feedbacks take over and
we lose all control of our destiny, as the climate proceeds to warm so much that the planet is
uninhabitable for most of its current life forms, including our own.

Positive feedback is any process where the warmer it gets, the more the process causes warming.

Two examples are
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. The loss of glacier and polar ice surface that reflects a significant amount of the solar
radiation it receives as visible light, rather than as infrared radiation (IR), like more typical
surfaces. IR is, to some degree, trapped by the atmospheric GHG. Therefore, due to
melting, the warmer our atmosphere and water get, the less ice surface there will be to
reflect solar radiation as visible light, causing more warming and

. The melting of what was once permafrost, giving off methane gas, a powerful greenhouse
gas (GHG), because the warmer it gets, the more the permafrost melts, emitting more
methane gas, to cause further warming, in the earth’s atmosphere.

These two positive feedbacks are underway and will be accelerated as more heat is trapped by our
ever-increasing, elevated levels of atmospheric CO2.

Figure 1 shows “how bad” this could get (the potential for harm). No DEIR that has a legal
responsibility under CEQA to fully disclose the negative and cumulative impacts of failing to support
science-based, climate-stabilization-supporting targets should fail to include the information in Figure
1 or equivalent information.

Figure 1 Three Indications of the Potential for Harm from Climate Change

How Bad Could It Get?

* Scientific American June 2008 issue
— 550 PPM CO2 possible in several decades
— This could (5% probability) lead to 8 Deg. Celsius of
warming
— 8 Deg. Celsius could iead to “a devastating collapse of
the human population, perhaps even to extinction”
« December 24/31 2012 issue of Nation magazine:

A recent string of reports from impeccable mainstream institutions-the
International Energy Agency, the World Bank, the accounting firm of
PricewaterhouseCoopers-have warned that the Earth is on a trajectory to
warm by at [east 4 Degrees Celsms , :

[4 Degrees Ce§5|us] would be mcompat:bfe with continued humm} survival,

Winter, UU World magazine {p 57) * Lags inthe replacement of fossil-fuel use by eEean energy use
have put the world on a pace fer 6 degree Celsius by the end of this century. Such d large -
temperature rise occurred 250 million years ago and extinguished 90 percent of the life or, Earth
The current rise is of the same magmtude but is occurring faster. We must reduce or ehmmate all
uses of fassil fuels. :

I I I N

As shown in Figure 1 destabilization must be avoided because it is such a bad outcome. This justifies
doing hard work, making hard choices, and adopting significant changes.

No explanation of destabilization is complete without showing our current risk. Figure 2 shows (1)
atmospheric CO; (in blue) and (2) averaged-over-a-year-then-averaged-over-the surface-of-the-earth,
world atmospheric temperature (in red). The temperature is with respect to a recent average. The data
starts 800,000 years ago. It shows that the current value of atmospheric CO, which is now over 400
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PPM, far exceeds the values of the last 800,000 years. It also shows that we should expect that the
temperature corresponding to our current level of atmospheric CO2_e will eventually be about 12 or
13 degrees above preindustrial temperatures. This would most certainly bring about a human disaster,
considering the information shown in Figure 1, where it appears that just a 4 degree increase would be
enough to cause a human disaster.

Our only hope is that the world gets its emissions so low that the background photosynthesis of the
world’s plants will exceed our GHG emissions and that this will occur in time to slow down and
eventually reverse the positive feedback processes that are now threatening us with runaway climate
change, regardless of what we do.

Figure 2. Atmospheric CO; and Mean Temperature from 800,000 Years Ago
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FAILURE OF THE DRAFT EIR TO STATE THAT CARLSBAD HAS A RESPONSIBILITY
TO IDENTIFY A PATH TO ACHIEVE CLIMATE-STABILIZATION SUPPORT, IN ALL
SECTORS, INCLUDING THE LARGEST EMITTER: CARS AND LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS
(LIGHT-DUTY VEHICLES, OR LDVS)

It is not acceptable under CEQA that the Draft EIR never clearly states that there is a specific problem
to be solved. Part of CEQA’s requirement to fully describe and consider the negative cumulative
impacts of expanding Carlsbad with insufficient GHG emission reductions in place. Of course the
primary such negative cumulative environmental effect is climate destabilization. A key part of this
consideration is to describe how it could be avoided, in the cumulative sense, based on scientific facts.
To be clear, the problem is to identify a set of policies and projects, along with a set of state and local
policies and projects that, taken together, will support climate stabilization.

The Draft CAP contains (imperfect, as will be shown) discussions of S-3-05, AB 32, and SB 375. The
names of these 3 items suggest that they may lead to supporting climate stabilization. The Draft allows
the reader to assume that the titles may be accurate. However, even if the 3 items would lead to
climate stabilization support, if they were legally executed (as will be shown, this is not the case), it
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does not free Carlsbad from its legal responsibility under CEQA, to identify and clearly show how to
support climate stabilization.

A. Why Carlsbad has a Moral Responsibility to Identify a Set of Policies that Leads to
Climate-Stabilization Support, in the Transportation and Other Sectors

As shown above in the explanation of climate destabilization, we are facing a life-and-death situation.
It is a crisis. It is an emergency. There is a moral imperative to identify a solution set.

B. Why Carlsbad has a Legal Responsibility to Identify a Set of Policies that Leads to
Climate-Stabilization Support in the Transportation Sector

EIRs must consider the negative impacts that may result. Climate destabilization is a negative impact.
It is a unique negative impact in that it is so unacceptable it must be avoided. Therefore, the required
consideration must include a clear description of how Carlsbad and other governments can proceed in
a way that will support climate stabilization. The current Draft CAP never even hints at such a thing.

C. The Most Important Part of the Transportation Sector: Cars and Light-Duty Trucks, or
“Light-Duty Vehicles” or “LDVs”

Carlsbad’s GHG-emissions are shown in the pie chart, shown in Figure 2-1 of the Draft CAP. It shows
that transportation emits 39% of the total. Table 2-2 of the Draft CAP shows that most of this is from
“on-road” transportation. A similar pie chart, produced by the Energy Policy Initiative Center (EPIC),
showed the on-road contribution to be 46% of the total, with 41% from LDVs and only the remaining
5% from Heavy-Duty Vehicles (HDVs).

An Older Set of LDV Requirements to Support Climate Stabilization

This work is done in Reference 1, in painstaking detail, on Pages 3 through 9, in the Further
Background: California’s SB 375 and a Previous Calculation of How Much We Can Drive Section.
This calculation was based on two assumptions:

e the now-known-to-be-false notion that S-3-05 would be enough reduction in GHG emissions to
support climate stabilization and

e the existing California clean car mandates (mileage and Low Carbon Fuel Standards) will be
achieved (no more and no less).

As shown in Reference 1, in 2035, per-capita driving would have to be reduced 35.1% and this would
correspond to a 15% reduction in driving, relative to the SB 375 baseline year of 2005,

This work was a repeat of earlier work that got the identical answers. It appeared in two earlier papers
presented to AWMA. This means that the work has been peer-reviewed by AWMA!,

Determining a Science-Based Target That Will Supporting Climate Stabilization

This work is done in Reference 1, on Page 9, in the GHG Target to Support Climate Stabilization
Section. This calculation was based on four assumptions:

e the highly-esteemed climate scientists are correct in their Reference 2 statements, where they

v specify the reduction profile that will be needed if the world does not get its emission levels on

1 Sierra Club San Diego has been trying for over 4 years to get the SANDAG Board to get interested
in this work, repeatedly asking then to have their staff check the calculations. Only Board Members
San Diego Mayor Filner and San Diego Councilmember Marti Emerald were supportive. The rest of
the Board stood in defiance of CEQA law, insisting that they had no responsibility to care about
what driving reduction would avoid the negative impact of contributing to climate destabilization.
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a significantly-negative-slope trajectory (reducing their emissions, consistently, year after year)
before 2020

e it cannot be safely assumed that the world will get its positive-slope emissions trajectory on a
near-zero slope trajectory or slightly-negative slope trajectory much before 2020

¢ California will achieve its S-3-05 and AB 32 target of emitting GHG at its 1990 level by 2020

o California must set an example for the world by achieving the same trajectory that the world
must achieve, as specified by the climate scientists in Reference 2, starting from 2020, which is
a 15% reduction each years.

This reduction trajectory of 15% per year is the same a specifying a factor of 0.85, year after year.
This can be computed as (0.85)'°, over 10 years, which is evaluated as 0.20. This means that the 80%-
below-1990 level must be obtained in just 10 years after 2020, or by 2030. This target year of 2030 is
20 years sooner than the S-3-05 target, of the same emission level, by 2050. One writer for the
Guardian wrote an article about the latest findings by climate scientists, describing their mandate as
“full decarbonization by 2030”. This is another indication that adopting the computed target of 0%
below 1990 by 2030 is not being overly conservative. Finally, the Energy-Climate Committee of
Sierra Club California has concluded that 80% below 1990 emissions by 2030 is the currently correct,
science-based, climate-stabilization-supporting target.

An Updated Set of LDV Requirements to Support Climate Stabilization

This work is also done in Reference 1. It is done in painstaking detail, for two cases. It assumes that a
target of 80% below 1990 by 2030 is sufficient to support climate stabilization. It also assumes that
only 20% of the electricity is generated with fossil fuel. The first case is called the Heroic Measures
Case. It identifies a case in which the set of car-efficiency requirements is about as difficult to achieve
as the case’s driving-reduction requirement. The second case is called the Extra Heroic Measures
Case. The second case identifies a set of car-efficiency requirements that are so stringent that they
would support a per-capita driving level which is equal to the 2005 per-capita driving level. Most
observers would judge the Extra Heroic Measures case to be unobtainable. Figure 3 shows the
resulting primary requirements of the two cases. Figure 3 does not show requirements to get some of
the older internal combustion engine (ICE) cars to be driven less and an additional help from low
carbon fuel standards, beyond the current mandate. Those requirements are identical for the two cases.
Therefore, Figure 3 shows all of the differences between the two cases.

Measures to Achieve the Needed Driving Reduction to Support the “Hermc Measures” Case, to
Ensure that LDVs Will Support Climate Stabilization

Reference 1 (Pages 17 through 20) shows a detailed set of strategies that are both feasible and cost
effective and will reduce driving enough to have LD Vs support climate stabilization, given the car
efficiency requirements of the Heroic Measures Casc. More details on car parking policies are shown
in References 4, 5, and 6.

THE IMPACT OF THE CLIMATE-STABILIZATION-SUPPORTING TARGET ON THE
EXCELLENT, GHG-REDUCTION ACCOUNTING OF THE DEIR

The DEIR shows the high value of it work in Section 3.4 where, using some of the result of the CAP
and policies of the Draft GP, it accounts for the various GHG reductions, as the work strives to
achieve the S-3-05 targets. As a minor complaint, the DEIR could have done a better job explaining
the origin of the critical parameter of 49% down from the 2005 emission value, to compute the 2035
emission value. The values to get the targets from the 2005 values are clearly shown in the CAP’s
Table 3-1. The following work done here will remedy that as it echoes the results shown in the DEIR’s
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Section 3.4, incorporating the new and all-important climate-stabilization-supporting target for year
2030.

Figure 3 Fractions of Fleets Sold in California that are Zero Emission Vehicles
AND Required Driving Reduction, For 2 Different Cases

Y

2024
85%

% Reduction in Per-Capita
" Driving; with Respect to. 2005

Table 1 shows the factors that are used to compute the targets from the 2005 emission values. The
three factors shown in red can be used to get the emission target values from the 2005 values. The
factor to go from the 2005 values to the 2020 target, which, from AB 32 and S-3-05 should
approximately equal the 1990 emission value is, as shown, 0.85. The government issued the 0.85 value
as an approximation, since few governments could accurately compute their 1990 emission values.
The .51 values, which converts the 2005 emission value to the 2035 target is computed as shown, by
using the fact that 2030 is halfway between 2020 and 2050, so the factor is halfway between 1.00, for
2020 and 0.20, for 2050. (Halfway between 1.00 and 0.20 is 0.60, or 40% down.) As stated above the
factor to go from 2020 to 2030, for the climate-stabilization-supporting target is 0.20. To go from the
2005 emissions value to the 2030 emission value, the factor from 2005 to 2020 (0.85) must be
multiplied times the 0.20 value to get 0.17, as shown in Table 1.

Table 2 repeats some of the conclusions of Table 2-6 of the CAP and includes the stabilization-support
targets, to see what is really required, by 2030.

Table 3 shows the 2005 and 2011 emission values from Table 2-6 of the Draft CAP; the Computed
2020 and 2035 Emission Values, from Table 3.4-6, where reductions from the Draft General Plan and
from state and federal action are assumed; and finally the climate-stabilization-support target and the
margin, assuming that that the Table 3.4-6 emission value was achieved 5 years earlier, in 2030. It
shows that the margin for the 2035 S-3-05 target is a negative 145,916 in MTCO2_e; for the 2030
climate-stabilization-supporting target, it’s a negative 360,221 value.
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Table 1

Factors Used to Get the Target Emission Values

From the 2005 Emission Values

s o«

Target Factors to be Multlplled Tlmes 2005 Emlssmns

” Base 1990 2020

it <3 : i i s ; UL S Base 2005 S—
Descrlptlon of Factors Factor . %Down | Factor | % Down
Emission Factor from 2005 to 1990 (same as 2020) * 085 | 15%
5-3-05 Factor from 1990 {same as 2020) to 2035 0.60 40%
' 5-3-05 Factor from 2005 to 2035 = 0.85 * 0.60 0.51 § 49%
Cllmate Stabilization Factor from 1990 (same as 2020} to 2030 0.20 0% !
Climate Stabilization Factor from 2005 to 2030 =0.85*0.20 017 | 83%

2005

Below

Table 2 Target Emission Values and Needed Reductions from 2011 Values
) i S-3-05 Targets Stabilization
S 2035 " Support Target )
_From Tab'ez 6 of CAP | 5 % Below 2005 % Below . %Belo
. 2005 2011 | value = 2011 value . 2011 2030 | 2011
OnRoad = 260,467 & 239,467 | 221,397 = 7.5% | 132,838 | 445% | 44279 | 8L5%
OffRoad . 28,963 : 34,279 | 24619 & 282% | 14771  569% | 4,924 | 856%
KTransport }ngg,gso 273, 746 246,016 - 10.1% | 147,609 46.1% | 49,203 82.0%
“Carlsbad | 630,310 | 705,744 | 535764 | 24.1% | 321458 . 54.5% | 107,153 | 84.8%
Table 3 Computed 2020 and 2035 Emission Values, Targets, and Margins
_FromTable 2-6 of CAP | Table 3.4-6 Totals, GP&5tate&Fed Actions | Stabilization
' 2020 Support Target

, Below _

| Value 2011 Value 2011 2030 2011

All Carlsbad. 630,310 | 705,744 | 484,124 31.4% 467,374 | 33.8% 107,153 84.8%
. . _5-3-O5TargetValues| 535764 @ | 321458 . | 2035 | Margin
‘Margins with respect to 5-3-05| 51,640 | -145,916 467,374 | -360,221
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Table 4 shows the result of the Draft General Plan policies that will reduce emissions, shown and
described in varying detail, on Pages 3.4-38 through 3.4-51. As shown in Table 4, the results from
Table 3.4-7 are used to computed the reduced emission values and the resulting values and margins.
repeats

Table 5 shows the final results of the Draft CAP and Section 3.4 of the DEIR. The reductions may
happen as assumed, but they may not. Carlsbad has a responsibility to do everything in its power to
increase the probability that the reductions will occur as soon as possible. The climate-stabilization-


Karina
Line

Karina
Text Box
B22-10


B22-10

B22-11

V

Page 9 of 13

supporting target in 2030 and the negative margin shows that more work must be done to get further
reductions.

Table 4 Effect of Additional Reductions

Table 3.4-7 Reduction Results
2020 2035
Value Reduction Value Reduction
484,124 9,247 467,374 8,317
NewTotal: 474,877 | New Total| 459,057

. JYarget. 535764 |  Target: 321,458
Margin 60,887 Margin: -137,599
Table 5 Final Computed 2020 and 2035 Emission Values, Targets, and Margins
FFQTD..T?P'?.?.T? gf_g}P CAP Table 4-3: GP, 5tate, Fed, & CAP
il %Below | __%Below |
. 2005 = 2011 Value @ 2011 Value @ 2011
Carlsbad . 630,310 = 705,744 | 419,962 °© 40.5% 269,639 | 61.8%
... S-3-O5TargetValues 535764 . | 321458 . =~
Margins with respect to 5-3-05| 115,802 51,819

THE NEED TO INCLUDE SPECIFIC COMMITMENTS TO GET SOME OF THE MOST
IMPORTANT REDUCTION STRATEGIES UP AND RUNNING AS SOON AS POSSIBLE

In violation of CEQA, many of the strategies are vague in nature. Funding is unclear. They aren’t
enforceable. As you should be aware, in a Superior Court ruling on the legal standing of the County of
San Diego’s CAP and EIR of the CAP, the Judge wrote in his final ruling against the County,
“Enforceable measures are needed now™,

For example, in all three documents, there are numerous statements about how improved parking
policies could yield significant driving reductions, which is absolutely true. In K-1, which is in Section
4.8 of the draft CAP, there is a reference to a Carlsbad “TDM Plan” but no date given as to when the
work would start to create such a document or how it would be funded. In K-1 there is also praise for
SANDAG’s 2012 TDM report. I am very familiar with SANDAG and their flawed and vague thinking
about car parking. It is time for clarity, detail, and commitment. To move this work closer to CEQA
compliance, References 3, 4, and 5 should be fully incorporated. There needs to be a schedule as to
when an implementation of a demonstration project to unbundle the cost of car parking, as described
in Reference 3 can begin. The state is looking for cost-effective new strategies to reduce emissions and
a grant should be easily obtained to fund this work. Carlsbad needs to have a staff of employees
working full time on getting grants and implementing new strategies to reduce emissions.

A sample parking ordinance should be improved. Eventually the ordinances should not allow bundled-
cost parking, since such operation takes away people’s knowledge of where their money is going and
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takes away their choice to regain at least a portion of the added expense they are paying due to the
high cost of providing parking. This cost comes hidden in a reduction in pay over what could be paid
if there was no parking, an increase in rent, over what could be charged if there were not parking, or an
increase in the cost of goods and services, over what could be charged if there were no parking. There
should be sufficient parking, Parking should be shared. All of these features are included in Reference
4,

It must also be pointed out that the text in the Draft General Plan, the DEIR, and the Draft CAP,
regarding parking policy, is often confused regarding unbundling the cost of parking. When “unbundle
the parking™ is written, it usually indicates that the author does not actually understand the concept.
What needs to be unbundled is the cos? of the parking, not the parking. On Page 3.4-7 of the DEIR,
under “Parking Facilities and Policies, it erroneously says “unbundled parking”; however, in the very
next paragraph, the phrase is used correctly when it says, “unbundled parking cost”. (This is the first
time I have read a government-sponsored document use an unbundling-related phrase correctly.) It
also states that the effect might be to decrease driving from 2.6% to 13%. What is not stated is that
once a system is installed to unbundle the cost of parking, which could be viewed as a zero (level
playing field) TDM, it would be possible to raise the cost as needed to get more driving reduction.
This would be positive TDM. (A discussion of how TDM could be negative, zero, or positive is shown
on Page 7 of Reference 4: “NEW DEFINITIONS TO PROMOTE AN OBJECTIVE VIEW OF
PARKING.”) This is not as unfair as it may sound because the increased cost would result in more
parking lot earnings, which are distributed to all employees. All of this information should be included
in the DEIR and the CAP.

Carlsbad is city that has never charged for car parking in its entire history. There needs to be some
specific commitments if anyone is to believe this will change anytime soon. As shown on Page 3.4-1of
the DEIR, SB 96 resulted in an OPR advisory that, “the lead agency determine significance of the
impacts. and impose all mitigation measures that are necessary to reduce GHG emissions to a level
that is less than significant”. This means that Carlsbad should immediately start a process that will
result in unbundling the cost of parking in the next few years, at several locations.

INVALIDITY OF “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” FINDINGS IN SECTION 3.4 OF THE DEIR

The “Methodology and Assumptions™ on Page 3.4-28 never considers the current, science-based
prescription for achieving climate-stability support, in the cumulative sense. Therefore the findings of
“less than significant” are incorrect.

For example, on Page 3.4-29, it says, “Federal, state, and local regulations, as well as policies in
the proposed General Plan and associated reduction measures in the CAP would make the impacts
of the proposed General Plan less than significant.” However as shown in Table 5, the margin for
achieving the climate-stabilization-supporting target is negative. This means that the three documents,
taken together, will contribute to climate stabilization, in the cumulative sense. Ironically, this
outcome will, by making it harder and harder to live on our planet, mean that we will have to expend
more and motre energy to meet our basic needs. Therefore Impact 3.4-1 is significant.

Likewise, Impact 3.4-1 will have a very significant and negative impact on the natural environment.

NOT MENTIONING THAT SANDAG’S LAST REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN’S
EIR WAS FOUND TO BE IMPERMISSIBLY DISMISSIVE OF S-3-05

The FEIR for SANDAG’s 20011 RTP was found to be “impermissibly dismissive of S-3-05” in
Superior Court. Getting the complaint filed required a great deal of sacrifice on the part of many
citizens, in several non-profit groups. We all owe a debt of gratitude to these citizens for their hard
work. Individuals have also contributed to the suit. We should all contribute to these groups, to thank
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them for their hard work. Finally, it is significant that the California AG joined the suit, exactly as
anyone would have predicted, given the letter she submitted in response to the RTP’s DEIR.

SANDAG’s behavior left no choice but to work to get SANDAG to conform to CEQA, in a court of
law. SANDAG?s response to their loss in Superior Court was to appeal, rather than doing the work to
get their RTP to support climate stabilization, as required by CEQA law. All of this drama is being
watched closely by many people that are hoping that there might still be time to achieve climate
stabilization. The draft EIR and CAP needs to be amended to acknowledge these important facts.

WHAT’S MISSING FROM AND MISLEADING ABOUT THE DESCRIPTION OF
EXECUTIVE ORDER S-3-05

The description should state that in 2005 when S-3-05 was signed, it was part of an overall plan to
support stabilization. It required that all of the industrialized nations achieve the S-3-05 targets. If that
happened, then by 2050, the atmospheric level of CO2 would be capped at 450 PPM by 2050. Being
capped means that the photosynthesis of the planet, and other processes removing CO2_¢ from the
atmosphere, would match the processes adding CO2_e to the atmosphere. After that, it was assumed
that the level of fossil fuel combustion would be decreased further, eventually bringing the level of
atmospheric CO2_e down to around 275 PPM, the pre-industrial level. The description should also
make it clear that the plan has been overcome by events (OBE). The world’s emission levels have set
records, for most of the years after 2005 and the atmospheric level of CO2_e has already exceeded 400
parts per million. Besides this, many of the processes driven by warming are ahead of schedule.
Briefly put, most of the news about climate is not good. S-3-05 is a useful reference. However it is no
longer useful as a target set that will stabilize the climate. Besides all this, it is disheartening to see a
discussion of §-3-05 that fails to state that the FEIR for SANDAG’s 2011 RTP was found in Superior
Court to be “impermissibly dismissive of §-3-05”. Thank you for at least adopting the “down 49%”
target, that does indeed support achieving the S-3-05 trajectory, at least until 2035, Unfortunately, as
shown about, larger reductions are needed.

WHAT’S LEFT OUT OF THE DESCRIPTION OF AB 32

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is directed by AB 32 to go beyond any targets. For
example, AB 32 requires (38560.5) CARB do a scoping plan as follows (emphasis added): “(b) The
plan shall identify and make recommendations on direct emission reduction measures, alternative
compliance mechanisms, market-based compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and
nonmonetary incentives for sources and categories of sources that the state board finds are necessary
or desirable to facilitate the achievement of the maximum feasible and cost-effective reductions of
greenhouse gas emissions by 2020.”

This means that CARB should never fail to do a feasible and cost-effective measure. CAP authors
should apply this same standard.

AB 32 does not end in 2020. Instead AB 32 text states (emphasis stated): “It is the intent of the
Legislature that the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit continue in existence and be used to
maintain and centinue reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases beyond 2020.”

WHAT’S LEFT OUT OF THE DESCRIPTION OF SB 375

The targets are per-capita (with respect to 2005) driving reductions for 2020 and 2035, not GHG
reductions. . The first footnote in the table of CARB calculations,
http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.cale.pdf says, “The CO, emissions presented in this table
do not include reductions from Pavley and LCFS regulations.” “Pavley” refers to increased car and
light-duty truck efficiency; “LCFS” is Low Carbon Fuel Standards. This means that the reductions can
only be from less driving. Since these reductions are the percent reductions from 2005 values, the so-
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called GHG reductions are really driving reductions. This makes sensc because the purpose of SB 375
is to give the CARB a way to control personal driving; since it was understood that reductions from
low-carbon fuels and more efficient cars would not be sufficient to get emissions down to the
trajectory of S-3-05.The target for 2035 should have at least supported S-3-05, but it did not. Instead,
CARB gave MPOs the exact 2035 target that they requested. SANDAG’s requested 2035 target was
based on completing the SANDAG freeway widening projects, with no concern for meeting the S-3-
05 trajectory. Neither SANDAG nor CARB bothered to check to see if the 2035 target supported S-3-
05.

THE DEIR AND DRAFT CAP ADAPTATION DISCUSSION FAILURE TO STATE WHAT
MITIGATION AND CORRESPONDING TEMPERATURE CHANGE SCENARIO IT IS
ASSUMING

If the world’s mitigation efforts are insufficient and our climate is destabilized, any adaptation strategy
will be overwhelmed. Adaptation measures need to be matched up with an assumption about
mitigation outcomes. Adaptation, like climate stabilization and mitigation, is a math problem that must
be based on climate science.

THE DEIR AND DRAFT CAP ADAPTATION DISCUSSIONS FAIL TO TELL THE OVER
RIDING TRUTH ABOUT ADAPTATION

It is that without sufficient mitigation, no adaptation can be successful. Instead, any adaptation plan
will be overwhelmed by the climate outcome of insufficient mitigation. Climate destabilization must
be avoided. The three documents should state that in their Adaptation discussions.

THE DEIR AND DRAFT CAP SHOULD CLEARLY STATE THAT IMPROVING THE
WAYWE PAY FOR PARKING AND ROADS WOULD BOTH INCREASE FAIRNESS AND
DECREASE DRIVING.

Reference 6 describes some of the features of how we could improve the way we pay for driving and
parking. References 3, 4, and 5 contain varying degrees of detail on the how to improve the way we
pay for parking. Reference 6 shows that people are concerned about climate and realize that change is
needed. They are also fully capable of understanding subtle inequities that can add up to be significant
and can even have severe unintended consequences.

Final comments

Sierra Club San Diego has a talented group of volunteers that have various areas of expertise. Please
contact me if you think we could help with this on-going process.

Respectfully submitted,

MG
Mike Bullock

1800 Bayberry Drive
Oceanside, Ca 92054

760-754-8025
Sierra Club San Diego Transportation Chair
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The Development of California Light-Duty Vehicle (LDV)
Requirements to Support Climate Stabilization: Fleet-
Emission Rates & Per-Capita Driving

Paper #30793

Mike R, Bullock

Retired Satellite Engineer (36 years), 1800 Bayberry Drive, Oceanside, CA 92054

ABSTRACT

An Introduction to the topic is provided, including the importance of cars and light duty trucks (nght
Duty Vehicles, LDVs), and an identification of the top-level LDV requirements.

The fundamentals of our climate crisis are presented, including its cause, its potential for harm, and
existing mandates: California’s Executive Order S-3-05, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 (AB 32), and California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375). An
earlier calculation of a driving reduction target is described.

Reference year 2005 is identified. The latest climate-stabilizing greenhouse-gas (GHG) reduction
target value, for 2030, is calculated, using unambiguous statements by recognized climate experts and
California’s expected 2020 emissions. The formula for GHG emissions, as a function of per-capita
driving, population, fleet CO2 emissions per mile, and low-carbon fuel standards is given. From that
expression, a mathematical relationship between defined factors associated with these variables is
derived. These factors are the ratio of the value at the specified later year to the reference year. The
factor of car-emission-per-mile driven, for year 2015, with respect to year 2005, is obtained.

Internal Combustion Engine (ICE) mileage values from 2000 to 2030 are identified, as either mandates
or assumptions. A table is presented that estimates LDV fleet mileage, for year 2015.

Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) values to support a calculation of equivalent-flect mileage with a
significant fraction of ZEVs (ZEV LDVs) are given. A table is shown that uses assumptions about
ZEVs, ICEs (ICE LDVs), and the fraction of electricity that comes from renewables, to compute the
LDV fleet equivalent mileage, for year 2030. This set of assumptions is dubbed the “Heroic-
Measures” (HM) case. It includes having the fraction of ZEVs quickly climb up to significant values,
while the ICEs, for the years before significant fractions of ZEVs appear, are, to a significant degree,
taken off the road or otherwise caused to be driven less, due to assumed strong governmental policies.
The equivalent fleet mileage computed by this table is used, with population and the needed factor of
emission reductions, to compute a needed per-capita driving reduction, for 2030, with respect to 2005.
Policies to achieve this per-capita reduction are described, with reductions allocated to each policy.

The fleet-equivalent mileage for 2030 that would support a 2005 per-capita driving level is computed.
A table is constructed to achieve that equivalent mileage. The assumptions in that table are said to
define an “extra-heroic-measures™ (EHM) case. They would probably be very difficult to achieve. The
electricity required to power the HM case is estimated and compared to current usage.

v | 1
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Humanity’s top-level requirement is to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions enough to
support stabilizing our climate at a livable level. This top-level requirement must flow down to
LDVs, due to the significance of their emissions. As an example, LDVs emit 41% of the GHG in

San Diego County’.

From a systems engineering perspective, the needed requirements are an upper bound on
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per mile driven (applicable to the entire fleet of LDVs on the
road in the year of interest) and an upper bound on per-capita driving, given population growth.
This paper will do a calculation of required driving levels, based on calculations of how clean
our cars and fuels could be, predicted population growth, and the latest, science-based, climate-
stabilizing target. All three categories of LDV emission-reduction strategies will be considered:
cleaner cars, cleaner fuels, and less driving.

BACKGROUND: OUR CLIMATE PREDICAMENT

Basic Cause

Our climate crisis exists primarily because of these two facts®: First, our combustion of fossil
fuels adds “great quantities” of CO2 into our atmosphere. Second, atmospheric CO> traps heat.

California’s First Two Climate Mandates

California’s Governor’s Executive Order $-3-057 is similar to the Kyoto Agreement and is based
on the greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions recommended by climate scientists for industrialized
nations, back in 2005. In 2005, climate scientists believed that the reduction-targets of S$-3-05
would be sufficient to support stabilizing Earth’s climate at a livable level, with a reasonably
high level of certainty. More specifically, this executive order aims for an average, over-the-year,
atmospheric temperature rise of “only” 2 degree Celsius, above the preindustrial temperature. It
attempts to do this by limiting atmospheric COz_e to 450 PPM by 2050 and then reducing
emissions further, so that atmospheric levels would come down to more tolerable levels in
subsequent years, The S-3-05 emission targets are as follows: 2000 emission levels by 2010,
1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050,

It was thought that if the world achieved S-3-05, there might be a 50% chance that the maximum
temperature rise will be less than 2 degrees Celsius, thus leaving a 50% chance that it would be
larger than 2 degrees Celsius. A 2 degree increase would put over a billion people on the planet
into a position described as “water stress” and it would mean a loss of 97% of our coral reefs.

There would also be a 30% chance that the temperature increase would be greater than 3 degrees’
Celsius. A temperature change of 3 degree Celsius is described in Reference 3 as being
“exponentially worse” than a 2 degree Celsius increase.

The second California climate mandate is AB 32, the so-called Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006. 1t includes provisions for a cap and trade program, to ensure meeting S-3-05’s 2020 target
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of the 1990 level of emissions. It continues after 2020. Over all years, AB 32 requires CARB to
implement measures that achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective
(words taken from AB 32) greenhouse-gas-emission reductions.

California is on track to achieve its second (2020) target. However, the world emission levels
have, for most years, been increasing, contrary to the S-3-05 trajectory. Because the world has
effectively failed to achieve S-3-05, California, if it still is interested in leading the way to human
survival, must do far better than S-3-05, going forward, as will be shown.

Failing to Achieve these Climate Mandates

What if we fail to achieve S-3-05 and AB 32 or we achieve them but they turn out to be too little
too late and other states and countries follow our example?

It has been written® that, “A recent string of reports from impeccable mainstream institutions-the
International Energy Agency, the World Bank, the accounting firm of PricewaterhouseCoopers-
have warned that the Earth is on a trajectory to warm by at least 4 Degrees Celsius and that this
would be incompatible with continued human survival.”

It has also been written® that, “Lags in the replacement of fossil-fuel use by clean energy use
have put the world on a pace for 6 degree Celsius by the end of this century. Such a large
temperature rise occurred 250 million years ago and extinguished 90 percent of the life on Earth.
The current rise is of the same magnitude but is occurring faster.”

Pictures That Are Worth a Thousand Words

Figure 1 shows (I) atmospheric CO2 (in blue) and (2) averaged-over-a-year-then-averaged-over-the
surface-of-the-earth world atmospheric temperature (in red). This temperature is with respect to a
recent preindustrial value. The data starts 800,000 years ago. It shows that the current value of
atmospheric CO2, which is now over 400 PPM, far exceeds the values of the last 800,000 years. It
also shows that we should expect the corresponding temperature to eventually be about 12 or 13

degrees above preindustrial temperatures. This would bring about a human disaster®**.

Figure 2 shows the average yearly temperature with respect to the 1960-t0-1990 baseline
temperature (in blue). It also shows atmospheric levels of CO; (in red). The S-3-05 goal of 450 PPM
is literally “off the chart”, in Figure 2. Figure 2 shows that, as expected, temperatures are starting to
rise along with the increasing levels of COz. The large variations in temperature are primarily due to

the random nature of the amount of solar energy being received by the earth.

FURTHER BACKGROUND: CALIFORNIA’S SB 375 AND A PREVIOUS
CALCULATION OF HOW MUCH WE CAN DRIVE '

As shown in the Introduction, LDVs emit significant amounts of CO;. The question arises: will
driving need to be reduced or can cleaner cars and cleaner fuels arrive in time to avoid such
behavioral change? Steve Winkelman, of the Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP), has worked
on this problem. Using CCAP data, an S-3-05-supporting driving reduction, for San Diego
County, will be estimated.
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SB 3735, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008

Under SB 375, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has given each Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) in California driving-reduction targets, for the years 2020 and

Figure 1. Atmospheric COz and Mean Temperature from 800,000 Years Ago
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Figure 2. Atmospheric CO2 and Mean Temperature, Over the Last 1,000 Years
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2035, “Driving” means yearly, per capita, vehicle miles travelled (VMT), by LDVs, with respect
to 2005. The CARB-provided values are shown at this Wikipedia link,

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SB 375.
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B22.o2|| Under SB 375, every Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) must include a section called a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS must include driving reduction predictions

corresponding to the CARB targets. Each SCS must include only feasible transportation, land use,
and transportation-related policy data. If the SCS driving-reduction predictions fail to meet the
CARB-provided targets, the MPO must prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which must
also appear in the MPO’s RTP. An APS uses infeasible transportation, land use, and transportation-
related policy assumptions. The total reductions, resulting from both the SCS and the APS, must at
least meet the CARB-provided targets.

Factors Used to Compute the Required Driving Reduction

The definitions in Tables 1 and the two conventions in Table 2 will be used to compute the needed
driving reductions, with respect to year 2005, from known and estimated variables and the $-3-05 GHG
reductions that were thought to support climate stabilization, back in 2005. By SB 375 convention, Year
“i, the reference year, is 2005.

The fractional reduction in per-capita personal driving, with respect to 2005 driving, needed to achieve any
desired level of GHG emission, can be computed using predicted population growth and two of the
variables shown in Figure 3%, The two needed values are the factor with respect to year 2005 of CO»
emitted per mile driven (the green line, sometimes referred to as “Pavley”, since AB 1493 was authored by
Senator Fran Pavley) and the factor with respect to year 2005 of the advantage from achieving the low
carbon fuel standards (LCFS, the purple line).

The variables plotted in Figure 3 are the factors which can be used to multiply the 2005 values to get -
the values for the years shown. For example, in 2030, the CO; emitted from the cars and light-duty
trucks in California (the dark blue line), can be computed to be 1.12 times as large as it was in 2005.
It can also be said that the value will be 12% larger than it was in 2005. Likewise, the green line,
which is the average COz emitted per mile driven, for California’s fleet of LDVs, is predicted, in
2030, to be .73 times the 2005 value. This means the value is predicted to be reduced 27%, below its
2005 value. Figure 3 also shows that the 1990 value of emissions (on the light blue line) was about
13% less than it was in 2005.

The S-3-05 trajectory is shown as the gold (or dark yellow) line. It is the factors that can be used to
convert 2005 values of emissions to values for the years shown. For example in 2030, emissions will
need to be 37% lower than they were in 2005, to meet the S-3-05 mandate.

The SB 375 convention is for CARB to require and for the Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs) to estimate and report their predicted per-capita driving reductions. To compute the per-
capita driving reduction, the equation for computing the emissions is used. That equation is the
product of the following four factors:

¢ the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, “L” (which reduces the CO2 emitted from each gallon of fuel
burned),

o the fleet-average COZ2 per mile driven (using the CO2 per gallon burned without accounting
for “L”),

Table 1. Variable Definitions

VY
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Variable Definitions

e LDV Emitted C02, in Year “k”

L; Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) Factor that reduces the
Per-Gallon CO2 emissions, in Year “k”

C LDV CO2 emitted per mile driven, average, in Year “%”, not
accounting for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) Factor

(' LDV CO2 emitted per mile driven, average, in Year “k”, accounting
for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (L.CFS) Factor

Pr Population, in Year “£”

dg Per-capita LDV driving, in Year “k”

Dy LDV Driving, in Year “k”

M, LDV Mileage, miles per gallon, in Year “£”

m, LDV Equivalent Mileage, miles per gallon, in Year “k” accounting for
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) Factor, so this is Mi/Lk

N Number of pounds of CO2 per gallon of fuel but not accounting for
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) Factor

Table 2. Two Conventions

Two Conventions: Variable in a Given Year and Factors to
Compute a Variable’s Value in Year “k” from it’s
Value in Year “i”

X; Variable “X” in year “i”

Ratio of the value of “X” in year “£” to the value of “X” in Year “#, which
f Xk/i could also be expressed as x;/x;. Note that this is the factor that could be
used to multiply the value in Year “” to get the value in Year “k”.

V

the per-capita driving, and

the population. (The per-capita driving multiplied by population gives the miles driven.)

e = LxCxd=p (Eq. 1)
For Year “A”, this is the following;:

ex = Lyg*Cp* di*py (Eq. 2)
For Year “i”, this is the following;:

e = LixCp* di*p; (Eq. 3)

Since the two sides of Equation 3 are equal, an equation can be formed by dividing the left side of
Equation 2 by the left side of equation 3 and the right side of Equation 2 by the right side of
Equation 3. Associating the terms on the right side of this new equation gives Equation 4
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VY

Ly €, d
e L ¢ d; p;

The convention of the 2™ row of Table 2 can be used to create Equation 5 from Equation 4.

fek/i = ka/i X fck/i X fdk/i X fpk/i (Eq. 5)

The first factor (from left to right) of the right side of Equation 5 is the purple line of Figure 3; the
second factor of Equation 5 is the green line of Figure 3; and the product of the last two factors of

Figure 3 The S-3-05 Trajectory (the Gold Line) AND the COz Emitted from
Personal Driving (the Blue Line), where that COz is a Function (the
Product) of the California-Fleet-Average CO:z per Mile (the Green Line),

The Predicted Driving (VMT, the Red Line), and the
Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (the Purple Line)
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the right side of Equation 5 is the red line of Figure 3. Figure 3’s, dark-blue-line values are the

product of the purple-line values, the green-line values, and the red -line values. For example, in
2030, the dark-blue value of 1.12 can be computed by multiplying the purple-line value of 0.9 times
the green-line value of 0.73, times the red-line value of 1.7, times the red-line value of 1.7. As a
check, (0.9)*(0.73)*(1.7) = 1.1169, which is reasonably close to the (eye-ball-estimate) value of the
dark-blue line, for year 2030, 1.12.

The Required Driving Reduction for San Diego County, for 2035, Using
Winkelman’s LDV and Fuel Efficiency Values and S-3-05
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As described in Footnote 3 of this report, the CARB-supplied targets are per-capita driving reduction
targets. Page 8, of http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/staffreport_sb375080910.pdf, says, “The RTAC
recommended that targets be expressed as a percent reduction in per-capita greenhouse gas
emissions from a 2005 base year”. However, Footnote 3 applies.

The Key Relationship and Derivation of the Needed Formula

They key relationship is Equation 5. Solving for the fractional reduction in per-capita driving, with
respect to 2005, results in Equation 6.

fdk/i

This driving reduction is a per-capita value, matching the convention of the CARB-supplied target.

Ferys

(Eq. 6)

Frgi*Fersi*Foyyi

Getting the Values to Use in the Equation

Figure 3 will supply all of the needed values, except for the factor of population. Neither Figure 3°s
red-line values nor its blue-line values are used.

Getting the Net Factor of the Emissions of GHG, for Year 2035, With Respect to 2005

To get the factor of the emissions of GHG, for year 2035, with respect to year 2005, it is necessary
to extrapolate the Governor’s Executive Order target values (the gold line of Figure 3), out to year
2035. Figure 3’s gold line shows that this factor is 0.87 in 2020 and is 0.64 in 2030. Therefore, in
year 2035, the factor will be

0.64 + [(.64 - .87) /(2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.525
Getting the (Paviey) Factor of the Average CO2 per Mile Driven, in 2035, with Respect to 2005

To get the Pavley reduction factor, for Year 2035, it is necessary to extrapolate the average CO2 per
mile driven, which is Figure 3°s green line, out to Year 2035. It is 0.82 in 2020 and it is 0.73 in 2030.
Therefore, in Year 2035 the statewide mileage factor data will be

0.73 + [(.73 - .82) / (2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.685
Getting the Fuactor of the Reduction of GHG Due to Fuels that Burn less Carbon

To get the factor of the reduction of GHG due to fuels that burn less carbon, it is only necessary to
observe the purple line of Figure 3. It indicates that the factor will be 0.9 in 2035.

Getting the Factor of the Increase in Population

The factor for population in San Diego County is computed using the populations estimated in
CARB’s http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sh375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf, namely 3,034,388 people in 2005
and 3,984,753 people in 2035. So the factor, from 2005 to 2035 is 3,984,753/3,034,388 = 1.313.

Computing the Required Per-Capita Driving Reduction, for 2035

These 4 values are used in Eq. 6, to compute the required factor of per-capita driving (VMT), for
2035, with respect to 2006.

fao,= 525 + (685  x 09 x 1313 )

Therefore, fay = frercapitavur = 649,
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This corresponds to a 35.1% reduction in per-capita driving, in year 2035, compared to 2005.
Computing the Net Amount of Driving, in 2035, Compared to 2005 and its Significance

The net factor of driving in 2035, compared to 2005, is the product of the per-capita factor of driving
(.649, as just computed) and the factor of population change (1.313, as computed above).

Factor of net driving in 2035 compared to 2005:
fvmr = 649 x 1313 = 0.8515.

Based on this set of assumptions, even though San Diego County’s population would grow by
31.3%, from 2005 to 2035, the people would have to drive 15% less than they did in 2005.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF CALIFORNIA’S TOP-LEVEL LDV
REQUIREMENTS TO SUPPORT CLIMATE STABILIZATION

The above work is obsolete due to our latest understanding of how fast emissions will need to be
reduced. It is also clear that cleaner cars will be needed and can probably be achieved. As will be
seen, much cleaner cars will be needed if driving reductions are going to remain within what many
people would consider achievable. Mileage and equivalent mileage will need to be specified. Some
of the above equations will need to be modified, since a significant fleet-fraction of Zero-Emission
Vehicles (ZEVs, either Battery-Electric .LDVs or Hydrogen Fuel Cell LDVs) will be needed and
mileage and equivalent mileage will be used instead of CO2 per mile driven.

Since the SB-375 work used 2005 as the reference year, it will remain the reference year here.

GHG Target to Support Climate Stabilization

The primary problem with S-3-05 is that California’s resolve and actions have been largely ignored
by other states, our federal government, and many countries. Therefore, rather than achieving 2000
levels by 2010 and being on a track to achieve 1990 levels by 2020, world emission have been
increasing. Reference 7 states on Page 14 that the required rate of reduction, if commenced in 2020,
would be 15%. That rate means that the factor of 0.85 must be achieved, year after year. If this were
done for 10 years, the factor would be (0.85)!°= 0.2. We don’t know where world emissions will be
in 2020. However, it is fairly safe to assume that California will be emitting at its 1990 level in 2020,
in accordance with S-3-05. This situation shows that the correct target for California is to achieve
emissions that are reduced to 80% below California’s 1990 value by 2030. Note that if the
reductions start sooner, the rate of reduction of emissions can be less than 15% and the 2030 target
could be relaxed somewhat. However, it is doubtful that the world will get the reduction rate
anywhere near the needed 15% by 2020. Therefore, the target, of 80% below 1990 levels by 2030 is
considered to be correct for California. Reference 7 also calls into question the advisability of aiming
for a 2 degree Celsius increase, given the possibilities of positive feedbacks that would increase
warming. This concern for positive feedbacks is another reason that this paper will work towards
identifying LDV requirement sets that will support achieving 80% below 1990 values by 2030.

Using the top-row definition in Table 1, and this requirement, results in the following equation.

—22030 = 0.2 (Eq.7)
1990
From Figure 3,
—21990 = 0.87 (Eq. 8)
2005
9
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00— 0.87x0.2=.174 (Eq. 9)

€2005
Using the convention shown in Table 2 gives this equation:

=.174 (Eq. 10)

fezoso/zoos

How Miles-Per-Gallon (MPG) Updates the LDV Efficiency Estimates

The number of pounds of CO2 per mile driven, defined as “C” in Table 1, is equal to the number of
pounds of CO2, per gallon of fuel, divided by the number of miles travelled on that gallon of fuel.
However, in different years, this amount can change from the standard value of “N” as defined in the
last line of Table 1, because of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Therefore, using the definitions in
Table 1, the following equation can be written:

NxLy

k= ", (Eq. 11)
For the baseline year “#”, this is the following:
NxL;
¢ = - (Eq. 12)
[ 2

Using Table 1°s definition of mileage that accounts for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard gives
these equations, since m = M/L:

= X Eq. 13

G = (Eq. 13)
N

c; = oy (Eq. 14)

Using Table 2’s second convention and dividing Equation 13 by Equation 14 gives:
m;

_ Gk _ M
ff—'k/i - .FCT - my (Eq' 15)

This shows that to get the factor to convert CO2-emission-per-mile from the baseline value to a

future-time value, the new value is divided by the baseline value. However, if the mileage values
are used, the baseline value must be divided by the newer value.

It is also useful to use an intermediate year to get the factor from the baseline year to the year of
interest. This can be done by using Equation 13 for different years to result in Equation 14 and
Equation 15, where “j” denotes the intermediate year.

_m
ft‘j/;‘ - m; (Eq. 14)
m.
fay = m, (Eg. 15)
Multiplying these equations together results in Equation 16.

_ My
\/ f cisi f ki T omy X my  my (Eq. 16)
10
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Recognizing the right side of Equation 16 shows that these factors can be strung together, as
shown by Equation 17, which is a direct result of Equation 16.

fck/,: = ij/i X fck/j (Eq' 17)

Since the low carbon fuel standard has been incorporated into the carbon emission per mile
parameter, “c”, the following equations result, using the definitions of Table 1.

For Year “£”, this is the following:

ey = Cp* dy*py (Eq. 18)
For Year “i”, this is the following:

e = CG*dixp (Eq. 19)

Since the two sides of Equation 19 are equal, an equation can be formed by dividing the left side of
Equation 18 by the left side of equation 19 and the right side of Equation 18 by the right side of
Equation 19. Associating the terms on the right side of this new equation gives Equation 4

ex cr . dy Dk
— = e e e E » 20
e ¢ di b (Eq. 20)

The convention of the 2™ row of Table 2 can be used to create Equation 5 from Equation 4.

fek/i = fck/i x fdk/i X fpk/i (Eq- 21)
This can be expanded by using Equation 17 to give the following,.
Fewi = Jejn ™ Feryy X Farp X Foup (Eq. 22)

For the purposes here, the intermediate year *” is 2015 and, recalling that “c” takes into account the
Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Figure 3 shows that the following is true, where 0.9 is taken (eyeballed)
from the green line at 2015 and the .93 is taken (eyeballed) from the purple line.

fcj/,- =0.9x0.93 =0.837 (Eq. 23)
Using Equation 22, to solve for the per-capita driving-reduction factor, results in Equation 24.
fek/i
“ fa,, = (Eq. 24)
ki ij/inck/jfok/i

Reference 8 shows that California’s population in 2005 was 35,985,582. Reference 9 shows that
California’s population in 2030 is predicted to be 44,279,354, Therefore,

fr,, = 44279354 35985582 = 1.2305 (Eq. 25)

£629%

Using the values in Equation 10, 23, and 25 gives Equation 26, where “j” is the intermediate year of
2015 and Equation 15 is also used.

f _ 0.174 (Eq. 26)
kit ™ 0837x g—ix1.23 05 &
Evaluating the values shown and with j = 2015 and k = 2030 gives Equation 27.
32030
=0.1689x —— Eq. 27
v fdk/g M201s (Eq. 27)
11
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2030), the 2030 fleet (all LDVs on the road) mileage would need to exceed the 2015 fleet
mileage by a factor of 1 divided by 0.1689, which is 5.92. For example, if the mileage for the
2015 fleet is 25 MPG, then the 2030 value would need to be 148 MPG. Clearly, most LDVs in
2030 will need to be ZEVs.

Internal Combustion Engine (ICE) Mileage, from Year 2000 to Year 2030

The years from 2000 to 2011 are taken from a plot produced by the PEW Environment Group,

http://www.pewenvironment.org/uploadedFiles/PEG/Publications/Fact Sheet/History%a2001%20
Fuel%20Economy%20Clean%20Energv%20Factsheet.pdf

The plot is shown here as Figure 6. The “Both™ values are used.

Figure 6 Mileage Values From the PEW Environment Group
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The values from 2012 to 2025 are taken from the US Energy Information Agency (EIA) as
shown on their website, http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/vehicle-
standards#ldv_2012_to_2025. They are the LDV Corporate Average Fleet Efficiency (CAFE)
values enacted into law in the first term of President Obama. From 2025 to 2030, it is assumed
that the yearly ICE improvement in CAFE will be 2.5 MPG.

Mileage of California’s LDV Fleet in 2015

Table 3 uses these values of ICE mileage to compute the mileage of the LDV fleet in 2015. It
assumes that the fraction of ZEVs being used over these years is small enough to be ignored. The
100 miles driven, nominally, by each set of cars, is an arbitrary value and inconsequential in the final
calculation, because it will divide out. It is never-the-less used, so that it is possible to compare the
gallons of fuel used for the different years. The “f” factor could be used to account for a set of cars
being driven less. It was decided to not use this option by setting all of the values to 1. The Low
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) values are taken from Figure 3. The gallons of fuel are computed as
shown in Equation 28, using the definition for Ly that is shown in Table 1.

fx100
Y

Gallons Used per f » 100 miles =

(CAFE MPG)/Ly, (Eq- 28)

12
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How ICE Mileage Values Will Be Used with ZEV Equivalent Mileage Values

As will be seen, after 20185, the net (computed using both ICEs and ZEVs) mileage values for
each year are assumed to greatly improve by having a significant fraction of ZEVs. The ICE
CAFE standards are used in this report as just the ICE contribution to fleet MPG. The ICE MPG
values are inadequate by themselves and will therefore need to become less important because
ZEVs will need to quickly take over the highways.

Federal requirements will need to change dramatically. Currently, federally-mandated corporate
average fuel efficiency (CAFE) standards have been implemented, from 2000 to 2025. These

standards require that each corporation produce and sell their fleet of cars and light-duty trucks in the

needed proportions, so that the combined mileage of the cars they sell, at least meet the specified

mileage.

Table 3.Calculation of the Fleet MPG for 2015

Lewo el o a0 Galloms

2 | LCFS | Factor Used Per
CAFE | Factor | Driven | %100
| i o MPG | Ly |  f Miles
1 14-15 2001 24.0 1.0 1.0 4,17
2 13-14 2002 | 240 1.0 1.0 4.17
3 12-13 2003 24.0 1.0 1.0 4.17
4 11-12 2004 24.0 1.0 1.0 4.17
5 10-11 2005 25.0 1.0 1.0 4.00
6 9-10 2006 25.7 9933 1.0 3.87
7 8-9 2007 26.3 9867 1.0 3.75
8 7-8 2008 27.0 9800 1.0 3.63
9 6-7 2009 28.0 9733 1.0 3.48
10 5-6 2010 28.0 9667 1.0 3.45
11 4-5 2011 29.1 9600 1.0 3.30
12 3-4 2012 29.8 9533 1.0 3.20
13 2-3 2013 30.6 9467 1.0 3.09
14 1-2 2014 31.4 9400 1.0 2.99
15 0-1 2015 32.6 9333 1.0 2.86
Sum of Gallons: | 54.29
Miles = 100*Sum(f’s): 1500
MPG = Miles/(Sum of Gallons): | 27.63

The car companies want to maximize their profits while achieving the required CAFE standard. In
California, the car companies will already be required to sell a specified number of electric vehicles,
which have a particularly-high, equivalent-value of miles-per-gallon. If the laws are not changed,

13
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this will allow these companigs to sell more low-mileage, high profit cars and light-duty trucks, and
still achieve the federal CAFE standard.

It will be better to apply the CAFE standards to only the ICEs and then require that the fleet of LDVs
sold achieve some mandated fraction of ZEVs. The ZEVs will get better and better equivalent
mileage, as our electrical grid is powered by more renewables. Therefore, their equivalent mileage is
not fixed, but will improve over the years. Requirements developed here are for 2030. Therefore a
high percentage of all the electricity generated in the state, including both the “in front of the meter”
(known as the “Renewable Portfolio Standard” or “RPS”) portion and the “behind the meter” portion
is assumed to come from sources that do not emit CO2. The value of 80% is assumed.

ZEV Equivalent Mileage Values

To calculate the mileage of the 2030 fleet of LDVs, it is necessary to derive a formula to compute
the equivalent mileage of ZEVs, as a function of the percent of electricity generated without emitting
CO2, the equivalent ZEV mileage if the electricity is from 100% fossil fuel, and the equivalent ZEV
mileage if the electricity is from 100% non-CO02 sources. The variables defined in Table 4 are used.

Table 4. Variables Used in the Calculatlon of ZEV Eqmvalent Mlleage

Variable | <= o ¢ 5 - Definition ;-
m, ZEV Equlvalent mlleage
m,, ZEYV Equivalent mileage if the electricity is from renewables
mys ZEY Equivalent mileage if the electricity is from fossil fuels
T fraction of electricity generated from sources not emitting CO2

Gallons of equivalent fuel used

D ~ Arbitrary distance travelled
Num My X Myp
Den TX Mg+ (1 —7) XMy,

The derivation of the equation for equivalent ZEV mileage is based on the notion that the ZEV can
be imagined to travel “r” fraction of the time on electricity generated from renewables and “(1-r)”
fraction of the time on fossil fuel. If the vehicle travels “D” miles, then, using the definitions shown
in Table 4, the following equation can be written.

D + (1~r)xDb

rX
6=+ (Eq. 29)
m,=D/G=D/(o>+ ‘1;’3;“)) (Eq. 30)

Dividing the numerator and the denominator by D and multiplying them both by the product of the
two equivalent mileage values results in Equations 31.

m, =My, X My /(r X mgp + (1 —1) Xmy,) (Eq. 31)

Again, using the definitions in Table 4 results in the following.

\% 14
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Table 5 shows an assignment of assumed values and the result of a calculation, using Equations 31
and 32, to produce a ZEV equivalent mileage.

Table S, Variable A531gnment and the Resulting ZEV Mlleage

ngﬁéﬁ Af”F> T e um ) Den ‘g«,;ﬁ 3
5000 0.2 |350000.00 1056.00 331.44

Computing an LDV Fleet Mileage Assuming Heroic Measures (HM)

Table 6 shows the additional definitions that will be used in this calculation. Table 7 computes the
2030 LDV mileage, assuming “Heroic Measures” to reduce the miles driven in poor-mileage ICE’s,
in building and selling a significant fraction of ZEVs, and in getting the Low Carbon Fuel Standards
to continue to improve beyond the Table 3 minimum of 0.90.

Table 6. Additional Variables Used in the Calculation of 2030 LDV Mlleage

Variable |+ 0 o Definition
D, Dlstance travelled by ICE vehlcles
D, Distance travelled by ZEVs
G; Gallons of Equivalent fuel used by ICE vehicles
G, Gallons of Equivalent fuel used by ZEVs

As shown by the values for “f”, government policies must be adopted to reduce the miles driven by
the ICE’s, from 2016 to 2023. The 2016 model ICE’s are driven only 30% as much as the nominal
amount. The 2017 year ICE’s can be driving 10% more. This rate of change continues up to 2023,
when the ICE’s are doing less damage, due to the large fraction of ZEVs on the road.

As shown, the ZEV fraction of the fleet assumes the value of 5%, just 4 years from now. It then
proceeds upward, to 10% in 2019, 25% in 2020, 40% in 2021, and so on, until it reaches 95%.

Achieving these fractions of ZEVs might be compared to what was done during World War II, when
automobile productions lines were rapidly converted to produce tanks. This reduced the new cars that
could be purchased. Besides this, rationing gasoline made it difficult to drive at times and, due to
shortages of leather, which was being used to produce boots for soldiers, some citizens found it hard
to even buy shoes. These rapid and inconvenient changes were tolerated, because most people agreed
that the war needed to be won. The heroic measures assumed here may not be possible unless citizens
and the political leaders they elect understand the dire consequences of climate destabilization and
therefore accept, and even demand, the measures that are needed to support climate stabilization.

The equivalent miles per gallon of the LDV fleet in 2030, specifically 111.12 miles per gallon, will
be considered as a potential 2030 LDV requirement.

Computing the Heroic-Measures (HM) Case Per-Capita and Net Driving
Factor Requirements, Based on the Result Shown in Table 7

Plugging the

V
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e cquivalent MPG of the LDV fleet in Year 2030, taken from the bottom of Table 7, which is
111.12 MPQG, and

e the MPG of the LDV fleet in Year 2015, taken from the bottom of Table 3, which is 27.63
MPG,

into Equation 27, gives the following result:

200 = 1689 X 11112

fay, =0.1689x =.6795  (Eq.31)

mz015

This means that the per-capita driving will need to be about 32% less than in year 2005. The net
driving can be computed by multiplying the per-capita driving, 0.6795, by the population factor of
1.23035, computed in Equation 25, resulting in 0.8361. This means that, even with the 23% increase
in California’s population, the net driving will have to drop by about 16%. If this LDV requirement
set is selected, all of California’s transportation money can be used to improve transit, improve
active transportation (mainly walking and biking), and maintain, but not expand, roads.

Table 7. Calculation of 2030 LDV Mlleage Assummg Heroic Measures

ZEVs | Yearlv Totals

ICE Parameters and Calculatlons

CAFE S Rl Total | Lo | 2030
R O Gallo
: Miles | "2 ° | MPG

000]30.0 | .8105 | 37.01

40.0 | 1.0484 | 38.15

525 | 1.216843.14
64.0 | 1.3498] 47.41

775 1 1.3091 | 55.20

88.0 | 1.1331| 77.66

166|955 | 9319 | 102.48

100.0 | .7530 | 132.81

257| 1000 | 5145 | 19436

711000 | 3688 | 27118

100.0 | .3648 | 274.16

287 100.0 | 3611 |276.92

100.0 | .3578 | 279.48

3548 | 281.87
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The first step is to use Equation 27 and the value of the mileage in 2015 to compute the needed LDV
equivalent fleet mileage for 2030 so that fdk Ji is equal to 1.0.

mzo1s — 27.63

— X —— = 163.54 MPG (Eq. 32)
0.1689 0.1689

Table 8 is constructed, with the fraction of ZEVs selected to achieve the needed equivalent fleet
mileage of about 163.54 MPG. Since its ZEV fractions are larger and sooner than in the “Heroic
Measures table, Table 8 is the “Extra-Heroic Measures” (EHM) case. The ICE “f” values are
unchanged; as are the LCFS values. The EHM ZEV differences from the HIM case are the
highlighted “z” values.

Mao30 = fa,,; %

This means that with the 23% increase in California’s population, computed in Equation 235, the net
driving would also increase by 23%. If this LDV requirement set were to be implemented, a lot of
California’s transportation money will be needed to expand the highway system, leaving less to
improve transit, improve active transportation (mainly walking and biking), and maintain roads.

Comparing the ZEV Fraction Values of the “Heroic-Measures” (HM) Case to
the “Extra-Heroic Measures” (EHM) Case

Table 9 shows the direct comparison of the ZEV fractions that are ZEV requirements for the HM
Case and the EHM Case. The differences are highlighted.

ACHIEVING THE REQUIRED DRIVING REDUCTION OF THE
HEROIC-MEASURES (HM) CASE

As shown in Equation 31, in 2030, the per-capita driving will need to at least 32% below the
20035 value. As shown in this link, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SB_375, California’s
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are adopting Region Transportation Plans (RTPs)
that will achieve reductions in year 2020 and 2035. As also shown there, the targets, for year
20385, range from 0% for Shasta to 16% for Sacramento Area Council of Governments Since this
is for 2030 instead of 2035, and to be reasonably conservative, it is assumed here that the state
will achieve a 10% reduction in per-capita driving, in 2030, compared to 2005. This leaves 22%
to be achieved by new programs.

The title of each of the following subsections contains the estimated per-capita driving reduction
each strategy will achieve, by 2030.

Reallocate Funds Earmarked for Highway Expansion to Transit and Consider
Transit-Design Upgrades (3%)

San Diego County has a sales tax measure called “TransNet”, which allocates one-third for highway
expansion, one-third for transit, and one-third for road maintenance. It has a provision that allows for a

reallocation of funds, if supported by at least two-thirds of SANDAG Board members, including a so-
called weighted vote, where governments are given a portion of 100 votes, proportional to their
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population. It is hereby proposed to reallocate the TransNet amount, earmarked for highway
expansion, to transit and to do similar reallocations throughout California.

This money could be used to fund additional transit systems; improve transit operations; and/or the
redesign and implementation of the redesign of existing transit systems. The redesign could include
electrification and automation or even upgrading to a different technology.

A Comprehensive Road-Use Fee Pricing and Payout System to Unbundle the
Cost of Operating Roads (7.5%)

Comprehensive means that pricing would be set to cover all costs (including road maintenance and
externalities such as harm to the environment and health); that privacy and the interests of low-
income drivers doing necessary driving would be protected; that the incentive to drive fuel-efficient
cars would be at least as large as it is under the current fuels excise tax; and, as good technology
becomes available, that congestion pricing is used to protect critical driving from congestion.

The words payout and unbundle mean that some of the money collected would go to people that are
losing money under the current system.

Table 8. Calculatlon of 2030 LDV Mlleage Assumlng Extra-Heroic Measures

Yearly Totals

Total |-

|. 2030
Ga;lon, I MP G
8105 | 37.01

9738 | 47.24 -

9760 | 66.60

.8840 | 90.50

7047 | 129.14

4403 | 222.59

3717 | 267.66

3769 | 265.31
3727 | 268.35
3688 | 271.18

3648 | 274.16

3611 | 27692

3578 | 279.48

3548 | 281.87

3520 | 284.10
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Table 9. HM Case and the EHM Case Which Supports 2005 Per-Capita Driving

Cases 20152016 |2017 2018 [2019]2020(2021|2022(2023(2024 2025 {2026 |2027|2028|202972030

HM |00 (.00 (.00 |.05 [.10 [.25 |.40 .55 |.70 |.85 |95 |95 |95 |95 |95 |95

EHM |00 .10 [.30 .50 |.70 [.90 [.95 |.95 .95 .95 |95 |95 |95 .95 |95 |95

User fees (gas taxes and tolls) are not enough to cover road costs!® and California is not properly
maintaining its roads. Reference 10 shows that in California user fees amount to only 24.1% of what
is spent on roads. Besides this, the improved mileage of the ICEs and the large number of ZEVs
needed mean that gas tax revenues will drop precipitously.

This system could be used to help reduce the ICE LDV miles driven in 2016 to 2022, as shown in
the “f’ column of Tables 7 and 8. This system could probably be implemented in less than 5 years.

Unbundling the Cost of Car Parking (7.5%)

Unbundling the cost of car parking!! throughout California is conservatively estimated to decrease
driving by 7.5%, based on Table 1 of Reference 11. That table shows driving reductions due to
introducing a price, for 10 cases. Its average reduction in driving is 25% and its smallest reduction is
15%.

Good Bicycle Projects and Bicycle Traffic Skills Education (3%)

The best criterion for spending money for bicycle transportation is the estimated reduction in driving per
the amount spent. The following strategies may come close to maximizing this parameter.

Projects to Improve Bicycle Access

All of the smart-growth neighborhoods, central business districts, and other high trip destinations or
origins, both existing and planned, should be checked to see if bicycle access could be substantially
improved with either a traffic calming project, a “complete streets” project, more shoulder width, or a
project to overcome some natural or made-made obstacle.

League of American Bicyclist Certified Instruction of “Traffic Skills 1017

Most serious injuries to bike riders occur in accidents that do not involve a motor vehicle!2. Most car-

bike accidents are caused by wrong-way riding and errors in intersections; the clear-cut-hit-from-behind

accident is rare!?. :

After attending Traffic Skills 101, students that pass a rigorous written test and demonstrate proficiency
in riding in traffic and other challenging conditions could be paid for their time and effort.

As an example of what could be done in San Diego County, if the average class size was 3 riders
per instructor and each rider passes both tests and earns $100 and if the instructor, with overhead,
costs $500 dollars, for a total of $800 for each 3 students, that would mean that $160M could
teach $160M/$800 = 200,000 classes of 3 students, for a total of 600,000 students. The
population of San Diego County is around 3 million.
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Eliminate or Greatly Increase the Maximum Height and Density Limits Close to
Transit Stops that Meet Appropriate Service Standards (2%)

As sprawl is reduced, more compact, transit-oriented development (TOD) will need to be built. This
strategy will incentivize a consideration of what level of transit service will be needed, how it can be
achieved, and what levels of maximum height and density are appropriate. Having no limits at all is
reasonable if models show that the development can function without harming the existing adjacent
neighborhoods, given the level of transit service and other supporting transportation policies (such as

car parking that unbundles the cost and supports the full sharing of parking!?) that can be assumed.

Net Driving Reduction from All Identified Strategies

By 2030, the sum of these strategies should be realized. They total 23%, resulting in a 1% margin over
the needed 22% (which is added to the existing 10% to get the needed 32%).

ADDITIONAL ELECTRICITY REQUIRED

The URL http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013_energypolicy/documents/2013-06-

26 workshop/presentations/09 VMT-Bob_RAS 21Jun2013.pdf shows that Californians drove
about 325 Billion miles per year, from 2002 to 2011. This value can be multiplied by the 0.8361
factor reduction of driving, computed right after the calculation shown in Equation 31, and the
fraction of miles driven by ZEVs, shown at the bottom of Table 7, of 0.689 (from 68.9%), to
give the 2030 miles driven by ZEVs = 325 Billion x 0.831 x 0.689 = 187 Billion miles per year.

Using the Tesla information here http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tesla Roadster, it is assumed that
21.7 kW-h is used per 100 miles, or 0.217 kW-h per mile. The total energy used per year is

therefore 187 Billion miles x 0.217 kW-h = 40,648 GW-h.

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/cfaqs/howhighiscaliforniaselectricitydemandandwheredoesthepowe
recomefrom.htm, shows that California is using about 265,000 GW-h per year. Therefore the
electricity needed to power California’s HM ZEV LDF fleet in 2030 is 100% x 40,648/265,000 =
15.34% of the amount of electricity California is currently using.

CONCLUSION

A requirement set named “Heroic Measures” (HM) is quantified. Table 9 shows that the HM LDV
efficiency requirements are much easier to achicve than those needed to allow per-capita driving to
remain close to its 2005 level. Strategics to achieve the required HM driving reductions are also
allocated and described. They are perhaps about as difficult as achieving the HM LDV fleet efficiency.
It is computed that the 2030 fleet of LDV HM ZEVs would require an amount of electricity which is
equal to about 15% of what California is using today.

ABREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS
AB 1493 California’s Assembly Bill 1493 ICE Internal Combustion Engine LDV
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AB 32 California’s Assembly Bill 32 kW-h Kilo Watt-hour

APS Alternative Planning Strategy LCFES Low Carbon Fuel Standard

CAFE Corporate Average Fleet Efficiency LDV Light-Duty Vehicle

CARB  California Air Resources Board MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
CBD Center for Biological Diversity Pavley  Senator Pavley’s AB 1493

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act PPM Parts per Million

CCAP  Center for Clean Air Policy RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard
CNFF Cleveland National Forest Foundation RTP Regional Transportation Plan

SB 375  California’s Senate Bill 375 S-3-05  Governor’s Executive Order S-3-035
CO: Carbon Dioxide SANDAG San Diego Association of

CO2 e  Carbon Dioxide Equivalent GHG Governments

EHM “Extra Heroic Measures” LDV Case  SCS Sustainable Community Strategy
GEO Governor’s Executive Order TransNet San Diego County sales tax

GHG Greenhouse gas URL Universal Resource Locator

GW-h Giga Watt-Hours VMT Vehicle Miles Travelled

HM “Heroic Measures” LDV Case ZEV Zero Emission Vehicle LDV
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appeal (referred to hereinafter as “Amici Scientists.”).
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31, 2012 order granting Defendants and Defendant-Intervenors’ Motions to
Dismiss (A085) (and incorporated memorandum opinion (A074-84)); and May 22,
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No. 1:11-¢v-02235-RLW (Hon. Robert L. Wilkins).
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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Amici curiae Scientists, James Hansen, David Beeﬂing, Paul J. Hearty, Ove
Hoegh-Guldberg, Pushker Kharecha, Valérie Masson-Delmotte, Camille
Parmesan, Eelco J. Rohling, Makiko Sato, Pete Smith and Lise Van Susteren are
individuals and co-authors of Exhibit 1 to this Amicus Brief. They are not publicly
held corporations, they issue no stock, they have no parent companies, and no
publicly held company owns any stock in them. Amici Scientists have the purpose
here only to assist the Court’s consideration of the nature of the climate crisis,
including the burden being imposed on present and future generations, and to
describe a prescription for a plan of action that, if pursued, could be adequate to
preserve essential features of the climate system under which civilization

developed.
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GLOSSARY
°C Degrees centigrade
Amici Scientists James Hansen, David Beerling, Paul J.

Hearty, Ove Hoegh- Guldberg, Pushker
Kharecha, Valérie Masson-Delmotte,
Camille Parmesan, Eelco Rohling, Makiko
Sato, Pete Smith, and Lise Van Susteren

CO, Carbon dioxide

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
GISS Goddard Institute for Space Studies
Holocene | a geological epoch which began

approximately 12,000 years ago

[PCC | Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
ppm parts per million by volume
vi
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INTEREST AND IDENTITY OF AMICI SCIENTISTS®

Amici Scientists appear here in their individual capacity and not as
representatives of any institution with which they are affiliated. The information
and opinions in this brief are not necessarily those of any institution with which
Amici Scientists are affiliated or those of any party to the present litigation. This
brief is offered as an aid to the Court’s deliberations over whether the relief sought
by Appellants in their appeal is needed to preserve a climate system that is
conducive to the survival and wellbeing of today's young people and their progeny.

Amicus James Hansen is the former director of the NASA Goddard Institute
for Space Studies (GISS) and is an Adjunct Professor of Earth Sciences at
Columbia University’s Earth Institute. His research, since the mid-1970s, has
focused on studies of the Earth's climate, using ongoing climate observations,
Earth's climate history, and computer simulations of the global climate system. Dr.

Hansen’s testimony to Congress in the 1980s helped raise awareness of the global

2 All parties have consented in writing to the filing of this brief. No counsel
for a party authored this brief in whole or in part, and no counsel, party, or other
person made a monetary contribution intended to fund the preparation or
submission of this brief. Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 29(d), amici curiae certify
that no other brief of which they are aware of addresses the science behind the
relief sought in this case. Amici curiae are aware that there will be other amicus
curige briefs supporting Appellants, but to their knowledge none of them overlap
with the arguments presented herewith. Amici curiae only submit information to
the Court in their area of expertise and certify that filing a joint brief is not
practicable and that it is necessary to submit separate briefs.
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warming issue. In recent years, he has drawn attention to the danger of passing
climate tipping points, producing irreversible impacts that would yield a different
planet from the one on which civilization developed. As part of that work, Dr.
Hansen has outlined steps that are needed to stabilize climate, with a cleaner
atmosphere and ocean. Dr. Hansen was elected to the National Academy of
Sciences in 1995.

Amicus Professor David Beerling is a palacobiologist in the Department of
Animal and Plant Sciences, University of Sheffield, UK. His research, which is
rooted in experiments and models -- and the emergence of fossil plants as
biosensors recording the chemical composition of the ancient atmosphere —
illuminates the causal relationships between terrestrial plant life and the global
environment, and helps inform our understanding of human-made global change
issues. He has authored over 200 scientific papers, holds a Royal Society Wolfson
Research Merit Award, serves on several international scientific committees, and
has organized Royal Society meetings (1997, 2006, 2010) on plant and ecosystem
responses to past, present and future global environmental change.

Amicus Paul J. Hearty is Research Associate Professor at the University of
North Carolina at Wilmington. His Ph.D. education was in glacial and Quaternary
geology at the Institute of Arctic and Alpine Research and Geology Department at

the University of Colorado at Boulder. He has over 100 peer-reviewed
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publications. In the past 3 decades, Hearty's research has focused on the geologic
record of sea-level changes, including confirmation that past warmer-than-present
interglacial periods experienced substantial melting of polar ice sheets and
subsequent sea-level rise. His current NSF (US) research examines the dynamic
behavior of sea level and ice sheets during the mid to late Pliocene (3.3-2.9 million
years ago), the last géologic interval when atmospheric CO, was at or above 400
ppmv -- a level surpassed in May 2013.

‘Amicus Ove Hoegh-Guldberg is Professor of Marine Studies and Director of
the Global Change Institute, at the University of Queensland in Brisbane,
Australia. His published works include over 200 refereed publications and book
chapters, including the first major evidence of the serious threat that climate
change poses for coral reefs and other coastal ecosystems. He is currently a
member of the Australian Climate Scientists and the Royal Society (London)
Marine Advisory Netwérk, and recently served on the on the Board of Editing
Reviewers at Science Magazine. He is currently serving as a Coordinating Lead
Author of Chapter 30 (The Oceans) in the Fifth assesément report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, due to be released in 2014.

Amicus Pushker Kharecha is a climate scientist with NASA GISS and the
Columbia University Earth Institute whose main focus is conducting scientific

research that can help to inform sound environmental policies. His research
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interests are broad and generally relate to the human dimensions of the carbon
cycle, such as the impacts of past, present, and future land use and fossil fuel use
on climate, as well as mitigation of anthropogenic climate change via changes in
these activities. Dr. Kharecha has served as a co-lead author for a major UNEP
publication and has authored multiple high-impact peer-reviewed scientific papers.

Amicus Valérie Masson-Delmotte is a senior climate scientist and head of
the "climate dynamics and archives" research group of Laboratoire des Sciences du
Climat, Gif-sur-Yvette, France, related to French National Research Center,
Atomic Energy Agency, University of Versailles-St Quentin and Institut Pierre
Simon Laplace. She has co-authored 150 peer-reviewed publications on climate
variability and climate change throughout different time scales, and has contributed
to several outreach books for children and for the g;eneral public. She has received
several prizes for collaborative research, including the Iréne Joliot-Curie "French
female scientist of 2013" award from the Ministery of Research and the Academy
of Sciences. She was a lead author éf Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) 4th Assessment Report (AR4) (2007) and a coordinating lead author of
IPCC ARS (released September 2013), for the IPCC Working Group I
paleoclimate chapters.

Amicus scientist Dr. Camille Parmesan is a Professor in Integrative Biology

at the University of Texas at Austin (USA) and holds the National Aquarium Chair
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in the Public Understanding of Oceans and Human Health in the Marine Institute,
Plymouth University (UK). Professor Parmesan's research focuses on the current
impacts of climate change on wildlife. Her documentation of the global extent and
pervasiveness of the effects of anthropogenic climate change on biodiversity have
received multiple international awards, including several from Reuters ISI for
being very highly cited in the scientific literature. Parmesan is a Fellow of the
Ecological Society of America and is a co-recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize
awarded to IPCC in 2007.

Amicus Eelco J. Rohling is Professor (Ocean and Climate Change) at the
Research School of Earth Sciences, at The Australian National University. His
research concerns past ocean and climate changes, present-day and past states of
circulation and property distribution, changes in deep-sea ventilation with impacts
on nutrient distributions and the carbon cycle, ecological responses to ocean
change,. and integration of palacoclimate research with archaeological records. He
has been an international corresponding Fellow of the Royal Netherlands Academy
of Arts and Science, a Japan Society for Promotion of Science Senior Invited
Researcher, a UK Royal Society Wolfson Research Merit Award winner, and an
Australian Laurcate Fellow (started 1 March 2013). Eelco has been vice-chairman
(2003-2004) and chairman (2005-2008) of the 26-nation International Marine

Global Changes Study programme (IMAGES), vice-president of
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Palacoclimatology at the Climates section of the European Geosciences Union
(2000-2006), associate editor with Climate of the Past, Geology,
Paleoceanography, and Quaternary Science Reviews, and editor of both
Paleoceanography (2006-2009) and Reviews of Geophysics (2010-today).

Amicus Makiko Sato is a research scientist at the Earth Institute, Columbia
University with over 50 publications in the field of planetary energy balance and
climate change. She holds her B.S. and Ph.D. in Physics, and worked at NASA
Goddard Institute for Space Studies from 1978 through 2013. Her academic
interests include analysis of global change data, especially atmospheric
temperature, and analysis of computational results of climate modeling due to
different climate forcings -- including that by well-mixed long-lived greenhouse
gases (CQQ, CHy, O3, and de) and atmospheric aerosols.

Amicus Pete Smith is the Royal Society-Wolfson Professor of Soils and
Global Change at the Institute of Biological and Environmental Sciences at the
University of Aberdeen (Scotland, UK), Science Director of the Scottish Climate
Change Centre of Expertise (ClimateXChange) and Director of Food Systems for
the Scottish Food Security Alliance-Crops. Since 1996, he has served as
Convening Lead Author, Lead Author and Author for the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC), including as the Convening Lead Author of the

Agricultural Mitigation chapter of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report and the
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Agriculture and Forestry Mitigation chapter of the [IPCC Fifth Assessment. He has
coordinated and participated in many national and international projects on soils,
agriculture, food security, greenhouse gases, climate change, mitigation and
impacts, and ecosystem modelling and is a Fellow of the Society of Biology, a
Rothamsted Research Fellow, a Research Fellow of the Royal Society (London;
2008-2013), and a Fellow of the Royal Society of Edinburgh.

Amicus Lise Van Susteren is a board certified general and forensic
psychiatrist practicing in Washington DC. Van Susteren serves on the advisory
board of the Center for Health and the Global Environment at Harvard School of
Public Health and is a member of the Board of Directors of the National Wildlife
Federation and the Chesapeake Climate Action Network. Van Susteren is the
founder and CEO of "Lucky Planet Foods," a company dedicated to providing low-
carbon, plant-based, healthy foods for sustainable living. In 2011, Van Susteren co-
founded "Interfaith Moral Action on Climate," a multi-faith coalition dedicated to

organizing people of religion and spirituality to speak out against climate change.
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Global warming due to emissions of greenhouse gases, mainly CO, from
fossil fuel consumption, is 0.8°C in the last 100 years, with most of this warming
in the last 35 years. Due to physical climate system inertia, a comparable amount is
“in the pipeline,” ensuring further warming even without further change in the
atmospheric concentration of CO, and other greenhouse gases.

Already-observed impacts of this warming include rising sea levels,
increased atmospheric moisture resulting in more intense precipitation events,
higher temperatures causing more frequent and infense heat waves, droughts, and
wildfires, loss of sea ice, ice sheet mass and glaciers, expansion of the subtropics,
acidification of the oceans, shifting distributions of plant and animal species, and
an increasing rate of species extinctions.

Maintaining a climate that resembles the Holocene epoch, the world with a
relatively stable climate system under which civilization developed, requires rapid
reduction of fossil fuel CO, emissions and massive reforestation. Atmospheric CO,
concentrations passed the level that Amici Scientists consider a safe initial target
in, approximately, 1988. Global meanl temperature is now close to and may exceed
the prior Holocene peak, and unabated fossil fuel emissions continue to drive the
Earth increasingly out of energy balance. Unless action is undertaken without

further delay, the continuing increase of atmospheric CO, will drive Earth’s
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climate system toward and past points of no return, with disastrous consequences
for young people and future generations. Effective action remains possible, but
delay in undertaking sharp reductions in emissions will undermine any realistic
chance of preserving a habitable climate system, which is needed by future
generations no less than by prior generations.

Appellants in this case (hereinafter, “Alec L.”) sought a preliminary
injunction to ensure that Respondents (hereinafter, “M.cCarthy”) submit to the
Court a plan to ensure that the United States commences effective action before it
is too late, including efforts to reduce CO, emissions by at least 6% annually. That
prescription remains consistent with the scientific understanding of what minimally
must be done by the United States and other nations to restore planetary encrgy
balance on the century time scale. The inadequacy of the US response ~- even when
accounting, generously, for both present law and stated policy goals — renders
action by this Court essential to preserve a viable planet for young people and
future generations.

\
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ARGUMENT

L. GREENHOUSE GASES HAVE ALREADY REACHED THE
DANGEROUS LEVEL AND, WITHOUT EFFECTIVE ACTION,
WILL PRODUCE CATASTROPHIC AND IRRETRIEVABLE
LOSSES.

At an earlier stage of these proceedings, the United States argued that
climate change presents “the possibility of some remote future injury.” Def. Opp’n
to PL. Motion for Prelim. Inj. at 9. That assertion evinced a fundamental
misunderstanding of the nature of the threat we face, both as to current impacts and
the likelihood of future harm.

Paleoclimate research establishes that for most of the Holocene period — the
period of the most recent 10,000 years — Earth’s climate, though highly variable on
a regional basis, has been characterized by reasonably constant mean global
temperatures. See summary of research in James Hansen et al., in Climate Change
and Intergenerational Justice: Rapid Reduction of Carbon Emissions Required to
Protect Young People, Future Generations and Nature, Public Library of Science
ONE (forthcoming, Dec. 2013) (Attached hereto as Exhibit 1) at 25 (“[H]Jumanity

and nature, the modern world as we know it, is adapted to the Holocene climate

that has existed more than 10,000 years.”).” This constancy enabled the Greenland

3 See also, J. Hansen, M. Sato, G. Russell, and P. Kharecha, Climate sensitivity,
sea level, and atmospheric carbon dioxide. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. A, 371, 20120294,
doi:10.1098/rsta.2012.0294. (2011), available at
http://rsta.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/371/2001/20120294.
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and Antarctic ice sheets to remain in near mass balance, sea levels to be relatively
stable, species to flourish, and civilization to develop.

Largely due to the burning of fossil fuels, the atmospheric CO,
concentration has climbed sharply in recent decades — from 3 16ppm in 1959 to
395ppm in 2013.* In that period, US CO, emissions nearly doubled, from 2.83 to
5.43 billion metric tons.” The CO, concentration is now at a level not seen on Earth
for at least 3 million years. Exhibit 1 at 6. The CO; increment functions as an
added blanket on the planet, reducing the amount of heat that would otherwise be
radiated to space and throwing the planet into energy imbalance. In response, Earth
has warmed by approximately 0.8°C over the last century, possibly breaching the
prior Holocene peak. Exhibit 1 at 34. Due to Earth’s thermal inertia, a similar or
greater amount of additional 2.0°C warming is “in the pipeline” before Earth
reaches energy balance at the present level of atmospheric CO, concentration. Id.

6-8.

* Mauna Loa CO, annual mean data downloaded Oct. 20,2013 from
hitp://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/trends/#mlo_full.

°T.A. Boden, G. Marland, and R.J. Andres. 2013. Global, Regional, and National
Fossil-Fuel CO; Emissions Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center
(CDIAC), with emissions of carbon reported through 2010. Data downloaded on
Oct. 20, 2013 from http://cdiac.orml.gov/CO2_Emission/timeseries/national. This
amicus brief reports the data in units of CO, utilizing the CDIAC’s carbon-to-CO,
conversion factor of 3.667.
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Avoidance of climate tipping points and subsequent points of no return,
Exhibit 1 at 23-26.° requires effective action to return the atmospheric CO,
concentration to, at most, approximately 350 ppm by the end of the century.
Exhibit 7 at 7-8, 16-18, 30. This would allow additional heat radiation to escape to
space so as to restore the planet’s energy balance without additional prolonged
global warming. /d. at 8. Such action could stabilize Earth’s climate system and
mitigate human suffering, but further delay may doom this prospect.

The already apparent impact of warming to date, and the likely future
impacts of climate change, are addressed in turn.

(a) Present Impacts

While, as noted, global warming to date measures 0.8°C above the 1880-
1920 period,’ it has already led to a 40 percent reduction and an accelerating
downward trend in summer Arctic sea ice cover, and an even faster decline in its
thickness. Exhibit / at 5. Continental ice sheets of Greenland and Antarctica have

begun to shed ice at a rate of several hundred cubic kilometers per year. Id. In the

® Hansen, ct al define “the tipping level [as] the global climate forcing that, if long
maintained, gives rise to a specific consequence [and] the point of no return [as] a
climate state beyond which the consequence is inevitable, even if climate forcings
are reduced.” Hansen, J., et al., Targer Atmospheric CO;: Where Should Humanity
Aim?, The Open Atmospheric Science Journal, p. 225 (2008), available at
http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/2008/TargetCO2_20080407.pdf.

7 The 1880-1920 period is the base period Amici Scientists use for preindustrial
time. Exhibit 1 at 5.
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past decade, sea level increased about 3cm—-a rate of about one foot per century,
and nearly twice as fast as the rate of increase during the preceding century.8 This
rise has resulted in losses of coastal wetland areas and greater levels of damage
from coastal ﬂooding.9 For example, in the United States, increased sea level and
regional land subsidence have led to the loss of 1900 square miles of coastal
wetland in Louisiana, which in turn exacerbates the area’s vulnerability to storm
surges like Hurricane Katrina.'® Mountain glaciers, the source of fresh water to
major world rivers during dry seasons, are receding rapidly all around the world.
Exhibit 1 at 5. In 1850, Glacier National Park in Montana had 150 glaciers
measuring larger than twenty-five acres—today, it has just twenty-five."’
Tropospheric water vapor and heavy precipitation events have increased.
Droughts are more common, -especially in the tropics and subtropics. Exhibit 1 at

5. Coral reef ecosystems are being impacted by a combination of ocean warming

® Decl. of James Hansen, PhD., filed in Central Valley Chrysler-Jeep, Inc. et al. v.

Catherine E. Witherspoon, 1:04-cv-06663-REC-LJO, 12 (May 5, 2006).

® Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007: Impacts, Adaptation, and
Vulnerability, Table 4.1 (hereinafter “IPCC Working Group II7).

' U.S. Global Change Research Program, 2009: Global Climate Change Impacts
in the United States, (T. Karl, J.M. Melillo, T.C. Peterson eds., Cambridge Univ.
Press, 2009).

' United States Geological Survey, Retreat of Glaciers in Glacier National Park,
available at hitp://nrmsc.usgs.gov/research/glacier retreat.htm (last visited
November 12, 2013).
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and acidification from rising atmospheric CO,, resulting in a 0.5-2% per year
decline in geographic extent. Exhibit 1 at 5.'* World health experts have concluded
with "very high confidence" that climate change already contributes to the global
burden of disease and premature death with altered distribution of some infectious
disease vectors. Id. at 13. Subtropical climate belts have expanded, contributing to
more intense droughts, summer heat waves, and devastating wildfires. Exhibit 1 at
5. Further, “[m]ega-heatwaves, such as those in Europe in 2003, the Moscow area
in 2010, Texas and Oklahoma in 2011, Greenland in 2012, and Australia in 2013
have become more widespread with the increase demonstrably linked to global.
warming.” Id. (internal citations omitted). The probability of such heat events has
increased “by several times because of global warming, and the probability will
increase even further if global warming continues to increase.” Exhibit 1 at 49
(internal citations omitted)."?

(b) Future effects

Based on measurements of observed climate change, computer simulations
of the climate system’s responses to additional CQ, emissions, as well as

information from the paleoclimate record, Amici Scientists have concluded that a

"2 Due to the oceans’ update of excess CO2, “ocean pH is already outside its range
of the past several million years.” Exhibit 1 at 12 (internal citations omitted).

13 See also 7. Hansen, M. Sato, R. Ruedy, The New Climate Dice: Public
Perception of Climate Change (August 2012) at
http://www.giss.nasa.gov/research/briefs/hansen 17/ (visited Oct. 19, 2013).
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continued high rate of burning of fossil fuels over several decades would render
multi-meter sea level rise practically certain, and that “if most of the fossil fuels are
burned” the sea-level rise could be on the order of tens of meters, with a
consequential “loss of hundreds of historical coastal cities worldwide [and]
hundreds of millions of global warming refugees from highly-populated low-lying
areas.” Exhibit 1 at 10. Global demographics would be thrown into chaos.

Amici Scientists note, as well, that acidification stemming from ocean
uptake of a portion of increased atmospheric CO; is expected to increasingly
disrupt coral reef ecosystem health, with potentially devastating impacts to certain
nations and communities. Exhibit 1 at 12-13.

With respect to public health, Amici Scientists warn of receding mountain
glaciers “with effects on seasonal freshwater availability of majér rivers,” Exhibit
1 at 5, illustrating that present atmospheric CO, levels are already a threat to future
fresh water security, and that increasing concentrations of CO, and associated
increased global temperatures will deepen impacts on human health, with children
being especially vulnerable. Exhibit 1 at 13. Climate threats to health move
through various pathways, including by placing additional stress on the availability
of food, clean air, and clean water. /d. Summarizing the work of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Amici Scientists warn of climate

change impacts including “increased malnutrition and consequent disorders,
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7 e

including those related to child growth and development,” “increased death,
disease and injuries from heat waves, floods, storms, fires and droughts,” and
“increased cardio-respiratory morbidity and mortality associated with ground-level
ozone.” Id. at 13.

As noted supra, climate zones are already shifting at rates that exceed
natural rates of change; this trend will continue as long as the planet is out of
energy balance, a conclusion “based on comparison of the observed trend with

14 G
™ Amici Scientists note that “as

inter-decadal variability in climate simulations.
the shift of climate zones becomes comparable to the range of some species, the
less mobile species will be driven to extinction.” Exhibit 1 at 11. Again
summarizing the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Amici
Scientists note that for global warming of 1.6°C or more, relative to pre-industrial
levels, 9-31 percent of species are anticipated to be driven to extinction, while with

global warming of 2.9°C, an estimated 21-52 percent of species will be driven to

. . 1
cxtinction. 3

!4 J. Hansen, M. Sato, R. Ruedy, et al., Dangerous human-made interference with

climate: a GISS modelE study, Atmos. Chem. & Phys., 7, 2287-2312 (2007),
available at http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2007/2007 Hansen_ectal 1.pdf.

'> Amici Scientists note that “Mass extinctions occurred several times in Earth's
history [117-118], often in conjunction with rapid climate change. New species
evolved over millions of years, but those time scales are almost beyond human

comprehension. If we drive many species to extinction we will leave a more

desolate, monotonous planet for our children, grandchildren, and more generations
(footnote continued)
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II.  ACTION TO PHASE OUT CO, EMISSIONS IS URGENTLY
REQUIRED, WHILE DELAY VIRTUALLY ENSURES CALAMITY.

The 2007 consensus statement by the IPCC, summarizing research through
2005, indicated that human-induced warming of Earth of approximately 2°C
constituted dangerous climate change. From that, however, no conclusion logically
could be drawn as to the danger inherent in lower levels of global warming,

Research by Amici Scientists and others to assess this question has been
spurred on by the realization, as described supra, that large climate impacts have
commenced already, even though Earth’s lagged temperature response to the
recent climb in atmospheric CO, is “only” 0.8°C above preindustrial levels. Amici
Scientists estimate that current global temperature already exceeds Holocene mean
temperature by at least 0.25°C, Exhibit 1 at 5, and there is strong evidence that the
current temperature already exceeds the prior warmest Holocene levels reached in
the early Holocene.'® Empirical research showing an ongoing and accelerating

mass loss of the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets, which began within the

than we can imagine. We will also undermine ecosystem functions (e.g.,
pollination which is critical for food production) and ecosystem resilience (when
losing keystone species in food chains), as well as reduce functional diversity
(critical for the ability of ecosystems to respond to shocks and stress) and genetic
diversity that plays an important role for development of new medicines, materials,
and sources of energy.” Exhibit 1 at 12.

' Miller, G.H., Lehman, S.J., Refsnider, K.A., Southon, J.R., Zhong, Y.,
Unprecedented recent summer warmth in Arctic Canada, Geophys. Res. Lett.,
d0i:10.1002/2013GL057188 (2013), available at
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2013GL057188/abstract.
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last few decades, provides confirming evidence that today’s global temperature has
reached a level higher than prior Holocene temperatures. /d.

Accordingly, the best available current science establishes that today’s
atmospheric CO, level is already into the “dangerous zone.” /d. at 16. Because the
recently-observed climate effects with respect to the ice sheets are still relatively
small compared to total ice sheet mass, these feedbacks may not be a major factor
if maximum global warming overshoot of ~1°C occurs only briefly and then
recedes. /d. at 10-12.

Action therefore must be undertaken to restore the atmosphere’s level of CO,
concentration to 350ppm at most, so as to avert avoidable additional warming that
may drive the climate system past tipping points that assure transition to “a very
different planet,” /d. at 3, and keep the period of overshoot to a minimum. /d. at
30. In particular, Amici Scientists determine that the present path of “continued
extraction of all fossil fuels, including developmen.t of unconventional fossil fuels
such as tar sands, tar shale, [and] hy(_iroﬁacking,” if continued for another 20 years,
likely would lead to irreversible warming of the ocean and other climate impacts.
1d. at 30,

The underlying reason why delay in emissions reductions practically forecloses
the opportunity to protect and restore the climate system is that, as illustrated in

Fig. 1, below, a substantial share of any additional infusion of CO, lasts in the

VY
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atmosphere for centuries (and while there, continuously acts to further heat the
planet). Accordingly, Earth’s temperature response to the “radiative forcing” effect
of the higher atmospheric CO, concentration is a function not only of recent

emissions, but the persisting share of prior emissions.

A Decay affer Single Pulse B Atmospheric CO, Concentration
10¢ T ; 350 ————— T
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Figure 1. (a) Decay of instantaneous (pulse) injection and extraction of
atmospheric CO,, (%) CO, amount if fossil fuel emissions are suddenly terminated
at the end of 2015, 2030, 2050. Exhibit 1 at 16.

As a consequence of the long-lived nature of CO, and the fact that human-
derived emissions have already caused a substantial overshoot of the long-term
safe atmospheric concentration level, any substantial delay in undertaking effeétive
action — even if such action included a sharp cut-off of emissions — would render it
impossible to return the atmospheric CO, concentration to 350ppm within this
century. Thus, as illustrated in Fig. 1B, above, if emissions of CO, are allowed per

business as usual for even two decades longer the concentration of CO, in the

V
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atmosphere will not return until the year 2300 to the nominally safe level of
350ppm even if all such emissions were abruptly ceased in the year 2030. Id. at
17."" In contrast, complete cessation in 2015 would return to the atmospheric CO,
concentration to 350ppm by the end of the century. Jd. at 16 .

An abrupt cessation of all CO, emissions, whether in 2015 or 2030, is
unrealistic, in part because industry, other business, and consumers alike need time
to retool and reinvest in emission-free options to fossil fuels. Accordingly, Amici
Scientists have proposed a glide path to secure an atmosphere whose CO,
concentration is no higher than 350ppm. Their plan requires fossil fuel CO,
emissions reductions of 6 percent annually, coupled with programs to limit and
reverse land use emissions (i.c., massive reforestation). Exhibit 1 at 18, 35-36.
These actions could achieve the goal of restoring the atmosphere to approximately
350ppm within this century if the plan were commenced without delay, and then
adhered to. However, consistent with the abrupt phase out scenarios discussed in
the prior-paragraph supra, if the 6 percent annual emission reductions are delayed
until 2030, then the global temperature will remain more than 1°C higher than

preindustrial levels for nearly 300 years. Id. at 22.

"7 Were the emission cessation only to commence after 40 years, Amici Scientists
estimate that the atmosphere would not return to 350ppm CO; for nearly 1000
years. Id. at 17.

V
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Considered in another way, the required rate of emissions reduction would
have been about 3.5% per year if reductions had started in 2005, while the required
rate of reduction, if commenced in 2020, will be approximately 15% per year. Id.
at 17. Accordingly, the dominant factor is the date at which fossil fuel emissions

phase-out begins.'®

1II.  THE DISTRICT COURT MISAPPREHENDED THE NATURE OF
THE CLIMATE CRISIS

In its conclusion to its memorandum opinion, the lower court observed that
“[tThroughout history, the federal courts have served a role both essential and
consequential in our form of government by resolving disputes that individual
citizens and their elected representatives could not resolve without intervention.”
Alec L. v. Jackson, 863 F. Supp. 2d 11, 17 (D.D.C. 2012). But the court declined to
take action to adopt what it deemed to be the “sweeping court-imposed remedy”

urged by Alec L. /d. To do so, according to the court, would implicate “the

'® Amici Scientists further stress that the rate of annual emissions reductions must
be sufficiently deep and, at minimum, maintained until phase out. With respect to
both of these requirements, the present U.S. Climate Action Plan appears
inadequate on its face. See U.S. Department of State, 2014 Climate Change
Report, Ch. 1 at 3 (“Given implementation of programs and measures in place as
of September 2012 and current economic projections, total gross U.S. GHG
emissions are projected to be 4.6 percent lower than 2005 levels in 2020. Between
2005 and 2011 total gross U.S. GHG emissions have declined significantly due a
combination of factors, including the economic downturn and fuel switching from
coal to natural gas (U.S. EPA 2013). Emissions are projected to rise gradually
between 2011 and 2020. Emissions are projected to remain below the 2005 level
through 2030. . ..”). Available at www.state.gov/e/oes/climate/ccreport2014/.
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fundamental nature of our government and our constitutional system.” Id. Instead,
the court urged the parties to keep talking to each other “to seek (and perhaps even
seize) as much common ground as courage, goodwill and wisdom might allow to
be discovered.” Id.

However, with respect, the time for mere talk has passed, and the window of
opportunity for effective action is closing fast. As Amici Scientists observe, “[W]e
have a plaﬁetary climate crisis that requires urgent change to our energy and
carbon pathway to avoid dangerous consequences for young people and other life
on Earth.” Exhibit 1 at 32-33.

Because the United States has admitted that business as usual poses a dire

threat to humanity,'® the question of whether the United States must act to avert

"? See, e.g., EPA, Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse
Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act; Final Rule, 74 Fed. Reg. 66496,
66535 (Dec. 15, 2009) (“Looking across all of the sectors discussed above, the
evidence provides compelling support for finding that greenhouse gas air pollution
endangers the public welfare of both current and future generations [and that] the
risk and the severity of adverse impacts on public welfare are expected to increase
over time.”); Statement of Secretary of State John Kerry on Statement of
September 27, 2013 (*What one country does impacts the livelihoods of people
elsewhere — and what we all do to address climate change now will largely
determine the kind of planet we leave for our children and grandchildren.”)
available at http://www state.gov/secretary/remarks/2013/09/214833 htm.;
Executive Office of the President, The President’s Climate Action Plan, 4
(declaring climate change to be “one of our greatest challenges of our time™), 6
(citing President Obama that a failure to respond “would betray our children and
future generations) available at
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/image/president2 7sclimateactionplan.pdf.
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dangerous climate change is not at issue in this matter. What is at issue is the
adequacy of U.S. action to meet the threat.

In order to fully evaluate that adequacy, Amici Scientists acknowledge that
the Court would need to measure the course of U.S. action against some specific
standard. In Exhibit 1, Amici Scientists attempted to establish such a scientifically
defensible standard. Specifically, Amici Scientists address and answer the question
of what is minimally required to restore the relatively moderate climate that has
enabled civilization to develop. Toward that end, as discussed above, Amici
Scientists advocate a giide path of annual fossil fuel emissions reductions of at
least six percent that could restore atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations to
return to no more than 350ppm by the end of the century. If commenced without
delay, and coupled with reasonable land use improvements and phase down of
other potent greenhouse gases and precursors, Amici Scientists believe it feasible
that humanity could still aveid climate tipping points that could trigger
uncontrollable consequences.

District courts retain equitable authority to “fashion a less expansive
remedy” than that urged in an original complaint, as the lower court itself
observed. Alec L. v. Jackson 863 F. Supp. 2d at 13, n.5. Accordingly, even if the
lower court were precluded from ordering the full panoply of remedies in Alec L.’s

prayer for relief, it nonetheless could have ordered the United States to

V
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dem;)nstrate whether and how ifs own climate action plan, if fully pursued, would
reduce fossil fuel emissions, inter alia, sufficiently and quickly enough that, in
conjunction with similar action by other nations, would preserve the central
features of the Holocene climate system for our children and future generations.

Amici Scientists file this brief in the expectation that a deeper understanding
of the risks of unabated emissions and the closing opportunity for meaningful
action will assist the Court of Appeals in evaluating the question whether the lower
court at least should have required the United States to report to it as to the long-
term adequacy of its climate action plan. |

CONCLUSION

Systematic reductions in CO, emissions, for the reasons provided by Amici
Scientists in the work cited throughout this Amicus Brief, must be undertaken in
conjunction with land use improvements so as to return the concentration of CO; in
the atmosphere to a level no higher than 350ppm by the end of the century, if not
sooner. Appellants in this matter seek an Order by the Court remanding the matter
to the lower court in order to require Respondents to submit a “Climate Recovery
Plan” whose key features, if folloﬁed, would slow fossil fuel emissions at a rate
leading to stabilization of Earth's energy balance as required to preserve a habitable

‘climate system. This Brief has established that such action is urgently required. In

particular, the failure to commence CO, emissions reductions without further
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delay, and to undertake other measures consistent with the prescription developed
by Amici Scientists, would consign our children and their progeny to a very
different planet, one far less conducive to their survival. At minimum here, Amici
Scientists urge this Court to remand with instructions for the United States to
demonstrate that its plan of action would avert dangerous climate change and
preserve a viable climate system. Such remand order by this Court may be the best,
the last, and, at this late stage, the only real chance to preserve a habitable planet

for young people and future generations.

Respectfully submitted this 12th day of November, 2013.

/s/ Daniel M. Galpern

Daniel M. Galpern

Law Offices of Charles M. Tebbutt, P.C.

941 Lawrence St

Eugene, OR 97401-2815

ga Fem.tebbuttlaw@gmaﬂ.com
41-344-3505

541-344-3516

v Counsel for Amici Curiae Scientists
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Equitable and Environmentally-Sound

Car Parking Policy at Schools

By Mike Bullock mike bullock@earthlink.net
July 20, 2011

Introduction

This paper describes a parking policy that distributes the benefit of parking to all students of
driving age, regardless of how often they choose to drive. It does this by

* charging a fair price for the parking, per unit of time parked,
and by

* giving the earnings to all students of driving age, in proportion to the time they spend
at the school.

This same method is applied to the school's employees.

Reference 1 describes a more comprehensive policy that will efficiently and conveniently
unbundle the cost of parking in all circumstances. It is available at the following URL:
http://www.sandiego.gov/environmental-services/pdf/sustainable/parkingcosts.pdf.

The system described herein is less complex because it does not include congestion
pricing, price predictions, or policies that are unique to on-street parking. These features
can be eliminated, because it is assumed that there will be an adequate supply of parking,
S0 no congestion pricing is needed; that the price can be relatively stable, so no price
predictions are needed; and finally, that students and employees can be successfully
required to park only at the school, so there is no need for new, on-street parking policies,
designed to protect adjoining neighborhoods from the intrusion of additional parked cars.

Rationale

This system of “unbundled parking cost” will allow all stakeholders to see the actual value
of the parking. It will reduce driving to the school. Less driving will reduce traffic congestion,
air pollution and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Parking is expensive to provide. Therefore, if no parking had been provided, the saved
money could have been invested to increase employee salaries. The method described in
this paper allows employees to gain some of that lost salary back, by driving less.

Providing free or underpriced parking only benefits employees that would drive every day,
even if they had a method to recover some of their lost salary.
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Methods

The parking is operated on the behalf of the students and employees, as if it were their own
business. Those that drive are therefore their own customers.

Charge for parking is proportional to time parked and is charged to the student or employee
associated with the car. (A charge rate that is acceptable to all must be established.) For
example, if sixty cents per hour is selected, the charging software could round off the
parking duration time to the nearest minute and apply a one-cent-per-minute charge. The
data-coilection method could be implemented with RFID’s on cars being detected at
parking-lot entrances and exits. (Unauthorized cars coming onto the campus would be
identified with license-piate detection and, if a car belonging to a felon is driven onto the
campus, a warning notice could be sent to authorities, if this is desired by the school
board.)

Earnings (net revenue, minus the cost of collection and distribution) are given to students of
driving age and to employees, in proportion to the time they spend at the school (except for
the days they were “dropped off’, meaning chauffeured; this feature is described in the next
paragraph). This could be based on a student’s or employee’s schedule or, for more
accuracy, could be based on “time-at-the-school” data, coilected using personal radio
frequency identification units (RFIDs) and detectors that are tied to a central, implementing
computer. The variables used to compute the amount of money to be paid to a student are
shown in Table 1. The corresponding formuia is shown in Figure 1. The same approach
would be used to compute the earnings of the employees.

Table 1 Variables Used to Compute a Student’s Monthly Earnings

Definitions to Compute A Student’'s Monthly Earnings

T student The Student's Monthly Time at the School |
Tanstudents | Total Monthly Time at School, All Students

Eallstudents Total Monthly Earnings from the Student Parking

Figure 1 Formula Used to Compute a Student’s Monthly Earnings

= *
EStudenti— TStudent ( EAIIStudents ITAIIStudents )
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‘Drop off” (chauffeured) policy is as follows. Students may only be dropped off in
designated areas. Cars used for this purpose must be authorized and associated with
either a student or an employee. For the day that a car is used for drop off or pickup, the
student or employee associated with the car accumulates no time at the school, used for
the purpose of computing earnings.

Parking statements are automatically sent out monthly, showing the individual's charges
and earnings. For students, the net earnings, for those that drive less than the average,
could be distributed in the form of a check, or could be deposited to a school-board-created
401K or other type of savings account. This savings account money could then be used for
college tuition or awarded to the student when they turn 21 years of age, if that is desired
by the school board. Studies have shown that students that have a savings account for
college are more likely to attend college.

Implementation

Since this is a new system, it would be prudent for the school board to have the vendor
take the full responsibility for operating the system, for the first 10 years. This arrangement
would ensure that the vendor would debug the system and continue to look for operational
efficiencies, over the 10 year period. A sliding scale of vendor-compensation could be
specified in the contract, as follows: The vendor could operate the system for 10% of the
revenue, for the first 5 years; 5% of the revenue, for the next 3 years; and 2% of the
revenue, for the final 2 years. For example, if it is assumed that, on average, 600 cars are
parked for 8 hours, for 200 days per year, at a rate of 50 cents per hour, then the yearly
revenue would be $480,000 per year. The vendor would therefore collect $240,000 over
the first 5 years, $72,000 over the next 3 years, and $28,800 over the last two years. Figure
2 shows contact information and excerpts of received emails, from a San Diego vendor.
This particular vendor has stated that both the design and the installation of a fully-
automated system would be easy to perform.

Experience of Other Schools/Organizations

Table 2 shows nine public schools and two private schools that charge for parking. (It
should be noted that the method described here is much more than just “charging for
parking”, because the earnings are given back to the students and employees.) Table 3
shows that introducing a price differential into the choice of how often to drive will decrease
the amount of driving.

Other Benefits

Depending on the school’s location and the size of its access roads, there could be a
substantial decrease in local congestion, improving the health of all students. This
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parking policy will show neighbors that the administration is working to be a good
citizen. This program will encourage active transportation, meaning modes that provide
exercise for the students. It will also teach the students the value of parking. It is
recommended that the method of determining the selected rate of charge be shared
with both the students and the community at large. This program can be thought of as a
demonstration project of a new approach to parking.

Figure 2

One Set of Identified-Vendor Information

David R. Carta, Ph.D., CEO
TELAERISIne. =
Innovative Solutions and Rapid
Development

9123 Chesapeake Dr., San Diego,
CA92123 PR
+1.858.627.9708 : Office
+1.858.627.9702 : Fax
+1.858.449.3454 : Mobile

e-

Ireviewed your Intelligent Parking proposal and- .-
presentation in their entirety. Theidentification ofvehicles
which you suggest for student parking using commercially
available RFID technologies is a fairly straightforward
process. Therearenumerous, inexpensive passive(no battery
required) RFID tags which have been specifically designed
for uscon cars and trucks. ‘Thesetags areinstalled directly on
license plates or windshields, can beread fromup to 30
meters away, and can beread as cars driveup to 60,

mph. Additionally, automatic licenserecognition systems,
used in conjunction with RFID, can provide a high level of

-enforcement making it difficult to cheat the system, similar to.

theFast Track system which allows tolls to be automatically
collected. :

V

mail: David.Carta@ Telaeris.com - " babl »
; - o e is is not too tough - we probably would integrate with a
skype: davidearta service that already sends physical mail from a electronic

submission instead of re-inventing this wheel.

Green House Gas Impacts

S-3-05 is a California Governor's Executive Order to drop Year 2020 levels of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to the level of 1990 emissions and to drop our Year
2050 level of GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels. If the world achieves similar
reductions, the earth’s level of atmospheric C02 will be capped at 450 parts per million
(PPM). Figures 3, 4, and 5 show how large 450 PPM is, compared-to values over the
last 800 thousand years. Reference 3 shows that the goal of $-3-05 is to limit
atmospheric C02 to 450 PPM and it also shows that even if this cap is achieved, the risk
of a human catastrophe caused by global warming is significant. Reference 4's Figure 1
shows that a significant reduction in driving is critically needed.

Conclusion

Adopting this program will benefit the school in numerous ways. Students will gain an
understanding of economics and technology. All members of the school community can
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B22-24 take pride in being part of this pioneering effort to reduce driving and the associated green
house gases. |t is a demonstration of the fundamental features of Reference 1. It will set
an example for other schools and employers.

Table 2 American High Schools that Charge for Parking
Eleven U.S. High Schools that Charge Students to Park
Price
High Per
State City | County | School | year Link to Price Link to Location
http.//www servitehs.org/apps . - L
California | Anaheim | Orange | Servite! | $25 |/pages/index.isprurec Ip=gss | PHtR/Len-wikipedia.org/wiki/A
928type=d naheim, California
[llinois Maple DeKalb |Kaneland | $150 |nttp://www.kaneland.org/khs/ | MtR:4/ENWikipedia.org/wiki/
Park Maple Park, lllinois
hitp://www.anoka.k12.mn.us/
education/components/docmg . A .
Minnesota | Andover | Anoka |Andover | $100 (r/default.php?sectiondetailia= | X2 ‘Z’;':’e':"p;f“a':;j{aw'k'/ A
276465& il eitem=06679%catfllt . inn
er=24892
Wisconsin German | Wash- | German $150 hitp://www.germantownpow.c| hitp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki /G
Town ington Town om/news/92202694.htm| ermantown, Wisconsin
Virginia | Herndon | Fairfax |Hemdon | $200 |hupiiwww.fes.edu/Merndon |, /0 vy sairfaxcounty.gov/
HS/stud life/park reg.htm
http://hollyspringshs. wepss.ne
North Holly Holly t/Parking/HSHS%20PARKIN G%2 | http://en.wikipedla.org/wiki/H
Wake $153
Carolina Springs Springs OREGULATIC NS 202010- olly Springs, North Carolina
2011 pdf
New Newton | Sussex Kittatinny $50 http://www.krhs.net/new08/A |http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/N
Jersey Regiona| ctivityFees.pdf ewton, New lersey
http://www.wickedlocal.com/i
Massa- . .1 pswich/news/x1146471597/Stu | http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/]
chusetts Ipswich Essex Ipswich $50 dent-parking-fee-set-override- pswich, Massachusetts
" nixed#axzz 1Qy0d7dfi
Massa- htip://www.apsl.net/Docume |hitp:/fen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al
chusetis Andover Essex Andover | $200 nt¥iew.aspx?D1D=1409 ndover, Massachusetts
Massa- http://www.masslive.Com/mew| .o\ ivivedia ore/wiki/p
husett Palmer |Hampden| Palmer | $100 | sfindex.ssf/2009/09/schaol o imer. Massachusetts
cnusells mmittee defends 100 p.himl gimer, Maseadidsells
http://www.thewesterlysun.co
. . m/mysticriverpress/news/scho
Connec- | Stoning- New Stoning- $100 ol-board-plans-parking-fees- | http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/s
ticutt ton London ton reassignment/article d72199e4|  tonington, Connecticut
9d9f-11e0-8406-
, 001cc4003286.html
"These schools are private. The other nine schools are public.
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Table 3

Eleven Cases of Pricing Impact on the Amount of Driving

Impact of Financial Incentives on Parking Demand |

1995 dollars | Parking Use |
Location Scope per mo. Decrease’
Group A: Areas with little or no public transportation
CenturyCityDistrict, West Los Angeles | 3500 employees at 100+ firms $81 15%
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 9000 faculty & staff $34 26%
San Fernando Valley, Los Angeles 1 employer, 850 employees $37 30%
Costa Mesa, CA $37 22%
Average for Group $47 23%
Group B: Areas with fair public transportation
Los Angeles Civic Center 10000+ employees, seweral firms $125 36%
Mid-Wilshire Blwd., Los Angleles 1 mid-size firm $89 38%
Washington DC Suburbs 5500 employees at 3 worksites $68 26%
Downtown Los Angeles 5000 employees, 118 firms $126 25%
Average for Group $102 31%
Group C: Areas with good public transportation
University of Washington, Seattle Wa. | 50,000 faculty, staff & students $18 24%
Downtown Ottowa, Canada 3500+ government staff $72 18%
Average for Group, but not Bellevue Washington 21%
Over All Average, Excluding Bellevue Washington 25%

1 2
Parking vacancy would be higher! ~Not used, since transit & walk/bike facilities also improved.

Figure 3
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Figure 4 Atmospheric CO2 and Mean Temperature,
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- June 20, 2014

Ideas and Proposals for Carlshad CAP Improvement
Overview Road Map

o Seta 2030 target of 80% below 2020 Emissions, based on best science
¢ Commit money for ongoing implementation, grant writing, and technical support
o [Establish a community stakeholder group, including representatives from the
Sierra Club, the Environmental Health Coalition, the Cleveland National Forest
Foundation, faith-based groups, the Chamber of Commerce, and others
» Get an Action Plan, which could be divided into three categories
o Capital Improvement Plan in sync with the CAP- for example, get
bicycle/pedestrian projects on a fast track
o A demonstration project to unbundle the cost of car parking
o Advocacy actions, backed by Council resolutions, directed towards
SANDAG and the State

Action Plan ldeas

1. Demonstration Project to Unbundle the Cost of Parking

Carlsbad would develop a Demonstration Project to Unbundle the Cost of Parking
(“Demonstration Project”) at a city employee location (“Proposed Location”) and at the
new high school, since they signed a Settlement Agreement with Preserve Calavera, to
consider unbundling the cost of car parking. (“Proposed School Location”)

Carlsbad would (assuming the demonstration project was successful) then unbundle the
cost of the parking at all City buildings.

BACKGROUND: Currently, city and school employees, as well as students of driving
age, do not have the ability to choose between earnings and driving — employees
effectively pay for parking out of their salary, whether or not they use the parking. The
Demonstration Project will provide the opportunity for employees to choose between
earnings and driving.

PROJECT: Parking would be charged at a given rate (for example $0.02/min — roughly
$9.60/day). Funds generated from these parking charges would be distributed as
earnings to all employees working (or attending school) at the proposed location in
proportion to each employee’s time spent at work (or school), at the proposed location.
Those who decide not to drive will not be charged for parking but will still make earnings
based on time spent at work at the location. Implemented correctly, this free-market
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approach will substantially reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions, by reducing the drive-alone mode.

- For employees whose parking charges are greater than parking lot earnings, an “add-in”

could be included so that no employee loses money, compared to “free parking”. With
such “add-in” payments, there could be an “Opt in/Opt out” program, meaning that those
that “Opt out” will see no changes on their pay check, relative to “free parking”.

This project may be contingent on receiving a grant to pay the development and

installation cost, as well as the “add in” payments, for some specified number of years.
Carlsbad would need to apply for such a grant.

2. Pension Fund Divestment & Investment.

Carlsbad would adopt a resolution urging its Employees Retirement Association (or
similar) to divest from publicly-traded fossil fuel companies and to seek opportunities for
investment in local, clean technology and renewable energy such as biofuels and
battery technology companies.

3. Community Choice Adqreqation

Carlsbad would move forward, to fund a Community Choice Aggregation technical
feasibility study within the San Diego region. Community Choice Aggregation is a public
power alternative that allows aggregation and purchase of electricity from an alternative
to the incumbent utility.

4. Fuel-Efficient Vehicle Purchase Incentives

Carlsbad would agree to seek public/private partnerships between City, employees, and
car manufacturers to incentivize fuel-efficient vehicle purchases.

5. Policy Adoption/Advocacy Ildeas

a. Carlsbad would agree to adopt a resolution directing its SANDAG
delegate to take all reasonably available steps to get SANDAG to compute
the driving-reduction trajectory required to support a science-based
climate stabilization trajectory and to adopt a Regional Transportation
Plan, with a Sustainable Communities Strategy (feasible strategies, as
described in SB 375) and an Alternative Planning Strategy (infeasible
strategies, as described in SB 375) that will achieve the needed driving-
reduction trajectory.

b. Carlsbad would agree to adopt a resolution directing its SANDAG
delegate to take all reasonably available steps to get SANDAG to
reprioritize transit projects over highway projects to the maximum extent
legally feasible, including reallocation of TransNet funds as needed.

c. Carlsbad would agree to adopt a resolution directing its SANDAG
delegate to take all reasonably available steps to get the appropriate
personsI and entities to move toward full electrification and automation of
local rail.
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d. Carlsbad would agree to adopt a resolution directing its SANDAG
delegate to take all reasonably available steps to get SANDAG to adopt
programs to unbundle the cost of parking and encourage local
governments to do the same, including giving priority to projects in
municipalities that include unbundled-cost parking, over those that do not.

e. Carlsbad would agree to adopt a resolution requesting that statewide
leaders work to develop a comprehensive road-use fee pricing and payout
system.

Note that unbundling the cost of parking and a comprehensive road-use fee
pricing and payout system were discussed in the Sierra Club comment letter to
Carlsbad, dated July 20", 2014.

6. Presentation.

[f the Carlsbad City Council members and staff would agree to participate, we would
offer a public workshop on the need for climate stabilization. This public workshop
could include, at a minimum, a 45 minute presentation by Sierra Club or other
representatives on this topic.
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2 Resolutions, Approved by the Democratic Club of Carlsbad &
Oceans:de, by a 1/25/14 Membersh.'p Vote and a 2/19/14 E-Board Vote g

B22-40 T A anacy-Protectmg, Road-Use-Fee Pricing & Payout System to Help

Solve Climate, Congestion, Deferred Road Maintenance, and the Social
Inequity of Using General Funds to Maintain Roads, Since that Money is
Needed for Such Things as Transit, Food Stamps, and Education

WHEREAS, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions must be significantly reduced; about
35% of California’s GHG is caused by on-road vehicles; and, given prospects for
fleet efficiency, to reach climate stabilization requirements, it will be necessary to
reduce driving; and

WHEREAS, in California, user fees (gas tax and/or tolls) only total to 22.7% of the
amount spent on roads; having the true cost of road use hidden increases driving,
adding significantly to air pollution, congestion, sprawl, and GHG emissions; a 2011
assessment conducted by the California Transportation Commission found that 58
percent of the state’s roads require rehabilitation or pavement maintenance, 20
percent of bridges need major or preventive maintenance, and 6 percent of bridges
require complete replacement; construction jobs are needed; and on July 11, 2009,
Sierra Club California passed a resolution supporting a “comprehensive road-use fee
pricing system”; and

WHEREAS, the “gas tax” is currently our most significant road-use fee; state-
mandated increases in fleet mileage and battery-electric vehicles will result in
declining “gas tax” revenue; and a “gas tax” cannot properly account for time, place,
driver income, vehicle weight, vehicle pollution level, or roadway congestion level;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that DEMCCO supports a road-use fee
pricing and payout system that (1) would cover all road-use costs, including the
environmental and health costs caused by driving; (2) could still include a fuel tax or
fee; (3) would mitigate impacts on low-income users; (4) would protect privacy; (5)
would include congestion pricing when that technology becomes feasible; (6) would
keep the per-mile price incentive to drive energy-efficient cars at least as large as it
1s with today’s fuel excise tax; and (7) would send its earnings to all citizens and
institutions that are losing money under the current system, with the goal being to
achieve a full and just compensation.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this support be communicated to our San

Diego County Democratic Party Central Committee.
Note: The information supporting the first senience in the second “Whereas” statement comes

from hitp.//taxfoundation.org/article/gasoline-taxes-and-tolls-pay-only-third-state-local-road-
spending.
1
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Oceanside, by a 1/25/14 Membership Vote and a 2/19/14 E-B

2 Resolutions, Approved by the Democratic Club of Carlsbad &
oard Vote

Funding for a Demonstration Project of an Equitable and
Environmentally-Sound Car-Parking Policy

WHEREAS, (1) our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions must be controlled, because
stabilizing our climate is critical to our future; (2) about 35% of California’s GHG is
caused by on-road transportation; (3) properly reducing parking subsidies and revealing
the actual cost of parking to drivers would (a) reduce GHG emissions, air-pollution, and
congestion, by reducing vehicle trips and (b) give employees more control over their
potential earnings, and (c) give renters and consumers more control over their costs; and

WHEREAS, (1) government policy should not promote driving; (2) the general free-
market principle, that people should not be forced to pay for something they don’t use,
is violated, if non-drivers lose money due to parking facilities; (3) “free” employee
parking is paid for by lower wages for all workers, including those who do not drive;
“free” parking at an apartment complex can easily increase rents by $50 dollars per
month, for all renters, even those not owning a car; and (4) eliminating parking
subsidies improves social equity; and

WHEREAS, (1) methods to bill car owners based on when and where their car was
parked, to include such factors as the income of the driver and their “need to drive”,
could soon, if not now, be implemented, while having safeguards to fully protect
privacy and (2) fair methods of earnings distribution could be devised, such as, for
employee parking, earnings being given directly to employees in proportion to their
time spent at the workplace;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that DEMCCO supports funding the
development and prototype installation of car-parking systems with at least the last two
features (numbered 7 and 8), so as to demonstrate useful feasibility, with the full set of
features as follows: (1) have full-cost base pricing; (2) have congestion pricing; (3) have
charge and payout policies that will minimize money lost by non-drivers, due to parking
facilities; (4) will support sharing of parking facilities; (5) will provide retrievable
knowledge of the use of each parking space; (6) have a data interface that will support
on-demand predictions of parking-space price and availability; (7) have automatic car
detection; and (8) will do efficient mailing of invoices, containing both parking charges
and parking earnings.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this support be communicated to our San Diego
County Democratic Party Central Committee.

2
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V

Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

June 4, 2014 1-1107

City of Carlsbad
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7314

Attn: Don Neu - Planning Director

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR and GPA for Envision Carlsbad relating to La
Costa Town Square (Assessor Parcel 22.050-73)
Conversion from Office to High Density Residential

Dear Don,

Property Development Centers LLC (PDC), the owner of the above-referenced property,
requested on October 21, 2013 that the Carlsbad City Council include the Assessor’s Parcel
No. 22-050-78 of La Costa Town Square (the “Property”) in the preferred Envision Carlsbad
Plan for conversion from “Office” to “High Density Residential”. The Council agreed that
inclusion of this proposed change in the Envision Carlshad process was appropriate. In
early November, PDC signed a cost sharing agreement and deposited with the City funds
($23,122) for the additional staff and consultant work needed to analyze this proposed land
use change for inclusion in the EIR for Envision Carlsbad.

As mentioned in my Qctober 21, 2013 letter to Mayor Matt Hall and Council Members,
Planning Department staff concurs that the Property is an appropriate site for multi-family
bousing given the surrounding compatible multi-family land uses and the proximity to new
commercial uses within the La Costa Town Square shopping center currently under

construction.

2234 Faraday Avenue ¢ Carlsbad, Californio 92008
0 (760) 438-3182 4 FAX (760) 438-0173 4 €mail Idg@duwilsoneng.com

2-33


cfunk
Text Box
B23-1

cfunk
Line


June 4, 2014
Page 2

The Draft EIR prepared and now being circulated shows the Property on Figure 2-1 — Land
Use Map as R-28 Residential 15 to 23 dwelling units per acre.

We respectfully ask that the Property’s land use designation within Envision Carlsbad be
approved as shown on the Land Use Map as multi-family residential (R-23 Resiudential).
We also ask that the Excess Dwelling Unit tabulation be amended te provide the number of
dwelling units {120} to support muiti-family housing on this Property.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

for)—

Bob Ladwig, President
Ladwig Design Group, Inc.

Bl.ek

ce: Juan Arriaga
Rich Henderson
Dave Zylstra
Matt Gray

2934 Faraday Rvenue ¢ Carlsbad, California 92008
(760) 438-3182 ¢ FAX (760) 438-0173 ¢ €mail Idg@dwilsoneng.com
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Organization Responses

ORGANIZATIONS
B1: Buena Vista Audubon Society

B1-1: The comment describes the purpose of the Buena Vista Audubon Society and indicates
that the preservation of natural habitat for wildlife is important, particularly in coastal
cities where such open space areas provide resting and feeding grounds for migratory
birds. This statement is not specific to Carlsbad or the draft General Plan and EIR. No
response is required.

B1-2: The comment expresses concern that the draft General Plan does not achieve 40% open
space and reduces open space. Please see master responses MR1-2 and MR1-3. The
comment also mentions concern about including school yards in the open space
inventory and “double counting” parks and habitat areas; responses to these comments
are provided in master responses MR1-6 and MR1-8.

B1-3  The comment states that the draft General Plan should be an opportunity to strengthen
the commitment to the city’s open space goals. The draft General Plan is consistent with
the city’s Growth Management Program open space standard (see master responses
MR1-1, MR1-2 and MR1-3) and continues to support the creation and preservation of
diverse types of open space.

B2: La Costa Glen Carlsbad

B2-1: The comment acknowledges receiving from the city a notice of proposed changes to the
General Plan Land Use designation affecting their property. They state objections to the
proposed changes based on a preference to develop a mixed use project and their view
that existing designations will allow for a mixed use project.

The General Plan currently designates the property with a combination of land use
designations (combination district) - C/O/RMH,; the three designations are comprised of:
(1) Commercial, (2) Office and (3) Residential 8-15 dwelling units per acre. The city’s
proposal is to eliminate the combination district and designate the property R (Regional
Commercial), consistent with the applicable master plan. Currently the zoning is P-C
Planned Community, which means that the property is within the boundaries of a master
plan (the subject property is part of the Green Valley Master Plan). The master plan
specifies the types of uses that can be allowed for this property, and this would not change
with the city’s proposal. The master plan designates the property as a community retail
center consistent with the proposed R designation and utilizes the C-2 General
Commercial Zone for allowed uses. The C-2 Zone allows for mixed use projects with
commercial and residential components, subject to approval of a site development plan;
the city’s proposal will not preclude the development of a mixed use project.
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The combination district is not a “mixed use” designation as suggested by the comment.
The General Plan utilizes combination districts on properties where it is unclear what the
most appropriate land use designation may be or where the boundaries of such
designations should be located. The combination district requires comprehensive
planning through approval of a site development plan or specific/master plan. The
C/O/RMH designation was placed on the property prior to approval of the Green Valley
Master Plan. Since comprehensive planning has occurred with approval of a master plan,
the combination district is proposed to be replaced with land use designations that reflect
the approved master plan.

B2-2: The comment refers to another property (La Costa Glen health center) within the Green
Valley Master Plan and the city’s proposal to change the land use designation from
C/O/RMH to R-15 (same as RMH; name change proposed). The comment expresses a
concern that the proposed change would render the existing use (professional care
facility) as nonconforming. Like the property discussed in response to comment B2-1, the
General Plan designates the property with a combination district - C/O/RMH. The
Green Valley MP identifies this property as residential consistent with the proposed R15
designation, and explicitly allows for professional care facilities. The proposed R-15
designation would not cause the existing use to be rendered nonconforming. See
response to comment B2-1 regarding the purpose of combination districts.

B2-3: The comment expresses a concern that the city’s proposal to change the existing land use
designation from C/O/RMH to R-15 for the La Costa Glen independent living units
would render the existing use (professional care facility) as nonconforming. See response
to comment B2-2.

B2-4: The comment expressed an interest in discussing the proposed land use change from
C/O/RMH/OS to OS on portions of two parcels. The parcels were discussed at a meeting
with city staff after receipt of the letter.

For the properties in question, the General Plan currently designates the properties with a
combination district of C/O/RMH/OS that is comprised of: (1) Commercial, (2) Office
(3) Residential 8-15 dwelling units per acre, and (4) Open Space. Currently the zoning is
P-C Planned Community and the properties are part of the Green Valley Master Plan.
The master plan identifies the properties as open space consistent with the proposed OS
designation, which is how the properties are currently used. Furthermore, there are open
space easements restricting the uses of these properties to open space uses only. See
response to comment B2-1 regarding the purpose of combination districts.

B2-5: The commenter requested a meeting with city staff to discuss the matters in their
comment letter. This meeting occurred after receipt of the letter and staff appreciated the
opportunity to meet with the representatives of La Costa Glen.

B3: On behalf of Camino Carlsbad, LLC

B3-1: The comment requests that the draft General Plan be revised to “accommodate an
economically feasible development” of the golf course property. The draft General Plan
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does not propose any change to the current land use designation (Open Space) of the
property, and it was evaluated as such in the draft EIR. A zone change is proposed from
Limited Control (LC) to Open Space (OS) to be consistent with the existing and draft
General Plan. The LC zone provides for a very limited list of permitted uses (agricultural
in nature - golf courses are not one of the permitted uses; therefore, the existing golf
course is considered nonconforming with the LC zone); the proposed OS zone, provides
for a broader list of permitted uses, compared to the LC zone, including golf courses
(changing the zone to OS ensures the existing use conforms to the zoning of the
property). The proposed zone change does not diminish the existing ability to
accommodate an economically feasible use on the property; in fact it ensures the current
use can continue and provides other use alternatives that are not provided by the current
LC zone.

In addition, pursuant to existing and draft General Plan policy (policy C.20 of existing
Open Space and Conservation Element Section III, and draft Open Space, Conservation,
and Recreation Element Policy 4-P.6), land designated as open space by the General Plan
land use map cannot be changed to a different land use designation without designating
land elsewhere (in close proximity) as open space (equal or greater in area and
environmental quality). The golf course property is approximately 31 acres; city staff is
not aware of any other land of that size (not already designated for open space) that is
available to be designated as open space. As part of the draft General Plan, staff does not
support changing the existing OS land use designation or proposed OS zone, as analyzed
by the draft EIR.

B3-2: The comment states that General Plan designations do not usually “take” property but
that the draft General Plan is unusual because it does not consider if the current golf
course will remain viable. The comment states that the viability of the golf course is
uncertain because of a decline in golfers and the scarcity/cost of water. As stated in the
response to comment B3-1, the draft General Plan does not change the existing
designated use of the land (Open Space). The proposed zone change (from LC to OS) is
necessary to achieve consistency with the General Plan. The LC zone allows for limited
uses associated with agriculture uses and does not allow for golf courses; the proposed OS
zone also allows for agriculture uses, as well as golf courses and other additional uses not
allowed in the LC zone. The draft General Plan and proposed OS zone, do not “take” any
development potential from the property; rather, retaining the existing OS land use
designation maintains their current development potential under the General Plan, and
changing the zoning to OS ensures the current golf course use can continue as a
conforming use and provides additional use options not currently permitted by the LC
zone. If the property owner determines it is not viable to continue operating the golf
course, the OS land use designation and zone provide other options for use of the

property.

B3-3: The comment refers to draft General Plan policy 4-P.4, which requires public access to
“all open space areas”. The comment is concerned how this applies to the Rancho
Carlsbad Golf Course. Since the release of the draft General Plan for public review, staff
has reconsidered the wording of policy 4-P.4 and proposes to modify it to clarify that
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B3-4:

B3-5:

B3-6:
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public access is not required for “all” open space areas; rather, public access to open space
areas should be provided “where consistent with applicable access restrictions per the
Habitat Management Plan, easements, deeds, etc.”. In the case of a privately owned golf
course, public access is permitted as authorized by the golf course owner/operator.

The comment refers to the amount of residential development proposed by the draft
General Plan and the limited capacity remaining under the growth management
ordinance in the northeast quadrant to accommodate more development (see master
response MR3-1). The comment is correct that, after city approval of the draft General
Plan, there may be no capacity remaining in the northeast quadrant (below the Growth
Management residential dwelling unit limit) to allow additional residential development
(above what is planned by the General Plan). As the comment indicates, the limitations
on future development are a function of the growth management ordinance, not the draft
General Plan.

The comment states that there is a high cost of supplying water to maintain the golf
course, which “suggests that water may not be available indefinitely for a golf course at
this location.” The draft General Plan does not recommend any change in the existing
use of the property and CEQA does not require the draft EIR to evaluate the economic
cost of resources necessary to continue the existing use of the property. See also response
to comment B3-2.

The comment refers to court cases to support the claim that the draft General Plan will
“bar useful activities” on the golf course property, as wells as “calls for the physical
invasion of property” and that it “will soon deprive the property owners of the value of
their property.” The draft General Plan does not recommend any change in the existing
use of the property and CEQA does not require the draft EIR to evaluate the economic
challenges involved in continuing the existing use of the property. The comment also
states that, even if the draft General Plan is not considered a “taking” regarding the golf
course property, its treatment of the site is “bad planning” because the draft General Plan
would “lock in a designation that will become unworkable...” This comment raises a
policy issue for consideration by the City Council when it makes its decision whether or
not to adopt the draft General Plan. See also response to comments B3-1, B3-2 and B3-3.

The draft General Plan and proposed OS zone, do not prevent the “pursuit of useful
activities” on the site and do not deprive the owner of the value of the property. The draft
General Plan results in no change to the existing planned use of the property; therefore
there is no change to the owner’s ability to “pursue useful activities” and does not change
the value of the property. In fact, retaining the existing OS land use designation
maintains the current development potential under the General Plan, and changing the
zoning to OS provides additional use options not currently permitted by the existing LC
zone. The OS land use designation and zone provide other options for use of the
property. Also, the draft General Plan will not call for physical invasion of the property;
the intent of draft policy 4-P.4 is not to allow invasion of private property; the wording of
the draft policy is proposed to be modified to clarify that public access to open space areas
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should be provided “where consistent with applicable access restrictions per the Habitat
Management Plan, easements, deeds, etc.”.

B3-7: The comment states that the draft EIR concludes the draft General Plan will not “affect
population growth”. The comment states that this is not true because the city needs to
either buy the golf course or allow development of the property and the EIR needs to
recognize these eventualities.

To clarify, in regard to population growth, the draft EIR concludes the draft General Plan
will have a less than significant impact on population growth and that future population
growth will be consistent with or below the growth assumptions of the city’s existing
Growth Management Plan. Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the draft General
Plan does allow for development of the property consistent with the OS land use
designation and proposed OS zone (see response to comments B3-1 and B3-2), and the
draft EIR does evaluate such use of the land. The draft General Plan does not recommend
any change in the existing use of the property and CEQA does not require the draft EIR
to speculate about what may occur if the property owner decides in the future that it is no
longer economically viable to continue the existing use of the property.

B3-8: The comment states that, if the city requires the property to remain as a golf course, the
EIR must evaluate the effect on groundwater from drilling for wells. See response to
comments B3-1 and B3-2. The city does not require the property to remain in use as a
golf course. The OS land use designation and zone provide other options for use of the
property. The draft General Plan and EIR do not and are not required to address the
feasibility of maintaining existing land uses. If the owner needs to obtain more water to
maintain the golf course, the water must be acquired from sources and by means that are
consistent with applicable regulations. In the event that future well drilling requires a
discretionary approval from the city, the city will evaluate the potential environmental
effects of the proposed drilling at the time it considers any such application in the future.

B3-9: The comment states that the owner will litigate if the draft General Plan does not “allow
development at some reasonable level.” The draft General Plan does allow development
of the site other than as a golf course (see response to comments B3-1 and B3-2). City
staff did meet with the commenter and property owner to discuss this matter and
concluded that staff continues to support the existing OS land use designation and
proposed OS zone, as analyzed by the draft EIR.

B4: Techbilt Construction Corp.

B4-1: This comment concurs with rezoning Oaks North Lot #1 to apartments as part of the
Envision Carlsbad process. As part of the early analysis of the draft General Plan, city staff
and consultants identified sites (vacant and underdeveloped) where there was
opportunity to accommodate the city’s future growth and assist in achieving the Carlsbad
Community Vision. Carlsbad Oaks North Lot #1 (a vacant site) was identified as a
potential site to accommodate future residential development. As the comment states,
city staff did contact the property owner to inquire if he would have any objections to the
site being considered and evaluated for a land use designation change from Planned
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B4-2:

B4-3:

B4-4:

B4-5:
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Industrial to high-density residential. The draft General Plan and draft EIR evaluated the
site as future high density residential. The comment is correct that city staff has not
received any objections from the community regarding the land use designation change
on the site; however, city staff has raised concerns about a residential use on the site - the
City of Carlsbad Fire Prevention Division staff has concerns that a residential use on the
site may conflict with industrial uses in the vicinity that may utilize hazardous materials.

The comment refers to a proposal to develop 151 multi-family units. The draft General
Plan evaluated the site as R-30 (residential 23-30 du/ac), which would yield 153 dwelling
units based on the Growth Control Point of 25 du/ac (based on an estimated net site area
of 6.12 acres). The comment is correct, the site is currently designated for Planned
Industrial uses and to change the designation to R-30 would require the allocation of 153
dwelling units from the city’s Excess Dwelling Unit Bank. City staff has reviewed the two
referenced preliminary applications, both of which proposed the development of
apartments on the site. Written responses to the preliminary applications were provided
to the applicant identifying city staff issues and concerns, including the Fire Prevention
staff concerns mentioned in response to comment B4-1.

The comment objects to reduction or elimination of the 151 units in the proposal due to a
shortage of Excess Dwelling units in the northeast quadrant and states specific reasons for
the objection in Comments B4-4 through B4-7. See master response MR3-1. Carlsbad
Oaks North Lot #1 is one of the seven sites in the northeast quadrant that has been
evaluated in the draft General Plan for a residential land use designation. City staff has
informed the commenter that Carlsbad Oaks North Lot #1 is not one of the sites that will
be recommended for a residential land use designation as part of the draft General Plan.
Staff's recommendation is based on an evaluation of each site’s appropriateness for
residential development while keeping compliance with the Growth Management
residential dwelling unit limit in mind. The Planning Commission and City Council will
be informed of commenter’s objections to this recommendation.

The comment states the city has a policy for allocation of Excess Dwelling Units. As the
comment states, the city has an Excess Dwelling Unit Bank (EDUB) that enables
discretionary allocation of “excess” units to projects that meet the criteria of City Council
Policy 43. Even if “excess” units are available in the EDUB, the “excess” units cannot be
allocated to a site if doing so would conflict with the Growth Management residential
dwelling unit limit of any city quadrant.

The comment is correct, “excess” dwelling units deposited into the EDUB, as a result of a
project approved at a density below the Growth Management Control Point density, are
not “available” EDUB units until the approved project is constructed. When a project is
approved but not yet constructed, the “excess” units resulting from the project are
considered “pending” EDUB deposits; the “pending” deposit units are considered
deposited and available when the subject project is constructed. The comment indicates
that the city has incorrectly allocated units from the EDUB that were considered
“pending” deposits; this is not the case. While the city’s past tracking of the EDUB did
not clearly identify which units were “pending” deposit, no such “pending” units were
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allocated to other projects. Regardless, no matter how many units are or are not available
in the EDUB, the units cannot be allocated to a project if doing so would conflict with the
Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit of any quadrant.

B4-6: The comment states that projects are being penalized because the city was not following
the policy for allocating EDUB units. During the evaluation of the draft General Plan, the
city refined its tracking of EDUB units to clarify which units are considered “pending”
deposits; this analysis of the EDUB further clarified the number of units available to be
allocated to new residential sites proposed by the draft General Plan. As a result, fewer
EDUB units are available than was previously thought. A reduced EDUB balance does
further limit the city’s ability to approve all of the residential sites evaluated by the draft
General Plan, and ultimately each site under consideration for a land use change must be
analyzed and evaluated on its own merits as well as in contrast to other sites considered
for a land use change. .

B4-7: The comments states the “Solana” project meets or exceeds city standards. The
referenced “Solana” project is not a proposed project; no development application is
being considered by the city. A land use designation change from planned industrial to
residential is being considered as part of the draft General Plan. The comment identifies
attributes of the site (access, proximity to jobs, services and shopping, etc.); all of which
have been considered and factored into staff’s evaluation of the proposed residential site.

B4-8: The comment is correct that the McClellan-Palomar Airport would not preclude or
significantly limit residential development on the site. The site is within the Airport
Safety Zone 6, which does allow for residential development above 20 du/ac. The site’s
proximity to the airport has been considered as part of staff’s evaluation of the proposed
residential site.

B4-9: The comment objects to staff’s recommendation to not approve the residential land use
designation change on the property and requests another solution that will enable the site
to be approved for residential development with 151 dwelling units. During the City
Council’s consideration of the draft General Plan, the council could choose to modify
staff’s recommendation and support the commenter’s request; however, that would
require another proposed residential site(s) in the northeast quadrant to be rejected (to
ensure compliance with the Growth Management Plan).

B5: Howes Weiler & Associates

B5-1: The comment requests that the portion of Cannon Road east of its intersection with
College Boulevard, which is shown in Exhibit 3-15 as an Arterial Street should be
redesignated appropriately as a part of the Envision Carlsbad process and the Zone 15
Local Facilities Management Plan should be amended to delete this segment as a Major
Arterial. The street typology for the section of Cannon Road, east of College Boulevard, is
updated in Chapter 4 of this final EIR as a School Street to its existing terminus and is not
planned to be extended for automobiles beyond that location. Instead, a
bicycle/pedestrian trail would be extended to the east (see Policy 3-.17). As noted in
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Policy 3-P.10, the city will be updating the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan to
ensure consistency with the Mobility Element.

Bé: Ladwig Design Group, Inc

B6-1:

B6-2:

B6-3:

B6-4:

B6-5:
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The comment refers to property in the northwest quadrant and the owner’s previous
request to add the property to the preferred land use plan of the draft General Plan and
change the current low density (0-1.5 du/ac) residential land use designation to a low-
medium (0-4 du/ac) residential designation. As the comment states, the City Council did
not support including this land use designation change as part of the draft General Plan.
The comment also references a preliminary review application reviewed by the city in
2013 for an 18 lot subdivision. The draft General Plan proposes no change to the current
low density residential designation.

The comment states that the site is designated for 13 dwellings and would not require any
units from the Excess Dwelling Units Bank (EDUB) for the reasons stated in comments
B6-3 through B6-8; responses to these reasons are below. Regarding the number of
dwellings that are allowed on the site per the current General Plan and zoning
regulations, 5 dwellings are possible on the site. The majority of the subject property is
designated by the General Plan and zoned as open space, which has no residential
development potential; five acres of the property is designated and zoned for low density
residential development (0-1.5 du/ac; 1 du/ac Growth Management Control Point
density). Based on the Growth Management Control Point density, 5 dwellings are
allowed on the property. To develop above the Growth Management Control Point
density requires compliance with City Council Policy #43 and a discretionary allocation
of units from the city’s Excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

The comment refers to the city’s Local Facilities Management Plan for Zone 8 (LFMPZ
8), dated December 1988, which indicates an 11 unit allotment for the property. The
information in LFMPZ 8 is based on a 1988 slope analysis and the 1988 General Plan land
use designations applicable to the property, which preceded a General Plan amendment,
zone change and Local Coastal Program amendment in 2004 that designated the majority
of the site as open space and reduced the developable residential area to five acres.

The comment refers to a 2002 slope analysis that showed the potential to accommodate
13 dwellings on the site. This analysis was based on the 2002 General Plan land use
designations applicable to the property, which preceded a General Plan amendment, zone
change and Local Coastal Program amendment in 2004 that designated the majority of
the site as open space and reduced the developable residential area to five acres.

The comment refers to a five-lot residential tentative subdivision that was approved by
the city in 2004 but has neither been recorded nor constructed. This is true. In addition
to the tentative map, a General Plan amendment, zone change and Local Coastal Program
amendment were approved designating the majority of the property as open space and
reducing the developable residential area to five acres. The five-lot subdivision is based
on the development potential of the five acres designated for low density residential with
a Growth Management Control Point density of 1 dwelling unit/acre. The land use
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designation change resulted in reducing the development potential of the site by eight
dwelling units (from 13 units to five units); those eight units were deposited into the city’s
Excess Dwelling Unit Bank and are available to allocate to other projects consistent with
City Council Policy #43.

B6-6: The comment refers to City Council Policy #43 and states that excess units go into the
city’s EDUB when approved and constructed. The comment is correct that units are
deposited into the EDUB when projects are approved and constructed [below the Growth
Management Control Point density]. However, the approval of the land use designation
change (described in response to comment B6-5) reduced the development potential on
the site and the eight unit deposit into the EDUB was a result of that reduced
development potential.

B6-7: The comment indicates that the city has deposited units in the EDUB incorrectly (prior to
project construction). While the city’s past tracking of the EDUB did not clearly identify
which units were “pending” deposit, no such “pending” units were allocated to other
projects. The city’s tracking of the EDUB has been improved to identify which units are
“pending” deposit and are, therefore, not available for allocation until the associated
projects are constructed.

B6-8: The comment states the opinion that, because of the city’s “mistake” in the tracking of
EDUB units, 13 units should be available for the project site. As explained in response to
comment B6-7 above, no mistake was made regarding the deposit of units in the EDUB.
The past legislative actions described above in the responses to comments B6-2 through
B6-5 reduced the development potential of the project site to five dwelling units (see
response to comment B6-5).

B7: Rancho Carlsbad Owner's Association, Inc

B7-1: The comment references a letter from Bob Ladwig (comment letter B11); see response to
comment letter B11 below. The comment also refers to a site (titled “Basin BJ” in the draft
General Plan) that, as part of the early analysis of the draft General Plan, was identified as
one of various sites (vacant and underdeveloped) throughout the city where there was
opportunity to accommodate the city’s future growth and assist in achieving the Carlsbad
Community Vision. The Basin BJ site (a vacant site) was identified as having the
potential to accommodate future high-density residential development.

See master response MR3-1. Basin BJ is one of seven sites within the city’s northeast
quadrant evaluated in the draft General Plan for a residential land use designation
change. The comment states a concern that staff may not recommend approval of the
residential land use designation change for Basin BJ. It is true that, in order to comply
with the Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit in the northeast quadrant,
some of the seven sites evaluated in the draft General Plan for a residential land use
designation change will not be approved. However, the Basin BJ site is one of the sites
that staff recommends be approved for a land use designation change to R-30 (residential
23-30 du/ac), which is estimated to yield approximately 108 dwellings on the site (based
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B7-2:

B7-3:

B7-4:

B7-5

on the Growth Management Control Point density of 25 du/ac and the estimated net site
area of 4.3 acres).

The comment states this parcel will be required to contribute about 6% of the cost of
building the last segment of College Boulevard and could provide housing affordable to
teachers and other employees at the nearby high school. The city is aware that, as a
requirement to develop the Basin BJ site, the developer must share in the cost to construct
College Blvd (Reach A). The city is also aware that development of housing on the site
must comply with the city’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Proximity of the site to
Sage Creek High School will provide nearby housing for teachers and students.

The comment is correct, there is another site located at the northeast corner of El Camino
Real and College Blvd, which is also being evaluated for a residential land use designation
change as part of the draft General Plan and development of the site would also be
required to share the cost to construct College Blvd (Reach A).

The comment refers to Robertson Ranch PA 22, which is also one of the seven sites in the
northeast quadrant that has been evaluated for a residential land use designation change,
as a candidate for a reduction or elimination of units. Staff has evaluated each of the sites
based on their appropriateness for residential development and with the primary
objective of maintaining compliance with the Growth Management residential dwelling
unit limit. Robertson Ranch PA 22, in addition to Basin BJ, is among the sites staff
recommends be designated R-30 (residential 23-30 du/ac). Staff appreciates the
suggestion on how to reduce the number of potential dwellings evaluated in the draft
General Plan. However, staff has identified other options to ensure compliance with the
Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit (i.e., staff recommends that a
residential land use designation change not be approved on four of the seven sites in the
northeast quadrant that were evaluated by the draft General Plan; PA 22 is one of three
sites in the northeast quadrant where a residential designation is recommended for
approval in conformance with the Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit).

The comment states that the completion of College Blvd (Reach A) is dependent on a
shared construction cost among various property owners, and that construction of the
roadway will provide access to several future development projects. The comment will be
included in the materials provided to the City Council for its consideration in
determining whether to adopt the draft General Plan.

B8: Alan Sweet

B8-1:

B8-2:
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This comment identifies the author and his service on the Envision Carlsbad Citizen
Committee. No response is required.

This comment expresses concern about the designation of certain roads as Connector
Streets, which will give priority to pedestrians and bicycles over automobiles and buses
and may adversely affect travel times, greenhouse gas emissions and public safety. The
table below shows greenhouse gas emissions based on average vehicle speeds (it also
denotes level of service (LOS) based on Caltrans measurement thresholds). Greenhouse
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gases are actually minimized when speeds are constant at around 35 miles per hour. The
approach of prioritizing pedestrians and bicycles in these corridors is not to completely
ignore vehicles along the corridor, but rather to prioritize pedestrians and bicycles (while
still providing for vehicles). This approach could allow vehicles to travel the corridor at a
slower rate of speed, which would actually reduce greenhouse gas emissions (unless
vehicle flow becomes unstable or is reduced below 35 miles per hour).

Regarding the potential for increased GHG emissions that may result from prioritizing
pedestrians/bicycles on busy street segments, the Climate Action Plan (CAP) (on pages 3-
16 through 3-19) contains modeled information on the effect of draft General Plan
policies that improve the bikeway system and provide pedestrian improvements. The
modeled GHG reductions from these policies are based on peer-reviewed studies in a
report by the CAPCOA that substantiates that increasing opportunities for pedestrians
and cyclists result in a reduction in GHG emissions. Therefore, prioritizing pedestrians
and bicycles serves to reduce GHG emissions since it encourages people to walk and
bicycle rather than drive, and slower vehicle speeds result in less greenhouse gas
emissions.

Also, shown below are two graphics showing a driver’s cone of sight at varying traffic
speeds. As shown in the graphic, slower speeds improve driver’s visibility and make crash

severity significantly less impactful.
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At 40 mph the

driver’s focus is
on the roadway
in the distance.

At 30 mph the
driver begins to
see things at the
road edges in
the background.

Source: Caltrans Smart Mobility
Framework

In addition to the information provided above, Fehr & Peers also reviewed traffic levels of
service on the roadway segments identified below to determine their vehicle LOS with
buildout of the project. The results are summarized below to provide additional
information to the decision makers. Please note that, because these segments are not
prioritized for vehicles, they were not evaluated as part of the draft EIR, nor are they
required to meet a level of service threshold for vehicle-prioritized streets (page 3.13-14 of
the draft EIR describes the prioritized modes of travel methodology of the draft Mobility
Element and specifies that lower service levels for non-prioritized modes are acceptable to
ensure that the service level for prioritized modes is enhanced).

As shown in the table, most of the connector streets will operate at LOS A-D with
buildout of the draft General Plan, even though these roadways are not prioritized for
automobiles. However the following two roadway segments are projected to operate at
LOSE:

¢ La Costa Avenue, between El Camino Real and Rancho Santa Fe Road

* Poinsettia Lane, between I-5 and Aviara Parkway.
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As noted above, these roadways do not have an LOS goal for vehicles as they are not
prioritized for vehicles and LOS E is considered acceptable. However, the information
does demonstrate that, although autos are not prioritized on these corridors, there is still
sufficient mobility on most of the Connector Roadways within the city to efficiently serve

the auto users.

Roadway Operations

Existing (Future) ~ Existing  Existing Future Future

Roadway From To Number of Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS
Carlsbad
Village Dr.! I-5 El Camino Real 4 (4) 8,990 A 11,190 B
Carlsbad El Camino
Village Dr.' Real College Blvd. 4 (4) 8,520 A 8,520 A
Tamarack' Carlsbad

Blvd. I-5 2 (2) 5,820 6,120
Tamarack' I-5 El Camino Real 2 (2) 5,480 5,480
Tamarack El Camino Carlsbad Village

Real Dr. 44 7,705 A 7,810 A
Aviara Pkwy.' Poinsettia Ln.  El Camino Real 4 (4) 17,130 C 20,430 D
Alga Road El Camino

Real Melrose Dr. 44 10,299 B 15,100 C
La Costa El Camino Rancho Santa Fe

Real Rd. 2 (2) 12,087 D 13,190 E
Poinsettia Ln.!  Carlsbad

Blvd. I-5 4 (4) 6,910 A 10,310 B
Poinsettia Ln. I-5 Aviara Pkwy. 44 25,075 E 26,280
Poinsettia Ln. Aviara Pkwy.  El Camino Real  N/A (4) N/A N/A 5,600 A
Poinsettia Ln.!  El Camino

Real Melrose Dr. 4 (4) 7,510 A 14010 C

Notes:

Unless otherwise noted, all counts from the 2013 Traffic Monitoring Program (RBF, November 8, 2013).

N/A = Segment not evaluated as extension has not been completed.

PM peak hour volume).

a

B8-3:

Although this is a four lane facility, it does have a short two lane segment between Chatham Rd. and Pontiac Dr.

Segment count estimated from peak hour counts from the 2013 Traffic Monitoring Program (daily assumed to be 10% of the

This comment states the author’s belief that, despite interest in additional walking and

bike paths, most people will continue to travel by car. The Mobility Element attempts to
provide for all users of the system, including bicycles, pedestrians, transit, and vehicles.
As such, vehicles are provided for on all roadways within the city and are prioritized on

all arterials in the city unless otherwise noted in Policies 3-P.7 and 3-P.8.

The draft

General Plan is intended to comply with new state laws and regional transportation plans
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B8-4.

B8-5:

B8-6:

B8-7:

which encourage/require local government to take steps to reduce GHG emissions by
reducing automobile vehicle miles traveled and increasing the use of alternative methods
of transportation by creating multi-modal transportation systems.

The comment is correct that pedestrians and bicycles are identified as priority modes
along the referenced streets. However, these streets also provide for automobile travel -
i.e., automobiles are allowed and provided for along these facilities, but they are not
prioritized over pedestrians in this area. As such, although people will continue to be able
to drive along these roadways to access the areas identified in the comment, the draft
General Plan is intended to promote the increased use of alternative modes of
transportation.

The comment states that the author’s friends from Oceanside consider the new traffic
circle on Carlsbad Boulevard to be unwelcoming and inquires whether this will be the
model for other Connector Streets. The recent roundabout at Carlsbad Boulevard and
State Street was initiated due to safety concerns. The intersection had a significant skew
angle which created safety issues for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. The installation
of a roundabout was identified as an appropriate control device to improve safety at the
intersection. Please note that Policy 3-P.13 identifies that the city should “consider
innovative design and program solutions to improve the mobility, efficiency,
connectivity, and safety of the transportation system...”

The comment states the author’s belief that most young bicycle riders on Carlsbad
Boulevard are not residents of the city and should not be given such emphasis in the draft
General Plan. However, avid cyclists are not the customer the Mobility Element is trying
to provide for. The Mobility Element attempts to provide safe and efficient
transportation for all users of the system. The improvements for bicycle and pedestrian
facilities identified in the Mobility Element are to serve families (including children) as
the customer of the transportation system.

Additionally, the Mobility Element does not prioritize out of town bicycle riders. The
intent is to integrate the transportation system with the adjacent land uses and ensure
that safe and efficient transportation is provided.

This comment suggests changing the priority of Connector Streets from pedestrians and
bicycle riders back to cars. The author’s suggestion is a policy matter which will be
considered by the City Council when it makes its decision whether or not to adopt the
draft General Plan. No further response is required.

B9: Bentley-Wing Properties, Inc.

B9-1:

B9-2:
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The comment describes the commenter’s experience with designing and processing
development projects in the city, including within Local Facilities Management Zones 12,
15 and 20. No response is required.

The comment states the Growth Management (Proposition E) residential dwelling unit
limit in the northeast quadrant precludes approval of all of the sites in the northeast
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quadrant that were evaluated in the draft General Plan for a residential land use
designation change. See master response MR3-1. The commenter’s recommendations
will be included in the materials which the City Council will consider when it makes its
decision whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan.

B9-3: The comment describes conditions which constitute “the problem” and refers to an area
in the city’s northeast quadrant that is subject to existing policies and standards that, for
most of the area, guide the development of low density residential uses. The comment
also refers to the low density of residential projects that have been previously approved
and evaluated pursuant to CEQA; the comment expresses concern that the low densities
in this area hinder the completion of a segment of College Blvd and other facilities. The
draft General Plan does not propose any change that will reduce the density of future
residential development in the area.

B9-4: The comment indicates that the residential density of the area near the future segment of
College Blvd. (between El Camino Real and Cannon Road) is currently too low to
financially support the construction of the roadway. The draft General Plan and draft
EIR identify that segment of College Blvd. as a future roadway. No change is proposed by
the draft General Plan that will reduce the density of future residential development in
the area; in fact, three sites in the area have been evaluated for higher residential density.

B9-5:  The comment recommends approval of the R-30 (residential 23-30 du/ac) designation on
the “B] Apartment” site and lists various reasons to support this recommendation. The
site is currently designated as R-4 (residential 0-4 du/ac) and was evaluated in the draft
EIR as a residential site with the R-30 designation. This site is one of the seven sites in the
northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use designation change (see master
response MR3-1). This is one of seven sites evaluated for which staff is recommending
approval of the R-30 designation as part of the draft General Plan. The R-30 (high)
density range (as evaluated in the draft EIR and suggested by the comment) does assist in
meeting Housing Element objectives; the site has few issues/conflicts and is located in
proximity to a school and shopping services.

B9-6: On the Sunny Creek commercial site, the comment recommends approval of the R-23
(residential 15-23 du/ac) designation on 11 acres of the site and a commercial designation
on 6 acres of the site, and lists various reasons to support this recommendation. The site
is currently designated as Local Shopping Center (L) and was evaluated in the draft EIR as
a residential/local commercial site (R-23 on 11.58 acres and L on 6.02 acres). This site is
one of the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use
designation change (see master response MR3-1). Staff is recommending approval of a
combination of R-23 and L designations on the site. The R-23 density range (as evaluated
in the draft EIR and suggested by the comment) does assist in meeting Housing Element
objectives; the site has few issues/conflicts and provides housing within a walkable
distance of future commercial services.

B9-7: The comment recommends a medium density residential designation on the “Kelly”
property and listed various reasons to support this recommendation. The site is currently
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B9-8:

B9-9:

B9-10
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designated R-4 (residential 0-4 du/ac) and was evaluated in the draft EIR as a residential
site with the R-15 (residential 8-15 du/ac) designation. This site is one of the seven sites
in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use designation change (see
master response MR3-1). To ensure compliance with the Growth Management
residential dwelling unit limit in the northeast quadrant, staff does not recommend
approval of the R-15 designation (or medium density, as the comment suggests) on this
site. Of the seven sites evaluated for a residential designation change in the northeast
quadrant, this site was not among the most preferred for increased residential density.
The R-15 (medium-high) and R-8 (medium) density ranges (as evaluated in the draft EIR
and suggested by the comment) do not assist in meeting Housing Element objectives.

The comment recommends denial of medium density residential development on the
“WP Equestrian Property/Sunny Creek” site for various reasons listed. The site is
currently designated R-4 (residential 0-4 du/ac) and Open Space, and was evaluated in
the draft EIR with the R-15 (residential 8-15 du/ac) and Open Space designations. This
site is one of the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use
designation change (see master response MR3-1). To ensure compliance with the
Growth Management residential dwelling unit limit in the northeast quadrant, staff does
not recommend approval of the R-15 designation (or medium density, as the comment
suggests) on this site; of the seven sites evaluated for a residential designation change in
the northeast quadrant, this site was not among the most preferred for increased
residential density. The site is constrained by a floodplain and the R-15 (medium-high)
and R-8 (medium) density ranges (as evaluated in the draft EIR and suggested by the
comment) do not assist in meeting Housing Element objectives.

The comment recommends denial of the proposed R-30 designation on “PA 22
Robertson Ranch” and lists various reasons for the nonsupport. The site is currently
designated Office and was evaluated in the draft EIR as a residential site with the R-30
designation. This site is one of the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a
residential land use designation change (see master response MR3-1). This is one of the
seven sites that staff is recommending approval of the R-30 designation as part of the
draft General Plan. The R-30 (high) density range (as evaluated in the draft EIR and
suggested by the comment) does assist in meeting Housing Element objectives; also, the
site has few issues/conflicts and is located in proximity to a school and future shopping
services.

The comment recommends denial of changing the designation on lands currently
designated for planned industrial use (in the “Palomar corridor”) to a residential
designation, and lists various reasons for the nonsupport. Three site areas in the
“Palomar corridor” that are currently designated “Planned Industrial” were evaluated in
the draft EIR as residential sites with the R-30 designation. Two of the three site areas are
among the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use
designation change (see master response MR3-1). The third site area is located in the
southwest quadrant. Staff does not recommend approval of a residential designation for
any of the three sites. Of all the sites evaluated for a residential designation change
throughout the city, those that are currently designated for planned industrial uses are
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not among the most preferred for residential development. The city’s Fire Prevention
staff has raised concerns regarding potential conflicts between residential uses and nearby
industrial uses that may utilize hazardous materials. Also, as the comment states, to
designate these sites for residential use would result in a loss of future employment land.

B9-11 The comment summarizes the reasons for the recommendations made in the letter. The
recommendations have been considered by staff; the Planning Commission and City
Council will be informed of the commenter’s recommendations and will consider the
recommendations when they make their decisions whether or not to adopt the draft
General Plan.

B9-12 Commenter provides contact information if the city needs to contact him. No response is
required. The contact information has been added to the city’s notification list regarding
the project.

B10: On behalf of North County Advocates

B10-1: The comment introduces the contents of the letter and provides background on CEQA
and initiative and referendum in California. No response is required.

B10-2: This comment provides a summary of several statements related to the Growth
Management Plan, Passage of proposition E, Carlsbad Municipal Code (Chapter 21.90),
Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan and Local Facilities Management Plans and
the requirement to ensure that all necessary public facilities will be available concurrent
with need. The comment also identifies the performance standards for parks and for
open space. However, it must be pointed out that parks performance standard cited in
this comment was modified by the City Council in 1997 to clarify its meaning and intent.
See response to comment B10-3 below.

B10-3: This comment states that the draft General Plan uses an incorrect performance standard
for parks that is inconsistent with the Growth Management Plan and the comment
provides rationale to support this comment.

The performance standard for parks, as stated in the draft General Plan, is consistent with
the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP). The CFIP establishes the 11
public facility performance standards and establishes principles for capital financing
plans. Additionally, the CFIP implements the city’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
by ensuring that development does not occur unless adequate public facilities and
services exist or can be provided with new development.

The CFIP performance standard for parks initially stated “Three acres of Community
Park or Special use Area per 1,000 population within the Park District must be scheduled
for construction within a five-year period” (note that this performance standard was
stated in the originally adopted CFIP (September 1986), prior to the passage of
Proposition E in November 1986). The CFIP has been amended twice by the City
Council since its adoption on September 23, 1986. The most recent amendment occurred
in conjunction with the 10-year Anniversary Report for the Growth Management Plan
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B10-4:

2-350

(AB 14,129). This report summarized the accomplishments of the Growth Management
Plan and included recommendations for a number of minor implementation
refinements. The report indicated that the meaning and intent of the “five-year period”
had been subject to interpretation and resulted in questions regarding the proper
implementation of these performance standards. As a result, the City Council adopted
Resolution 97-435 amending the CFIP to clarify the meaning and intent of the
performance standards in order to facilitate effective implementation of the Growth
Management Program. For Parks, the performance standard was amended to read “3
acres of Community Park or Special Use Area per 1,000 population within the Park
District must be scheduled for construction within a five year period or prior to
construction of 1,562 dwelling units within the Park District, beginning at the time
the need is first identified (emphasis added). According to City Council Resolution No.
97-435, the phrase “scheduled for construction” means that the improvements needed to
meet the demand have been designed; that a site has been selected and has been acquired
or is being acquired; and that a financing plan for construction of the facility has been
approved by the City Council.

Therefore, Section 4-9 of the city’s draft General Plan is consistent with this performance
standard, and the draft EIR properly analyzed the draft General Plan’s impact on park
facilities (see Section 3.11, pp. 3.11-19, and 3.11-24 through 3.11-28).

This comment states that the draft General Plan and draft EIR fail to analyze current
conformance with the performance standard for parks and the comment provides
rationale to support this comment. Both the rationale and conclusion are flawed.

First, both the draft General Plan (p. 4-22) and draft EIR (p.3.11-2) summarize the city’s
current (through June 2013) conformance with the Growth Management Plan (GMP)
parks performance standard by referencing the latest annual GMP monitoring report.
The referenced report contains the analysis and population data that supports the
conformance conclusion. Current conformance with the parks performance standard
describes an existing condition rather than an impact that the draft General Plan would
have on park facilities.

Second, the comment is based on a calculation methodology inconsistent with the CFIP
to draw a conformance conclusion. For example, the comment is based on population
data from California Department of Finance, rather than decennial Census data as called
for in the CFIP. The city's GMP monitoring report includes population estimates
utilizing decennial Census data for persons per household and city records for number of
dwelling units in the city; these two sources of information are used to determine
population (i.e., persons per household x number of dwelling units = population).
Nonetheless, while both the city’s latest annual GMP monitoring report and comment
indicate current park shortfalls in the Southwest and Southeast quadrants, the comment
incorrectly concludes the city is not in conformance with the parks standard because the
comment relies on an obsolete version of the standard. The current parks performance
standard includes a maximum dwelling unit threshold that must be reached before non-
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conformance occurs. See response to comment B10-3 above for explanation of the parks
performance standard.

While the draft General Plan and draft EIR reference the FY 2012-13 Growth
Management Plan Monitoring Report, the applicable section regarding current
conformance is repeated below for clarity:

A. Parks Performance Standard

3.0 acres of Community Park or Special Use Area per 1,000 population within the Park
District" must be scheduled for construction within a five year period, or prior to
construction of 1,562 dwelling units within the Park District beginning at the time the need
is first identified.”

B. FY 2013-14 Facility Adequacy Analysis

To date, all quadrants are in compliance with the performance standard.

Park inventory Park acreage required
Quadrant existing by Performance Standard
NW 105.3 acres 90.4 acres required
NE 43.5 acres 43.6 acres required
SwW 70.2 acres 70.7 acres required
SE 114.9 acres 116.2 acres required
Total 333.9.0 320.9 acres

Currently, the performance standard requirement for park acreage exceeds the inventory
of existing and scheduled park acreage except for the following two quadrants: SW and
SE. However, although short of the acreage required, these quadrants are not out of
compliance with the performance standard because neither the time frame nor dwelling
unit thresholds have been reached.’

Quadrant Year deficit identified Units constructed since deficit identified
SW FY 2012-13 50

SE FY 2012-13 157

Footnotes:

“Park District" = "quadrant”. There are four park districts within the city, corresponding to the four quadrants.

2 The threshold for triggering the construction of a new park is as follows: Once a deficit of park acreage in a
quadrant is identified, a new park must be scheduled for construction within the time frame of five years, or
before the cumulative construction of 1,562 dwelling units, whichever occurs later. According to City Council
Resolution No. 97-435, “scheduled for construction” means that the improvements have been designed, a
park site has been selected, and a financing plan for construction of the facility has been approved.

B10-5: This comment states that the draft General Plan analysis of future conformance with
performance standards for parks is incorrect because it counts Veteran’s Memorial park
as a “citywide” park and divides that parkland between all four quadrants. The comment
then offers an alternative build-out calculation with future Veteran’s Memorial Park
allocated entirely to the Northwest Quadrant.
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B10-8:

The comment incorrectly argues that the voter-approved Growth Management Plan
GMP) does not permit the acreage of a park in one quadrant to be counted in another. In
fact, the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP), which was adopted as an
integral component of the 1986 GMP (City Council Resolution No. 8797, adopted
9/23/86), allocated the future Veteran’s Park acreage (then referred to as Macario Canyon
Park) equally among all four quadrants (see CFIP, pp. 33-35). Therefore, the draft
General Plan and draft EIR build-out analysis of parks performance standard compliance
is consistent with the voter-approved GMP.

Please also see master response MR1-7 regarding Veteran’s Park.

This comment relates to double-counting some areas as both parkland and hardline open
space. Please see master response MR1-8 regarding open space “double-counting”.

This comment states that the draft General Plan includes areas in its calculation of open
space acreage that may not count towards the Growth Management Program open space
performance standard. This is not accurate. The comment confuses draft General Plan
definitions of open space with the Growth Management Program (GMP) performance
standard for open space. The purpose of the open space inventory shown in draft
General Plan Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1, is to provide an accounting of all designated open
space in the city, consistent with the open space definitions and policies of the draft
General Plan. The inventory therefore, includes GMP performance standard and non-
performance standard open space.

Please see master responses MR1-1 which describes how open space is categorized and
counted in the draft General Plan, MR1-2 for a discussion of the 40% open space
“requirement”, MR1-3 regarding the amount of open space provided under the draft
General Plan, and MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program (GMP) 15 percent
open space performance standard.

This comment states that the draft General Plan and draft EIR fail to analyze
conformance with open space standards. As explained in master response MR1-4, the
draft General Plan contains policies that require compliance with Growth Management
Program performance standards. Further, the draft EIR analyzed the impact of the draft
General Plan on open space, and concluded it to be less than significant (see draft EIR,
Impact Analysis 3.9-2, pp. 3.9-16 through 3.9-19).

Please see also master response MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program
(GMP) 15 percent open space performance standard.

B10-9: This comment incorrectly states that the open space performance standards applies to all
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zones and that Proposition E did not exclude zones that were already deemed to have met
the open space performance standard. Please see master response MR1-4 regarding the
Growth Management Program (GMP) 15 percent open space performance standard.

As pointed out in response to comment B10-5 above, and as acknowledged in Footnote 2
of the comment letter, the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan (CFIP) was
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adopted as an integral component of the voter-ratified 1986 Growth Management
Program. The CFIP section on open space includes a map (Figure 15, p. 45) identifying
where the 15% open space performance standard applies. On page 46, the CFIP states,
“The preceding map highlights those areas of the city which will be required to comply
with the open space performance standard.” Not highlighted on the map are zones 1-10
and 16; therefore no further analysis or monitoring was required for these zones.

B10-10: This comment offers an opinion as to what uses in the Open Space zone permitted by the
Carlsbad Municipal Code are inconsistent with the draft General Plan definition for open
space. The open space definition in the draft General Plan is fundamentally the same
as in the current General Plan, and no change to the referenced Municipal Code
section is proposed. Therefore, no conflict arises as a result of the draft General Plan.

B10-11: The comment cites the draft EIR’s discussion of aesthetics, community character, and
land use impacts as insufficient. Chapter 3.1 of the draft EIR discusses impacts to
aesthetics and visual character, and Chapter 3.9 of the draft EIR discusses land use
impacts of the draft General Plan, which are evaluated using CEQA Appendix G criteria.
Impacts to community character, as distinct from visual character, are beyond the scope
of CEQA.

The comment also states that the draft General Plan will exceed the Growth Management
cap. As described on page 3.9-21 of the draft EIR, the draft General Plan Land Use Map
identifies potential residential sites that could result in 327 dwelling units above the
Growth Management dwelling unit limitation. During the city’s public hearing process to
adopt the draft General Plan, these sites will be modified to reduce the northeast
quadrant’s residential capacity by a minimum of 327 units, based on the Growth
Management Control Point density. This process will ensure that the population growth
resulting from the draft General Plan is consistent with the Growth Management Plan.
Pursuant to Proposition E, adoption of the draft General Plan could not occur unless the
necessary reduction takes place. In no case will the adopted General Plan have a dwelling
unit capacity that exceeds the Growth Management dwelling unit caps.

B10-12: The comment states that the draft General Plan is inconsistent with Proposition E
because it fails to count certain uses as dwelling units under the cap. Proposition E
establishes limits for the number of residential dwelling units in the city; if a use is not
considered a residential dwelling unit, it is not counted toward the Proposition E cap.
For example, “commercial living units” (assisted living facilities, timeshares, hotels) are
not defined by the city as “residential dwelling units” because of the care service or
temporary nature of the use. Existing and estimated future residential dwelling units are
accounted for in the draft General Plan, consistent with Proposition E; also see response
to comment B10-11 above.

B10-13: The comment states that no information regarding stationary sources is provided. See

page 3.2-28 of the Recirculated DEIR, which includes stationary sources in the analysis of
operational emissions; and as stated on page 3.2-28 of the Recirculated DEIR, the only
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B10-15:

B10-16:
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anticipated future stationary source in the city is the Carlsbad Energy Center Project that
will replace the Encina Power Station.

The comment states that the calculations of the effectiveness of mitigation measures are
not adequately explained and refers to “EIR at p. 3.2-19.” However, there are no
calculations regarding the effectiveness of mitigation measures on page 3.2-19 of the draft
EIR. Instead, page 3.2-19 of the draft EIR contains the analysis of Impact 3.2-1 (whether
the proposed General Plan will conflict or obstruct the implementation of the applicable
air quality plan) and identifies Land Use and Community Design Element goals 2-G.3
and 2-G.6 as two of a number of goals and policies in the proposed General Plan that
would reduce any potential conflict between the General Plan and the RAQS. The draft
EIR does not provide “calculations of effectiveness” of these policies because the nature of
both Impact 3.2-1 and goals 2-G.3 and 2-G.6 are such as to require qualitative, rather
than quantitative, evaluation. Accordingly, no further response is possible. Please note
further that the analysis of Impact 3.2-1 was revised in the Recirculated DEIR, which
changed the impact determination from “less than significant® to “significant and
unavoidable.” This revision was made to reflect the potential conflict that may arise due
to fact that the current RAQS are based on development allowed under the existing
General Plan and do not take into account additional development allowed under the
proposed General Plan. The Recirculated DEIR only mitigation for this conflict is for the
city to request SDAPCD to reflect the growth projections of the draft General Plan in the
next triennial update of the RAQS. However, the update of the RAQS is within the
jurisdiction and control of the SDAPCD, not the city, and the city cannot guarantee that
SDAPCD will update the RAQS prior to implementation of the proposed General Plan;
therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable.

The comment references Policies 2-P.13 (encourage medium to higher density residential
uses...) and 4-P.53 (provide, whenever possible, incentive for carpooling, flex-time,
etc...) and states that these measures have not been required in the past. These policies
are intended to guide future development by requiring that development be consistent
with the goals and policies of the General Plan.

The comment states that it is unclear how the General Plan could contribute to an air quality
violation (in reference to Impact 3.2-2) and yet not obstruct implementation of an air quality
plan (in reference to Impact 3.2-1). As explained in response to comment B10-14, the
Recirculated DEIR provide a revision to the analysis for Impact 3.2-1; the impact
determination has been changed from “less than significant"to “significant and unavoidable”
- the draft General Plan will have a significant and unavoidable conflict with the RAQS, an
applicable air quality plan. The Recirculated DEIR show that the only mitigation is for the city
to request SDAPCD to reflect the growth projections of the draft General Plan in the next
triennial update of the RAQS; however, the update of the RAQS is within the jurisdiction
and control of the SDAPCD, not the city, and the city cannot guarantee that SDAPCD will
update the RAQS prior to implementation of the proposed General Plan, therefore, the
impact is significant and unavoidable. _
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B10-17: The comment suggests that the Climate Action Plan (CAP) relies on SANDAG’s
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This is incorrect. The discussion of SB 375 provides
a background on state emission standards. The GHG targets set in the CAP are based on
AB 32 and EO S-3-05. The methodology for inventorying GHG emissions, calculating
emission targets, and estimating the effect of GHG reduction measures is described in
Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the draft CAP.

B10-18: The comment suggests that the CAP relies on CARB’s Scoping Plan. The 2008 Scoping
Plan provides guidance that local governments target 2020 emissions at 15 percent below
2005 levels to account for emissions growth since 1990, as a proxy for 1990 emissions.
This recommendation is consistent with the 2014 draft Scoping Plan. Aside from this
recommendation, the CAP does not rely on analysis in the Scoping Plan.

B10-19: The comment states that the draft EIR provides an insufficient discussion of wildfire
impacts. Please see pages 3.6-13 to 3.6-14 of the draft EIR for a discussion of wildland fire
hazards, Figure 3.6-4 for a map of wildfire threat, and Impact 3.6-7 for a discussion of the
risk of wildfires and measures to reduce urban wildland fire risk, including the Uniform
Fire Code, and the Landscape Manual. As a side note, the area affected by the Poinsettia
Fire is shown as a “very high threat” in the Figure 3.6-4 of the draft EIR. Because the
comment does not identify how or in what way the discussion of wildfire impacts is
insufficient, no further response is possible.

B10-20: The comment states that there is an inadequate demonstration of water supply for the
draft General Plan. Impact 3.12-4, on pages 3.12-35 to 3.12-40 of the draft EIR evaluates
water supplies from CMWD and OMWD, including current and projected water
supplies, normal year and single dry year supply and demand comparison, and multiple
dry year (drought conditions) supply and demand comparison. Under multiple dry year
scenarios for CMWD and OMWD, supplies are demonstrated to be available for ultimate
buildout in 2035. Because the comment does not identify how or in what way the
discussion water supply is insufficient, no further response is possible.

B10-21: The comment states the commenter’s understanding of the CEQA requirements for
alternatives and mitigation measures. No response is required.

B10-22: The comment refers to the significant and unavoidable conclusion for Impact 3.2-2
(violate air quality standards) and Impact 3.13-1 (exceeds an applicable plan, ordinance
or policy establishing measures of effectiveness of the circulation system), and states that
adequate mitigation or alternatives were not considered. However, the comment does not
identify any mitigation measures or alternatives which the draft EIR should have
considered and which would avoid or reduce these impacts.

Regarding air quality impacts, the Recirculated DEIR include revisions to Impact 3.2-2,
which identify mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts; however the impact will
remain significant. The mitigation related to Impact 3.2-2 includes: draft General Plan
goals and policies identified on pages 3.2-29 - 3.2-33 of the Recirculated DEIR; draft
Climate Action Plan measures identified on pages 3.2-34 - 3.2-35 of the Recirculated
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DEIR; Green Building and SWPPP standards identified on pages 3.2-35 — 3.2-36 of the
Recirculated DEIR; and project-level mitigation measures MM AQ-2 to MM AQ-6 on
pages 3.2-37 — 3.2-39 of the Recirculated DEIR.

Regarding traffic impacts, Impact 3.13-1 describes that the impacts to vehicle prioritized
streets and Caltrans’ facilities (I-5 and SR-78) are considered significant and unavoidable.
Page 3.13-30 of the draft EIR identifies that implementation of draft General Plan
Mobility Element policies, including policies 3-P.6 and 3-9, which require
implementation of transportation demand management, will mitigate the impacts;
however, the impact will remain significant. Draft General Plan policy 3-P.15 encourages
Caltrans to improve regional connectivity consistent with regional planning, which serves
to lessen the impact. In addition, the existing regional Transnet program (implemented
by SANDAG) mitigates traffic impacts on regional arterial streets and freeways; the city
participates in the Transnet program by collecting a fee from residential developers,
which provides funds to improve regional arterial streets and Caltrans freeway
interchanges and related freeway improvements. In addition, two new policies are
proposed to be added to the draft General Plan which would mitigate the significant
impacts to freeway facilities: the first policy requires developers of future projects, which
are determined to have a significant impact on Caltrans freeway facilities on I-5 and SR-
78, to enter into a traffic mitigation agreement with Caltrans for implementation of the
necessary improvements and the payment of fair-share fees to be determined by Caltrans
based on the increase in freeway traffic directly attributable to the proposed project; the
second policy encourages Caltrans to identify and construct necessary improvements to
improve service levels on I-5 and SR-78. Although implementation of these policies
would reduce the potential significant impacts to freeway segments, the timing and
implementation of the fair share contributions and necessary improvements are within
the jurisdiction of Caltrans, not the city, and the city cannot ensure that the mitigation
necessary to avoid or reduce the impacts to a level below significance will occur prior to
implementation of future development projects. Accordingly, the potential impacts of
the draft General Plan on I-5 and SR-78 are considered significant and unavoidable.

Regarding the comment about the lack of an alternative that avoids or reduces the
significant air quality and transportation impacts, Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR
provides a reduced density alternative that would result in reduced impacts to air quality
and transportation.

B10-23: The comment references the use of sustainable energy sources. Please refer to the CAP
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GHG reduction measures A, B, and M for a discussion of renewable energy sources.
These measures provide a mixture of incentives and requirements to meet a defined
target for renewable energy production. Action A-3 on page 4-2 of the CAP has been
revised to require the city to adopt an ordinance that would require that new homes
install PV panels to offset a portion of their energy use. Action B-2 was similarly revised
to require the city to adopt a PV ordinance for existing nonresidential development.
Therefore, the CAP contains actions making sustainable energy sources an enforceable
requirement.
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B10-24: The comment asserts that no mitigation or alternatives are considered that reduce VMT.
Please see page 4-33 of the Recirculated DEIR for a comparative analysis of VMT per
service population. The Reduced Density alternative and the draft General Plan provide
the lowest annual VMT per service population for all the alternatives considered (2,998
and 3,013, respectively). The CAP, from pages 3-16 to 3-25 quantifies VMT reductions
from draft General Plan policies. These policies include bikeway system improvements,
pedestrian improvements and increase connectivity, traffic calming, parking facilities and
policies (such as shared/collective parking, unbundled cost of parking, parking
management, reduced parking standards), and transportation improvements (improved
transit, TDM, and traffic signal management). CAP GHG reduction measures K
(establishing transportation demand management measures), and L (increasing low-
emission and zero-emission vehicle travel) also reduce VMT and GHG emissions.

B10-25: Page 3.13-29 of the draft EIR documents policies related to vehicle levels of service as that
section of the draft EIR documents vehicle level of service results. Subsequent portions of
the draft EIR, including 3.13-30 - 3.13-33 discuss project impacts and proposed
mitigation measures for bicycle, transit, and pedestrian travel modes. Additionally, page
3.13-36 discusses potential impacts to adopted policies, plans, and programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. In addition to the impact discussion, pages
3.13-3 - 3.13-4 and 3.13-7 - 3.13-10 document the existing setting for alternative
transportation facilities. The documentation and analysis provides for an adequate
discussion of alternative transportation. Since the comment does not indicate in what way
the draft EIR’s analysis of alternative transportation is inadequate, no further response is
required.

B10-26: Policy 3-P.7 requires the city to develop and maintain a list of LOS exempt intersections
and streets where improvements are not feasible. The intent of this policy is to ensure
that an un-realistic LOS standard is not applied to locations where it is infeasible (based
on the definitions of infeasibility in Policy 3-P.7) to maintain the referenced level of
service standard. As such, this policy only reflects what can be achieved; it will not
exacerbate traffic impacts as noted as any improvements would not have been
constructed without this policy given the infeasibility of the improvements.

B10-27: The comment states that the draft EIR fails to consider mitigation for construction noise
that provides numeric standards. Compliance with the City of Carlsbad Noise Ordinance
(CMC Chapter 8.48) and the draft General Plan Noise Element goals and policies would
reduce noise levels from construction activities. Specifically, the city’s Noise Ordinance
limits the days and hours of construction in areas with the potential to cause disturbance.
It is unlawful to operate equipment or perform any construction in the erection,
demolition, alteration, or repair of any building or structure or the grading or excavation
of land during the following hours (except as provided later in the ordinance): (1) After
six p.m. on any day, and before seven a.m., Monday through Friday, and before eight a.m.
on Saturday; (2) All day on Sunday; and (3) On any federal holiday. Table 5-1 of the draft
General Plan (page 5-16) sets quantitative levels for which new construction or
development is conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable, or clearly unacceptable.
Compliance with these noise standards will ensure that noise impacts are less than
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B10-34:

B10-35:
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significant. In addition, the city would require each future project to comply with the
Noise Ordinance and Noise Guidelines Manual, and implement the draft General Plan
policies to reduce construction noise levels. Through the environmental review process
for individual projects, additional mitigation may also be required to further reduce
construction-related noise impacts to a less—than-significant level.

The comment states that the draft EIR fails to consider a reduced development or smart
growth alternative. The Recirculated DEIR includes a reduced density alternative that
reduces development potential by 40 percent, compared to the draft General Plan. In
addition, the draft General Plan is based on smart growth principles. As described in the
draft General Plan Introduction and Vision, the Carlsbad Community Vision is the vision
of the draft General Plan, and part of that vision is the core value of “Neighborhood
Revitalization, Community Design, and Livability”, which includes the following vision
statement: “future development will be guided by principles of smart growth planning.”

The comment states that the project and the objectives are narrowly defined. Please see
page 2-6 for a list of the draft General Plan objectives, which include outlining a vision for
Carlsbad’s long-term physical and economic development and community enhancement,
and providing strategies and specific implementing actions that will allow the vision to be
accomplished. These objectives and the supporting core values and vision statement
provide a framework for the purpose of the plan, which is to update the city’s General
Plan. Since the comment does not identify any project objectives which should have been
considered in the draft EIR but were not, no further response is warranted.

The comments are addressed below in responses to comments B10-32 to B10-42.

The comment suggests recirculating the draft EIR to address issues raised in comments
B10-1 to B10-30. Please see responses to comments B10-1 to B10-30. The draft EIR
provides the information that the comment suggests is lacking or inadequate and no
significant new information has resulted from the comments.

The comment describes background information in the draft EIR regarding anticipated
growth that may occur at buildout under the draft General Plan and CAP. The comment
does not raise any environmental issue and no response is required.

The comment identifies the information reviewed by the commenter. The comment does
not raise any environmental issue and no response is required.

The comment states that the draft EIR does not adequately address construction and
operation emissions from the draft General Plan and does not provide adequate
mitigation. Please see the Recirculated DEIR, which, on pages 3.2-23 through 3.2-41,
provides revised analysis that quantifies construction and operational emissions and an
expanded list of mitigation measures.

The comment states that construction emissions are not quantified in the draft EIR and
requests quantitative estimates and mitigation measures. Please see the Recirculated
DEIR, which, on page 3.2-25, quantifies construction emissions, and starting on page 3.2-
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36, provides additional mitigation measures for air quality impacts from construction
emissions, which include the suggestions made in the comment.

B10-36: The comment requests a stand-alone air quality assessment to support the discussion of
operational emissions. The comment also suggests that the draft EIR include a
comparison of the project operational emissions to an appropriate baseline year. Lastly,
the comment states that the draft EIR doesn’t consider new stationary sources, including
the Encina Power Plant.

A stand-alone technical study for operational emissions was not required because all
emissions estimation assumptions and analysis methodology are disclosed in Section 3.2
of the draft EIR. As stated on page 3.2-23 of Section 3.2 of the draft EIR, emissions from
operational sources were compared against an existing conditions baseline year (2008).
Existing 2008 land uses including square footage and acreage of each use, along with trip
generation associated with each use, were compared against the uses proposed at buildout
of the draft General Plan (2035) to come up with net land use and trip generation
assumptions that were used in the air quality analysis. Net land use assumptions and trip
generation information were provided by Fehr and Peers.

Please also see the Recirculated DEIR, which, on page 3.2-28, quantifies the net new
operational emissions at buildout of the General Plan and includes stationary sources in
the analysis. In addition, starting on page 3.2-34, the Recirculated DEIR provides
additional mitigation measures for air quality impacts from operational emissions.

B10-37: The comment characterizes GHG reduction measures from the Climate Action Plan
(CAP) as inadequate since it is not explained how they would be enforced. CAP Table 4-2
shows proposed residential energy conservation, commercial energy conservation, and
transportation demand management ordinances to implement the measures. The
ordinances would enforce the GHG reductions measures by providing measures to meet
the goals stated in the CAP. Chapter 5 provides project review thresholds and a
preliminary CAP project review checklist, which would apply in addition to the
ordinances, and will be adapted and finalized for project-level environmental review.
Additionally, Chapter 5 was revised to provide more details regarding implementation,
monitoring, reporting and adjusting the CAP as needed. See also response to comment
B16-34 below.

The comment states that the draft EIR is inadequate because the transportation analysis
relied on SANDAG’s 2050 RTP. This is incorrect; the transportation impact assessment
in the draft EIR is from the SANDAG Series 12 model, which represents the best available
data for transportation modeling for the San Diego region.

B10-38: The comment requests addressing the impact of the construction and operation of
individual projects and identification of mitigation specific to those projects to address
water quality impairments. As stated on page 1-3 of the draft EIR, as a program EIR, the
draft EIR focuses on the overall effects of the draft General Plan in the planning area.
Information about the location, size and other characteristics of future development
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allowed under the draft General Plan is not known at this time, therefore it is not possible
to determine the nature, extent and location of specific impacts on water quality.
However, Impact 3.8-1 of the draft EIR does identify that the draft General Plan will allow
for development that could impact water quality and that applicable regulations and draft
General Plan goals and policies will ensure that water quality impacts from future
development will be less than significant, as follows:

The draft General Plan would allow for additional development that would increase the
amount of impervious surfaces and could therefore increase the amount of runoff and
associated pollutants during both construction and operation. However...the city’s SUSMP
requires every construction activity within Carlsbad that has the potential to negatively
affect water quality to prepare a construction SWPPP. The SWPPP requirements in the
city’s Storm Water Standards Manual ensure compliance with the Carlsbad Grading and
Drainage Ordinance. Projects that would result in the disturbance of one acre or more of
land or would create more than 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces are subject to the
post-construction priority development project requirements in the Carlsbad Storm Water
Standards Manual and must prepare a storm water management plan. Projects that are
limited to trenching and resurfacing associated with utility work that do not disturb more
than one acre are subject to the post-construction standard storm water requirements. All
projects must meet, at a minimum, standard storm water requirements, including the
following LID requirements:

o Drain a portion of impervious areas into pervious areas, if any.

o Design and construct pervious areas, if any, to effectively receive and infiltrate runoff from
impervious areas, taking into account soil conditions, slope, and other pertinent
factors.

o Construct a portion of paved areas with low traffic and appropriate soil conditions with
permeable surfaces.

Implementation of these practices would reduce the volume of runoff from impervious
surfaces and increase the amount of natural filtration of pollutants from storm water
occurring on site, generally improving the quality of storm water before it enters the city’s
storm water system. In addition, the SUSMP accommodates the requirements of the city’s
NPDES Permit, thereby ensuring NPDES compliance.

Furthermore, the draft General Plan, which would guide development in the city over the
next 20 years, contains goals and policies pertaining to water quality.... The proposed goals
and policies promote the protection of the city’s natural water bodies, prevent water
pollution from agricultural run-off and other sources, ensure preparation and
implementation of applicable water quality plans, require incorporation of BMPs, and
otherwise ensure compliance with the city’s NPDES Permit and other related regulations.
Overall, the draft General Plan policies would promote improved water quality in the city
and continued compliance with federal, state, and local water quality regulations, and
would ensure that water quality is protected to the maximum extent practicable. Therefore,
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implementation of the draft General Plan and the city’s SUSMP would ensure that impacts
are less than significant.

Page 3.8-23 of the draft EIR identifies goals and policies that ensure the impacts to water
quality are less than significant; specifically, draft General Plan goal 4-G-12 and policies
4-P.56 through 4-P.64.

Individual development projects will require project-level environmental assessment,
which will include analysis of the water quality impacts of future projects.

B10-39: The comment requests a list of industrial development under the draft General Plan.
Please see response to comment B10-38. The city’s SWPPP incorporates the
requirements of the General Industrial Activity Permit; therefore, compliance with the
SWPPP, and the goals and policies referenced in response to comment B10-38, ensures
that future industrial development allowed by the draft General Plan will have a less than
significant impact on water quality.

B10-40: The comment refers to information regarding current drought conditions. Page 3.12-3 of
the draft EIR has been revised in Chapter 3 of this final EIR to provide updated
information on the current drought.

Reduced water supplies due to drought are considered in the analysis of the UWMP.
Impact 3.12-4, on pages 3.12-35 to 3.12-40 evaluates water supplies from the CMWD and
OMWD, including current and projected water supplies, normal year and single dry year
supply and demand comparison, and multiple dry year supply and demand comparison.
Under multiple dry year scenarios for CMWD and OMWD, supplies are demonstrated to
be available for ultimate buildout (the future development accounted for under the draft
General Plan) in 2035; therefore, the UWMP states that under drought conditions, there
is expected to be enough water supplies.

B10-41: The comment suggests that a reference to the economic downturn, which is stated both
on page 3.12-3 and 3.12-5 with reference to recycled water demand, causing a decrease in
demand for recycled water is out of date. However, in assessing whether a project will
have significant impacts on the environment, CEQA requires an EIR to examine whether
and to what extent the project will result in changes to the conditions which exist in the
affected area at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR is published. The
existing conditions considered in the draft EIR are those which existed when the NOP
was published on December 29, 2010. Although economic and other conditions may
fluctuate during preparation of the EIR and during the period culminating in buildout of
the draft General Plan, the draft EIR relied on the most up-to-date information available
at the time the NOP was published, including the CMWD’s 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan and 2012 Recycled Water Master Plan, which continue to be the most
recent water management and recycled water plans available..

The analysis of the adequacy of water supply and the demand for recycled water in the

draft EIR is based on the best available and applicable references, namely CMWD’s 2010
Urban Water Management Plan and CMWD’s 2012 Recycled Water Master Plan. These
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B10-42:

documents evaluate the long-term demand for water supply and recycled water,
respectively. The analysis in the draft EIR is reflective of the growth contemplated under
buildout of the proposed draft General Plan, and contains a quantitative assessment of
existing and future water supply and demand in the analysis of Impact 3.12-2 on page
3.12-29 through 3.12-33 of the draft EIR.

As described on page 3.12-30 of the draft EIR, the proposed draft General Plan would
require an update to the CMWD Recycled Water Master Plan. A discussion of specific
future impacts and associated mitigation measures for each water supply project is
beyond the scope of the draft EIR; however, future water supply projects can be expected
to include both construction-related and operation-related impacts. Any future water
projects in the city would be required to conduct environmental review pursuant to
CEQA prior to approval.

The resume and qualifications of the commenter identify the subjects of his training and
experience. No response is required.

Bl 1: Ladwig Design Group, Inc

B11-1:

The comment identifies that the subject of the letter is a property referred to as “Rancho
Carlsbad Basin BJ”, which is located in the city’s northeast quadrant. The site is
evaluated by the draft General Plan and draft EIR for a residential land use designation
change from R-4/0S to R-30/0S. The comment is correct, to approve this designation
change will require an allocation of units from the city’s Excess Dwelling Unit Bank.

B11-2: This site is one of the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land

B11-3:

B11-4:

B11-5:

B11-6:
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use designation change (see master response MR3-1). The comment expresses concern
that the designation change to R-30 may not be approved for this site due to the limited
residential capacity in the quadrant, as summarized in master response MR3-1, and states
the reasons for the commenter’s objections in Comments B11-3 through B11-6. This is
one of the seven sites that staff is recommending approval of the R-30 designation as part
of the draft General Plan. The R-30 (high) density range (as evaluated in the draft EIR
and suggested by the comment) does assist in meeting Housing Element objectives; also,
the site has few issues/conflicts and is located in proximity to a school and future
shopping services.

See response to comment B4-4 (comment B11-3 is identical to B4-4).
See response to comment B4-5 (comment B11-4 is identical to B4-5).
See response to comment B4-6 (comment B11-5 is identical to B4-6).
The referenced “BJ Basin” project is not a proposed project; no development application
is being considered by the city. A land use designation change from Residential Low-

Medium Density (RLM) to R-30 is being considered as part of the draft General Plan.
The comment identifies attributes of the site (access, proximity to jobs, services and
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shopping, etc.); all of which have been considered and factored into staff’s evaluation of
the proposed residential sites.

B11-7: The comment indicates that staff recommends the Rancho Carlsbad BJ site not be
approved for a residential designation change to R-30. This is not correct, as indicated in
response to comment B11-2 above. This is one of the seven sites for which staff is
recommending approval of the R-30 designation as part of the draft General Plan, and as
evaluated in the draft EIR. Approval of the R-30 designation on the site will result in the
potential for 108 dwellings (based on the Growth Management Control Point density and
an estimated net developable area of 4.3 acres), which has been evaluated by the draft EIR.

Bl2: VRE La Costa, LLC

B12-1: The comment identifies a property located at the southeast corner of El Camino Real
and Arenal Road, where the commenter proposes to build a senior assisted living facility.
The city has not received any development application for the referenced senior facility.
As the comment states, the site is used as parking for the La Costa Resort and Spa and is
currently designated by the General Plan for visitor commercial uses. The property is a
site that was considered an “opportunity site” (vacant and underdeveloped sites that can
accommodate future development) during the alternatives analysis of the draft General
Plan. Two land use alternatives were considered: leave the site as currently designated
for visitor commercial uses or designate the site for medium density residential use.
During the development of the preferred land use plan (which followed the alternatives
analysis), it was determined by the Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee, Planning
Commission and City Council that no change to the visitor commercial designation on
the site should be evaluated as part of the draft General Plan. The draft General Plan
and draft EIR identify and evaluate the site for visitor commercial use, as currently
designated.

B12-2: The comment states a preference for Land Use Alternative 1, Concept A, Centers, which
would allow for development of a senior assisted living facility on the commenter’s
property. This comment will be included in the information provided to the Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration with respect to the proposed draft
General Plan.

B12-3: The comment is correct that senior assisted living facilities typically generate traffic
volumes that are lower than commercial land uses. Regarding the projected level of
service on El Camino Real from Palomar Airport Road to La Costa Avenue, the comment
is correct that the city would have to exempt this facility from the LOS D standard, and
that future development impacting this facility would be required to implement a
transportation demand management (TDM) program.

B12-4: The comment suggests that changing the proposed land use of the parcel from
commercial to an assisted living facility would reduce air quality impacts. While the
change in land use designation may provide an incremental improvement in trip
generation or air quality, it ultimately would not substantially lessen the significant air
quality impacts of the draft General Plan buildout or affect the overall conclusion of
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significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality for Impact 3.2-2. See Chapter 4 of the
Recirculated DEIR, which provides a reduced density and development intensity
alternative; however, the reduced density/intensity alternative would still result in
significant impacts to air quality.

The comment states that a senior assisted living facility on the site would provide a
transitional land use buffer between existing residential and commercial resort uses,
which the comment also states would be consistent with draft General Plan policy 2-
P.39. Any future development application for the property must comply with General
Plan policies including policies related to land use compatibility. As stated in response
to comment B12-1, the Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee, Planning Commission
and City Council determined that no change to the current visitor commercial land use
designation should be evaluated as part of the draft General Plan. This does not
preclude the property owner from submitting a separate development application for
city consideration. However, no change of use is identified or evaluated on the site by
the draft General Plan or draft EIR.

The comment is correct, an assisted living facility does not require an allocation from
the city’s Excess Dwelling Unit Bank because the assisted living units are not considered
dwellings for purposes of the city’s Growth Management Program. As stated in
response to comment B12-1, the Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee, Planning
Commission and City Council determined that no change to the current visitor
commercial land use designation should be evaluated as part of the draft General Plan.
This does not preclude the property owner from submitting a separate development
application for city consideration. However, no change of use is identified or evaluated
on the site by the draft General Plan or draft EIR.

As stated by the comment, the site is identified in the La Costa Resort and Spa Master
Plan to be developed with resort condominiums. The comment indicates that this is not
a financially feasible use at present. As stated in response to comment B12-1, the
Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee, Planning Commission and City Council
determined that no change to the current visitor commercial land use designation
should be evaluated as part of the draft General Plan. This does not preclude the
property owner from submitting a separate development application for city
consideration. However, no change of use is identified or evaluated on the site by the
draft General Plan or draft EIR.

The comment indicates that a senior living facility would provide the appropriate buffers
and preserve the historic character of the El Camino Real corridor. The comment also
states that if the property developed with a commercial use the development would be
more intense than a senior facility, and would negatively add to traffic, air quality,
neighborhood compatibility and visual quality. Regardless of the use of the land, all city
standards must be met, including building setbacks and design requirements. Any
future development will be subject to project-level environmental review to ensure the
development does not result in unmitigated significant environmental impacts. At a
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program level, the draft EIR has evaluated the site as future visitor commercial use, as
currently designated. No change to the current planned land use is proposed.

B12-9: The comment describes Land Use Policy 2-G.19 to suggest that a senior assisted living
facility would be more consistent with this goal; to foster a sense of community and focus
on residents and their needs. This comment will be included in the information provided
to the Planning Commission and City Council for consideration with respect to the
proposed draft General Plan.

B12-10: The comment suggests that adopting Alternative 1 would result in an improvement in air
quality in comparison to the proposed draft General Plan. Overall, Alternative 1 would
result in greater air quality impacts due to greater VMT than the proposed draft General
Plan, as shown in Table 4.2-4 of the draft EIR. Also see Chapter 4 of the Recirculated
DEIR, which provided a reduced density alternative that would reduce impacts on air
quality; however, air quality impacts would remain significant.

B12-11: This is a conclusory comment and no response is required.

B13: Carlsbad Community Gardens Collaborative

B13-1: The comment letter as from the Secretary for the Carlsbad Community Gardens
Collaborative (CCGC), suggesting a number of changes to various sections of the draft
General Plan. This comment references Land Use and Community Design Element
Section 2.4 and requests that “gardens” should be included in the statement of what is
included as open space resources within the open space land use designation (particularly
as an agricultural resource or recreation and aesthetic resource).  Staff agrees that
community gardens could be considered an agricultural, recreation or aesthetic resource
and the description of the open space land use designation in Section 2.4 of the draft
General Plan does not preclude community gardens, as the use fits within the broad
description of open space uses. The description of the open space land use designation is
intended to be broad and not identify specific uses; some examples are provided in the
land use description and these are examples of uses that are commonly designated as
open space on the land use map. Staff has not yet evaluated in which land use
designations and zones community gardens should be permitted; the use may be
appropriate in areas not designated as open space. Staff recommends that the areas where
community gardens are permitted be addressed through the city’s zoning ordinance.
Following adoption of the draft General Plan and EIR, staff will prepare an update to the
zoning ordinance; developing standards and procedures for community gardens is one of
the items that will be addressed in the ordinance update. The commenter’s request and
staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council
for their consideration.

B13-2: This comment references Goal 2-G.15 of the draft General Plan and suggests the goal be
revised to eliminate planning for agriculture to transition to other uses; and add goal
language to support small-scale farms and community gardens. Staft does not support
revising Goal 2-G.15. Planning for the transition of agriculture uses to other uses does
not diminish the city’s support of agriculture in the community; such planning recognizes

2-365



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

B13-3:

B13-4:

B13-5:

B13-6:

2-366

that agriculture may not always be a viable use for land owners who may choose in the
future to utilize or sell their land for other purposes. While staff does not support
revising Goal 2-G.15, there are various other goals and policies in the draft General Plan
that support agriculture (e.g. goals and policies related to the Cannon Road Open Space,
Farming and Public Use Corridor and new policies in the Sustainability Element related
to sustainable food). Adding language to indicate the city’s support for small-scale farms
and community gardens would be more appropriate within Policy 2-P.32 (see response to
comment B13-3). The commenter’s request and staft’s recommendation will be presented
to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration.

The comment requests that Policy 2-P.32 be revised to state the city “supports” rather
than “allows” agriculture uses throughout the city. Staff agrees with this suggestion and
would also recommend that this policy is the appropriate place to add reference to
support for small-scale farms and community gardens. As revised the policy would state:
“Support agriculture uses throughout the city, including small-scale farms and
community gardens.” The commenter’s request and staft’s recommendation will be
presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. The
recommended revision to the policy language does not affect the EIR analysis.

The comment requests that a goal be added to Section 2.8 of the draft General Plan that
would encourage use of public space and rights-of-way for fruit and vegetable gardens
and orchards, habitat gardens, and drought tolerant plantings. Staff does not support this
suggestion. The wuse of public rights-of-way are generally limited to
mobility/transportation uses and utility uses, and are strictly regulated to ensure public
safety. Regarding other public property, staff has not evaluated in which land use
designations and zones community gardens should be permitted. Following adoption of
the draft General Plan and EIR, staff will prepare an update to the zoning ordinance;
developing standards and procedures for community gardens is one of the items that will
be addressed in the ordinance update. The commenter’s request and staff’s
recommendation will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for
their consideration.

The comment requests that a Policy 2-P.62 be revised to indicate “gardening” as an
allowed use that would enhance public use of the area. Staff does not support any change
that could potentially change the original intent of policies related to the Cannon Road
Open Space, Farming and Public Use Corridor, which includes Policy 2-P.62; those
policies were established by voter initiative (Proposition D - Preserve the Flower and
Strawberry Fields and Save Carlsbad Taxpayers Money). The commenter’s request and
staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council
for their consideration.

This comment requests the addition of policy language to Policy 4-P.29. Staff supports
the first suggestion, with a minor word difference, because it clarifies the intent of the
policy. As revised the policy would read: “Consider the following during the
development/re-development of parkland: protection and enhancement of sensitive
natural habitat by expanding minimum buffers around sensitive resources...”
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B13-7: This comment requests the addition of a new policy that requires consideration, during
parkland development, of providing for local food production by setting aside space for
community gardens; the suggested policy also references a Carlsbad community gardens
policy and operations handbook. Community gardens are identified by Section 4.5 of the
draft General Plan as special use facilities that can be designed as part of a community
park based on community demand and interests. Staff does not recommend adding a
separate policy in Section 4.10 to consider community gardens specifically; there are
other special use facilities that can be considered as well (dog parks, skate parks,
swimming pools, etc.). Section 4.5 of the draft General Plan adequately addresses the
types of special use facilities that can be considered based on the community’s interests
and needs, without placing emphasis of one over another. Instead, prioritization of
specific park facilities and amenities are appropriately considered through the Parks and
Recreation Department Needs Assessment and Comprehensive Action Plan (approved
December 2013). It is worth noting that community gardens were ranked 4™ overall for
facility needs in the plan, and that since that time the city opened a second community
garden at Calavera Hills Community Park.

Draft General Plan Sustainability Element Policy 9-P.17 states that community gardens
should be incorporated as part of city parks and recreation planning; as it pertains to the
topic of sustainability, this element is an appropriate place to emphasize community
gardens in park planning.

In regard to the reference to a community gardens policy and operations handbook, the
city does not have such a document. Within the draft General Plan Sustainability
Element, Policy 9-P.16 states that the city should consider adoption of a home gardening
or urban agriculture ordinance. If such a document is prepared by the city in the future,
the city can consider adding reference to it in the General Plan at that time. The
commenter’s request and staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council for their consideration.

B13-8: This comment requests revisions to Policy 9-P.16 of the draft Sustainability Element by:
including support for “small-scale urban farming” (in addition to home gardening);
requiring adoption of a home gardening or urban agriculture ordinance (rather than
“consider” adoption of such an ordinance); state that zoning and “other land use
regulations” shall not prevent/restrict use of residential “yards” (rather than “backyards”);
and add language that encourages new affordable housing to provide space for residents
to garden.

Staff supports adding a reference to support “small-scale urban farming”, in addition to
home gardening, as such reference relates to the policy’s direction to consider adoption of
an urban agriculture ordinance.

Regarding requiring adoption of a home gardening or urban gardening ordinance vs. the

city considering adoption of such an ordinance, staff recommends leaving the policy as
written. The policy states that the city should support home gardening by considering
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adoption of an ordinance or by ensuring zoning doesn’t prevent it. The current language
offers the city flexibility in the method they choose to support such uses.

Regarding the request to specify that zoning and “other regulations” shall not
prevent/restrict gardens in residential yards vs. backyards, staff agrees that the language
could be revised to provide for flexibility in the location of home gardens; however,
zoning and other regulations should be able to restrict gardens in front yards where such
use would not be consistent with community design considerations. Staff does not
support adding a reference to “other land use regulations”, in addition to zoning; “other
land use regulations” are very broad and includes regulations related to drainage, grading,
building, fire safety, etc.

Regarding the request to add a policy that encourages the provision of space for residents
to garden in affordable housing projects, this provision is more appropriate to include as
a standard in the zoning ordinance.

Based on the commenter’s requested revisions, staft reccommends Policy 9-P.16 be revised
to read as follows:

“Support home gardening and small-scale urban farming efforts by considering adoption
of a home gardening or urban agriculture ordinance, or by otherwise ensuring that
zoning allows for home gardens and small-scale urban farming; and provide residents
with opportunities (e.g. online and library resources and workshops) to learn gardening
basics and how to cook easy, healthy meals with fresh produce.”

The commenter’s request and staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council for their consideration.

This comment suggests minor text modifications to Policy 9-P.17. These suggested
changes do not change the intent or add clarification. Staff does not support the changes.
The commenter’s request and staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council for their consideration.

This comment suggests a new policy in the draft Sustainability Element that requires the
city to identify existing and potential community garden sites on public property. Staff
does not recommend adding this new policy. The draft General Plan policies are
adequate in specifying the city is to support community gardens, and that community
gardens should be included as part of city parks. If the city chooses to pursue adoption of
an urban agriculture ordinance, such ordinance may provide guidance on siting
community gardens. The commenter’s request and staff's recommendation will be
presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration.

This comment suggests adding a new policy in the draft Sustainability Element that
requires adoption of zoning regulations that allow community gardens in all appropriate
zones. Adoption of an ordinance and zoning regulations related to community gardens is
addressed in response to comment B13-8. The commenter’s request and staff’s



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

recommendation will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for
their consideration.

B13-12: This comment suggests adding a new policy to the draft Sustainability Element that
specifies community gardens shall count toward park and open space allocations required
by the Quimby Act. Staff does not support adding this policy because it is not necessary.
As indicated in the draft Open Space Conservation and Recreation Element, community
gardens are considered special use facilities, which are part of the city’s parks inventory
and count toward the city’s park standard (which is consistent with the Quimby Act) of
“three acres of community park or special use area per 1,000 population.”  The
commenter’s request and staff’s recommendation will be presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council for their consideration.

B13-13: The comment suggests adopting a policy that requires the provision of publicly accessible
open space within a designated distance of residences, such as requiring parkland within
Y4 mile or %2 mile of residences. While there is no distance requirement in the General
Plan parks standard, many residential areas throughout the city have either a community
park, neighborhood park, or other special use area within % mile. This is illustrated in
Working Paper #3, Figure 4-1, which shows park locations with % -mile and % -mile
buffers around them (p. 4, available on the city’s website at:
www.carlsbadca.gov/envision). Based on this analysis, many residential areas are well-
served by city parks. The figure does not show the locations of private, master-planned
community recreational facilities, which supplement the recreational needs of residents in
newer neighborhoods. Please see also master response MR2-3.

B13-14: Similar to the policy suggestion in B13-13, this comment suggests adding a policy to
require a minimum amount of community gardens per a specified number of residents;
the example given is one garden per 2,500 residents. Such a policy represents significant
new direction for which analysis regarding feasibility, impacts, community preferences,
appropriate ratio or distance, etc. has not been conducted; therefore, staff does not
recommend adding such a policy to the draft General Plan. If the City Council directs
staff to pursue development of such a policy, it may be added to the General Plan in the
future. The commenter’s request and staff’'s recommendation will be presented to the
Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration.

B13-15: This commenter expresses appreciation for the opportunity to participate in the review
process. The city will notify the commenter of future city efforts related to community
gardens and urban farming.

B14: On behalf of Camino Carlsbad, LLC

B14-1: The comment identifies the persons and entity on whose behalf it is submitted and
provides their comments on the draft EIR.

B14-2: The comment states that assumptions regarding the emission reductions expected from

increased bicycling and pedestrian activity lack any supporting evidence. The draft EIR
cites the CAP, which on page 3-6 describes the source of calculating the reductions of
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GHG reduction measures, including VMT and associated GHG reductions from
pedestrian and bike improvements. The California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Measures report was used to quantify GHG
reductions from pedestrian improvements. The report was developed as a resource for
local governments to assess emissions reductions from GHG measures. Cambridge
Systematics “Moving Cooler: An Analysis for Transportation Strategies for Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions” was used to quantify GHG emission from bicycle
improvements.

As stated in goal 3-G.1, providing livable streets with a safe, balanced, multi-modal
transportation system is a goal of the draft General Plan Mobility Element. This includes
non-automotive enhancements, including bicycle improvements (see policy 3-P.6). The
comment suggests that bicycle improvements are not utilized frequently for commuting,
and provide mostly a recreational function, therefore do not reduce VMT. According to
the 2012 American Community Survey, 1 percent of California workers commute by
bicycle statewide. In Census Tract 180, which includes the Village, the 2012 American
Community Survey Reports that 5.7 percent of workers commute by bicycle. This
demonstrates that residents within Carlsbad do utilize existing bicycle infrastructure at a
relatively high rate for commuting to work.

The comment states the draft EIR does not provide information about the components or
materials of existing structures that could help reduce their high fire risk. The draft EIR,
on pages 3.6-13 to 3.6-14 describes wildland fire hazards and urban fire hazards, and
depicts the fire hazard severity zones for structure fire and wildfire threats in Figure 3.6-4.
Impact 3.6-7 evaluates the risk involving wildland fires. Providing information about the
building materials used in existing structures in Carlsbad in order to reduce their fire risk
is beyond the scope of the draft EIR analysis since the draft General Plan is not making
any changes to existing structures. However, the impact discussion in the draft EIR
addresses the fire risk of existing structure indirectly by recognizing that much of the new
development allowed in the proposed draft General Plan would replace existing
development, replacing older facilities with newer facilities complying with modern
building code requirements, including the fire code.

The comment states the draft EIR does not recognize the contribution of open space areas
to fire threat. Figure 3.6-4 shows high fire risk in a number of open space areas. Impact
3.6-7 describes that due to natural vegetation areas located within and adjacent to the city,
Carlsbad is a medium fire hazard area for wildland fires which threaten both developed
and undeveloped property, primarily in the eastern portion of the city. In addition, there
are many inaccessible brush-covered canyons and hillsides in Carlsbad ranked with a very
high wildfire hazard level. During times of hot, dry weather with easterly winds, it is not
uncommon to have several serious brush fires, during which the city utilizes mutual-aid
agreements to control these fires.

The comment states that the existing use of property for the Rancho Carlsbad golf course
conflicts with the goals of the proposed draft General Plan and CAP because it consumes
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huge amounts of water. Please see response to comment B3-8 for a discussion of Rancho
Carlsbad Golf Courses’ water supply sources.

B14-6: The comment requests inclusion on future notices and the commenter has been added to
the city’s contact list for the draft General Plan.

B15: Preserve Calavera

B15-1: The introductory comment provides background on the contents of the letter and
positive impacts of the proposed draft General Plan. No response is required.

B15-2: The introductory comment broadly states that the draft General Plan fails to adequately
protect natural resources and fails to identify and mitigate adverse impacts of new growth
on such resources. The draft General Plan contains substantial discussion and goals and
policies related to the protection of natural resources, particularly in the Land Use and
Community Design and Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Elements.

B15-3: The comment states that the loss of open space below 40 percent is a primary concern.
Please see master response MR1-2 for a discussion of the open space requirements and
MR1-3 regarding the amount of open space provided under the draft General Plan.

B15-4: The comment states that a primary concern with the draft General Plan and associated
draft EIR is a failure to comply with performance standard for parks and open space.
Please see master response MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program (GMP)
15 percent open space performance standard and MR1-5 regarding park classifications
and Growth Management Program (GMP) parks performance standard.

B15-5: The comment states that the draft General Plan and draft EIR provide an insufficient
response to climate change. The Climate Action Plan (CAP) has been prepared
concurrently with the city’s draft General Plan to reduce Carlsbad’s GHG emissions,
consistent with the goals in AB 32.

B15-6: The comment refers to the draft General Plan, CAP and draft EIR reflecting the interests
of community stakeholders. The draft General Plan is based on the Carlsbad Community
Vision, which was shaped by the extensive participation and collaboration of 8,000
residents during the visioning process.

B15-7: The comment states that Goal 2-G-1 is too vague and will not ensure compliance with
open space requirements. Draft General Plan goals are intended to set general goals or
standards, and the means for implementing General Plan goals are contained in the draft
General Plan policies and related ordinances.

The comment also references the mistaken belief that the city is required to retain a
minimum of 40 percent open space. Please see master response MR1-2 for an explanation
of open space performance standards. Please see also master response MR1-3, which
explains that the draft General Plan will ensure that more open space will be added in the
future through continued application of its open space policies, enforcement of the
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Growth Management open space performance standard, implementation of the Habitat
Management Plan, and through discretionary acquisitions.

The comment refers to policy 2-P.10, which is supported by the city’s Hillside
Development Ordinance requirements. The General Plan is at the top of the hierarchy of
land use laws in California and all ordinances must be consistent with the General Plan.
City ordinances will be amended as necessary to ensure consistency with the General
Plan. No amendments to the Hillside Development Ordinance are necessary as a result of
the draft General Plan.

The comment refers to policy 2-P.11, which supports density and development right
transfers in instances where a property owner is preserving open space in excess of
normal city requirements for purposes of environmental enhancement, complying with
the city’s Habitat Management Plan, or otherwise leaving developable property in its
natural condition. This policy can preserve scenic areas by transferring or “sending”
development rights from sensitive lands to “receiving” areas marked for growth.

Policy 2-P.71 addresses parking demand by developing creative parking management
strategies, such as shared parking, maximum parking standards, “smart” metering, and
utilizing on-street parking for re-use of existing building. These strategies support the
parking goals and policies in the Mobility Element. In addition, parking management
strategies are intended to address parking demand without constructing parking lots or
structures and are thus less likely to increase demand as suggested by the comment.

The comment erroneously states that all estimated new industrial development is forecast
for the Palomar Corridor; Table 2.4-1 of the draft EIR estimates 35,700 square feet of
industrial development outside of the focus areas in the Southwest Quadrant. Future
industrial development within the Planned Industrial land use designation would require
and receive site-specific environmental review. The analysis of future traffic operations is
based on the buildout of the Land Use Map, including the proposed industrial sites. As
described on page 3-19 of the draft General Plan, rather than widening arterial streets,
including Palomar Airport Road between I-5 and College Boulevard, and Palomar
Airport Road between El Camino Real and Melrose Drive, the city shall implement
transportation demand management, transportation system management, and livable
streets techniques to better manage the transportation system.

Please see the response to comment A9-8. Route 471 was included in the transit system
based on the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP); however, that route was subsequently
eliminated in the most recent RTP update and will be removed from this document. It is
acknowledged that % mile connectivity from transit routes is ideal for improving transit
accessibility.

The comment requests clarification of a statement in the draft General Plan that says
“Text and Maps should be considered collectively as project approvals or future
amendments are made.” Specifically, the comment asks if the statement applies to
preliminary project reviews which occur before project approvals. To clarify, the
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referenced statement is intended to indicate that the city should consider all text and
maps collectively before approving a project or an amendment. With regard to
preliminary project reviews, the city does not approve preliminary project applications;
such preliminary reviews are for informational purposes to assist project applicants in
designing their projects to be consistent with General Plan policy and other development
regulations. In addition, as stated on page 1-4 of the draft EIR, the draft EIR is a program
EIR. It focuses on the overall effects associated with the adoption and implementation of
the draft General Plan, and does not examine the effects of potential site-specific projects
that may occur under the overall umbrella of the draft General Plan in the future.

B15-13: The comment states that the summary of the land uses on page 2-6 of the draft General
Plan is inconsistent with Table 2-1. There is no inconsistency; both state eight percent of
the city’s land area is used for parks and recreation, four percent for agriculture, and 25
percent as other open space or natural areas. The draft EIR, on page 3.9-2, includes the
same statement. Please also see master responses MR1-1 for categories of open space, and
MRI1-3, for a description of open space totals. Please also see response to comment B15-
49.

B15-14: The comment suggests that the draft General Plan and draft EIR do not assess whether
draft General Plan objectives will be met by existing and future projects. The draft
General Plan is a blueprint and guide for future development, and the EIR is intended to
analyze whether changes in the draft General Plan will result in any significant
environmental impact, not whether existing conditions meet the draft General Plan
vision.

For the example given on the Mobility Element, asking about how development is linked
to public transportation, the draft General Plan Mobility Element establishes a new
approach—Carlsbad Multi-Modal Level of Service (MMLOS)—that provides a qualitative
“grade” assigned to prioritized travel modes. A number of streets are prioritized for
transit. Please see the impact assessment in draft EIR Chapter 3.13 (Transportation),
specifically page 3.13-19, for Transit MMLOS Criteria, which are used to evaluate future
street operations for prioritized travel modes.

B15-15: The comment refers to SANDAG’s Healthy Communities Atlas (HCA), which focuses on
obesity prevention through physical activity and access to healthy foods. The suggestion
that the city use the HCA to objectively assess whether the General Plan achieves the
community vision will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for
their consideration.

B15-16: The comment states that the draft EIR should quantify whether the draft General Plan
meets the project objectives stated in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the draft EIR for
other topics in addition to transportation. CEQA does not require an EIR to provide a
quantitative evaluation of the extent to which a proposed project achieves the project
objectives. However, both quantitative and qualitative analyses are used appropriately in
the draft EIR to assess the impact of the draft General Plan on the existing physical
environment. In accordance with CEQA, the purpose of the analysis in the draft EIR is to
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identify potential impacts on the environment and to determine their significance with
respect to the stated criteria. Chapter 4 (Alternatives) of the draft EIR and Recirculated
DEIR contain an evaluation of the extent to which the alternatives can reduce the
significant impacts of the proposed project while meeting the fundamental goals of the
draft General Plan.

The comment requests clarification on density and intensity standards in order to assess
what is being counted towards the performance standard of 15 percent open space. Please
see master response MR1-4 for an explanation of how the city is meeting its 15 percent
GMP standard for open space. Also, new Table 2-5 has been added to the draft General
Plan Land Use and Community Design Element to clarify what lands are excluded from
density calculations and/or are considered undevelopable.

This comment incorrectly asserts the draft EIR fails to assess the draft General Plan
impact on the Growth Management Program open space performance standard. The
draft EIR analyzes the potential impact of the draft General Plan on the Growth
Management Plan in Section 3.9-2, pp. 3.9-16 through 3.9-19. Please also see master
response MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program (GMP) 15 percent open
space performance standard. Please see also response to comment B15-17.

The comment references 327 excess units in the city’s northeast quadrant that will need to
be modified (reduced by a minimum of 327 units) during the city’s public hearing
process; the comment also asks how the removal of these units was evaluated in the draft
EIR. See response to comment B15-20.

The comment states that the EIR does not determine if excluding 327 units in the
northeast quadrant would substantially reduce several significant impacts that will not be
mitigated below significance. The analysis in the draft EIR conservatively assumes
inclusion of the 327 units in the impact analyses. Table 2.4-1 describes the inclusion of
327 units in the buildout analysis. In general, exclusion of the 327 units would result in
the same or reduced impacts and would not alter the significance conclusion. With
respect to transportation, please see Appendix F of the draft EIR, which analyzes
transportation impacts both with and without the 327 units in the northeast quadrant.
The exclusion of these units in the Appendix F assessment does not alter the overall
significance conclusions in the transportation section of the draft EIR. Similarly, the
exclusion of these units would reduce potential impacts on air quality, but would not
change the “significant and unavoidable” conclusion for Impact 3.2-2 (air quality). Also
see Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR, which includes a reduced density alternative,
which indicates that even with a 40 percent reduction in future development, air quality
and transportation impacts remain significant. In regard to aesthetic impacts, the
inclusion of the 327 units results in a less than significant aesthetics impact; therefore
removing these units would still result in a less than significant impact.

The comment refers to airport land use compatibility, which is addressed in Policy 2-P.3,
listed on page 3.9-18 of the draft EIR. The policy, among other requirements, states that
new development in the Airport Influence Area (as shown in Figure 2.2-1 of the draft
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EIR) must comply with applicable land use compatibility provisions of the Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).

In addition, since release of the draft EIR, the San Diego County Regional Airport
Authority Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) approved Resolution Number 2014-
0015 ALUC, titled “A Resolution of the Airport Land Use Commission for San Diego
County Making A Determination that the Proposed Project: Adoption of General Plan
Update, City of Carlsbad, is Consistent with the McClellan-Palomar Airport—Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan.” The resolution was sent to the City of Carlsbad in a letter
dated July 3, 2014. As the title states, the ALUC determined that the adoption of the draft
General Plan is consistent with the ALUCP, based on numerous facts and findings
summarized in the letter.

B15-22: Please see response to comment B15-21 above for discussion of compatibility with the
ALUCP.

B15-23: The comment questions the accuracy of the statement that the Flower Fields are
preserved “in perpetuity” and states that there is a limitation that they will only be
preserved as long as agriculture is economically viable, and that this could lead to a loss of
open space acres.

The Flower Fields property is included in Proposition D; its protection for agriculture is
assured through deed restriction and provisions in the Carlsbad Ranch Specific Plan. For
the other properties, Proposition D ensures that agricultural uses will continue as long as
they are economically viable for the landowners to do so. If agricultural uses become
unviable in the future, then only other open space uses will be allowed. As such, these
properties will be preserved as open even should agricultural operations cease at some
point in the future.

This section of the Land Use and Community Design Element (LUCD) has been revised
to provide greater clarity and distinction among some of the overlapping policies and
regulations that apply to properties in the Cannon Road Open Space, Farming and Public
Use Corridor. As well, new goals and policies have been added to further clarify and
strengthen the intent that this corridor be protected for agricultural and open space
purposes.

B15-24: The comments speculates there may be a need to mitigate for an assumed loss of open
space within Cannon Road Open Space, Farming and Public Use Corridor (which
includes the Flower Fields, as stated on page 4-33 of the draft General Plan. Please see
response to comment B15-23 regarding how protection of these properties for open space
is assured in perpetuity.

B15-25: The comment highlights the “Village” land use designation, as shown in draft EIR Figure
2.2-1, described on page 2-12, and listed in Table 2.2-2 (Density and Intensity Standards).
The “Village” is considered a land use designation (not a place designation) as described
in Figure 2.2-1, page 2-12, and Table 2.2-2.
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The “Village” land use designation is evaluated using the density and intensity standards,
and description set forth in response to comment B15-25, above.

Figure 3.9-1 of the draft EIR shows the existing land use, based on the cited sources: City
of Carlsbad, 2009; SANDAG, 2008, and Dyett & Bhatia, 2011. The information is based
on the data available shortly after the release of the Notice of Preparation. Figure 2-1 of
the draft General Plan shows the draft General Plan Land Use Map, not the existing land
use map. Both Figure 2-1 of the draft General Plan and Figure 2.2-1 of the draft EIR show
the same draft General Plan land use, which is evaluated in the draft EIR.

Please see response to comment B15-27 above; Figure 3.9-1 of the draft EIR shows
existing land use, and Figure 2-1 of the draft General Plan shows draft General Plan land
use, which is why the figures use different sources.

This comment states that the draft EIR fails to evaluate compliance with the performance
standard for open space. Please see master response MR1-4 regarding the Growth
Management Program (GMP) 15 percent open space performance standard. Chapter 3
of the final EIR includes revisions to draft EIR page 3.9-17; the revisions include
additional analysis of the draft General Plan’s impact on the open space performance
standard.

This comment requests clarification of a portion of Policy 2-P.59, which states, “...Public
facilities may be added, however, the City Council shall not materially reduce public
facilities without making corresponding reductions in residential capacity.” This language
comes from Proposition E, and is included in the LUCD Element to ensure integration of
Growth Management Program requirements with the General Plan.

The comment is correct, the draft General Plan Street System map (Figure 3-1) identifies
two street segments (identified in the comment) as “Employment Oriented Streets”,
even though the streets are not employment based. Per the draft Mobility Element,
“Employment Oriented Streets” is the only street classification (other than streets within
Y2 mile of a transit center) that prioritizes pedestrians, bicycles and buses. While the two
street segments identified in the comment are not employment oriented (as the name of
the classification implies), it is desirable to prioritize buses, as well as pedestrians and
bicycles, along these segments due to the street providing access to commercial services,
transit centers and highways.

Policies 3-P.1 through 3-P.10 identify a series of steps to implement livable streets within
the city as described in Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 of the Mobility Element. For new
development, as identified in Policy 3-P.4, all prioritized modes of travel, as described in
Section 3.3 of the draft General Plan, will be required to maintain LOS D (non-prioritized
modes do not have a specified service level). As such, future development will need to
evaluate prioritized modes which the future development may significantly impact.
Please note that the city will be updating its Mobility Analysis Guidelines (to identify
transportation impacts) consistent with the policies in the Mobility Element.
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B15-33: The comment states that the draft EIR did not evaluate existing and future roadway
operations on two arterials — Melrose Drive and La Costa Avenue. Regarding La Costa
Avenue, the draft Mobility Element (Figure 3-1) identifies only one segment of the street
as an arterial (between I-5 and El Camino Real), which is evaluated by the draft EIR
(Tables 3.13-6 and 3.13-10) for existing and future operations (existing = LOS E; future
= LOS E). The remaining portion of La Costa Ave., east of El Camino Real, is a
connector street and is not prioritized for autos (and thus was not evaluated for
automobiles). Regarding Melrose Drive, the draft EIR does evaluate the existing and
future operations of this arterial; however, it is not clearly identified in draft EIR Tables
3.13-6 and 3.13-10, which incorrectly label the arterial as part of Rancho Santa Fe Road;
as such, existing operations for Melrose Drive is LOS A and future operations is LOS B.
Tables 3.13-6 and 3.13-10 have been revised in Chapter 3 of the final EIR.

B15-34: The segments of La Costa Avenue and Aviara Parkway that are designated as arterial
streets are segments that are critical to vehicle circulation where automobiles should be
prioritized for travel. The other segments are designated to ensure that non-automotive
uses are prioritized and that the mobility for all users of the city is appropriately provided.

B15-35: The comment states that: 1) the draft EIR did not evaluate bicycle LOS on all streets
where the draft General Plan prioritizes bicycle mode of travel, and therefore, it can’t be
determined if the draft General Plan will result in significant impacts to bicycle travel;
and 2) of the streets evaluated for bicycle LOS, one segment failed to meet the bicycle
MMLOS standard of D and no mitigation is identified to address the failure.

The draft General Plan Mobility Element identifies a multi-modal level of service
(MMLOS) methodology and establishes that LOS D is the standard for bicycle mode of
travel on streets where bicycle travel is prioritized. As described on page 3-17 of the draft
Mobility Element, bicycle level of service is evaluated based on the quality, amenities and
friendliness of the bicycle system (e.g., bike route, bike lanes or pathways; presence of
bicycle buffers from vehicle travel; presence of bicycle parking, bicycle detection at
intersections, pavement conditions). Unlike vehicle LOS, bicycle LOS is not affected by
the amount of bicycle travel on the facility; therefore, a significant impact to bicycle LOS
would only occur if the quality, amenities or friendliness of bicycle facilities were
degraded. Although the draft EIR does not identify the bicycle LOS for all bicycle-
prioritized streets (Table 3.13-7 of the draft EIR evaluates bicycle LOS for major bicycle-
prioritized streets, which were chosen as representative of the bicycle facility conditions
in the city), the draft General Plan will not significantly impact (will not degrade) bicycle
LOS (quality, amenities and friendliness - e.g., will not eliminate any bike route, lane or
pathway; will not eliminate the presence of any bicycle buffer from vehicle travel; will not
eliminate the presence of bicycle parking, bicycle detection facilities or pavement) on
bicycle-prioritized streets. In addition, the draft General Plan Mobility Element includes
policies that will improve the bicycle LOS (quality, amenities and friendliness) along
bicycle-prioritized streets; those policies are 3-P.1 through 3-P.6, 3-P.10, 3-P.11, 3-P.12,
3-P.16, 3-P.18, 3-P.20, 3-P.21, and 3-P.23 through 3-P.30. Since the policy direction of
the draft General Plan is to improve bicycle facilities on bicycle prioritized streets and that
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the draft General Plan does not degrade any bicycle facilities, the impact of the draft
General Plan on bicycle facilities is considered less-than-significant.

The comment also states that one street segment (Carlsbad Blvd from Poinsettia Ave to
Palomar Airport Rd) is identified with an existing bicycle LOS E (below the standard LOS
D). As described above, the draft General Plan will not significantly impact the bicycle
LOS on this street because it will not eliminate/degrade the quality, amenities or
friendliness of the bike facilities on this street. The draft EIR Impact 3.13-1 references
two draft General Plan policies (2-P.48 and 2-P.52) that the comment describes as
mitigation; however, because there is no significant impact, these policies are not
mitigation, but are policies that assist in improving bicycle quality, amenities and
friendliness on Carlsbad Blvd.

The comment also states that the CAP assumes there will be “major increases” in bicycle
use as a result of draft General Plan policies and construction of additional facilities; but
that the draft EIR has not evaluated whether streets prioritized for bicycles will meet the
LOS D for bicycles. As described above, although the draft EIR does not identify the
bicycle LOS for all bicycle-prioritized streets, the draft General Plan will not significantly
impact bicycle LOS (quality, amenities and friendliness) on bicycle-prioritized streets;
and the draft General Plan policies referenced above will be implemented to improve (not
degrade) bicycle LOS on bicycle prioritized streets..

In addition, the GHG reductions the CAP estimates to occur as a result of bikeway
improvements are based on implementation of the city’s existing Bicycle Master Plan and
new bike connections identified in the draft General Plan, which will result in 13.5 miles
of new bike paths (see page 3-16 and 3-17 of the draft CAP). Implementation of these
new bike paths will improve bicycle connectivity throughout the city and will result in an
estimated 0.05 percent reduction in transportation GHG emissions for every 2 miles of
bike lane per square mile; the total bicycle improvements will result in approximately 2.85
miles of bike lase per square mile, which corresponds to a 0.07 percent reduction in VMT
emissions in 2035 (see page 3-17 of the draft CAP).

The comment requests a clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria will be used to
determine project level impacts to bicycle facilities — what determines the length of a
roadway/ corridor to be included in the analysis and how will fair share costs of
addressing bicycle facilities along a corridor be determined? The comment states that the
draft EIR arbitrarily limited the evaluation of bicycle facility impacts to a small number of
street segments; and that the draft EIR does not establish a threshold for significance,
does not specify criteria that trigger a project to evaluate impacts, and does not provide
mitigation for existing or future impacts.

Regarding the criteria used to determine/trigger project level evaluation of impacts to
bicycle facilities, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § XVI(a) and (f) require the evaluation
of impacts to bicycle facilities as part of project-level review for all future development
projects. In addition, following adoption of the proposed MMLOS policies in the draft
General Plan, the city will establish guidelines to assist in implementing the policies. As
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explained in response to comment B15-35, the draft General Plan will not result in a
significant impact to bicycle facilities. The MMLOS criteria will be verified in the field
based on existing data and observations by transportation professionals. The cumulative
scoring of the facility will be identified by transportation professionals and documented
in traffic studies for project-level assessment. As for fair share, the city will be updating
its impact fee program to include non-automotive improvements. The nexus study
completed as part of the impact fee program update will identify fair share responsibilities
along corridors.

Regarding the number of streets evaluated for impacts to bicycle facilities, see response to
comment B15-35. Regarding thresholds for significance, draft EIR Impact 3.13-1
identifies the significance thresholds that were used to identify project impacts related to
LOS for prioritized modes. Regarding mitigation for existing and future impacts, see
response to comment B15-35; the draft General Plan does not significantly impact bicycle
facilities and no mitigation is necessary. B15-37: This comment refers to pedestrian
travel-focused policies and areas of concentration identified in the draft General Plan.
Since the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no response is required.

B15-37: The comment states that there are numerous policies in the draft General Plan that
support pedestrian travel and that the draft General Plan identifies areas of high
pedestrian concentrations. No response is required.

B15-38: The comment states that: 1) the draft EIR did not evaluate pedestrian LOS on all streets
where the draft General Plan prioritizes pedestrian mode of travel, and there is no
justification for such a narrow evaluation of impacts; and 2) of the streets evaluated for
pedestrian LOS, one street segment failed to meet the pedestrian MMLOS standard of D.

The draft General Plan Mobility Element identifies a multi-modal level of service
(MMLOS) methodology and establishes that LOS D is the standard for pedestrian mode
of travel on streets where pedestrian travel is prioritized. As described on page 3-17 of
the draft Mobility Element, pedestrian level of service is evaluated based on the quality
and friendliness of the pedestrian system (e.g., number of vehicle lanes that need to be
crossed, the speed of adjacent traffic, pedestrian countdown heads, dedicated pedestrian
phases, curb extensions, and refuge medians). Unlike vehicle LOS, pedestrian LOS is not
affected by the amount of pedestrian travel on the facility; therefore, a significant impact
to pedestrian LOS would only occur if the quality or friendliness of pedestrian facilities
were degraded. Although the draft EIR does not identify the pedestrian LOS for all
pedestrian-prioritized streets (Table 3.13-8 of the draft EIR evaluates pedestrian LOS for
major pedestrian-prioritized streets, which were chosen as representative of the
pedestrian facility conditions in the city), the draft General Plan will not significantly
impact (will not degrade) pedestrian LOS (quality and friendliness) on pedestrian-
prioritized streets. The draft General Plan Mobility Element includes policies that will
improve the pedestrian LOS (quality and friendliness) along pedestrian-prioritized
streets; those policies are 3-P.1 through 3-P.6, 3-P.10, 3-P.11, 3-P.12, 3-P.16, 3-P.18, and
3-P.20, through 3-P.30. Since the policy direction of the draft General Plan is to improve
pedestrian facilities on pedestrian prioritized streets and that the draft General Plan does
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not degrade any pedestrian facilities, the impact of the draft General Plan on pedestrian
facilities is considered less-than-significant.

The comment also states that one street segment (Carlsbad Blvd from La Costa Ave to
Tamarack Ave) is identified with an existing bicycle LOS E or F (below the standard LOS
D). As described above, the draft General Plan will not significantly impact the
pedestrian LOS on this street because it will not eliminate/degrade the quality or
friendliness of the pedestrian facilities on this street. The draft EIR Impact 3.13-1
references five draft General Plan policies (3-P.2, 3-P.3, 3-P.11, 3-P.22 and 3-P.25), which
are not mitigation (no significant impact) but are policies that assist in improving
pedestrian quality and friendliness on Carlsbad Blvd. In addition, draft General Plan
policies 2-P.48 and 2-P.51 will also assist in improving pedestrian quality and friendliness
along Carlsbad.

The comment states that many of the pedestrian prioritized streets were not evaluated
and the draft EIR analysis of impacts to pedestrian facilities was arbitrarily limited to a
small number of streets. See response to comment B15-38.

See response to comment B5-1 related to street typology near Sage Creek High School.
The referenced policy is intended to ensure that safe routes to school and transit are
implemented with new development. For existing deficiencies, the CATS program and
the city’s CIP program will assist in identifying and improving existing deficiencies and
gaps in the existing network (that are not caused by new development).

The Mobility Element focus on livable streets addresses this concern. The MMLOS
methodology specifically reflects the length of a pedestrian crossing as noted in Table
3.13-3 in the draft EIR. The MMLOS criteria require the city to implement pedestrian
enhancements, which will also benefit persons with disabilities, to ensure provision for all
users. Additionally, local, statewide, and national standards for accessibility will require
the city to implement accessible facilities.

In the draft EIR, major pedestrian-prioritized facilities were evaluated using the existing
infrastructure in the area. Given that the draft General Plan Mobility Element will not
degrade any existing infrastructure (it will only improve it), the draft General Plan’s
impact would be less-than-significant. See draft EIR section 3.31, pp. 3.13-20 and 21 for
analysis of future pedestrian level of service.

The comment requests a clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria will be used to
determine project level impacts to pedestrian facilities - how close to the referenced
features have to be counted and how will fair share costs of addressing pedestrian
facilities along a corridor be determined?

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § XVI(a) and (f) require the evaluation of impacts to
pedestrian facilities as part of project-level review for all future development projects. In
addition, following adoption of the proposed MMLOS policies specified in the draft
General Plan, the city will establish guidelines to assist in implementing the policies.
However, as explained in response to comment B15-35, the draft General Plan will not
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result in a significant impact to pedestrian facilities. In general, the MMLOS criteria will
be verified in the field based on existing data and observations by transportation
professionals. The cumulative scoring of the facility will be identified by transportation
professionals and documented in traffic studies for project-level assessment. The
MMLOS methodology currently identifies the presence of lights in trees and presence of
people would qualify for the rating system based on the assessment of the Traffic
Engineer or the transportation planner. It should also be noted that draft General Plan
policy 3-P.3 does require the city to update the methodology to ensure it accurately
reflects perception on city streets. As for fair share, the city will be updating its impact fee
program to include non-automotive improvements. The nexus study completed as part
of the impact fee program update will identify fair share responsibilities along corridors.

B15-44: The comment states that the draft EIR: 1) arbitrarily limited the evaluation of pedestrian
facility impacts to a small number of streets; 2) does not establish a threshold for
significance related to pedestrian facility impacts; 3) does not specify what criteria will
trigger a project to evaluate pedestrian facility impacts; and 4) does not provide
mitigation for future impacts.

Regarding the number of streets evaluated for pedestrian facility impacts, see response to
comment B15-38.

Regarding thresholds of significance, draft EIR Impact 3.13-1 identifies the significance
thresholds that were used to identify project impacts related to LOS for prioritized modes.

Regarding the criteria that will trigger a project to evaluate impacts to pedestrian facilities,
please see response to comment B15-43.

Regarding mitigation for future impacts, see response to comment B15-38; the draft
General Plan does not significantly impact pedestrian facilities and no mitigation is
required.

B15-45: The comment is correct that there are numerous policies that are designed to support
increased transit use. Although only a few new transit routes are identified by SANDAG
in the future (which are accommodated in the Mobility Element), existing key transit
routes were evaluated and reported in the draft EIR. These did identify transit service
levels below LOS D, most of which were due to limited bus shelters at bus stops and other
amenities to improve the transit experience. Although CEQA does not require the draft
EIR to provide mitigation for existing deficiencies, the five policies referenced are
intended to promote and improve transit service in the future.

Please note that the referenced transit deficiencies are an existing condition; the draft
General Plan will not degrade the existing transit facilities and implementation of the
goals and policies of the draft General Plan will improve them.

B15-46: The comment states that: the draft EIR did not evaluate transit LOS on all streets where
the draft General Plan prioritizes transit mode of travel, and there is no justification for
such a narrow evaluation of impacts.
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The draft General Plan Mobility Element identifies a multi-modal level of service
(MMLOS) methodology and establishes that LOS D is the standard for transit mode of
travel on streets where transit travel is prioritized. As described on page 3-18 of the draft
Mobility Element, transit level of service is evaluated based on the transit vehicle right of
way, hours and frequency of service, performance, amenities, safety, and connectivity
(e.g., dedicated or shared right-of-way, signal priority; weekday/weekend hours, peak
period headway; on-time or late performance; lighting, covered stop, bench, on-board
bike/surtboard storage; and connections to other transit routes, employment areas,
schools, visitor attractions, and major destinations). Unlike vehicle LOS, transit LOS is
not affected by the amount of transit travel on the facility; therefore, a significant impact
to transit LOS would only occur if the transit vehicle right-of-way, hours and frequency
of transit service, transit performance, transit amenities and safety, and transit
connectivity were degraded. Although the draft EIR does not identify the transit LOS for
all transit-prioritized streets (Table 3.13-9 of the draft EIR evaluates transit LOS on
transit-prioritized streets, which were chosen as representative of the transit facility
conditions in the city), the draft General Plan will not significantly impact (will not
degrade) transit LOS (transit vehicle right of way, hours and frequency of service,
performance, amenities, safety, and connectivity) on transit-prioritized streets. The draft
General Plan Mobility Element includes policies that will improve the transit LOS (transit
vehicle right of way, hours and frequency of service, performance, amenities, safety, and
connectivity) along transit-prioritized streets; those policies are 3-P.1 through 3-P.6, 3-
P.10, and 3-P.31 through 3-P.33. Since the goals and policies of the draft General Plan
will improve transit facilities on transit prioritized streets and that the draft General Plan
does not degrade any transit facilities, the impact of the draft General Plan on transit
facilities is considered less-than-significant.

The comment also states that the CAP assumes there will be “major increases” in transit
use as a result of draft General Plan policies; but that the draft EIR has not evaluated
whether streets prioritized for transit use will meet the LOS D. As described above,
although the draft EIR does not identify the transit LOS for all transit-prioritized streets,
the draft General Plan will not significantly impact transit LOS (transit vehicle right of
way, hours and frequency of service, performance, amenities, safety, and connectivity) on
transit-prioritized streets; and the draft General Plan policies referenced above will be
implemented to improve (not degrade) transit LOS on transit-prioritized streets.

In addition, the GHG reductions the CAP estimates to occur as a result of transit
improvements, including rail improvements, a bus rapid transit system, expanded
Amtrak service, improved transit access, experience and connectivity, and
implementation of transportation demand management measures. Implementation of
these transit improvements will improve transit use throughout the city and will result in
an estimated 0.63 percent reduction in in VMT emissions in 2035 (see page 3-23 of the
draft CAP).

The comment requests a clearer explanation for how the MMLOS criteria will be used to
determine project level transit impacts, including what determines the length of a
roadway/corridor to be included in the analysis, how will evaluation of impacts take
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place, what assures that policies dependent on funding can be maintained for the life of a
project, and how will fair share costs of addressing transit improvements be determined?
The comment also states that there is nothing to assure that transit improvements will be
provided at the time of approval and for the life of a project. .

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § XVI(a) and (f) require the evaluation of impacts to
transit facilities as part of project-level review for all future development projects. In
addition, following adoption of the proposed MMLOS policies specified in the draft
General Plan, the city will establish guidelines to assist in implementing the policies.
However, as explained in response to comment B15-46, the draft General Plan will not
result in a significant impact to bicycle facilities.

In general, the MMLOS criteria for transit would be verified in the field and in the office
based on existing data and observations by transportation professionals. The cumulative
scoring of the facility will be identified by transportation professionals and documented
in traffic studies for project-level assessment.

Although the comment is correct that the city does not control the transit agency and
their expenditures which do affect level of service, the methodology and assessment do
incorporate “reasonably foreseeable” services and assume that those services will
continue. For purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that current service levels will be
provided into the future (including current headways, transit performance, routing, and
bike racks on buses). Additionally, given that NCTD’s budget has increased from $78
million to $91 million from 2010 to 2013, it is reasonable to assume that transit funding
will remain to continue providing services to the city.

The city will also be updating its impact fee program to be more multi-modal in nature as
an implementation measure of the draft General Plan. The program update will include a
nexus study that will identify how fair share will be calculated to implement transit
improvements in the city.

B15-48: The comment states that: 1) transportation demand management (TDM) strategies are
not discussed in the draft EIR; 2) the draft EIR arbitrarily limited transit impact analysis
to a small number of streets; 3) the draft EIR does not specify criteria that will trigger a
project to evaluate transit impacts; and 4) the draft EIR does not provide mitigation for
existing or future adverse transit impacts.

Regarding discussion of TDM in the draft EIR, the draft EIR addresses TDM strategies by
reference to the draft General Plan and draft Climate Action Plan (CAP). Draft EIR
pages 3.13-29 and 3.13-33 refer to draft General Plan policies 3-P.9 and 3-P.31, which
require implementation of TDM to reduce reliance on the automobile and as a means to
improve transit connectivity; the draft General Plan (page 3-26) describes specific
examples of TDM strategies (e.g., carpool programs, flexible work hours, telecommute
provisions, shuttle services to nearby transit stations, employee transit subsidies, and
installation of bicycle facilities). Draft EIR pages 3.4-52 and 3.4-53 refer to the GHG
reduction measures outlined in the CAP, including TDM; the draft EIR used the
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measures outlined in the CAP to evaluate impacts to energy, greenhouse gases and
climate change. The draft CAP (pages 3-23 and 4-15) provides examples of specific TDM
measures (e.g., shuttle circulators to major employers and destinations, showers and
changing rooms at those locations; reduced parking standards; subsidized or discounted
transit programs; transit marketing and promotion; carsharing; parking pricing; and bike
parking). Following adoption of the draft General Plan and draft CAP, the city will
prepare and adopt a TDM plan and ordinance that detail a mix of strategies to reduce
vehicle travel demand (see page 4-15 of the draft CAP).

Regarding the number of streets evaluated for transit impacts, see response to comment
B15-46.

Regarding the criteria that will trigger a project to evaluate transit impacts, see response
to comment B15-47.

Regarding mitigation for existing and future transit impacts, see response to comment
B15-46; the draft General Plan does not significantly impact transit and no mitigation is
required.

This comment points out a discrepancy in the total number of existing acres of open
space shown in draft General Plan Table 2-1 (9,252 acres or 37%) and Table 4-1 (9,473
acres or 38%) and other discrepancies throughout the draft General Plan and draft EIR.
Differences in the open space figures are due to differences in source data and their
intended use. The primary data source in Table 2-1 comes from SANDAG’s regional land
use database; it is intended to illustrate existing land uses, as defined by SANDAG, as of
2012. The data in Table 4-1 comes from the City of Carlsbad Graphic Information
Systems Division and is intended to quantify the amount of land that is considered “open
space”, as defined by the draft General Plan, as of 2013. SANDAG’s data categories may
not entirely align with how the city accounts for land uses, particularly open space uses.
For example, SANDAG may categorize some parts of the city as undeveloped/vacant,
while the city considers it open space, and vice-versa.

In analyzing land use impacts, the draft EIR relies on data from Table 2-1 to describe
existing (2012) land uses throughout the city. While city staff would consider the open
space acreages reported in Table 4-1 to be a more accurate accounting of designated open
space, use of the lower number in Table 2-1 makes no material difference in the program
level environmental analysis. The difference between the two reported open space
acreages (221 acres), represents less than one percent of the total city (25,021 acres).

This comment references the Open Space Management Plan (draft EIR p.3.11-20) and
states that the description is inaccurate because it contains other types of open space
(other natural lands, parks, drainage basins) rather than hardline natural lands described
in the adopted HMP. This paragraph in the draft EIR has been revised to more closely
match the wording in the OSMP.

This comment states that SANDAG does not designate regional open space parks but
does define regionally significant open space and asserts that the statement in the draft
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EIR appears to be based on a description in the city’s current parks and recreation
element. This is correct. The paragraph under “Regional Recreation” on p. 3.11-7 of the
draft EIR has been revised to match the description in the draft General Plan (OSCR p. 4-
22).

B15-52: This comment states that the existing performance goal of 40% open space is not
mentioned anywhere in the draft General Plan or draft EIR. While it is true that the ballot
argument in favor of Proposition E and various city publications over the years have
described the city with 40% open space, it has never been an official goal, standard or
requirement in the General Plan, Growth Management Plan, Municipal Code, or any
other city-adopted policy or regulatory document. Please see master response MR1-2 for
a discussion of the 40% open space issue.

B15-53: The comment questions whether analysis of impacts and mitigation for wildlife
movement was sufficient in the draft EIR and also indicates that further notice should be
taken of increased human traffic as well as the footprint of development.

Maintaining habitat linkages for wildlife, specifically sensitive species, is a key goal of the
draft General Plan and the city’s HMP. One of the specific biological objectives of the
HMP is to: “Maintain functional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages within the city
and to the region, including linkages that connect gnatcatcher populations and
movement corridors for large animals.” The primary way that success for this goal will be
achieved is through managing the primary linkages to the eight focus planning areas
within the city to ensure that the most efficient strategy for preserving wildlife movement
is used. Through strategic preservation of these focus areas and primarily limiting
development under the draft General Plan to existing developed sections of the city,
wildlife corridor function will be preserved even under changes to traffic and human
populations in the area. Furthermore, adoption of the draft General Plan will not impede
the city’s ability to assess the feasibility of providing under-crossings and/or bridges
where major roads cross linkage areas, as provided in the HMP, and the draft General
Plan fully supports implementation of the HMP and maintaining wildlife corridors and
habitat linkages (OSCR Element policies 4-P.8 and 4-P.14). The draft General Plan does
not propose any new major roads that have not been studied during the preparation and
adoption of the HMP. The HMP established planning standards that apply to areas where
the remaining two future road segments (College Boulevard and Poinsettia Lane) are
planned. These zone-specific standards, include maintaining and enhancing habitat
linkages between 500 and 1,000 feet wide, maintaining and enhance wildlife movement
using sensitive roadway design, and ensuring continuous habitat connectivity and east-
west wildlife movement (see HMP Section D.3.C Planning Standards for Zones 15 and
21, pp. D-80 through 82), One major roadway segment (Cannon Road Reach 4) is
proposed for deletion, which would result in a benefit to wildlife movement.

The draft EIR for the draft General Plan is a program-level document and does not
include detailed project-level analyses for the potential impacts of future development
and roadways on wildlife corridors. Subsequent project-level environmental review,
including the adequacy of the city’s habitat linkage network, would be required for future
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development and road projects during the processing of individual applications under the
draft General Plan as required under CEQA.

The comment states that the existing linkages within the HMP are not functional and that
further development will continue to degrade these linkages. The draft General Plan fully
supports HMP implementation. The HMP addresses preserving wildlife corridors and
linkages through policies as well as zone and parcel-specific standards that will be applied
to future projects (see HMP Sections D.3.C and D.7). However, the draft EIR for the draft
General Plan is a program-level document and does not include detailed project-level
analyses for impacts to wildlife corridors. Subsequent project-level environmental review,
including the adequacy of the city’s habitat linkage network, would be required for
applicable projects during the processing of individual applications under the draft
General Plan as required under CEQA. Please see response to comment B15-53 above for
a discussion on draft General Plan impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat linkages.

The comment lists the requirements for an effective wildlife corridor stated in Beier and
Lee (1992) and says that the draft EIR has failed to provide evidence that the draft
General Plan will not have any significant direct or indirect impacts that would require
mitigation. The draft General Plan is not anticipated to reduce the size, width or visibility
of existing connecting linkages because all future development allowed under the draft
General Plan must comply with the HMP, which addresses preserving wildlife corridors
and linkages through policies as well as zone and parcel-specific standards that will be
applied to future projects (see HMP Sections D.3.C and D.7, ). However, the draft EIR for
the draft General Plan does not include detailed project-level analyses for impacts to
wildlife corridors since specific development projects are not yet identified. Subsequent
project-level environmental review, including the adequacy of the city’s habitat linkage
network, would be required for applicable projects during the processing of individual
applications under the draft General Plan as required under CEQA. Please see also
responses to comments B15-53 and B15-54 above.

The comment states that the draft EIR has not considered the full range of impacts that
would occur from the construction of roads and that the draft EIR has failed to propose
adequate mitigation for those impacts. The draft EIR concluded that the draft General
Plan would not have a significant impact on wildlife movement (see draft EIR, § 3.3,
Impact 3.3-4.) The draft EIR analyzes the draft General Plan at the program level for the
purposes of analyzing long-term land use changes throughout the city; specific impacts
and location of roads were not analyzed at the project-level. Subsequent project-level
environmental review, including analysis of impacts resulting from road construction,
would be required for applicable projects during the processing of individual applications
under the draft General Plan as required under CEQA. As described in response to
comment B15-53 above, however, the adopted HMP contains planning standards to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate road-related impacts that will be applied during the
planning and design of the future College Boulevard and Poinsettia Avenue. Further,
these road segments are “covered” in the HMP, meaning they are eligible to use the city’s
Lake Calavera Mitigation Bank to mitigate certain unavoidable impacts to habitat.
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B15-57: The comment states that the draft EIR does not adequately account for the increase in
domestic cats that the proposed development would cause. Impacts from feral cats,
however, as opposed to domestic cats, cause the majority of impacts to bird species. Loss,
Will and Marra (2012), state that “un-owned cats, as opposed to owned pets, cause the
majority of [wildlife] mortality.”* While proposed development may increase the number
of domestic cats, there is no evidence that the draft General Plan would contribute to the
number of feral cats (un-owned cats) within the city. This appears to be at odds with the
conclusions of the Crooks & Soulé study cited; however the study is based on a survey
completed between 1995 and 1997 within fragmented habitats in San Diego County, the
results of which state that 77 percent of cat owners adjacent to the fragmented habitats
studied let their cats outdoors and 84 percent brought kills back to the residences. It is
possible that the behavior of cat owners with respect to releasing domestic cats outdoors
may have changed within San Diego County in the past 17 to 19 years.

Overall, Section 21.53.084 of the Carlsbad Municipal Code provides a limitation on the
number of domestic cats, and allows not more than three adult dogs or cats in any
combination for each dwelling unit.

Within the HMP’s Preserve Management Guidelines, native and nonnative predator
impacts are addressed through trapping and reducing trash which could attract unwanted
predators to construction sites and surrounding areas (Preserve Management page B-4,
Biological Guidelines A-5).

B15-58: The comment states that key changes and increases in local wildlife are not addressed in
the draft EIR and that lethal removal by the public of “perceived pest/threatening”
wildlife should be avoided through education of the public. The draft General Plan
recognizes the importance of managing wildlife populations by referring to the HMP and
MHCP and incorporates the guidelines and requirements of these plans by reference. As
such, full evaluation of wildlife movements will be required for future development
projects and the draft General Plan will require compliance with the HMP design of open
space including wildlife corridors. The HMP addresses reducing wildlife impacts adjacent
to roads and states:

“Signs that explain the rules of the preserve (campfires, firearms usage, camping, etc...)
are most effective at public entrance points. Signs for educational nature trails and on
roads near wildlife corridors (to reduce road Kkills) also should be posted at appropriate
locations.” (page F-19)

Other lethal means of removal of an animal species which is not threatening life, limb or
property are prohibited by law (California Penal Code, section 597 (a)) and preserve

1Scott R. Loss, Tom Will, and Peter P. Marra. 2013. The Impact Of Free-Ranging Domestic Cars on Wildlife in the
United States. Nature Communications. Available:
http://www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/cats/pdf/Loss_et_al_2013.pdf,
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management, as well as law enforcement, will monitor any such activities in order to
prevent them from occurring.

The comment states that the draft EIR fails to comply with the basic requirements of the
regional conservation plan, and references select guidelines from the North County
Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) in support of the point. The MHCP is a
subregional habitat planning document approved by SANDAG in 2003 that encompasses
the seven north county cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside, San Marcos,
Solana Beach, and Vista. Carlsbad’s HMP, adopted in 2004, is a subarea plan that
implements the city’s portion of the MHCP. As such, the HMP is fully consistent with the
goals, policies and guidelines of the MHCP.

The comment raises a concern that the draft General Plan will result in “pinchpoints” to
wildlife linkages. As described in response to comment B15-55 above, the city’s adopted
HMP addresses wildlife movement and development edge effects through general, zone,
and site specific policies and standards. The draft General Plan fully supports HMP
implementation and all future development allowed under the draft General Plan must
comply with the HMP.

Finally, the comment cites another MHCP guideline regarding wildlife corridors
maintaining “visual stimuli” and states that the draft EIR does not indicate whether the
draft General Plan will comply with MHCP guidelines or not. As previously stated, the
adopted HMP implements the MHCP. Further, the draft General Plan fully supports the
HMP; therefore, implementation of the draft General Plan will have a less than significant
impact on carrying out the goals of the MHCP. This is discussed in Section 3.3 (see
discussion of impacts 3.3-4, 3.3-6, and 3.3-7) Please see also responses to comments
B15-55 and B15-56 above.

The comment expresses concern for spread of invasive plant species through activities
conducted under the draft General Plan and from private resident use of invasive species
in landscaping. Invasive plants are key to prevent and that their presence will continue to
be an issue. The HMP provides guidelines (page F-22) and regulations to prevent use of
invasive species and to include eradication within each open space area per the required
preserve management plan. Additionally, the city’s Landscape Manual, which regulates
landscaping of new development, prohibits the use of invasive species in landscaping.
Subsequent project-level environmental review, including an analysis of invasive species,
would be required for applicable projects during the processing of individual applications
under the General Plan as required by CEQA.

The comment states that the draft EIR does not adequately address impacts/mitigation
for planned trail systems. Potential edge effects and impacts may occur as the result of
new trail installment and the need for analysis. However, the draft EIR for the draft
General Plan does not include detailed project-level analyses for impacts from trail
construction. Subsequent project-level environmental review, including an analysis of
project-level trail systems, would be required for applicable projects that would affect
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trails during the processing of individual applications under the General Plan as required
by CEQA.

B15-61: The comment expresses concern about the potential indirect effects on natural lands,
wildlife and water quality that may result from the policy in the draft General Plan which
states: “Provide public access to all open space areas.” Unrestricted public access has been
shown to have negative impacts on wildlife, water quality, habitat quality, etc. Therefore,
the wording of the draft policy has been modified to clarify that public access to open
space areas should be provided only where consistent with applicable access restrictions
per the Habitat Management Plan, easements, deeds, and related documents.

B15-62: The comment requests clarification of the intent of Policy 4-P.16. The policy is proposed
to be revised as follows: “Seek partnering opportunities with other governmental
agencies, private land owners and non-profit organizations to acquire open space; utilize
grants, bonds and other funding sources to leverage local funds and reduce cost to
Carlsbad taxpayers.”

B15-63: The comment states that language in Policy 4-P.29 should be changed from “natural
plant species” to “southern California native plant species.” The policy has been modified
to correct the word “natural” to “native”.

B15-64: The comment states the language of Policy 4-P.64 should be revised to clarify its intent.
This policy is carried forward (in modified form) from the existing General Plan. Storm
water, floodplain, and habitat management, and public and private development,
aesthetic and other open space concerns, can have overlapping and sometimes competing
requirements. For example, a drainage facility can lose its ability to accommodate peak
storm water flows if it becomes over-vegetated without proper management. The intent
of this policy is to recognize that related management requirements should be
coordinated. To clarify its intent, the policy is proposed to be revised as follows:
“Coordinate the needs of storm water pollution management with the overlapping (and
sometimes competing) habitat management, flood management, capital improvement
projects, development, aesthetic, and other open space needs.”

The comment is unclear how “beneficial uses of water” relates to this policy.

B15-65: The comment states that the draft EIR fails to address open space management and the
lack of funding to manage hardline open space areas throughout the city, including issues
regarding unplanned trails, invasive plants, erosion and pet waste. The comment suggests
policies be included in the draft General Plan that require open space management and
funding mechanisms. The city’s Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is the regulatory
document that provides direction on management of hardline open space areas. Rather
than prescribing new policies, the draft General Plan is intended to be consistent with and
give effect to the HMP. The HMP does not require funding active management of pre-
HMP hard-lined areas and there are no plans by the city to do so. The biological
resources analysis in Chapter 3.3 of the draft EIR analyzes impacts under the city’s HMP.
See master response MR1-2 for an explanation of how the draft General Plan preserves
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open space. Regarding the comment that increased population resulting from the draft
General Plan will indirectly impact hardline open space areas, draft EIR Chapter 3.3
addresses impacts to biological resources and concludes that “implementation of the draft
General Plan could result in substantial adverse effects to sensitive biological resources.
These impacts could occur directly through future ground disturbing activities such as
grading and excavation associated with development, or indirectly from the effects of
increased urbanization of the city. However, [as described in draft EIR Chapter 3.3], the
draft General Plan includes goals and policies that focus on preserving and protecting
significant biological resources. In addition to these goals and policies, future
development projects allowed under the draft General Plan would be required to perform
site-specific environmental review and, where necessary, to implement mitigation
consistent with the city’s guidelines for biological studies and the HMP. As such, all
impacts associated with implementation of the draft General Plan would be less than
significant.

This comment refers to trail use and equestrian use on trails. Policy 4-P.39 calls for the
preparation of a Trails Master Plan update, one of the objectives of which is to “design
and designate trails as multi-use to be accessible for all user groups,
including...equestrians.” The draft EIR is intended as a program-level document that
analyzes the long-term land use changes proposed under the draft General Plan, and
impacts from equestrian use on specific trails is more appropriately addressed with the
Trails Master Plan update (currently underway), as well as at the project level when site-
specific development proposals are submitted for review. Subsequent project-level
environmental review, including impacts to trails from equestrian use, would be required
for future development projects during the processing of individual applications under
the draft General Plan as required under CEQA. The Carlsbad Municipal Code also
provides regulations on horses in parks and beaches within the city in Section 11.32.030,
which provides that horses are not allowed into public parks or beaches except as
provided in the ordinance, or as otherwise permitted by the city manager or his/her
designee or with a valid special event permit.

The comment relates to hydroponic, vertical gardens, rooftop gardens and front yard
gardens. These uses are not inconsistent with agricultural resources policies 4-P.43 to 4-
P.50. The comment does not identify any specific barriers to the use of these types of
agriculture. Please see draft General Plan policy 9-G.6 (Support the creation of
community gardens throughout the community), and related sustainable food policies on
page 9-24 of the draft General Plan. The Carlsbad Municipal Code does not prohibit and
therefore allows these types of gardens in residential zones.

The comment references the benefits agricultural land provides for wildlife. The Carlsbad
Agricultural Conversion Mitigation Fee Grant Program was developed as agricultural
preservation is an issue of concern in Carlsbad, in part because of environmental and
habitat benefits provided by agricultural lands. The comment raises a policy issue and
will be included is the materials presented to the Planning Commission and City Council
for their consideration of the draft General Plan.
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B15-69: The comment is correct that the draft General Plan and the current zoning ordinance do
not designate any areas restricted to agricultural use. Agricultural lands are considered
open space, such as the Cannon Road Open Space, Farming and Public Use Corridor.
The comment suggests considering new funding sources for agricultural preservation in
addition to the agricultural conservation mitigation fee. The comment raises a policy
issue and will be included is the materials presented to the Planning Commission and
City Council for their consideration of the draft General Plan.

B15-70: The comment states operational emissions are understated, as the urban heat island effect
is not taken into account. The urban heat island effect refers to the absorption and re-
radiation of solar energy by the ambient environment. The analysis of air quality impacts
in the Recirculated DEIR is based on emission of criteria pollutants, irrespective of the
urban heat island effect. The urban heat island effect increases ambient temperatures; it
does not increase the amount of criteria pollutants emitted. Table 3.2-10 of the
Recirculated DEIR shows the estimated new net daily maximum operational emissions of
criteria pollutants, including VOC and NO. As described on page 3.2-3 of the
Recirculated DEIR, ozone is not a primary pollutant (or a criteria pollutant), but a
secondary pollutant formed by the complex interactions of VOC, NO,, and sunlight. In
addition, the analysis represents a conservative (over-) estimate of emissions, as the effect
of the city’s SWPPP and Green Building Standards Code serve to further reduce these
impacts.

Please see policy 9-P.11, which serves to mitigate the urban heat island effect by requiring
implementation of the city’s Landscape Manual to mitigate urban heat island effects
through minimum tree canopy coverage and maximum asphalt and paving coverage,
particularly for denser areas like the Village and the Barrio, shopping centers, and
industrial and other areas with expansive surface parking.

B15-71: The comment expresses concern regarding Impact 3.2-2 and that the draft EIR identified
“nothing other than applying existing regulatory requirements as proposed mitigation.”
The analysis of air quality impacts in section 3.2 of the draft EIR was revised and
recirculated for public review and comment. Please see pages 3.2-34 through 3.2-41 of
the Recirculated DEIR for an expanded list of mitigation measures; however, even after
the application of feasible mitigation measures, the air quality impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

B15-72: The comment questions the use of the same policies in the Climate Action Plan (CAP) as
the basis for reducing potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to below the thresholds.
The comment also suggests that consideration of several air quality mitigation measures
is required.

As the CAP will be the guiding document for short-term and long-term reduction of
GHG emissions for the city, and the CAP was developed as part of the draft General Plan
effort, future projects developed under the draft General Plan that would be in
compliance with the CAP would be consistent with the GHG reduction efforts identified
by the city. As such, it is appropriate to derive inventory data, quantification of projected

2-391



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

B15-73:

B15-74:

2-392

GHG emissions, reduction measures and implementation strategies from the recently
updated draft CAP in the draft EIR analysis. Additionally, Section 3.2, Air Quality of the
Recirculated DEIR identifies additional draft General Plan measures that would reduce
vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and mobile operational emissions including
policies 2-G.3, 2-G.6, 2-G.7, 2-P.13, 2-P.43, 4-P.25, 4-P.51, and 4-P.53. These policies are
focused on providing mixed uses near transit and local services, pedestrian and bicycle-
oriented urban design, transportation demand management strategies, and work
commute options to reduce peak-hour vehicle trips.

Most of the additional measures proposed in the comment are GHG reduction measures
identified in Chapter 4 of the final EIR and Appendix E of the draft Climate Action Plan.
The Recirculated DEIR includes as mitigation for Impact 3.2-2 all but one of the
additional measures proposed in this comment; these measures will be required, as
needed, to avoid or reduce the potential air quality impacts of future development
projects. The one suggested measure that has not been included in the final EIR as
mitigation is the suggestion to require payment of an air quality mitigation fee; the city
does not have a program and is not aware of any SDAPCD program that requires
payment of an air quality mitigation fee. The suggested measure does not identify any
specifics about the fee (what projects would be subject to the fee, the amount of the fee
and how the fee would actually be used to mitigate air quality impacts); therefore, it is not
clear that the suggested measure would be effective in mitigating air quality impacts and
the measure has not been added as mitigation.

The comment requests analysis of an alternative that would reduce air quality impacts.
Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR provides a reduced density alternative that reduces
impacts to air quality. The reduced density alternative would result in the least VMT, and
therefore the lowest emissions overall; however, air quality impacts would remain
significant. According to CEQA guidelines, the range of alternatives “shall include those
that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the project and could avoid
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts.” The evaluation of
alternatives in Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR shows that none of the alternatives,
including the no project alternative, would reduce the particular air quality impact to a
less—than-significant level.

The comment states that “The noise analysis indicates that an unknown number of
residences may need to use mechanical ventilation.” As described on page 3.10-30 of the
draft EIR, mechanical ventilation is discussed in reference to draft General Plan Noise
Element Policies number 5-P.3, Noise Attenuation: “For all projects that require
discretionary review and have noise exposure levels that exceed the standards in draft
General Plan Table 5-1, require site planning and architecture to incorporate noise-
attenuating features. With mitigation, development should meet the allowable outdoor
and indoor noise exposure standards in draft General Plan Table 5-2. When a building’s
openings to the exterior are required to be closed to meet the interior noise standard,
then mechanical ventilation shall be provided.” This is a standard requirement and is
contained in many such policy guidance documents (e.g., City of Carlsbad Noise
Guidelines Manual, September 1995).
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Regarding whether the ventilation equipment will result in an increase in emissions, the
mechanical ventilation equipment that could be required to attenuate noise in homes is
not different than the outdoor mechanical equipment, such as heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning (HVAC) equipment that is found in typical housing developments. The
URBEMIS model used for the draft EIR to estimate air pollutant emissions includes
emissions associated with electrical demand of typical land use development types. The
URBEMIS model applies a holistic electrical rate to a residential unit that accounts for all
the electrical needs of the home, including a typical HVAC unit. Appendix B of the draft
EIR shows the area source emissions are primarily from fireplaces (hearth), consumer
products, and architectural coatings.

In addition, ventilation/air filtration systems are used as a means to reduce the negative
health impacts from airborne particles; in an October 2013 publication titled “Health
Benefits of Particle Filtration,” by William Fisk of Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory, Mr. Fisk references previous studies that addressed the effects of filters on the
health effects of particles with an outdoor-air origin - each study estimated health
benefits from air filtration systems, e.g., “7% to 21% reductions in a variety of adverse
health outcomes associated with particle exposures.” Fisk concludes that “...there is little
doubt that filtration can substantially reduce indoor exposures to particles from outdoor
air...

B15-75: The comment states that the noise analysis “fails to show that the analysis of impacts
considered the distribution of these sensitive receptors.” “The EIR failed to consider the
noise impacts on these land uses that clearly exceed the thresholds.” The noise analysis as
part of the draft EIR took into consideration the distribution and locations of the
proposed land uses and their locations within the city. Representative noise measurement
surveys and their locations were conducted in consultation with city staff and the traffic
noise analysis represents the entire grid of major arterial roadways and freeway segments
affecting sensitive uses within the city. As described on pages 3.10-27 through 3.10-29 of
the draft EIR, draft General Plan Noise Element policies would reduce potential impacts
associated with the draft General Plan by requiring noise analysis for discretionary
development proposals, providing for noise attenuation, and requiring that noise
generated does not exceed standards established in Table 5-3 of the draft General Plan,
among others.

B15-76: The comment states that the Noise section of the draft EIR lacks discussion of potential
noise impacts to sensitive species from roadways, and requests that such discussion be
added. The noise section of the draft EIR analyzes potential adverse effects on persons,
not sensitive, threatened, or endangered animal species. For a discussion of potential
impacts to biological resources, see draft EIR Section 3.3. In the discussion of Impact 3.3-
1 (pp. 3.3-21 through 3.3-22), the draft EIR acknowledges that implementation of the
draft General Plan would introduce new uses (including new roads) in or adjacent to
habitats that support a number of species-status species (such as the Least Bell’s Vireo
and California Coastal Gnatcatcher), and that “indirect impacts could result from
elevated dust and noise levels... (p. 3.3-21).” The section concludes that such potential
impacts would be less than significant because the draft General Plan includes policies
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that would minimize or avoid impacts to sensitive species. A principal means of
protecting sensitive species (including from excess noise) is through implementation of
the HMP, which the draft General Plan fully supports.

The draft General Plan proposes two future roadway links: College Boulevard and
Poinsettia Lane. As described in response to comment B15-53 above, however, the
adopted HMP contains planning standards to avoid, minimize, and mitigate road-related
impacts that will be applied during the planning and design of the future College
Boulevard and Poinsettia Avenue. Further, these road segments are “covered” in the
HMP, meaning they are eligible to use the city’s Lake Calavera Mitigation Bank to
mitigate certain unavoidable impacts to habitat and supported special status species.
Please see also response to comment B15-56.

The comment refers to information related to sea level rise, flood zones and tsunami run-
up areas identified in the draft General Plan Safety Element; and states that it is not clear
if there are any building allowed within these impact zones. The comment also requests
confirmation that the only new development proposed in a flood or tsunami zone is a
proposed land use change on a 10-acre parcel in the Sunny Creek area.

Regarding building allowed within areas impacted by sea level rise, the draft General Plan
and draft EIR do not identify/evaluate which properties will be impacted by future sea
level rise because such impact analysis is not required by CEQA. However, the city was
recently awarded a grant from the California Ocean Protection Council to analyze the
potential impacts of sea level rise and identify measures to address those impacts. This
work is anticipated to be initiated in spring/summer 2015 and will be incorporated in a
comprehensive update to the city’s Local Coastal Program.

Regarding building allowed within areas impacted by flooding or tsunami run-up, such
hazard areas do affect parcels where development is allowed. However, draft EIR Impacts
3.8-6, 3.8-7, 3.8-8 and 3.8-9 (draft EIR pages 3.8-28 to 3.8-32) analyzed these issues and
determined that the draft General Plan has a less than significant impact to property,
people and structures in relation to hazards from flooding, or inundation from seiche,
tsunami or mudflow.

Regarding new development proposed in flood zones, the draft General Plan land use
map proposes a land use designation change (from low-medium density to medium-high
density residential) on a 10-acre parcel in the Sunny Creek area, as referenced in the
comment; the subject parcel is partially within by a 100-year flood zone. This is the only
proposed land use designation change on property within a 100-year flood zone.
Although this land use designation change was evaluated as part of the draft General
Plan, city staff does not recommend approval of the change. The draft General Plan
proposes land use designation changes on other properties (Sunny Creek Commercial,
Robertson Ranch PA 22, Power Plant, and Ponto - southern parcel) where a portion of
the site is within a flood zone (not the 100- year flood zone); the flood zone on these
properties does not preclude development and as discussed in draft EIR Impacts 3.8-6,
3.8-7, and 3.8-8 (draft EIR pages 3.8-28 to 3.8-31) the draft General Plan has a less than
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significant impact to property, people and structures in relation to hazards from flooding.
Page 3.8-29 of the draft EIR describes that a special use permit is required for any
development proposed in areas of special flood hazards (Municipal Code Chapter
21.110). The city’s Floodplain Management Regulations restrict or prohibit land uses
considered unsafe in a floodplain. Furthermore, the draft General Plan goals and policies,
listed on page 3.8-29 of the draft EIR would further reduce potential impacts to property,
people or structures within flood hazard areas.

Regarding new development in tsunami zones, the draft General Plan proposes land use
designation changes on properties (Power Plant, and Ponto - southern parcel) where
small portions of the sites near the lagoon edge are within a tsunami run-up zone; the
tsunami run-up zone on these properties does not preclude development and as discussed
in draft EIR Impact 3.8-9 (draft EIR pages 3.8-31 to 3.8-32) the draft General Plan has a
less than significant impact to property, people and structures in relation to tsunami
hazards. As described in Carlsbad Municipal Code 21.110.050, areas subject tidal
inundation or tsunamis are designated on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps as zone V1-30,
VE, or V.

B15-78: The comment asks to confirm if there is any existing development within the flood or
tsunami hazard zones. The flood and tsunami hazard zones do affect properties with
existing development. However, CEQA does not require the evaluation of flood or
tsunami hazard impacts to existing development. The draft General Plan does not
increase flood or tsunami hazards. .

B15-79: The comment asserts that the draft EIR fails to discuss indirect impacts related to placing
development within flood and tsunami hazard zones, and allowing roads to operate
under substandard traffic conditions. Please see response to comment B15-77 above,
regarding development allowed on properties within flood and tsunami hazard zones. .
The County of San Diego Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan addresses
evacuation within the city due to flooding and dam failure. In addition, through
compliance with existing city standards and proposed goals and policies, development
within flood and tsunami hazard areas would be limited.

B15-80: The comment refers to proposed policy 6-P.5. As described in Impact 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 of
the draft EIR, Carlsbad Municipal Code (Chapter 21.110) requires a special permit for
any development proposed in areas of special flood hazards and areas of flood-related
erosion hazards. Methods of reducing flood losses are described in Chapter 21.110 of the
municipal code, and include: (1) Restricting or prohibiting uses which are dangerous to
health, safety and property due to water or erosion hazards, or which result in damaging
increases in erosion or flood heights or velocities; (2) Requiring that uses vulnerable to
floods, including facilities which serve such uses, be protected against flood damage at the
time of initial construction; (3) Controlling the alteration of natural floodplains, stream
channels and natural protective barriers, which help accommodate or channel
floodwaters; (4) Controlling filling, grading, dredging and other development which may
increase flood damage; and (5) Preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers
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which will unnaturally divert floodwaters or which may increase flood hazards in other
areas.

The comment states that the draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts associated with bluft
erosion that will be exacerbated by sea level rise. This comment is correct. However, the
draft General Plan does not propose any changes with respect to coastal bluffs that would
be subject to rising sea levels. CEQA is concerned with analyzing the impacts of the
proposed project on the existing environment and not with the impacts of the future
environmental conditions on existing development. Accordingly, no further response is
warranted.

The comment refers to the 15 percent Growth Management Program (GMP) open space
standard. Please see master response MR1-4 for an explanation of how the city is meeting
its GMP open space standard. The comment notes that the GMP standard for open space
does not apply to 11 of the city’s 25 local facility management zones (LFMZ). As
described in master response MR1-4, at the time (1986) the GMP open space standard
was established, the city determined that it should not apply to 11 LFMZs because those
11 LFMZs were either developed or the open space standard was already met. The
comment requests information to clarify how much open space was in the 11 excluded
LFMZs at the time the standard was established and how much exists in each zone today.
The city does not have a record of the amount of open space that existed in 1986 in the 11
LFMZs where the open space standard does not apply. In addition, the city does not have
data to clarify how much GMP open space currently exists in the 11 LFMZs where the
standard does not apply. However, draft General Plan Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1 identify
the amount and location of open space throughout the city. The draft General Plan does
not change the GMP open space standard or where it has been/is applicable since the
adoption of the standard in 1986. The comment states that the draft General Plan is the
time to re-visit the differential treatment of the LFMZs and consider some way to bring
them closer to parity with the rest of the city. The comment will be included in the final
EIR for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council.

The comment states that the draft EIR evaluated all public facility performance standards,
except for open space, and requests an analysis of the open space performance standard.
Please see master response MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program (GMP)
15 percent open space performance standard. The draft EIR analyzes the impact of the
draft General Plan to the city’s parks standard in Impact 3.11-1.

The comment refers to text within Policy 4-P.5, which supports the GMP. The purpose of
this policy is to provide guidance in the preparation of LEMP’s as to which types of open
space areas may and may not count for GMP open space purposes. The wording of the
policy is derived from both OSCRMP (Policies C.9, C.11, C.12, C.13, and C.24) and
existing General Plan policies (Open Space and Conservation Element Policies C.9, C.11,
C.12, C.13, and C.21). While the policy does not exactly mirror the corresponding
language of the OSCRMP and existing General Plan, any differences are stylistic rather
than substantive. In other words, the policy does not deviate from previous GMP policy
or practice. The policy correctly references and requires compliance with the open space
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performance standard “as specified in the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan”.
Policy 2-P.56 requires compliance with all the GMP facilities performance standards;
therefore the draft General Plan fully supports the GMP.

Please see master response MR1-4 for an explanation of how the city is meeting its GMP
open space standard, and how it is addressed in the draft EIR.

B15-85: Please see master responses MR1-2, MR1-3 and MR1-4 for an explanation of how the city
is meeting its GMP open space standard. Please also see response to comment B15-82
above.

B15-86: The comment requests an explanation of discrepancies between park acreages reported in
Working Paper #3 and the draft General Plan. Table 4-4 of the draft General Plan shows
existing community parks, special use area, and special resource areas. Table 4-5 shows
anticipated future park development projects. The reasons for differences in reported
park acreages between the working paper (which was prepared in 2010) and the draft
General Plan (prepared in 2013) include changes in acreages subject to joint agreements,
minor adjustments to park boundaries, refinements in the city’s GIS database. Since the
release of the draft General Plan further refinements to the Tables 4-4 and 4-5 for similar
reasons, and reflects the most accurate, up-to-date information available.

B15-87: The comment describes the city’s park mitigation fees to maintain appropriate
recreational standards for employment areas. No further response is required.

B15-88: The comment states that the impacts of industrial employment have not been analyzed in
the draft EIR. The total employment reflects industrial employment, and the draft
General Plan land use map, including industrial land uses, has been used to estimate
impacts to all resource topics in the draft EIR, as applicable. Table 2.4-2 shows the
estimated total development of industrial square footage, which is projected to increase
approximately 31 percent from baseline. The number of housing units is projected to
increase approximately 21 percent. Therefore, industrial development is not projected to
increase twice as much as residential development. The city’s performance standard for
parks is 3 acres/1000 residents, not employees. The contribution of industrial employees
to park use is addressed through an impact fee to help fund park facilities, not by
increasing the acreage of parks. The parks analysis in the draft EIR uses the park
standard established by the Citywide Facilities and Improvements Plan, wherein the total
projected buildout population (residents) is divided by 1,000, and multiplied by 3 acres.
Please also see master response MR1-5 GMP parks performance standard.

B15-89: The comment states that Zone 5 Park is not within LEFMZ 5 although park impact fees
were collected from Zone 5 developments to fund park improvements. This is partly
correct. The currently developed portion of the park, also known as the Business Park
Recreational Facility, is located in LFMZ 5, while the undeveloped expansion area is
located in the adjacent LFMZ 24. The comment also states that Zone 5 Park is entirely
within the Northwest park district, even though funding of the park is charged to
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developments in the Northeast as well as the Northwest park district. This is correct; fees
are charged to non-residential developments in LFMZ 5, 13, and 16.

The comment requests an explanation of fees collected for industrial land uses, parks they
have been allocated to, what fees are anticipated from future industrial developments, and
what parks these fees will be allocated to. The purpose of the non-residential park fee is to
fund recreational facilities located within the industrial corridor. In 1998-99, the city
acquired approximately 13 acres of land at Faraday Avenue and Camino Hills Drive to
develop the Business Park Recreational Facility (aka, Zone 5 Park). The fees are collected
from new development in LFMZs 5, 13, 16, 17 and 18, are deposited into the Zone 5 Park
Fund, and will be used to develop the Zone 5 Park. According to the FY 2014-15 CIP,
total estimated cost to fully develop the park is $10.8 million, and will be partially funded
with $4.2 million from Zone 5 Park Fund by 2029 (the funding source of the remaining
$6.6 million is yet to be identified). Presently the fund balance is approximately $2.8
million, and the city anticipates annual fee receipts between $5,000-$14,000 in each of the
next five years, and $2.9 million between 2020 and 2029.

In addition to the park in-lieu fees described above, the city established a special tax lien
that is levied on properties within the Community Facilities District No. 1 (CFD #1)
boundaries to pay for certain infrastructure improvements, including the development of
Veteran’s Memorial Park. Much of the industrial corridor is located within CFD #1, and
thus pay a share toward Veteran’s Memorial Park. According to the FY 2014-15, the
current balance in CFD#1 is approximately $55.7 million with annual receipts ranging
between $560,000 and $1.3 million over the next 15 years. Development of Veteran’s
Memorial Park is estimated to cost approximately $23.2 million, and is projected to be
developed some time in Years 11-15 of the 15-year CIP. Please also see master response
MRI1-7 regarding Veteran’s Memorial Park.

The comment also erroneously states that Zone 5 is not located near any residents, when
in fact much of the Kelly Ranch neighborhood is within easy walking distance of the park.

The comment refers to draft General Plan policy 4-P.21, which is to “maintain
appropriate recreational standards for employment areas.” The comment asks what the
standard is and how it is reflected in the allocation for park acres. The comment states
the draft General Plan identifies a “significant impact” on parks from industrial users and
that the draft EIR failed to evaluate the existing and future adverse impacts and no
mitigation is provided.

Regarding draft General Plan policy 4-P.21, the recreational standard for employment
areas is the payment of a park mitigation fee. As stated on page 4-9 of the draft General
Plan, “the city’s Growth Management Ordinance (Carlsbad Municipal Code Chapter
21.90) authorizes special facility fees to pay for improvements or facilities that are related
to new industrial development. Since there is a substantial impact on existing recreation
facilities from an increasing industrial employment base, the city recognized a need to
impose and implement a park mitigation fee for industrial development. In November
1987, the City Council adopted its first park mitigation fee for the Zone 5 Local Facilities
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Management Plan. Additionally, a park mitigation fee was required as part of the Zone 13
and Zone 16 Local Facilities Management Plans. The purpose of this fee is to ensure
adequate recreational facilities to accommodate the demand created by the daily influx of
the industrial work force and population as industrial development grows.” Draft policy
4-P.21 is proposed to be revised to clarify the standard is a park mitigation fee. There is
no park acreage standard for employment areas; the park mitigation fee is collected and
used to provide parks consistent with the Growth Management park standard - three
acres of community park or special use area per 1,000 residents within each of the four
city quadrants.

Regarding the comment that the draft General Plan identifies a significant impact on
parks from industrial users and that the draft EIR did not evaluate and mitigate the
impact, the draft General Plan (page 4-9) refers to a determination made by the city in
1987 in relation to the Growth Management public facilities standard for parks and the
adoption of a park mitigation fee for industrial development. The draft General Plan
continues to require this mitigation fee, and therefore, does not result in an impact to
parks due to industrial development. Draft EIR Impact 3.11-1 evaluates the draft General
Plan’s impact on parks and recreational facilities and concludes a less than significant
impact. As stated in draft EIR Impact 3.11-1, the draft General Plan will comply with the
city’s park facility standard at build out of the draft General Plan. The draft General Plan
continues to require a park mitigation fee for industrial development, which ensures the
impact identified in 1987 continues to be mitigated. There is no new impact and no new
additional mitigation is required.

B15-91: This comment relates to double-counting some areas as both parkland and hardline open
space. Please see master response MR1-8, which clarifies that open space is not “double-
counted” in the draft General Plan or draft EIR.

B15-92: The comment disagrees with counting one-fourth of Veteran’s Park towards meeting the
Growth Management requirement for parks in each quadrant, and offers alternative
parkland calculations. Please see master response MR1-7, which explains that Veteran’s
Park, dating back to the adoption of the original Growth Management Program and CFIP
in 1986, has been consistently identified as a future park to satisfy needs in all four
quadrants. The draft General Plan does not change that intent. Since 1986, Veteran’s Park
has been consistently identified as a future community park, which is how the park is
classified in the draft General Plan. Further, the draft General Plan acknowledges its
unique position as serving “regional” recreation, but also clearly states that the park will
continue to function pursuant to its primary [community] park classification (OSCR p. 4-
22). For these reasons, it is not appropriate to classify Veteran’s Park as a Special
Resource Area, as argued in the comment.

Please see master response MR1-8 which explains that Veteran’s Park is not “double-
counted”.

B15-93: The comment states that neighborhood parks should be formally included in the
performance standards and lists a number of Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation
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Element goals and policies that support this recommendation. The comment also
references a study (attached to the comment letter) to support the claim for more
accessible parkland based on income levels, ethnicity, and distance, factors that are not
currently included as parkland performance standards. The comment claims that the
draft General Plan and draft EIR fail to consider these factors in the analysis of parkland.

The draft General Plan maintains the long-standing park standard of three acres per
thousand residents per quadrant as it implements the city’s Growth Management
Program (which makes no distinction between community and neighborhood parks in its
performance standard) and is consistent with state Quimby Act provisions. Maintaining
an overall 3.0 acres/1,000 standard provides the city the flexibility it needs to plan for and
build the proper mix of community and neighborhood-serving parks. It is worth noting
that of the nearly 119 acres of future parks planned, 27.3 acres are planned as special use
(neighborhood-serving) parks, while 91.5 acres (Veteran’s Memorial Park) will be
community park (see revised OSCR Table 4-5 in chapter 4 of the final EIR). Although not
required by the parks standard, this equates to a higher ratio of special use area to
community parks (1:3) than suggested in the comment (.5:2.5 or 1:5).

Please see master response MRI1-5 regarding park classifications and Growth
Management Program (GMP) parks performance standard which demonstrate that the
draft EIR properly analyzes the draft General Plan impacts on parks.

This comment references Parks and Recreation Policy 4-P.25 and requests an explanation
as to why there is no new park added on the detailed parks inventory on Table 4-4 and 4-
5 and why this policy is limited to the Village and Barrio.

This purpose of this policy is to evaluate and implement opportunities for new park
and/or plaza improvements as new development is proposed in the Village and Barrio
areas. Since precise location, scale and timing of future residential development are
unknown at this time, it would be impractical to try to locate such facilities in advance.
Also, it should not be assumed such amenities would be located on public property or
maintained by the city. This policy identifies the Village and Barrio specifically because
these neighborhoods will experience the greatest amount of infill residential development
in the future.

The comment states that utilizing joint-use school yards to count towards meeting the
GMP parks performance standard is inconsistent with the GMP and draft General Plan.
In fact, both the GMP and draft General Plan support joint-use of school grounds to meet
recreational needs. Please see master response MR1-6 regarding use of school sites for
recreation purposes.

The comment requests an evaluation of compliance with the GMP standard that no more
the 1,500 dwelling units are outside the 5-minute response time. The draft EIR evaluated
the draft General Plan’s compliance with the referenced GMP standard in section 3.11,
Public Facilities and Services (Fire Protection), which identifies the existing performance
standard, explains that it is included in the methodology for analyzing potential impacts,
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finds that the performance standard would be met under the draft General Plan, and
indicates that supporting information is contained in Appendix E. (See draft EIR, pp.
3.11-14, 3.11-22, 3.11-32.) The draft EIR thus addresses coverage of the entire city within
5-minute response time, under both existing and draft General Plan buildout.

B15-97: Please see response to comment B15-96 for an explanation of fire response coverage,
which is evaluated under draft General Plan buildout, including the effect of draft
General Plan land use categorizations and modeled changes in LOS.

B15-98: Please see response to comment B15-96 for an explanation of fire response coverage,
which relies on fire stations within city borders.

As stated in the 2014 Carlsbad State of Effectiveness Report (located here:
http://web.carlsbadca.gov/cityhall/Documents/state-of-effectiveness-reports/SOE-

2014.pdf):

“The Carlsbad Fire Department continues its participation in a regional service delivery
model, known as Boundary Drop, which assigns the closest available resources to the
emergency scene. The utilization of the Boundary Drop is routinely reviewed for
additional efficiencies in training opportunities and overhead support that maximize the
availability of resources (page 22).”

The city has been participating a program that “drops” city boundaries for firefighting
purposes since 2007.> Bordering cities have continued to participate since 2007. During
the 2014 Poinsettia fire, regional cooperation among fire agencies continued.’ The city
cannot provide assurance as to the continued cooperation among fire authorities in
neighboring jurisdictions, however, as stated in response to comment B15-96, the entire
city is covered within 5-minute response time by fire stations within city borders.

B15-99: This comment states that the draft General Plan and draft EIR have not looked at
conflicts between provisions for vegetation clearing for fire prevention/response and
habitat protection under the HMP. Impact 3.6-7 on pages 3.6-37 and 3.6-38 of the draft
EIR addresses the risk of wildland fires using the city’s 2012 Landscape Manual, which
requires all projects that contain or are bounded by hazardous vegetation to prepare a fire
protection plan. The Landscape Manual contains policies to provide long-term health and
viability of natural habitat areas.

B15-100: As referenced in the draft EIR (page 3.11-14), please see the 2013 Carlsbad State of
Effectiveness Report, which includes performance measures for fire service (the 2014
State of Effectiveness Report also includes performance measures). The reports are
available for review at the city during normal business hours or the 2014 report can be
viewed online at: http://web.carlsbadca.gov/cityhall/Documents/state-of-effectiveness-

? http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2007/feb/11/fire-agencies-testing-city-boundary-drop/

? http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2014/jul/31/regional-wildfire-meeting-air-ground-responses/
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reports/SOE-2014.pdf. Page 22 of the report evaluates fire protection and emergency
medical service. Please also see response to comment B15-96 above.

B15-101: Impact 3.6-7 on pages 3.6-37 and 38 of the draft EIR addresses the risk of wildland fires,
including the risks of placing homes in a fire hazard zone, and concludes that is impact is
less than significant. Figure 3.6-4 shows the draft General Plan structure fire/wildfire
threat, based on the best available information from CAL FIRE.

B15-102: The comment requests that the General Plan note the potential extinction of species due
to climate change. The first paragraph of draft General Plan page 9-9 has been modified
accordingly as shown in final EIR Chapter 4.

B15-103: The comment requests further analysis on drought, fire and sea level rise. Please see
draft EIR Chapter 3.12 for a discussion of future water supply, which considers the effect
of multi-year droughts on water supply. Draft EIR Chapter 3.6 addresses impacts related
to wildfires. Draft General Plan polices 6-P.1 to 6-P.8 address flooding and coastal
hazards, including sea level rise. Please also see responses to comments B15-77 — B15-80
above regarding flooding, coastal hazards and sea level rise.

B15-104: Please see responses to comments B15-99 and B15-101 above for a discussion of wildfire
impacts, and the basis for the wildfire hazard area. Regarding the concerns about city
staffing to provide fire safety education, the Carlsbad Fire Department has a Fire
Prevention Specialist on staff who, together with the Deputy Fire Marshal, oversees the
city’s vegetation management and hazard reduction programs, including public
education activities.

B15-105: The comment suggests additional policies to incentivize use of programs such as LEED
and Build it Green, as well as additional policies regarding waste reduction and recycling.
Sustainability Element policies 9-P.8 through 9-P.11 are intended to promote green
building methods without limit as to specific programs or organizations. Please see
Sections 4.3 and 4.5, and Table 4-2 of the CAP for a discussion of proposed Residential
and Commercial Energy Conservation Ordinances. The measures comprising these
ordinances are described at length on pages 4-1 to 4-22.

Please see Impact 3.12-6 of the draft EIR for an explanation of solid waste disposal needs.
The draft General Plan supports the waste diversion goals set by AB 939 and CalRecycle.
The comment will be included in the final EIR for consideration by the Planning
Commission and City Council of the comment’s recommendations regarding additional
policies.

B15-106: The comment identifies a correction needed in the description of Policy 9-P.11. This
policy has been corrected. The comment’s recommendation to update the Landscape
Manual (which was updated in 2012) will be included in the information presented to the
Planning Commission and City Council concerning the draft General Plan.

B15-107: The comment states that the draft General Plan policy regarding food growing should
be more flexible and allow for use of areas other than back yards. The policy will be
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revised to accept the comment’s recommendation and to state food growing may occur in
“residential yards.” Please see response to comment B13-8 for a discussion of revisions to
Policy 9-P.16.

B15-108: The comment requests to confirm whether certain policies referenced in the comment,
which are part of the existing General Plan, have been eliminated, and if they have been,
what the impact of doing so may be.

The referenced existing policies C.5, C.7 and C.8 are incorporated verbatim into draft
General Plan policy 4-P.33.

Regarding referenced existing policy C.9, the policy is to “enhance availability of special
resource areas and open space areas and promote awareness of the educational
opportunities associated with them.” The purpose of this policy is addressed through: 1)
draft General Plan policy 4-P.31, which is to “where appropriate, designate as open
space those areas that preserve historic, cultural, archeological, paleontological, and
educational resources” (i.e. “enhance availability of special resource areas and open
space”); and 2) draft General Plan policy 4-P.33, which is to “promote expansion of
recreational and educational opportunities in areas of significant ecological value...”
(i.e. “promote awareness of educational opportunities associated with [special resource
areas]”).

Regarding referenced existing policy C.11, the policy is to “work...with the Historic
Preservation Commission and Cultural Arts Commission to...sustain and promote
awareness of historically and/or culturally significant facilities and programs. The
primary objective of this policy is to promote awareness of historically and culturally
significant resources, which is addressed through draft General Plan policy 4-P.33,
which is to “promote expansion of recreational and educational opportunities in areas
of significant ecological value...” (i.e. “promote awareness of historically and culturally
significant facilities and programs”).

Please see Chapters 3.7 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft
General Plan on historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources. No significant
impacts were found under these resource topics.

B15-109: This comment refers to the project’s consistency with SANDAG’s Sustainable
Community Strategy (SCS) and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
mitigation measures listed in Table ES-2 of the RTP’s final EIR. Senate Bill 375 calls for
metropolitan planning organizations such as SANDAG to prepare an SCS to show how
integrated land use and transportation planning can lead to lower GHG emissions from
autos and light trucks. This authorizing legislation however, does not require that cities’
and counties’ general plans be consistent with an SCS (Government Code Section
65080(b)(2)(J)).  The city is not required, therefore, to incorporate into the draft
General Plan mitigation measures from the RTP and associated SCS. Nevertheless, the
goals and policies of the draft General Plan are intended to integrate land use and
transportation to achieve efficiencies and reduce GHG emissions, and thus would be
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B15-110:

B15-111:

B15-112:

consistent with the planning efforts being pursued by SANDAG at the regional level. It
should be noted that the 2050 RTP EIR was challenged in court, found inadequate by
the Superior Court, and subsequently by the Fourth District Court of Appeal. The
comment and those that follow below (B15-110 through B15-119) will be included in
the final EIR for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council of the
comments’ recommendations regarding additional policies.

The comment reproduces aesthetics mitigation measures from the SANDAG RTP.
Please see Chapter 3.1 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft
General Plan on aesthetics. No additional mitigation is required. Please see also
response to comment B15-109 above.

The comment reproduces agricultural and forest resources mitigation measures from
the SANDAG RTP. Please see Chapter 3.13 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the
impacts of the draft General Plan on agricultural resources. No additional mitigation is
required. Please see also response to comment B15-109 above.

The comment reproduces air quality mitigation measures from the SANDAG RTP to
address climate change and localized project specific CO and particulates. Please see
Chapter 3.2 of the Recirculated DEIR for a revised analysis of the impacts of the draft
General Plan on air quality including revisions to the mitigation measures for Air
Quality Impact 3.2-2 and revised analysis of health impacts associated with air
pollution. Please also see response to comment B15-109 above. Please see draft EIR
Chapter 3.4 which provides an analysis of the draft General Plan on energy resources,
greenhouse gases, and climate change. Please also see the draft Climate Action Plan
(CAP). The CAP has been revised to include a non-exclusive list of mitigation measures
(Appendix E) that can be required during project level review to reduce GHG impacts,
which includes many of the measures from the Attorney General’s list of project specific
mitigation measures. Application of transportation-related GHG mitigation measures
will reduce air quality-related impacts.

B15-113: The comment reproduces biological resources mitigation measures from the SANDAG

B15-114:
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RTP. Please see Chapter 3.3 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft
General Plan on biological resources. The measures recommended in the comment are
included in the draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts on biological resources. As well,
the city’s adopted HMP (referenced in the draft EIR) contains detailed requirements for
avoiding, minimizing and mitigating adverse impacts to biological resources, including
those recommended in the comment (see HMP Sections D and F, in particular). Please
see also response to comment B15-109 above.

The comment reproduces GHG-related mitigation measures from the SANDAG RTP.
Please see Chapter 3.4 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft General
Plan on GHG emissions. In addition, as the comment recommends, the city proposes
adoption of the CAP and the Recirculated DEIR include revised mitigation measures for
Impact 3.2-2 that require compliance with SDAPCD regulations that include the use of
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Best Available Control Technology. Please also see response to comment B15-109
above.

B15-115: The comment reproduces hazards and hazardous materials mitigation measures from
the SANDAG RTP. Please see Chapter 3.6 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts
of the draft General Plan on hazards and hazardous materials, which considers the risk
of wildfires as recommended in the comment. Please see also response to comment
B15-109 above and responses to comments B15-77 - B15-79 regarding adaptation to
climate change.

B15-116: The comment reproduces hydrology and water quality mitigation measures from the
SANDAG RTP. Please see Chapter 3.8 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of
the draft General Plan on hydrology and water quality. As stated in the draft EIR, “[T]he
city’s SUSMP requires every construction activity within Carlsbad that has the potential
to negatively affect water quality to prepare a construction SWPPP (p. 3.8-22).” Please
see also response to comment B15-109 above.

B15-117: The comment reproduces noise mitigation measures from the SANDAG RTP. Please
see Chapter 3.10 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft General Plan
on noise. The draft EIR discusses in Impact 3.10-1, “[T]he proposed Noise Element’s
Land Use and Noise Compatibility policies encourage the development of compatible
land uses and requires the use of project design techniques such as increasing setback,
use of non-sensitive buildings (e.g., garages to shield noise-sensitive outdoor spaces
from noise, etc.). The city would require each future project to comply with the draft
General Plan noise compatibility policies to reduce traffic and other noise levels.
Compliance with the city’s draft General Plan goals and policies would reduce
permanent noise impacts to less-than-significant levels (p. 3.10-24).” Please see also
response to comment B15-109 above.

B15-118: The comment refers to public services, utilities, and energy mitigation measures from
the SANDAG RTP. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the
impacts of the draft General Plan on public services, Chapter 3.12 for impacts on public
utilities and solid water disposal, and Chapter 3.4 for impacts on energy use. These
sections of the draft EIR identify draft General Plan goals and policies that reduce the
impacts to public services, utilities, and energy to less-than-significant levels. Please see
also response to comment B15-109 above.

B15-119: The comment reproduces water supply mitigation measures from the SANDAG RTP.
Please see Chapter 3.12 of the draft EIR for an analysis of the impacts of the draft
General Plan on water supply. The measures recommended in the comment are
included in the draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts on water supply. Please see also
response to comment B15-109 above.

B15-120: This comment expresses general dissatisfaction with the analysis of alternatives in the

draft EIR. Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR provides a reduced density alternative
that reduces impacts to air quality and transportation. As described at the start of
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Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR, the range of alternatives “shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts.” The discussion of
alternatives need not be exhaustive, and alternatives should be subject to a construction
of reasonableness. CEQA Guidelines permit analysis of alternatives at a less detailed
level for general plans and other program EIRs than that which is required for project
EIRs.

B15-121: This comment states the EIR has not evaluated whether the project actually achieves the

B15-122:

core values of the General Plan vision, the EIR favors the proposed project and fails to
identify key differences among the alternatives. CEQA does not require an EIR to
evaluate the effectiveness of a proposed project in achieving the project objectives. The
draft General Plan has been designed to achieve the core values of the Carlsbad
Community Vision. Please see key strategies on page 1-31 of the draft General Plan,
which guide the goals and policies throughout the draft General Plan. The EIR does not
favor the proposed General Plan and no further response is possible because the
comment does not specify how or in what way the EIR allegedly does so. Chapter 4 of
the Recirculated DEIR highlights key differences of the alternatives, in the description of
alternatives, and in the comparative impact assessment on pages 4-19 to 4-34 of the
Recirculated DEIR.

The comment states that there is no alternative whose objective is to reduce the
significant impacts to air quality and transportation. In response to this concern, the
City revised and recirculated Chapter 4, Alternatives, to include a Reduced Density
Alternative that proposes to reduce the significant traffic and air quality impacts of the
proposed General Plan by reducing future development by 40 percent.

B15-123: The comment states that the alternatives evaluated in the draft EIR all have very similar

amounts of allowable development. Please see Chapter 4 of the Recirculated DEIR,
which provides a Reduced Density Alternative that proposes to reduce impacts to air
quality and transportation by reducing the amount of future development by 40
percent.

B15-124: The comment requests that area source emissions be included in the air quality analysis
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of the alternatives in Section 4 of the draft EIR. According to CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, the discussion of alternatives in the EIR need not be exhaustive, and the impact
of alternatives may be discussed in less detail than the significant effects of the proposed
project. In addition, CEQA Guidelines permit analysis of alternatives at a less detailed
level for general plans and other program EIRs than that which is required for project
EIRs.

The draft EIR and Recirculated DEIR utilize the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric as
a proxy to evaluate the relative differences in air quality impacts among the alternatives
evaluated, including the Reduced Density Alternative. Based on VMT, page 4-20 of the
Recirculated DEIR states that, while the Reduced Density Alternative would have the
least severe impacts on air quality, such impacts would still remain significant and



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

unavoidable. Given that area source emissions are largely a function of land use
intensity in similar fashion to mobile emissions, their inclusion in the analysis would
not alter the conclusions of the alternatives’ air quality impacts relative to one another
and the proposed General Plan. Therefore, the information provided in the Draft EIR
and Recirculated DEIR provides sufficient information to the public and the city’s
decision-makers to evaluate the relative impacts each alternative would have on air
quality.

B15-125: The comment states the author’s opinion that the draft EIR is inadequate and requests
preparation of an amended EIR. Since this comment does not raise any additional
environmental issue, no further response is required.

B15-126: The comment contains a list of attachments and documents that are “incorporated by
reference”.

B15-127: The attachment contains a “summary of negative ecological effects of roads and traffic
and other linear developments” from a publication identified as “Spellerberg, I.F. 1998.
Ecological effects of roads and traffic: a literature review. Global Ecology and Biography
Letters. &:317-333.” Since the attachment does not contain any comment regarding the
draft General Plan or draft EIR, no further response is possible.

B15-128: The attachment reproduces Attachment 7 from the September 11, 2012 City Council
meeting titled “Excess Dwelling Unit Bank Availability and Demand.” Since the
attachment does not contain any comment regarding the draft General Plan or draft
EIR, no further response is possible.

B15-129: The attachment lists acreages of community parks and special use areas and provides a
“summary-future shortage of park acres/quadrant,” presumably prepared by the author
of the comment letter. Since the attachment does not contain any comment regarding
the draft General Plan or draft EIR, no further response is possible.

B15-130: The attachment reproduces Figure 3.11-1 of the draft EIR with areas highlighted as
“double counted” Presumably by the author of the comment letter. Please see master
response MR1-8, which explains that open space is not “double counted” in the city’s
existing open space inventory. Since the attachment does not contain any comment
regarding the draft General Plan or draft EIR, no further response is possible.

B15-131: The attachment shows a “Green Access-Carlsbad” map showing parkland, population
and median household income information, “based on the original map and analyses by
The City Project and GreenInfo Network, August 2013.” Please see master response
MR1-5, which describes compliance with parks performance standards. Since the
attachment does not contain any comment regarding the draft General Plan or draft
EIR, no further response is possible.

B15-132: The attachment shows a “Park Access and Demographic-Carlsbad” map, showing park

access, population of block groups compared to the San Diego County average for
certain demographic characteristics,“ based on the original map and analyses by The
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City Project and Greenlnfo Network, August 2013.” Since the attachment does not
contain any comment regarding the draft General Plan or draft EIR, no further
response is possible.

B15-133: The comment reproduces a “Carlsbad Avenues” publication entitled “Let’s talk about

Open Space.” . Please see master responses MR1-2 for a discussion of the 40% open
space “requirement” and MR1-4 regarding the Growth Management Program (GMP)
15 percent open space performance standard.  Since the attachment does not contain
any comment regarding the draft General Plan or draft EIR, no further response is
possible.

B16: Preserve Calavera

Bl6-1:

Bl6-2:

B16-3:

Bl6-4:

B16-5:
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The comment provides background on Preserve Calavera. No response is required.

The comment provides an introduction to the specific comments addressed in responses
to comments B16-4 to B16-38 below.

The comment states other actions could be included in the Climate Action Plan (CAP) to
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; please see responses to comments B16-39 to
B16-50.

The comment states that the CAP does not meet the reductions required by S-3-05 and
AB 32, because the CAP does not demonstrate how it will achieve these reductions.
Chapter 3 of the CAP describes the GHG reduction targets provided by state law,
provides a baseline forecast of community GHG emissions, and models forecasts of
future community and local government GHG emissions through 2035. The chapter also
quantifies GHG reductions from (1) state and federal actions and (2) the draft General
Plan policies and actions, and applies these reductions to the community forecast.

Chapter 4 of the CAP describes additional GHG reduction measures to close the
emissions “gap” between emissions targets and forecast emissions for 2035, including
three proposed ordinances to meet the GHG reduction measure goals. The CAP provides
a statement of GHG reduction targets, reduction measures, and an implementation
framework. Responses to comments B16-7 to B16-38 address specific issues related to
methodology and assumptions of GHG reductions raised in the comment letter.

The comment states that assumed reductions in State and federal emissions might not be
achieved, and highlights 3 issues: frequency of car replacement, lack of Carlsbad-specific
data, and the effect of rising gasoline prices on VMT reduction, which are addressed
below.

Overall, Carlsbad-specific information was used for every aspect of the CAP, including
population projections, draft General Plan land use, VMT generation, and the application
of GHG reduction measures. With respect to the effects of Pavley I Fuel Economy (which
addresses the frequency of car replacement), the emissions forecasting model (Statewide
Energy Efficiency Collaborative, or SEEC) takes into account the effect of Pavley I
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regulations on the average fuel economy. The SEEC model is based on the International
Council for Environmental Initiatives’ (ICLEI’s) Clean Air and Climate Protection
(CACP) Model, and represents the best available resource for estimating the impact of the
Pavley I fuel economy standards on a citywide scale.

The Energy Policy Initiatives Center (EPIC) model was used in order to estimate the
effect of rising gasoline prices on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction. The EPIC
model was designed as a community-scale GHG emissions reduction model for the San
Diego region. Carlsbad is one of the 19 jurisdictions that can be selected in the model.
Similarly, the EPIC model represents the best available resource for estimating the effect
of a reduction in VMT from rising gasoline prices.

B16-6: The comment states the author’s opinion that there are errors in GHG reduction
measures. Please see responses to comments B16-7 to B16-10 below, which address
perceived errors.

B16-7: The comment states that the square footage and hotel rooms should be used as the basis
for growth in demand for the commercial and industrial sectors. As stated on page 3-5 of
the CAP, job growth is used as the basis for estimating growth in demand in commercial,
office, hotel and other, including construction and transportation related employment.
The comment suggests using commercial square footage and hotel rooms to estimate
growth as an alternate methodology. The SEEC model estimates commercial demand
based on an aggregate percentage change in demand. The alternate methodology
proposed in the comment was not used. In the case of Carlsbad, using employment as an
index produces a more conservative (i.e. larger) estimate of growth, as the rate of growth
in commercial and industrial square footage from existing (18,750,700 square feet) to
buildout (25,483,300) represents a 35.9 percent growth, while using the growth in jobs
results in a 37 percent growth (see Table 2.4-2 of the draft EIR on page 2-8). Industrial job
growth was used to estimate growth for consistency among the sectors.

The results shown in Table 3-4 are the emissions from the SEEC community forecast for
each sector, using the assumptions stated on page 3-5. The forecast includes the effect of
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) and Pavley I Fuel Economy Standards, as well as the
effect of the draft General Plan land use and circulation system on transportation
emissions.

B16-8: The comment states that there is an unrealistic time frame to achieve the results. Chapter
4 of the draft CAP lists GHG reduction measures, with a mixture of time frames to reach
reductions by 2035. The actions are categorized as short-term (one to two years), mid-
term (two to five years), or long-term (longer than five years), based on when they will be
implemented following adoption of the CAP. The mixture of short-term, mid-term, and
long-term actions presented for each measure are intended to meet the goals in a realistic
timeframe and provide an effective combination to reach the targets set forth. Most of the
actions are identified as short or medium-term; in fact a number of actions have been
revised to short-term (see A-3, B-1, D-3, F-3,]-2, K-1, L-7, and N-1).
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B16-9:

B16-10:

The measures proposed in the CAP are sufficient to reach the GHG reduction targets set
forth by State law. Please see response to comment B16-39 below for more detail on
additional measures proposed.

The comment requests more information on airport emissions. VMT utilized for the
CAP GHG modeling accounts for trip generation due to airport land use designations. As
described on page 2-3 of the CAP, the McClellan-Palomar airport is county-owned and
operated, and is therefore outside the city’s organizational boundary as defined by
ICLEI’'s Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP). This is an important
consideration in determining what emissions to report in a community’s greenhouse gas
inventory. Appendix A of the 2005 City of Carlsbad Greenhouse Gas Inventory explains
that whether an emissions source is to be reported depends on operational control: “A
local government has operational control over an operation if it has full authority to
introduce and implement its operating policies at the operation (p. 11).” Appendix F of
the 2005 Inventory further explains which emissions are included and which ones are
excluded and why: “Local governments will often choose to exclude emissions sources
that meet the following criteria: ...Emissions largely located outside the jurisdiction’s
boundaries. These types of emissions could include such sources as aviation departing
from local airports or regional transit emissions. (p. XXVII).” Appendix F further
explains that aviation emissions were excluded “because they occurred in a largely
regional context (p.XXVIII).”

The comment states that the CAP uses Caltrans HPMS to determine VMT. This is
incorrect; HPMS was used to prepare the prior 2005 inventory, as is stated in Appendix B
of the CAP. For the 2011 inventory update and for all VMT projections in the CAP and
draft EIR, SANDAG Series 12 VMT data was used.

The comment states “this CAP does not have transportation as the largest source [of
GHG emissions] because of manipulation of data...” This is incorrect; Figure 2-1 of the
CAP clearly shows transportation emissions, at 39 percent of total 2011 community GHG
emissions, are the single highest emissions sector.

The comment states that the city’s rationale for excluding pass-through trips is
understood, which is appreciated. The comment expresses concern that pass-through
trips will not be counted. The city’s methodology to exclude pass-through trips is
consistent with ICLEDI’s recommended protocol for measuring transportation-related
emissions within jurisdictional boundaries. ICLEI recognizes that local governments
cannot influence all passenger vehicle GHG emissions within their boundaries, and
therefore recommends the origin-destination method (using a demand-based model)*.
Additionally, the VMT calculation method used in the city GHG inventory update is

*ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability, “US Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 1.17, July 2013, Appendix D: Transportation and Other Mobile Emission
Activities and Sources, p. 8.
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consistent with SANDAG’s guidelines®. As clarified above, the city used SANDAG’s
demand-based Series 12 transportation model to calculate VMT.

Caltrans’s 2013 report “Caltrans Activities to Address Climate Change: Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Adapting to Impacts,” contains steps Caltrans is taking to
reduce GHG emissions on its facilities; which include pass-through traffic on the I-5
freeway. Table 3 on page 17 contains a description of Caltrans Plans, Processes, and
Guidance Documents Related to GHG Reduction. The Goods Movement Action Plan
(GMAP), for example, identifies funding for projects that reduce congestion and air
pollutants along major freight corridors.

B16-11: The comment states the CAP is not in compliance with SANDAG’s ”Climate Change and
Adaptation White Paper” which, according to SANDAG, is intended to inform the
development of their Regional Plan and is an informational, not a regulatory document
with which the city is expected to comply. Nevertheless, many of the actions suggested in
the comment (and re-stated below) actually are addressed either in the CAP, the draft
General Plan, or through some other action by the city:

*  Establish car-share and bike-share programs. See CAP Measure K-1(p. 4-15): Promote
Transportation Demand Management Strategies. This action specifically identifies
car-sharing as a TDM strategy to be evaluated in the citywide TDM plan. Action K-1
has been modified to also include bike-sharing, and K-2 has been modified to include
car-sharing and bike-sharing as potential trip-reduction measures. These actions
support Mobility Element Policy 3-P.13, which states, in part: “Consider innovative
design and program solutions...including, but not limited to... car and bike-share
programs....” Additionally, the city has initiated work on a coastal corridor multi-
modal infrastructure plan as part of the FY 2014-2015 Capital Improvement
Program, that will, among other things, identify viable alternatives to private, single-
occupant vehicle use such as though car-sharing, bike-sharing, and local shuttles.

*  Convert city fleet to alternative fuels. See CAP Measure L-7 (p.4-17): “Update the
city’s Fleet Management Program to include a low and zero-emissions vehicle
replacement/purchasing policy. Increase the proportion of fleet low and zero-
emissions vehicle miles traveled to 25 percent of all city-related VMT by 2035. (Mid-
term)”

*  Preserve urban forest and tree planting. There is no specific measure in the CAP for
tree-planting; however, the city has an active tree-trimming and replacement
program. The city inspects/prunes between 1,900-2,200 trees annually, and replaces
street trees in accordance with Carlsbad Municipal Code Chapter 11.12 and the
Community Forest Management Plan (CFMP). The purpose and intent of city
ordinance and the CFMP are “to establish policies, regulations and specifications

> SANDAG, “Technical White Paper Vehicle Miles Traveled Calculations Using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand
Model, May 20137, p. 1-2.
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necessary to govern installation, maintenance and preservation of trees to beautify
the city, purify the air, to provide shade and wind protection, and to preserve trees
with historic or unusual value (CMC 11.12.010).” According to Parks and Recreation
Department staff, the city loses approximately two dozen trees per year due to age,
disease and other causes, and plants a similar number of new trees each year in order
to maintain the city’s overall inventory. In addition to existing city ordinances and
policies related to city-owned trees, the CAP has been revised to include a non-
exclusive list of mitigation measures (Appendix E) that can be required during
project- level review to reduce GHG impacts. Included are measures to plant trees to
shade buildings to reduce energy requirements for heating/cooling and to preserve or
replace onsite trees as a means of providing carbon storage.

Support modernization of the power grid. The CAP does not include a measure to
“support” modernization of the power grid. Electrical grid improvements are largely
the responsibility of public and/or investor-owned utility companies and power
providers; thus the City of Carlsbad would have little direct impact on the timing and
scope of such improvements. Further, the comment to “support” modernization is
vague as to what commenter has in mind and therefore difficult to operationalize it
into a discrete, measurable, and enforceable measure. Nevertheless, the city supports
the amended Carlsbad Energy Center Project (CECP) as a “peaker” plant, which will
modernize the existing aging Encina Power Station and provide numerous other
benefits, including reduced greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the existing
energy plant and the currently permitted CECP.

Promote use of low flow and efficient appliances. The CAP does not have a specific
measure to promote low-flow and water-efficient appliances because the Carlsbad
Municipal Water District already promotes a variety of water conservation programs
on the city’s website
(http://www.carlsbadca.gov/services/depts/pw/utils/water/conservation.asp), which
include free water-use audits, guide to water smart landscape, and rebates on
products like high-efficiency clothes washers and toilets, weather-based irrigation
controllers, rotating sprinkler nozzles, rain barrels, soils moisture sensor systems, and
turf removal. In addition to existing city ordinances and policies related to water
conservation, the CAP has been revised to include a non-exclusive list of mitigation
measures (Appendix E) that can be required during project level review to reduce
GHG impacts. Included are measures to reduce water use through such actions as
incorporating water-efficient features and appliances in new development, creating
water-efficient landscapes, using reclaimed water and gray water in landscapes,
implementing low-impact development practices to maintain the existing hydrologic
character of a site, and devising site-specific comprehensive water conservation
strategies.

Adopt a water rate structure that supports conservation. The CAP does not have a
specific measure regarding water rates because the Carlsbad Municipal Water District
already uses a tiered water rate structure for residential customers, whereby per unit
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water rates progressively increase with increased water consumption. The lowest
water users enjoy lower water rates than higher users.

Promote water conserving landscaping and turf conversion. See fifth bullet point
above regarding the Carlsbad Municipal Water District’s programs for water-smart
landscapes and turf removal rebates. Also, the city enforces the water-efficient
landscape ordinance (CMC 18.50) on new development and rehabilitated landscapes.

Require waste hauler to reduce their GHG. The CAP does not have a specific measure
to reduce waste hauler emissions because, as part of its contractual obligation with
the city, Waste Management (the city’s waste hauler) began converting their trash
truck fleet to compressed natural gas in 2012. Conversion of their Carlsbad fleet is
now complete and according to the contractor, the emissions reduced are equivalent
to removing 2,000 vehicles off the road daily.

Improve traffic flow and reduce idling. The CAP includes traffic system management
improvements (Section 3.6, p. 3-23). Recently, the city implemented a traffic
management center to serve as a single access point to monitor and update signal
timings to improve the efficiency of the circulation system. Mobility Element Policy
3-P.13 encourages innovative design and program solutions to improve mobility
including better traffic signal management, real-time congestion information
systems, intelligent transportation systems including semi- or fully- autonomous
vehicles, trams, and shuttles.

Revise zoning to support smart growth. Following adoption of the draft General Plan,
the city will update the zoning code to implement the new General Plan and support
the community vision. Also, the city has already initiated a thorough update to the
Village Master Plan, including new use and development policies and standards for
the Barrio. One of the major objectives of the pending master plan update is to
facilitate smart growth. The Village and Barrio area is designated a Smart Growth
area by SANDAG.

Develop incentives to reduce parking in mixed use, TOD, smart growth and affordable
housing projects. The CAP addresses innovative parking solutions (see p. 3-20
regarding draft General Plan policies, and Measure K (TDM), which includes revised
parking ordinance and potential parking pricing programs). The draft General Plan
contains numerous policies supporting creative parking solutions that include “right-
sizing” of parking and parking management (see policies 2-P.71, 2-P.77, 3-P.24, 3-
P.34, through 3-P.37). Please also see response to preceding bullet point regarding the
Village and Barrio master plan update. Existing city ordinances already allow for
flexible parking ratios in the Village, and for reduced parking for affordable housing
projects.

Establish requirements for energy efficiency of public facilities. See CAP Measure F-1:

“Undertake a program of energy efficiency retrofits for city-owned buildings, with the
goal of 40 percent reduction in energy use, beginning with retro-fits that would result
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B16-12:

in the most substantial energy savings.” This is a near-term measure that would begin
implementation within 1-2 years of adoption of the CAP. Currently, the city has been
working with SANDAG and the California Center for Sustainable Energy in the
preparation of an Energy Roadmap. The Energy Roadmap evaluates city facility and
fleet energy consumption and identifies possible conservation measures.

Additionally, the draft General Plan includes numerous policies which require the city to
coordinate with SANDAG on regional programs; please see Appendix D of the CAP,
specifically Policies 3-P.15, 3-P.30, and 3-P.32, for example.

Please see response to comment B16-39 for an explanation of GHG reduction measures
included in the CAP. The responses above demonstrate the city addresses the measures
suggested in the comment through draft General Plan policies, pending plans, or current
operations. Therefore, the CAP does not conflict with the RTP/SCS. Further, Chapter 5 of
the draft CAP was revised to clarify that the city will adjust the CAP in the future by
adding, modifying, and/or replacing measures as necessary. Additional items listed from
the “white paper” may be considered as appropriate during future CAP reviews and
updates.

Please see Impact 3.13-1 of the draft EIR for a discussion of the draft General Plan
potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness of the circulation system (draft EIR, pp. 3.13-26 through 3.13-33).

The comment questions the conclusions of overall emissions reductions in the CAP,
stating that there is a 14 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 5 years from the draft
General Plan land use and circulation system, which according to the comment, seems
unrealistic. Both the time period (5 years) and the percent reduction (14 percent) stated
in the comment are accounted for incorrectly.

The comment does not account for time correctly. Between the inventory of 2011
emissions and the year 2020, there are 9 years, not 5 years.

Table 3-4 of the CAP shows the community forecast emissions by sector, using the SEEC
model, using the methodology described on page 3-4 of the CAP. The major factor
causing the reductions include the effects of the renewables portfolio standard (RPS) and
the Pavley I standards. The comment appears to not take into account reductions from
the RPS in the accounting in addition to the Pavley I standards. As shown on page 3-12,
RPS reductions are 48,962 MTCO,e°. Accounting for both Pavley I and RPS results in a
combined reduction of 89,316 MTCO:e. This results in a 7.2 percent reduction over 9
years, using the draft General Plan land use and circulation system, or a less than one
percent reduction per year. This difference is primarily accounted for by VMT
projections using the draft General Plan land use. The 2011 “SEEC Greenhouse Gas
Forecasting Assistant Documentation and Background Information” provides further

® Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent: a measure of greenhouse gas emissions.
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information on the assumptions used for these reductions, which include increased
energy use efficiency.

B16-13: The RPS reductions apply to all sectors that use electricity, including residential,
commercial, and industrial, not solely commercial and industrial. Since RPS reductions
span multiple sectors, the effect of the GHG reduction measures are calculated on the
total citywide emissions, not on a sector-by-sector basis. The basis for the estimation of
the effect of RPS reductions is shown on CAP page 3-12. As described on page 3-7 of the
CAP, Table 3-4 shows emissions that already account for the RPS, since this is accounted
for in the SEEC community forecast.

B16-14: The comment requests clarification on Title 24 building standards, and how they are
accounted for in the CAP. Title 24 standards are the basic California Building Code. Tier
1 and 2 are voluntary measures to increase energy efficiency. The effects of Tier 1 and 2
are not incorporated into the CAP. Table 3-10 accounts for the GHG reductions from the
mandatory Title 24 building efficiency improvements, which are required by law in new
construction. Neither Tier 1 nor 2 are accounted for in Table 3-10. The CAP contains a
number of additional measures regarding building energy efficiency, such as Measures A
through G, which all relate to reducing or offsetting building energy use.

B16-15: The comment requests clarification on methane emissions from the closed Palomar
Airport landfill, which were measured in the 2005 inventory as 2,598 MTCO.e, and
assumed to stay the same in the 2011 inventory. City staff contacted county public works
staff to obtain updated information about GHG emissions from the closed landfill. The
county uses a third party to track GHG levels of all county landfills, and county staff
noted that the calculation methodology was changed in 2010. County staff report that
since 2010, GHG emissions are declining, although the numbers they report are higher
than what was assumed in the city’s 2011 GHG inventory update. For 2011, the county
reported 6,703 MTCO2e from the closed landfill, whereas the city’s 2011 inventory
update assumed 2,598 MTCO2e (presumably the discrepancy between the numbers is
due to a change in calculation methodology). County staff also report that methane
emissions are collected and burned off by flare at the site. The San Diego APCD has
inventoried landfill gases in 2009 and 2013.

A footnote has been added to the solid waste discussion of the CAP on page 2-5 to
document the recent communication with county staff. However, no adjustments were
made to the various tables, charts and emissions projections, as the difference between the
2005 estimate and the 2011 is so small (.6 percent of 2011 emissions) it does not
materially affect the GHG forecast, conclusions or recommended reduction measures.

B16-16: Appendix B part 2 of the CAP is the inventory of emissions from the city’s municipal
operations. Included in the inventory are emissions attributable to the city’s buildings and
facilities, vehicle fleet, public lighting, and water and wastewater transport. Emissions
attributable to city employee commute to/from work are not included in the local
government operations emissions inventory. Because employee commute emissions are
an indirect (Scope 3) source of government operations emissions, ICLEI’s inventory
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protocol considers their inclusion in the local government inventory to be optional.
However, city employee commute emissions are reported in the community-wide
inventory as their related VMT is captured in the overall citywide VMT totals. Measure K
of the CAP lists adoption of the TDM plan, which would apply the same employee
commute alternatives goals to government operations as it would to employers
throughout the city.

The employee commute survey is in Appendix D of the 2005 City of Carlsbad
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, and can be accessed at:

http://www.sdfoundation.org/Portals/0/Newsroom/PDF/Reports/Carlsbadsm.pdf

The comment states that the CAP should include timeframes for construction of bike
lanes in order assure reduction of GHG emissions. CAP Section 3.6 has been modified to
clarify that the city will install approximately .6 miles of new bikeway facilities per year
through 2035.

The comment states that no baseline mode split data is provided in the CAP. See Measure
K on pages 4-15 to 4-16, which uses 2012 American Community Survey data, and
provides baseline mode split data for commuting to work. The baseline non-single
occupancy vehicle use is 10,773 workers out of 49,436 total, for a total of 22 percent non-
single occupancy vehicle use—this is the baseline mode split data.

The comment states that there is no basis for stating a 1 percent reduction in VMT from
pedestrian improvements. The CAP lists planned pedestrian improvements and increased
connectivity on pages 3-18 and 3-19. The Center for Clean Air Policy’s “Transportation
Emission Guidebook” provided the levels of VMT reduction from pedestrian
improvements. The guidebook states the changes in mode split are based on case study
evidence of the impact of pedestrian oriented design on mode choice. Section 1.3 of the
guidebook states that “pedestrian friendly development effects reductions by impacting
mode split. Mode split shifts away from automobile use as transportation choices, such as
walking and biking, become more viable. The changes in mode split are based on case
study evidence base on the impact of pedestrian-oriented design on mode choice.” The
range given in the guidebook states a site-level VMT reduction of 1 to 10 percent. One
percent was conservatively assumed to be the level of VMT reduction on a citywide scale.

The comment requests more information about transit mode share; both existing and
future. Please see Measure K on pages 4-15 to 4-16, which states that current non-single
occupancy use is 22 percent (see response to comment B16-18 above) and that the goal is
a 32 percent non-single occupancy vehicle use. Measure K’s goal is to achieve a 10
percent increase from the current 22 percent of non-automotive (which includes working
at home, carpooling, transit, walking and biking; not solely public) transportation as
stated in the comment. The 2.6 percent stated in the comment may refer to transit trips,
but the data used for Measure K comes from the 2012 American Community Survey and
includes all non-automotive trips as stated above, based on Carlsbad specific information.
In addition, Measure K does not include a specific increase in transit use; Measure K
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targets non-automotive use. Regarding the CAP discussion of Transportation
Improvements, estimated GHG reductions for 2020 and 2035 are quantified and
explained on pp. 3-22 and 3-23. This section discusses planned regional transportation
improvements relevant to Carlsbad, as well as planned local transportation system
improvements.

The CAP has been revised to acknowledge that the city has initiated work on a coastal
corridor multi-modal infrastructure plan as part of the FY 2014-2015 Capital
Improvement Program, that will, among other things, identify viable alternatives to
private, single-occupant vehicle use such as though car-sharing, bike-sharing, and local
shuttles (See response to comment B16-11 above). This plan will also focus on the
challenge of “first mile-last mile” transportation gaps, and identify potential funding
partnerships with other entities including NCTD. This effort will help integrate draft
General Plan Mobility Element policies with CAP GHG reduction activities, by laying out
a path to implementing alternative transportation solutions.

Finally, the CAP has been revised to include a non-exclusive list of mitigation measures
(Appendix E) that can be required during project level review to reduce transportation-
related GHG impacts, including funding transportation improvements, providing shuttle
service, providing public transit incentives such as transit passes, and incorporating
public transit into project design.

B16-20: The comment states that there is no basis for the reductions in VMT stated under traffic
calming (page 3-19 to 3-20), and incorrectly states that the reduction in VMT is 25
percent. In fact, the stated reduction in VMT in the CAP is 0.25 percent, as indicated on
page 3-19 of the CAP. The basis for this reduction is found in CAPCOA’s “Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,” on page 190. The traffic calming is not
duplicative, as VMT totals did not take reductions from traffic calming measures into
account; this is why they were separately accounted for in the CAP. As described on page
3-5 of the CAP, VMT numbers are from SANDAG data, which includes the effect of the
draft General Plan land use patterns, but does not include the effect of GHG reduction
measures, which are quantified in Chapter 4 of the draft CAP.

B16-21: The comment states that that there are no facts that support the GHG reductions for
parking facilities and policies. Pages 3-20 to 3-22 of the CAP provide a detailed
description of the policy and actions taken, and describe how CAPCOA’s “Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures” was used to estimate total VMT reductions. The
CAP contains short (1-2 years following CAP adoption), medium (2-5 years following
CAP adoption), and long-term (longer than five years to fully implement) actions to
reduce GHG emissions as identified in Chapter 4 of the draft CAP. In addition, as shown
in Figure 3-5 on page 3-15 of the CAP, with implementation of the draft General Plan,
and state and federal actions, the city is anticipated to reach the 2020 targets without
implementation of GHG reduction measures stated in the CAP. However, the GHG
measures are assumed to be implemented following the timeframe stated for each
measure in Chapter 4 of the draft CAP.
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The EPIC mitigation calculator was used to estimate residential PV generation described
in CAP Measure A. According to the EPIC model, there was 1.9 MW of installed
residential PV in Carlsbad in 2010, which equates to approximately 560 homes (see CAP
footnotes 27 & 28 for conversion formula).

The comment questions the appropriateness of using the statewide household size in
determining household electricity usage. The CAP utilized the average California
household size (2.65 persons/household) and average per capita California household
energy use (2,337 kWh/capita) to determine a representative average household energy
use. By comparison, the average Carlsbad household size is lower at 2.36
persons/household (2010 Census) while average Carlsbad per capita electricity use is
higher at 2,585 kWh/capita (see CAP Appendix B, Tables 2 and 4). Since the target for
Measure A is expressed as a fixed 9.1 MW of installed PV, using local ratios rather than
statewide ones only affects the estimated number of residential rooftops that this amount
of PV represents (a difference of only about 40 more homes). It is therefore not
significant to this CAP measure whether statewide or local averages are used, and no
adjustment to the CAP is made.

Measure F of the CAP has been revised to clarify that the city facility efficiency goal is
equivalent to 40 percent energy reduction in 30 percent of the city facilities. Measure F
does not address industrial energy use; see Measures B and C, which directly address
industrial energy use.

The comment requests clarification on the combined energy reductions of Measures F
and G. The measures combined have a goal of an equivalent 40 percent energy reduction
in 60 percent of all buildings.

Measure H applies to new construction, and is in addition to the other measures
previously mentioned. The description on pages 4-11 to 4-12 of the CAP explains the
emission reductions from exceeding the energy efficiency of CalGreen by 5 percent that
have not already been accounted for in other measures.

The comment requests clarification on Measure I, which addresses efficient lighting
standards. The goal is to replace 50 percent of incandescent and halogen light with LED
or similarly efficient lighting citywide, which includes city facilities, residential and
commercial buildings. The estimation of 75 percent current incandescent use is derived
from Table 4.1 of the US. Department of Energy report, “2010 U.S. Lighting Market
Characterization” (http://appsl.eere.energy.gov/buildings/publications/pdfs/ssl/2010-
Imc-final-jan-2012.pdf). According to the report, approximately 77 percent of lamps in
use are incandescent, halogen, or the less-efficient linear fluorescent types. Footnote 38
on page 4-13 of the CAP has been modified to identify the source relied upon for the
estimate. This measure quantifies GHG reductions from replacing incandescent and
halogen light bulbs; the other measures cited (F, G, or K) do not account for reductions
from efficient lighting standards.
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B16-28: The comment requests more information on the calculations for Measure K,
transportation demand management. The comment questions the calculation, citing data
from SANDAG’s 2006 Household Travel Study concerning employee commute trips in
relation to all types of household trips. This however, is a bit of an apples and oranges
comparison in that the methodology employed in the CAP relies on vehicle-miles traveled
(VMT) as the key input rather than vehicle trips. Use of VMT in calculating GHG
emissions is necessary to account for the duration of vehicle use (i.e., distance), whereas
counting trips alone does not enable accurate estimates of GHG output. Further,
commute trips are typically the longest of all types of household trips. Table T-14 of the
cited study shows that home-to-work trips are by far longest in duration as compared to
any other trip type measured (such as home-to-school, home-to-retail, etc.).

Measure K was quantified using the EPIC mitigation calculator, a tool developed by the
University of San Diego for cities within San Diego County, using Carlsbad-specific
information. The calculations used to quantify Measure K are described in Section 3.2 of
the Technical Documentation and Methodology for the EPIC model (Version 1.0, dated
March 2013)”. The Measure K reduction in GHG use is the sum of model calculations for
Telecommuting (3.2.4), Population Density/Walking (3.2.7), Mass Transit (3.2.8),
Alternate Work Schedule (3.2.9), and Vanpooling (3.2.11).

B16-29: The comment requests clarification about the reductions calculated for Measure L zero
emission vehicles (ZEV); specifically, whether other transportation-related reductions are
“netted out” of the ZEV calculation. The table in the comment shows the percent GHG
reductions attributable to transportation-related draft General Plan measures described
in CAP Section 3. Using the data in this table, the comment offers an alternative
calculation for Measure L.

Measure L was quantified using the EPIC mitigation calculator. The calculation used to
quantify this measure is described in Section 3.2.5 of the Technical Documentation and
Methodology for the EPIC model (Version 1.0, dated March 2013). The EPIC model
“nets out” all other-transportation-related VMT reductions in the model before applying
the reduction calculation to ZEV-related travel.

B16-30: The comment asks whether Measure M is a duplication of other measures and requests a
consistent definition of citywide renewable energy projects. Measure M is for renewable
energy projects sponsored by the City of Carlsbad. These projects are defined on page 4-
19 of the CAP, and include examples such as PV system installation on city buildings and
parking lots, with a defined target. Measures B, F, and G do not describe renewable
energy projects sponsored by the City of Carlsbad but instead describe commercial and
industrial PV systems, efficiency retrofits, and building commissioning.

7 Gordon, Clark; Silva-Send, Nilmini; and Anders, Scott J. 2013. Energy Policy Initiatives Center: Community-Scale
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Model: San Diego Region. Technical Documentation and Methodology. Version 1.0.
Available: http://www.sandiego.edu/climate/documents/TechnicalDocumentationandMethodology.pdf
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The comment states that it is not possible to determine whether the projected reductions
are reasonable based on the information provided. The GHG reductions apply to
multiple sectors (e.g. efficient lighting standards), including residential, commercial, and
industrial. Since the GHG reductions span multiple sectors, the effect of the GHG
reduction measures are calculated on the total citywide emissions, not on a sector-by-
sector basis, or on a specific electric or natural gas usage. Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft
CAP quantify and document all assumptions for the GHG reductions.

The comment also states that the GHG reductions do not seem plausible as a whole; for
specific issues related to GHG reduction calculations that the letter raises, see responses
to comments B16-10 to B16-30.

The comment requests more information on the preliminary CAP Project Review
Thresholds and Checklist, shown in Chapter 5. The project types that were shown in
Table 5-1 represented the amount of development equivalent to the “bright line”
threshold of 2,500 MTCO,e per year. As noted in the draft CAP, the threshold was based
on analysis conducted by the County of San Diego for use in the County’s Climate Action
Plan. The draft CAP also noted that the City of San Diego had released a set of draft GHG
thresholds similar to the County’s, based on the same analysis. Since the release of the
Carlsbad’s draft CAP in March 2014, the County of San Diego has ceased using these
thresholds, and is now utilizing a 900 MTCO,e “bright line” threshold to evaluate project
significance on GHG impacts. This threshold is based on the widely-accepted analysis in
CAPCOAs “White Paper” (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, “CEQA
and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (January 2008)).
Meanwhile, the City of San Diego is currently in the process of revising its draft
thresholds as part of its ongoing CAP development, and therefore continues to rely on
similar, more conservative thresholds.

Given that neither the County nor the City of San Diego are utilizing the 2,500 MTCO2e
“bright line” threshold at this time, the draft Carlsbad CAP has been revised to utilize the
more conservative 900 MTCO,e threshold (as documented in the CAPCOA White Paper)
for evaluating when proposed projects may be subject to CAP requirements. Utilizing this
bright line threshold will ensure that new development will provide its share of GHG
reductions.

Projects that exceed the bright line threshold will need to show compliance with the CAP
through either a checklist approach or a self-developed program approach as described in
Chapter 5 of the draft CAP. As stated in the CAP on pages 5-2 to 5-3, the checklist is
preliminary and illustrative of the items that will be included in the finalized checklist.
The city will provide a final checklist incorporating the requirements in the ordinances
drafted for the CAP. As specific development projects are not proposed, it is not possible
to assess the portion of remaining development that would be applicable under the
proposed threshold levels. For projects below the screening criteria, GHG emissions
would still be reduced through compliance with applicable City of Carlsbad General Plan
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goals and policies, ordinances and regulations, including through implementation of the
CAP measures.

The CAP is designed to achieve GHG reductions from both existing and new
development, and the reductions are quantified for each of the measures described in
Chapter 4. The draft CAP has been revised to provide better clarity about monitoring and
reporting on the effectiveness of CAP reduction efforts, and to provide for future
adjustments to the CAP by adding, modifying, and/or replacing measures as necessary to
achieve the reduction targets.

B16-33: The draft General Plan policies included in the CAP are conservatively assumed to be
phased in through the year 2020. Pages 3-16 to 3-23 describe the implementation steps
for each policy and action. For example, pedestrian improvements and increased
connectivity will occur through the implementation of the Pedestrian Master Plan, the
Residential Traffic Management Program, and the draft General Plan. These descriptions
have been updated to provide more information about how these activities are to be
funded. City-funded projects and activities are programmed through the multi-year
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and/or annual operating budget process. The city’s
CIP is analogous to SANDAG’s RTP in that it lays out a multi-year program of future
capital projects (such as bike and pedestrian improvements) outlining future
expenditures aligned with the revenue sources to pay for them. Bicycle and pedestrian
facilities can also be installed as conditions on new development, and as opportunities
arise in conjunction with street maintenance and rehabilitation, and as part of “road diet”
projects. Non-capital projects (such as studies and ordinance amendments) are generally
scheduled and funded through the operating budgets of city departments.

Chapter 4 of the CAP describes GHG reduction measures and describes private and
public costs and benefits. The CAP describes a timeline (short, mid-, or long-term) for
implementation of each action intended to reach the goal for each measure, and the
timeline for implementation will begin once the CAP is adopted. It is anticipated that the
CAP, together with the draft General Plan and EIR, will be presented to the Planning
Commission for consideration in early 2015 and presented to the City Council for
consideration shortly thereafter. For added clarity, Chapter 5 was revised to include an
implementation table that summarizes the information in Chapter 4, and identifies the
responsible city departments, performance indicators by which to track the measures’
success, and the implementation time-frame.

B16-34: The actions stated in the CAP are based upon the year the CAP is adopted. It is
anticipated that the CAP, together with the draft General Plan and EIR, will be presented
to the Planning Commission for consideration in early 2015 and presented to the City
Council for consideration shortly thereafter.

Each GHG reduction measure is clearly defined in Chapter 4 of the CAP, with numeric
targets, a quantification of GHG emissions reductions, timeframe responsibility and
implementation, and costs and benefits. Chapter 4 also describes three ordinances to
implement these measures. Chapter 5 describes the process of climate action planning,
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and how the City of Carlsbad will monitor implementation of GHG reduction measures,
update the GHG inventory and the CAP. For added clarity, this chapter was revised to
include an implementation table that summarizes the information in Chapter 4, and
identifies the responsible city departments, performance indicators by which to track the
measures’ success, and the implementation time-frame. Additionally, more detail was
added regarding annual CAP monitoring, timing and frequency of inventory updates,
and CAP revisions. To address the concern about the time-critical nature implementing
the CAP and the need to effectively monitor progress in reducing GHG, a number of
were accelerated as to short-term (1-2 years), and interim “milestone” targets for 2025
and 2030 were added to Tables 3-14 and 4-3. See also response to comment B16-8 above.

Annual progress reports will be presented to the City Council in a public meeting format.

The comment states there are no provisions for adaptive management in the CAP and
serves as an introduction to more specific matters referred to in comments B16-36 — B16-
38. The stated purpose of the CAP is to reduce Carlsbad’s GHG emissions, not to address
the effects of climate change. The draft EIR recognizes the impacts of climate change on
pages 3.4-8 to 3.4-10, and discloses GHG emissions from draft General Plan
implementation. Similarly, the draft EIR is not required to analyze the effects of climate
change on Carlsbad. . The draft EIR analyzes environmental conditions that may result
from the project, not the effects of the environment (in this case, climate change) on the
project. Issues concerning the city’s vulnerability and potential adaptation strategies to
the effects of climate change will be addressed through an update to the San Diego
County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (HazMit Plan), currently underway
by the county as lead agency and with Carlsbad as a participating agency. The HazMit
Plan update will evaluate impacts climate change will have on the natural hazards facing
the region, which include fire threat, flooding, coastal storms, and erosion. Additionally,
following adoption of the draft General Plan, the city will address adaptation to the effects
of sea-level rise as part of a comprehensive update to its Local Coastal Program (LCP).
The city will utilize the Coastal Commission’s draft Sea-level Rise Policy Guidance in
preparing the LCP update.

The CAP itself contains an expanded description of how it will be updated to assess the
effectiveness of GHG Reduction Measures and to incorporate future reductions; please
see CAP Chapter 5 (Monitoring Progress). See also response to comment B16-34 above.

The comment requests inclusion of programs to reduce water use and a requirement to
use native plants in the CAP, in addition to Measure N. Measure O of the CAP
encourages the installation of greywater and rainwater systems, which reduce the use of
potable water for landscaping.

The City of Carlsbad has also addressed water conservation through the Carlsbad
Municipal Water District’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and the 2012
City of Carlsbad Landscape Manual. The UWMP contains water conservation best
management practices in Chapter 6. The 2012 City of Carlsbad Landscape Manual
includes a policy to include native and drought tolerant plant materials whenever
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possible. Finally, the CAP has been revised to include a non-exclusive list of mitigation
measures (Appendix E) that can be required during project level review to reduce water-
related GHG impacts, including various water conservation and efficiency features like
those suggested in the comment.

B16-37: The city will consider the protection of species and biodiversity needs on an ongoing
basis in its review of site-specific project proposals and, as a member of SANDAG, the
city will coordinate efforts with SANDAG on this issue.

B16-38: The comment references preservation of existing bodies of water for wildland fire
protection, noting that Lake Calavera has been used as a water source for fire suppression
in the past including the May 2014 Poinsettia Fire. Chapter 3.6 of the draft EIR addresses
impacts of implementation of the draft General Plan related to wildfires. As described on
pages 6-41 of the draft General Plan regarding peakload water supply requirements, the
Carlsbad Fire Department requires a minimum flow of water for fire protection in
accordance with the adopted amended California Fire Code and the Insurance Services
Office standards. Water mains serving single-family detached houses must provide a flow
of 1,500 gallons per minute, in addition to the peak normal maximum daily consumption
needs for a neighborhood. The required fire-flow standard for commercial, industrial,
manufacturing and large apartment buildings varies from 1,500 to 8,000 gallons per
minute, in addition to the peak normal daily consumption needs. This standard is based
on type of construction, type of use and any built-in fire protection (sprinklers, etc.).

There are currently no known water flow pressure or supply deficiencies in Carlsbad. The
Carlsbad Fire Marshal reviews proposed projects to ensure adequate fire hydrant
locations, water flow pressure, and access for emergency vehicles is provided.

The Carlsbad Fire Department is responsible for requiring a minimum flow of water for
fire protection.

B16-39: This comment is an introductory statement concerning additional measures that could be
incorporated into the CAP to achieve further GHG emission reductions. As described in
responses to comments B16-14 to B16-34 above, the measures proposed in the CAP are
sufficient to reach the GHG reduction targets set forth by state law. The CAP contains a
broad range of measures addressing GHG emissions from multiple sectors, including
residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation. While the reduction measures
cover a wide variety of topics, they are by no means exhaustive of all possible measures to
reduce GHGs. The selected GHG reduction measures in the CAP represent those that are
considered most feasible to adopt, implement, and measure, while addressing a wide
variety of emission sources.

As stated in Chapter 5 of the CAP, as part of regular monitoring assessments, and
periodic inventory updates, the city will assess whether the plan is making adequate
progress toward meeting GHG targets, and if not, the city would adjust the CAP by
modifying, adding, and/or replacing measures as necessary.
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The additional measures proposed in this comment letter and in comments B16-40 to
B16-50, including urban tree canopy, green infrastructure, broader support for low
carbon vehicles, water policy, solid waste, and locally produced food, have been added to
the CAP’s non-exclusive list of measures (Appendix E) that can be required during
project level review to reduce GHG impacts. In addition to these possible measures for
specific cases, other mitigations that the city may rely on include those listed in:
CAPCOA’s “CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (January
2008)”; the Attorney General’s “Addressing Climate Change at the Project Level”; OPR’s
CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)”; and SANDAG’s “Draft Climate Change Mitigation
and Adaptation White Paper (2014)”. These sources have been added to CAP Appendix
C - References.

B16-40: The comment suggests additional GHG reductions from protecting or enhancing the
urban tree canopy. Please see CAP Appendix E regarding measures that can be applied at
the project level to address the urban tree canopy, and response to comment B16-39
above on the inclusion of this additional GHG reduction measure in the CAP. Please also
see response to comment B16-11 regarding preserving the urban forest and tree planting.

B16-41: The comment suggests additional GHG reductions from green infrastructure. Please see
CAP Appendix E regarding measures that can be applied at the project level to address
green infrastructure, and response to comment B16-39 above on the inclusion of this
additional GHG reduction measure in the CAP.

B16-42: The comment requests a cost/benefit analysis of CAP GHG reduction measures. Please
see Chapter 4 of the CAP, which qualitatively describes costs and benefits of each
measure. As correctly noted in the comment, CEQA does not require such an assessment.

The comment also suggests financial incentives to reduce congestion such as Laguna
Beach’s “Free Trip to Work” should be considered. Please see CAP Appendix E regarding
measures that can be applied at the project level to address reducing work-related vehicle
trips, and response to comment B16-39 above on additional GHG reduction measures
that will be included in the CAP. Please also see responses to comments B16-11, B16-28,
B22-3, B22-29, D71-4, and D71-5 concerning trip reduction and travel demand
management policies and measures contained in the draft General Plan and CAP.

B16-43: The comment suggests including penalties and incentives for mode shift change. The
TDM ordinance proposed in Measure K (CAP pages 4-15 to 4-16) will provide a mix of
strategies to reduce travel demand, and set performance requirements for minimum
alternative mode use based on project types. Please see also response to comment B16-42
above.

B16-44: The comment requests additional smart growth measures. The draft General Plan

contains numerous smart growth measures; see Chapter 2 (Land Use and Community
Design) and Chapter 3 (Mobility) for examples. Please see CAP Appendix E regarding
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measures that can be applied at the project level to mixed use development, and response
to comment B16-39 above on additional GHG reduction measures.

B16-45: The comment suggests a more comprehensive water policy to address water conservation
and reuse. Please see CAP Appendix E regarding water conservation measures that can be
applied at the project level. Please see also response to comment B16-39 above on
additional GHG reduction measures, and response to comment B16-36 for an
explanation of how the City of Carlsbad addresses water conservation.

B16-46: The comment suggests additional GHG reductions from solid waste programs. The CAP,
at this time, does not address GHG reduction associated with solid waste or landfills.
However, Sustainability Element Policy 9-P.9 calls for adoption of a construction and
demolition waste recycling ordinance to divert 100% of Portland cement and asphalt
debris and an average of 50% of all of non-hazardous construction/demolition-related
debris. The comment’s recommendation for a citywide zero waste goal will be included in
the materials presented to the City Council for consideration in making its decision about
whether or not to approve the draft General Plan and CAP Please see CAP Appendix E
regarding solid waste measures that can be applied at the project level, and response to
comment B16-39 above on additional GHG reduction measures.

B16-47: Please see CAP discussion of draft General Plan policies regarding parking facilities and
requirements on pp. 3-20 through 3-22. Please see CAP Appendix E regarding
preferential parking and other incentives that can be applied at the project level, and
response to comment B16-39 above on additional proposed CAP measures.

B16-48: The CAP itself is intended to be a resource for educating individuals and businesses to
reduce GHG emissions. In addition to the measures proposed, which describe
responsibility and implementation for homeowners and business owners, Appendix A
provides numerous resources on climate change education and personal action.
Additionally, Chapter 5 was revised to include an education and outreach component
that the city will undertake as part of CAP implementation.

The comment states that there are no measures that address individual behavior in the
CAP. With the exception of Measures M and N, which address citywide renewable
projects and the GHG intensity of water supply conveyance, all measures in the CAP
involve encouraging changes in individual behavior. For example, Measure A promotes
the installation of residential PV systems, encouraging individual homeowners to install
PV systems through PACE and other financing options.

B16-49: Please see CAP Appendix E regarding neighborhood gardening that can be applied at the
project level, and response to comment B16-39 above on additional proposed CAP
measures. The city has recently initiated work on developing an urban agriculture
ordinance in support of draft Sustainability Element Policy 9-P.17. Staff anticipates that a
number of the points raised in this comment will be considered during the development
of the urban agriculture ordinance.
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B16-50:

B16-51:

B16-52:

B16-53:

The comment states that the City of Carlsbad needs to coordinate GHG reductions with
SANDAG. The draft General Plan includes numerous policies to coordinate with
SANDAG, please see Appendix D of the CAP, specifically Policies 3-P.15, 3-P.30, and 3-
P.32, for example, which provide that Caltrans, SANDAG, NCTD, other agencies and
adjacent cities coordinate to improve regional connectivity; that the city actively pursue
grant programs; and provide accessibility to the airport area.

The comment is a closing comment which does not raise an environmental issue. No
response is required.

The comment is a table titled “Projected GHG Reduction from Commercial Building
Energy Saving.” No response is required.

The comment reproduces the “Commuting Characteristics by Sex” from the 2012

American Community Survey. No response is required.

B16-54: The comment reproduces “Policy No. 22: Service Requests” from the North County

Transit District. No response is required.

B16-55: The comment is a table titled “Smart Growth Concept Map—Site Descriptions.” No

response is required.

B17: Foursquare Properties, Inc

B17-1:

B17-2:

B17-3:
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The comment refers to property located in the northeast quadrant at the northwest
corner of El Camino Real and College Blvd.; the comment supports the site being
designated for a combination of high density residential (R-23) and local shopping
center. The comment identifies various policies in the draft General Plan that support a
combination of residential and commercial uses on the site. The site is currently
designated as Local Shopping Center (L) and was evaluated in the draft EIR as a
residential/local commercial site (R-23 on 11.58 acres and L on 6.02 acres).

The comment refers to the limited residential capacity in the northeast quadrant. This
site (referred to in the draft General Plan as the Sunny Creek Commercial site) is one of
the seven sites in the northeast quadrant evaluated for a residential land use designation
change (see master response MR3-1). Staff is recommending approval of a
combination of R-23 and L designations on the site (R-23 on 9.6 acres and L on 8
acres). The R-23 density range (as evaluated in the draft EIR and suggested by the
comment) does assist in meeting Housing Element objectives; also, the site has few
issues/conflicts and provides housing within a walkable distance of commercial
services.

The comment refers to the city’s existing Local Facilities Management Zone (LFMZ)
Plan for LFMZ 15, which estimates the potential development density/intensity of
property within the zone for the purpose of identifying the local facility needs of the
zone. The comment is correct that the LFMZ 15 plan identifies the potential for a mix of
residential (190 units) and commercial uses (90,000 square feet). However, the LFMZ
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plan does not guarantee or entitle such development potential. Any future development
of the site must be consistent with the city’s General Plan and Growth Management Plan
(and other applicable regulations). The draft General Plan and draft EIR have evaluated
the future development of high density residential and a local shopping center on the
site; if the R-23/L designations are approved by the City Council, future development
must comply with the provisions of those designations.

B17-4 The comment refers to the limited residential capacity in the northeast quadrant and
that not all sites evaluated for a residential designation change will be approved (see
master response MR3-1). The comment requests that the Sunny Creek Commercial site
be designated R-23/L as evaluated by the draft General Plan and draft EIR. As stated in
response to comment B17-2, staff is reccommending approval of a combination of R23/L
designations on the site.

B18: Howes Weiler & Associates

B18-1:  The comment refers to a property within the Ponto beachfront area, which has been
evaluated in the draft General Plan and draft EIR with a General Commercial (GC)
land use designation. The comment is correct that during the development of the draft
General Plan, the site was identified as “mixed-use” on the Preferred Plan that was
accepted by City Council in September 2012. The proposed GC designation will allow
for mixed use development on the site consistent with the Preferred Plan. The
comment suggests that a combination of R-23/GC (high density residential and general
commercial) would be more appropriate designations for the site. GC allows mixed use
development, therefore it is not necessary to add a residential designation to allow for
residential development. That is not an issue that affects the EIR; potential
development on the site built per the GC designation was evaluated in the draft EIR.
The Planning Commission and City Council will be informed on the comment’s
concerns with the proposed GC designation.

B18-2:  The comment claims that the viability of commercial uses on the property is limited
due to low traffic on the streets adjacent to the site. The draft General Plan does not
only plan for uses that are necessarily viable today, but also plans for the community’s
needs and vision for the future. This site has been the subject of two community
visioning efforts; one conducted in the early 2000’s for the Ponto Beachfront Vision
Plan and the second conducted in 2008 and 2009 for the Carlsbad Community Vision
(Phase 1 of the General Plan update). Both visioning efforts identified the community’s
preference to see a mix of residential and commercial uses on the site. The draft
General Plan also includes policies to “activate” the waterfront - more opportunities for
recreation, services and commercial uses that will attract more people to the coast and
encourage them to gather and utilize activities and uses located along the coast. This
“active waterfront” is a long-range vision and commercial development on the subject
site is a part of that vision. The site is part of a long-range plan and was evaluated in the
draft EIR as a “future” general commercial site that allows mixed use development.
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B18-3:

B18-4:

B18-5:

B18-6:

B18-7:

The comment references a market study that that will be submitted in connection with
proposed development of the site which identifies the site has limited potential for
commercial development. See response to comment B18-2.

The comment states Shopoff’s goal is to design an economically viable project that will
implement the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan. It should be noted that the
Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan, while adopted by the City Council, was not
approved by the California Coastal Commission and therefore never became effective.
No response is required.

The comment indicates the developer is designing a project that is economically viable
and that, per City Council resolution, the development plan does not have to follow the
exhibits in the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision Plan. Since the Ponto Beachfront
Village Vision Plan, while adopted by the City Council, was not approved by the
California Coastal Commission and never became effective, and development need not
conform to the exhibits in the plan. This does not pertain to the EIR or the draft
General Plan. Once the draft General Plan and EIR are adopted, any future
development of the site must be consistent with the General Plan and other applicable
regulations.

The comment suggests modifying draft General Plan policy 2-P.86, by allowing
“economically viable” uses that are consistent with the Ponto Beachfront Village Vision
Plan. See response to comment B18-2. It is not necessary to add this language to the
policy; any proposed use must comply with the provisions of the land use designation
(GC, as proposed) and the requirements of the city’s Zoning Ordinance, which
regulates the type of uses allowed on commercial properties.

The comment requests that the site be designated R-23/GC to allow for mixed use
development. The GC designation allows for mixed use development (requires a
minimum density but no maximum density, and requires the residential use be
secondary to the commercial uses on the site). It is not necessary to add a residential
designation in addition to GC. Staft recommends the site be designated GC as
proposed by the draft General Plan and evaluated in the draft EIR.

B19: NRG Energy, Inc/Cabrillo Power | LLC

B19-1:

B19-2:
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The comment states that NRG Energy, Inc. (NRG), through its subsidiary Cabrillo
Power I LLC, is the owner of the Encina Power Station site in Carlsbad and has provided
these comments on the draft General Plan and draft EIR.

The comment refers to an agreement between the city, Cabrillo Power I LLC, Carlsbad
Energy Center LLC, and SDG&E. The agreement requires the Encina Power Station to
be decommissioned, demolished, removed and remediated, including the associated
structures, the black start unit and exhaust stack; the agreement also addresses the
relocation of SDG&E’s existing service center and the construction of a new power plant
located east of the existing plant between I-5 and the railroad. Consistent with the terms
of the agreement, the draft General Plan provides land use policies that allow for the
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construction of a new power plant and redevelopment of the existing power plant site
with visitor commercial and open space uses; these land use assumptions were evaluated
in the draft EIR.

B19-3: The comment refers to redevelopment of the existing power plant site (which is located
west of the railroad, east of Carlsbad Blvd., and north of Cannon Rd.; and is comprised
of a portion of a parcel owned by NRG and a parcel owned by SDG&E). The comment
suggests the NRG and SDG&E properties, be considered together and present a blank
slate for redevelopment of the site. The draft General Plan and draft EIR identify that
future uses on the site (both the NRG and SDG&E owned properties) will be visitor
serving and open space. Future redevelopment of the site must be consistent with the
General Plan policies for this property.

B19-4: The comment suggests that the city consider “a more likely redevelopment scenario” for
the existing power plant and SDG&E sites. Staff does not recommend any change to the
proposed land use designations on the property, as evaluated by the draft EIR. The
Planning Commission and City Council will consider the comment during their
consideration of the draft General Plan.

B19-5: The comment suggests that the draft General Plan be revised to allow for residential uses
on the site, in addition to the visitor commercial and open space uses proposed and
evaluated by the draft General Plan and draft EIR. The visitor commercial and open
space land use designations are consistent with the preferred land use plan
recommended by the Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee and Planning Commission,
and approved by the City Council. Staff therefore does not support residential as a
primary use on this site; however, the visitor commercial land use designation has been
modified to allow secondary residential use subject to approval of a specific plan, master
plan or site development plan that demonstrates the primary use of the property is
visitor-serving. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider the comment
during their consideration of the draft General Plan.

B19-6: The comment states that the amount of open space envisioned for the property would be
more successful if there were more residents nearby to use the space. Please see
response to comment B19-5. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider
the comment during their consideration of the draft General Plan.

As evaluated by the draft EIR, the draft General Plan does not identify the boundaries or
amount of open space required on the property; rather, the draft General Plan includes a
policy to provide community-accessible open space along Agua Hedionda lagoon and
Carlsbad Blvd. The appropriate amount and use of the open space will be evaluated
during the city’s review of a development application. The future open space and visitor
commercial uses on the site will contribute to the draft General Plan goal to activate the
waterfront; the commercial and open space uses will provide opportunities for gathering
spaces, outdoor dining, recreation and other features that maximize views of the ocean
and lagoon. The open space areas on this property are intended to be more than a
neighborhood serving park, they are intended to draw both visitors and residents to the
waterfront and provide a space to gather and for recreation.
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B19-7:

B19-8:

B19-9:

B19-10:

B19-11:
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The comment suggests that a mix of residential, visitor commercial and open space uses
on the site will complement the development of a nearby site designated for visitor
commercial use (located east of the existing power plant site on the east side of I-5).
Please see response to comment B19-5.

The comment states additional arguments in favor of including residential use on the
existing power plant and SDG&E sites and is correct that the city’s Growth Management
residential dwelling limit for the northwest quadrant (where the existing power plant is
located) limits the city’s ability to allow residential development on the site. The
comment states that allowing residential on the site would be consistent with Alternative
2 evaluated as part of the draft EIR alternatives analysis. However, on the existing power
plant site, Alternative 2 identified commercial and open space uses (no residential);
within the same focus areas (on the east side of I-5 north of Cannon Road), Alternative 2
identified the option of mixed use (residential and commercial). Please see response to
comment B19-5. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider the
comment during their consideration of the draft General Plan.

The comment suggests, that because redevelopment of the existing power plant site will
enhance access to the beach and lagoon, the draft General Plan should be revised to
allow residential development on the site, in addition to the visitor commercial and open
space uses proposed and evaluated by the draft General Plan and draft EIR. The visitor
commercial and open space land use designations are consistent with the preferred land
use plan recommended by the Envision Carlsbad Citizens Committee and Planning
Commission, and approved by the City Council. Please see response to comment B19-5.
The Planning Commission and City Council will consider the comment during their
consideration of the draft General Plan.

The comment is correct that the draft EIR evaluates the draft General Plan at a
programmatic level and additional project-specific analysis, pursuant to CEQA, will be
required for approval to redevelop the site. The comment also notes that the buildout of
the site assumed by the draft General Plan may not represent the highest and best uses
that can economically support open space and public amenities. The proposed visitor
commercial and open space uses on the property are consistent with the Carlsbad
Community Vision and the preferred land use plan approved by the City Council. The
draft General Plan provides for flexibility in designing an economically feasible project;
the draft General Plan does not identify the boundaries or amount of open space
required on the property; rather, the draft General Plan includes a policy to provide
community-accessible open space along Agua Hedionda lagoon and Carlsbad Blvd. The
appropriate amount and use of the open space will be evaluated during the city’s review
of a development application. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider
the comment during their consideration of the draft General Plan.

The comment states that the development assumptions evaluated in the draft EIR for the
subject property are too low and that the site could accommodate significantly more
development. The future development assumptions evaluated in the draft General Plan
and draft EIR are based on what is assumed to be reasonably foreseeable. These
assumptions are not based on the maximum potential buildout of a site. Future
development of the site must be designed pursuant to city policies and regulations that
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will affect the amount, design and location of development on the site. Future
development of the site (whether larger or smaller in size than evaluated by the draft
EIR) will also be subject to project-specific environmental analysis.

B19-12: The comment again requests that the city revise the draft General Plan to allow future
residential development on the existing power plant site, in addition to the visitor
commercial and open space uses proposed and evaluated by the draft General Plan and
draft EIR. Please see response to comment B19-5.

B19-13: The city appreciates the commenter’s willingness to work the city and community to
redevelop the site.

B20: North County Advocates

B20-1: The comment requests more information on the adequacy of fire service to provide a
timely response to fire emergencies. Impact 3.6-7 on pages 3.6-37 and 38 of the draft EIR
addresses the risk of wildland fires, and Figure 3.6-4 shows the draft General Plan
structure fire/wildfire threat. Impact 3.11-4 on pages 3.11-32 to 3.11-34 of the draft EIR
addresses the adequacy of fire facilities to maintain acceptable service standards. Please
also see Appendix F of the draft EIR, which demonstrates coverage of the entire city
within 5-minute response time, under both existing and draft General Plan buildout.

B20-2: The comment requests information on whether the City of Carlsbad Fire Department is
in compliance with specific National Fire Protection Association’s standards referenced
in the comment. The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) is not a regulatory
agency and the standards published by the NFPA are recommendations not regulatory
standards that Carlsbad is required to comply with. On page 7, Table 3 of the NFPA
report cited in the comment, firefighter rates are listed by population for cities ranging in
size from 100,000 to 249,000; a “low” rate is identified as 0.18 firefighters per 1,000
population, a “median” rate is 1.34 firefighters per 1,000 population, and a “high” rate is
3.25 firefighters per 1,000 population. The NFPA report states (directly below Table 3)
that the rates listed in the table “are based on data reported to the NFPA, and do not
reflect recommended rates or some defined fire protection standard”; the report also
notes that “the rates of a particular size of community may vary widely because
departments face great variation in their specific circumstances and policies including
length of work week, unusual structural conditions, types of service provided to the
community, geographical dispersion of the community, and other factors.”

Although the city is not required to comply with the NFPA recommendations, in an
effort to compare Carlsbad’s Fire Department to the NFPA firefighter rates, the following
information is provided:

* Carlsbad’s population = 110,653 (2015, California Dept. of Finance)

*  Number of Carlsbad Firefighters = 86*

2-431



Final Environmental Impact Report for Carlsbad General Plan Update
Chapter 2: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

B20-3:

B20-4:

B20-5:

B20-6:

* Includes Fire Chief (1), Division Chiefs (2), Emergency Preparedness Manager (1), Fire EMS Manager
(1), Fire Department Analyst (1), Fire Battalion Chiefs (4), Fire Marshal (1), Deputy Fire Marshal (1),
Fire Prevention Specialists (2), Fire Captains (18), Fire Engineers (18), and Firefighters (18).

* Carlsbad Firefighters per 1,000 population = .77

Please also see section 3.11 of the draft EIR, which analyzes whether the draft General
Plan will adversely affect fire protection response times and concludes that it will not
(draft EIR, pp. 3.11-14, 3.11-22, 3.11-32).

The comment requests information on whether the City of Carlsbad Fire Department is
in compliance with other specific National Fire Protection Association’s standards
referenced in the comment. The Carlsbad Fire Department is in compliance with these
standards, and conducts regular trainings to ensure continued compliance.®

The comment asks if the Carlsbad Fire Department is accredited by the American
National Standards Institute. The American National Standards Institute provides
standards for the National Fire Protection Association and does not accredit individual
fire departments.’

The comment inquires about the city’s ISO rating and whether it is adequate for
insurance. As stated on page 3.6-36 of the draft EIR, the City of Carlsbad Fire
Department recently underwent a rating review by the Insurance Services Office and
received a Class 4 rating, which means the city provides adequate service to city residents
in the event of fire hazards in wildlands and urban areas.

The comment requests a copy of a May 2014 Carlsbad Fire Department Report, including
total incidents responded to. Below is the Carlsbad Fire Department monthly report
through June 2014:

8 http://nfpatoday.blog.nfpa.org/educators/

? http://www.nfpa.org/press-room/news-releases/2010/nfpas-preliminary-application-accepted-for-ansi-cap-
accreditation
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B20-7:

B20-8:
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The comments inquires whether Carlsbad has enough fire stations for its population
according to National Firefighters Association and ISO standards. CFD staff are unaware
of any “standards” that stipulate how many fire stations a particular department or
municipality ought to have. Rather, the focus is on the ability to deliver service. Several
considerations in delivery may include, but not be limited to: population density, road
networks, terrain, and geography (square mileage). These factors are used to help
determine the number and locations of stations. In addition, they are used to help
determine the number of apparatus and personnel who work out of those stations. Please
also see draft EIR, section 3.11, Public Facilities and Services (Fire Protection), pp. 3.11-
14, 3.11-22, 3.11-32, and response to comment B20-1 above regarding the adequacy of
fire facilities.

The comment requests information for the schedule for making improvements to Fire
Stations 1 and 2. Please see the City of Carlsbad’s 2014—2015 Preliminary Operating
Budget & Capital Improvement Program for further information on fire station
improvements. Page I-11 lists $375,000 for Fire Station 2 refurbishment. Page I-3 lists
$225,000 for improvements to the drainage systems in fire stations 1 through 5.
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B20-9: The comment questions whether the city has an adequate number of police officers in
light of information on an FBI website which shows that the city has fewer police officers
than the median number in cities similar to Carlsbad. Please see the evaluation of police
services in Impact 3.11-4 of the draft EIR (pp. 3.11-13, 3.11-22, 3.11-23, 3.11-33), which
addresses the environmental impacts associated with the provision of or need for
construction of new or physical altered police facilities in order to maintain acceptable
service standards. Although the FBI has long held that there is a standard officer-per-
capita ratio, a more recent study (December 2013) issued by the ICMA Center for Public
Safety Management, titled “An analysis of police department statfing: How many officers
do you really need?”, indicates that the right number of officers in an agency varies
according to geography, demographics, and service demands. The City of Carlsbad
Police Department compiles a variety of data, including calls for service per capita,
response time, unallocated officer time, crime rates, and expectations from the
community to determine the appropriate staffing levels. While Carlsbad does have a
lower than the median officer-per-capita, Carlsbad exceeds national standards with a fast
response time, low crime rates', and high satisfaction ratings from the community. The
City of Carlsbad Police Department is currently working with the International
City/County Management Association, which is conducting an extensive organizational
analysis of the department to determine the most appropriate and effective staffing levels,
deployment schedules, and potential for improvement. The study will identify the
department’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, and make
recommendations for improvement. The FBI website cited provides information on the
average (not median, as the comment states) number of police officers per 1,000 residents
based on overall size. The table on the website does not state that the number of police
listed per 1,000 residents is a requirement or a suggested number of police for a city
Carlsbad’s size. In addition, Carlsbad’s crime rate in 2012 was 172, which is considered
low, and is below both the U.S. average, and California average, which further indicates
that the current level of police service is adequate.

B20-10: This comment states the author’s opinion that more police officers are needed. The
number of police officers required in the city involves public safety, budgetary and policy
issues. The comment will be included in the materials presented to the City Council for
its consideration whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan. Please see response to
comment B20-9 above regarding the scope of analysis of public safety issues under
CEQA. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of information
presented in the draft EIR, therefore no further response is provided.

B20-11: This comment states the author’s opinion that the city has not been keeping up with the
median number of police and fire department personnel according to surveys cited. The
number of police and fire personnel required in the city involves public safety, budgetary
and policy issues. The comment will be included in the materials presented to the City
Council for its consideration whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan. Please see
response to comment B20-9 above regarding the scope of analysis of public safety issues

10 http://www.city-data.com/crime/crime-Carlsbad-California.html
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B20-12:

B20-13:

B20-14:
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under CEQA, and response to comment B20-1 regarding the adequacy of fire service.
This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of information presented in the
draft EIR, therefore no further response is provided.

This comment recommends not approving more housing units without providing
protection. The number of police and fire personnel required in the city and the approval
of housing units involve public safety, budgetary and policy issues. The comment will be
included in the materials presented to the City Council for its consideration whether or
not to adopt the draft General Plan. Please see response to comment B20-9 above
regarding the scope of analysis of public safety issues under CEQA, and response to
comment B20-1 regarding the adequacy of fire service. This comment does not address
the accuracy or adequacy of information presented in the draft EIR, therefore no further
response is required.

The purpose of the 2012 Carlsbad Landscape Manual is to: “aid applicants, qualified
professionals, and residents, in understanding the city’S policies, programs and
requirements for landscaping, and to provide guidance for implementation of Carlsbad
Municipal Code Chapter 18.50 - Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO). The
city’s WELO implements the California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act to
reduce water use associated with irrigation of outdoor landscaping by setting a maximum
amount of water to be applied to landscaping and by designing, installing and
maintaining water efficient landscapes not to exceed the maximum water allowance.”

The Landscape Manual contains fire protection policies, including:

* Landscape treatments shall be designed to mitigate fire dangers to structures
adjacent to hazardous or native vegetation.

* Landscape treatments for the purposes of fire protection shall be performed in a
manner which limits disruption to environmentally sensitive areas while still
achieving conformance with the fire protection standards.

The landscape manual also contains fire protection standards and requires fuel
modification zones for development in very high fire hazard severity zones (see Section
5). Please see also responses to comments A13-3 through A13-19 regarding wildfire
protection planning in Carlsbad.

The comment refers to draft General Plan policy 6-P31, which states:

“Consider site constraints in terms of hazards and current levels of emergency service
delivery capabilities when making land use decisions. In areas where population or
building densities may be inappropriate to the hazards present, take measures to mitigate
the risk of life and property loss.”

The comment requests that the city “mandate constraints”. It is not clear, but
assumed,that the comment is requesting that the city mandate evaluation of constraints
when making land use decisions. This policy is an existing policy in the current General
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Plan; the draft General Plan does not propose to change the policy. Although the word
“mandate” is not specified in the policy, it is clear that constraints in terms of hazards and
emergency service delivery must be considered when making land use decisions, and in
locations where people or structures would be inappropriate due to hazards present,
mitigation must occur to reduce the risk of life and property loss. Staff does not propose
to modify this policy. The Planning Commission and City Council will be informed of
the comment during their consideration of the draft General Plan.

B20-15: The comment states the author’s hope that everything that can be done will be done to
make the city the best it can be; please see responses to comments B20-1 to B20-14 above
addressing police and fire safety issues. No further response is required.

B21: SanDiego350

B21-1: The comment states that the city has made a commendable effort in responding to the
requirements set forth in AB 32 and the associated CARB scoping report, and urges a
more aggressive approach beyond that which the state requires; the comment is
appreciated. This is an introductory comment which does not raise any specific
environmental issue. No response is required.

B21-2: The comment contains reasons the author believes that the long range 2050 emission
reduction target established in EO S-03-5 is not sufficient to address climate change. The
adequacy of the state’s emission reduction target is beyond the scope of the draft EIR.
Since the comment does not raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR, no
further response is warranted.

B21-3: The comment urges the city to take a leadership position in addressing climate change
and refers to a model in Lancaster that the author believes may work well in the city. The
CAP takes a number of steps thorough draft General Plan policies and GHG reduction
measures, as detailed in Chapter 4 of the CAP, to proactively address climate change. By
clearly describing goals, setting numeric reduction targets, explaining the responsibility
and implementation, and describing the costs and benefits of GHG reduction measures
that address a number of environmental topics, the city believes it is demonstrating its
commitment to leadership in addressing climate change in San Diego County.

B21-4: The comment states that the draft CAP presents a reasonable approach to meeting the
targets of AB32 and other relevant legislation. The comment also refers to spreadsheets
listed in comment B21-11 and their source data. Since the comment does not raise any
environmental issue, no further response is required.

B21-5: The comment requests clarification on the electricity and natural gas inputs (sales) used
for the future years of 2020 and 2035 in section 3.3 of the CAP. The SEEC model uses the
inventory inputs by sector from Chapter 2 (e.g. residential electricity usage, natural gas
usage) and assumes the growth rates shown on pages 3-5 and 3-6. For example,
residential electricity is assumed to start with the baseline 2011 usage of 275,033,189 kWh
and increase by 0.9 percent per year through 2035. The RPS is incorporated in the 2011
inventory. As described in Table 3-12, the RPS is considered in the SEEC forecast through
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2020. The effected of RPS continuation beyond 2020 through 2035 is modeled in EPIC,
and counted in the emission totals. Therefore, the RPS is accounted for through 2020 in
the baseline, and the effect of RPS beyond 2020 through 2035 is modeled in EPIC, and
counted in the emissions totals.

B21-6: The comment says the color coding in the tables indicate uncertainty in which sector to

B21-7:

B21-8:

B21-9:

assign the reductions. The GHG reduction measures in Chapter 4 of the draft CAP are
subtracted from the total SEEC forecast with (1) draft General Plan land use and
roadways, (2) state and federal actions, and (3) additional draft General Plan policies and
actions. As a number of these reductions span multiple sectors (e.g. Title 24 building
efficiency improvements), the effect of the GHG reduction measures is calculated on the
total citywide emissions, not on a sector-by-sector basis.

The comment describes how the CAP GHG reductions in Chapter 4 (tallied in Table 4-3
of the CAP) were accounted for in Table 2 of the comment letter. As a note, Table 2 of the
comment letter has the identical total GHG emissions in 2020 as Table 4-3 of the CAP,
which appears to confirm the accounting of the mitigation measures in the CAP.

The comment refers to Table 3 of the comment letter, which tallies the effect of the
reduction measures, and reaches a total of 269,637 MTCO.e emissions. This total is
approximately 2 MTCO.e less than the total of Table 4-3 of the CAP, due to rounding.
The total in the Table 3 of the comment letter appears to confirm the overall effect of the
mitigation measures and how they are accounted for in the CAP.

The CAP, at this time, does not address GHG reduction associated with solid waste or
landfills. However, Sustainability Element Policy 9-P.9 calls for adoption of a
construction and demolition waste recycling ordinance to divert 100 % of Portland
cement and asphalt debris and an average of 50% of all of non-hazardous
construction/demolition-related debris.

The CAP addresses wastewater reduction through Measure O to encourage the
installation of greywater systems. Please see response to comment B22-29 below
regarding additional suggestions to reduce GHG emissions. The comment will be
included in the materials presented to the City Council for its consideration with respect
to the draft General Plan and CAP.

The comment requests clarification on the effect of the Carlsbad Desalination Plant on
future GHG emissions. Page 2-3 of the CAP describes how the plant is taken into
consideration: “The Carlsbad Desalination Plant, which will begin operations in 2016,
would therefore not contribute emissions to the 2011 GHG inventory. The emissions
forecast (Chapter 3) uses a regional average for water consumption emissions, which
accounts for the effect of the desalination plant. In general, including these large regional
facilities would effectively add GHGs from consumption of services outside of Carlsbad
to the city’s emission totals.”

B21-10: This comment says there is a possibility the RPS emissions reduction has been partially
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RPS. The likely reason for the decrease in baseline emissions in future years from the
SEEC model is due to the effects of LCFS and Pavley 1 on transportation emissions. The
comment also states the need to pursue a more aggressive reduction strategy than set
forth in AB 32, and EO S$-3-05. Please see response to comment B21-1 above. The
comment’s recommendation will be included in the materials presented to the City
Council for consideration in making its decision about whether or not to approve the
draft General Plan and CAP.

B21-11: This comment contains Tables 1, 2, and 3, which contain sector-by-sector estimations of
GHG reduction strategies. The tables are referred to in the above responses as
appropriate.

B22: Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter

B22-1: The comment provides background on the contents of the letter. No response is
required.

B22-2: The comment provides information regarding the personal background of the author.
No response is required.

B22-3: The comment provides introductory comments on the draft EIR. In accordance with
CEQA, both AB 32 and EO S-3-05 form the basis for the GHG reduction targets in the
CAP. It is beyond the scope of the draft EIR and the CAP to address perceived
insufficiencies in state law. The CAP contains a list of proposed ordinances to implement
GHG reduction measures, including a residential energy conservation ordinance,
commercial energy conservation ordinance, and transportation demand ordinance, as
shown in Table 4-2. Please see comment B22-4 below for a description of the adequacy of
the description of the nature and impacts of climate change. Since this introductory
comment does not raise any specific environmental issue, no further response is
warranted.

B22-4: The comment states that the draft EIR fails to adequately describe the nature and impacts
of climate change and provides information regarding “climate destabilization” and the
potential harm from climate change. The information provided in the comment will be
included in the final EIR and will be considered by the City Council in making its
decision whether or not to certify the final EIR and adopt the draft General Plan and
CAP. CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) provides that an EIR “must include a
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project...” The
description of climate change and its impacts is provided in the draft EIR and CAP. The
draft EIR recognizes the importance and effects of climate change; please refer to pages
3.4-8 to 3.4-10, which describe climate change and the potential effects of human activity
on climate change. The information provided references documents by the US EPA, the
IPCC, CARB, and the California Climate Action Team. In addition, the CAP provides
background on climate change and greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impact
on pages 1-2 to 1-5, and numerous climate change informational resources in Appendix
A.
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B22-5:

B22-6:

B22-7:
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The comment states that Carlsbad has a moral and legal responsibility to identify a path
to achieve climate stabilization. Whether or not the city has a moral responsibility to
identify a solution to climate stabilization is beyond the scope of the draft EIR. With
respect to the city’s legal responsibilities, CEQA requires the city to analyze and mitigate
the potential significant environmental effect of a proposed project. The proposed
project consists of the General Plan update and the CAP. The CAP has been prepared in
accordance with CEQA and applicable state laws and regulations concerning climate
change. The draft EIR properly analyzes whether the changes that may occur as a result of
the draft General Plan will generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that will cause or
contribute to a cumulative significant impact on global climate change. Thus, the draft
EIR addresses climate stabilization to the extent that it involves the mitigation of
significant impacts associated with GHG emissions that may result from the draft General
Plan. To the extent climate stabilization requires addressing or remedying existing
environmental conditions, it is beyond the scope of the draft EIR and not required by
CEQA. To the extent climate stabilization involves social policy issues, the comment will
be included in the information considered by the City Council when they make their
determination whether or not to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

The comment states that there should be a 15 percent reduction in driving in 2035
relative to a baseline year of 2005. This conclusion is based on the article in comment
B22-22, which discusses statewide light duty vehicle requirements. The comment
provides no analysis specific to Carlsbad.

The CAP provides analysis specific to Carlsbad to address GHG emissions from the
transportation sector. Chapter 2 of the CAP provides the methodology used to inventory
transportation emissions, which includes cars and trucks. Emissions estimates of
transportation are based on SANDAG model data, using CARB’s latest model to
inventory transportation emission. Chapter 3 of the CAP provides the methodology used
to forecast transportation emissions, which is based on SANDAG model projections,
using future General Plan land use. Reductions to GHG emissions in the transportation
sector from state and federal actions, draft General Plan policies, and CAP GHG
reduction measures are detailed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the CAP.

Table 3-4 and Figure 3-3 of the CAP show a comparison of emissions by sector in 2011,
2020 and 2035, including transportation. Chapter 3 lists GHG reductions from Pavley I
Fuel Economy Standards in Table 3-8, GHG reduction from the Low Carbon Fuel
Standard in Table 3-9, and GHG reductions from rising gasoline prices (which reduce
VMT) in Table 3-11. Section 3.6 provides GHG reductions from additional draft General
Plan policies and actions, many of which serve to reduce VMT. Chapter 4 of the CAP
includes Measures K and L, which serve to reduce transportation emissions.

The comment provides an explanation and related assumptions and calculations for a
climate-stabilization-supporting target of 80% below 1990 emissions by 2030, which is an
alternate GHG reduction target that would achieve the target reductions set forth in
Executive Order S-3-05 twenty years earlier that the order prescribes. Please see responses
to comments B22-3 through B22-5 above.
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B22-8: The comment refers to assumptions and calculations in Reference 1 to the comment
letter, which include achieving the target reductions in Executive Order S-3-05 twenty
years earlier that the order prescribes, and the identification of “Heroic Measures” and
“Extra Heroic Measures,” including the reduction of GHG emissions from cars and
trucks at a statewide level. Please see responses to comments B22-3 through B22-6 above.

B22-9: The comment refers to a set of strategies which the author believes are feasible, cost
effective and will reduce driving enough to support climate stabilization. Two of the
referenced strategies- TransNet fund reallocation, and a comprehensive road-use fee
pricing system- would require regional and state level action, and likely voter approval in
order to be realized. These measures are beyond the scope of the CAP. Unbundling the
cost of parking is a strategy identified in the draft General Plan Mobility Element and is
discussed in section 3 of the CAP. Expansion of the city’s bicycle system is a key
component of the draft General Plan Mobility and is incorporated in the section 3.6 of
the CAP (see response to comment B16-17). The city periodically conducts outreach and
education efforts to promote the benefits of bicycling and teaching safety skills. For
example, the city has recently partnered with Circulate San Diego, a local non-profit
bicycle and pedestrian advocacy group, to conduct such a promotional campaign (called
Walk+Bike Carlsbad) in 2015. This program was funded by a grant from SANDAG.
Finally, the suggestion to greatly increase or eliminate height limits near transit stops is
infeasible given community concerns over land use compatibility, community character,
coastal zone restrictions, and limitations of the voter-approved Growth Management
Program. It should be pointed out, however, that reasonable increases in height are
currently permitted in the Village area in order to promote transit-oriented mixed-use
development. These density and height provisions, as well as access to transit, enabled
SANDAG to recognize the Village as a qualifying smart growth opportunity area and
therefore eligible for funding incentives to promote higher density, mixed-use, transit-
oriented development. The comment also refers to car parking policies shown in
References 4, 5 and 6. Please see responses to comments B22-3 through B22-6 above.

B22-10: The comment discusses “the impact of the climate-stabilization-supporting target on the
excellent, GHG-reduction accounting of the DEIR.” Since the comment does not identify
any inadequacy in the draft EIR with respect to the city’s obligation to address the
potential impacts of the draft General Plan’s GHG emissions under existing state laws
and regulations, no further response is required. To the extent the comment
recommends the city must achieve additional reductions in GHG emissions to meet the
author’s climate-stabilization-supporting target in 2030, the comment raises legislative
and social policy issues beyond the scope of the draft EIR. Therefore, the comment will
be included in the materials provided the City Council for consideration as it determines
whether to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP. Please also see responses to
comments B22-3 through B22-6.

' The draft General Plan supports the Community Vision core values, one of which is to maintain “Small town feel,
beach community character, and connectedness (draft General Plan, p. 1-10).”
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B22-11:

B22-12:

B22-13:
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The comment states that the CAP GHG reduction measures are vague, have unclear
funding, and are not enforceable. Each GHG reduction measure is clearly defined in
Chapter 4 of the CAP, with numeric targets, a quantification of GHG emissions
reductions, responsibility and implementation, and costs and benefits. Chapter 4 also
describes three ordinances to implement these measures. Chapter 5 of the CAP includes
project review thresholds, a preliminary CAP project review checklist, and ways to
monitor progress and implement the CAP. Chapter 5 has been modified to provide better
clarity regarding administration of the CAP, including defining city organizational roles
and responsibilities, schedule, monitoring, reporting and updating the CAP. The
comment also discusses unbundling the cost of parking as a measure to reduce driving
and associated GHG emissions. Unbundling the cost of parking is listed on page 3-20 of
CAP as a technique included as part of the draft General Plan Mobility Element. The
Mobility Element describes a range of techniques to “right-size” parking including
unbundling the cost of parking (p. 3-25, 3-26). This strategy, as well as others, will be
considered when the city updates its parking ordinances as part of Mobility Element
implementation.

The comment states that the finding of a less-than-significant impact of GHG emissions
in section 3.4 of the draft EIR is invalid because the draft EIR did not consider the
climate-stabilization target described in the comment letter. The GHG reduction targets
presented in the CAP and evaluated in the draft EIR are based on existing laws and
regulations (e.g., AB 32 and EO S-3-05). The comment does not raise any claim that the
draft EIR’s significance finding is invalid with respect to the significance criteria and
methodology employed, but instead objects that the draft EIR should have evaluated
potential impacts with respect to the climate-stabilization target proposed by the author.
The author’s disagreement with the methodology and significance criteria used to analyze
potential GHG impacts does not mean that the draft EIR is inadequate. Please also see
responses to comments B22-3 through B22-6 above. The comment also states that
“Impact 3.4-1 will have a very significant and negative impact on the natural
environment,” but does not provide any information in support of this assertion. Impact
3.4-1 properly analyzes whether the draft General Plan may result in the wasteful,
inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy (see draft EIR, pp. 3.4-29 - 3.4-30).
Since the comment does not identify any specific inadequacy with this analysis, no
further response is possible.

The comment asserts the draft EIR and CAP must be amended to acknowledge facts
relating to a lawsuit which challenged the final EIR for SANDAG’s 2011 RTP. A lawsuit
entitled “Cleveland National Forest Foundation, et al. v. San Diego Association of
Governments” (San Diego Superior Court No. 37-2011-00101660/Court of Appeal No.
D063288) successfully challenged the adequacy of the EIR for SANDAG’s 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Community Strategy. The city has analyzed the
Court of Appeal’s decision to determine its applicability to the draft General Plan, CAP
and to ensure that the draft General Plan, CAP and EIR comply with all applicable legal
requirements.
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B22-14: The comment states that the CAP supports achieving the EO S-3-05 GHG emissions
reduction trajectory, but that this reduction trajectory has been overtaken by events and
larger reductions are needed. The CAP and related environmental analysis provided in
section 3.4 of the draft EIR were prepared in compliance with applicable state laws and
regulations, including without limitation AB32, EO S-3-05 and CEQA. The comment’s
assertion that larger reductions are needed than presently required by law raises
legislative and social policy issues beyond the scope of the draft. The comment will be
included in the materials presented to the City Council for its consideration in whether or
not to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

B22-15: The comment states that the AB 32 text declares that statewide GHG reductions should
continue beyond 2020. The CAP was prepared using the assumption that GHG
reductions should continue past 2020, following EO S-3-05 guidance. The comment also
states that CARB and the CAP should never fail to do a feasible and cost-effective
measure. Since the comment does not identify any feasible mitigation measure which the
CAP failed to consider, no further response is possible.

B22-16: The comment states the author’s criticisms of SB 375, and CARB’s calculations to support
the legislation. Since the comment does not identify any environmental issue relating to
the draft EIR or the draft General Plan and CAP, no response is required.

B22-17: The comment states that the discussion of adaptation in the draft EIR and CAP fails to
state what mitigation and corresponding temperature change scenario it is assuming. The
goal of the CAP, as stated on page 1-1, is to reduce GHG emissions in accordance with
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)). Please also see response to comment B16-
35 above regarding adaptation.

B22-18: The comment states that the discussion of adaptation in the draft EIR and CAP fails to
state that any adaptation plan will be overwhelmed by the climate outcome of insufficient
mitigation. See response to comment B22-17 above.

B22-19: The comment states the draft EIR and CAP should clearly state that improving the way
we pay for parking and roads would increase fairness and decrease driving. The
comment also refers to References 3-6 regarding parking measures. Reference 3 consists
of a paper entitled “Equitable and Environmentally-Sound Car Parking Policy at
Schools.” This emissions reduction strategy is inapplicable to the city as the city cannot
control the cost of parking at local schools. Such decisions are the domain of the
respective school districts. Reference 4 is a reference to an unenclosed paper entitled, “A
Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car Parking Cost.” Reference 5 consists of
Sierra Club “Ideas and Proposals for Carlsbad CAP Improvement” which are separately
denominated as comments B22-25 through B22-39. Please see responses to comments
B22-25 through B22-39 below. Reference 6 consists of unpublished resolutions
supporting development of a road-use fee pricing and payout system, and grant funding
for a demonstration project to unbundle cost of parking. Please see responses to
comments B22-9 and B22-11, respectively, regarding these strategies.
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B22-20:

B22-21:

B22-22:

B22-23:

B22-24:

B22-25:

B22-26:

B22-27:

B22-28:
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The comment offers the assistance of Sierra Club volunteers. No response is required.

The comment identifies the “references” discussed in and attached to comment Letter
B22. No response is required.

The comment constitutes Reference 1 and consists of a paper entitled “The Development
of California Light-Duty Vehicle (LDV) Requirements to Support Climate Stabilization:
Fleet-Emission Rates & Per-Capita Driving,” which is referenced in comments B22-6, 7, 8
and 9.

The comment constitutes Reference 2 and consists of a “Brief of Scientists Amicus Group
as Amici Curiae in Support of Plaintiffs-Appellants Seeking Reversal” in an appeal in a
federal court lawsuit entitled Alec L. v. Gina McCarthy, the National Association of
Manufacturers. No response is required.

The comment constitutes Reference 3 and consists of a paper entitled “Equitable and
Environmentally-Sound Car Parking Policy at Schools,” which was referenced in
comments B22-11 and 19.

The attachment constitutes Reference 5 and consists of Sierra Club “Ideas and Proposals
for Carlsbad CAP Improvement” which are separately denominated as comments B22-25
through B22-39 and are referenced in comments B22-9, 11 and 19. Comment B22-25
proposes setting a 2030 target of 80% below 2020 emissions, which is the same emissions
reduction target prescribed in EO S-3-05, but includes a target date for achieving the
reductions 20 years earlier than EO S-3-05. Please see responses to comments B22-3
through B22-6 above regarding GHG reduction targets.

The comment suggests dedicating funds for on-going implementation, grant writing, and
technical support. The city has committed considerable resources to developing the CAP,
and will continue to support its implementation, as described in Chapter 5 of the CAP.
Potential funding for each of the CAP implementation measures is identified. As well, the
draft CAP has been modified to provide more detail and clarity as to commitment of
resources to implementation the CAP (see CAP revisions to Chapters 3-5, as well as
responses to comments B10-37, B16-11, B16-33, B16-34, and B22-11).

The comment suggests establishing a community stakeholder group. See response to
comment B22-29 below with respect to additional suggestions to reduce GHG emissions.
The comment will be included in the materials presented to the City Council for its
consideration with respect to the draft General Plan and CAP.

The comment suggests establishing an “action plan” which would include three
categories:

Linking the CAP with the city’s Capital Improvement Plan. This is addressed in draft
General Plan policies 3-P.21, and 3-P.25, which specifically address the linkage between
bike and pedestrian projects and the Capital Improvement Plan. Also, the CAP has been
modified to provide more detail and clarity as to commitment of resources to implement
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the CAP. Please see CAP revisions to Chapters 3-5, as well as responses to comments
B10-37, B16-11, B16-33, B16-34, B22-11, and B22-26.

A demonstration project to unbundle the cost of car parking. Unbundling the cost of
parking is part of the draft General Plan Mobility Element, and described in Parking
Facilities and Policies on pages 3-20 to 3-22 of the CAP. The Mobility Element describes
a range of techniques to “right-size” parking including unbundling the cost of parking (p.
3-25, 3-26). This strategy, as well as others, will be considered when the city updates its
parking ordinances as part of Mobility Element implementation. The suggestion to carry
out a demonstration project at a city facility will be included in the materials presented to
the City Council for its consideration with respect to the draft General Plan and CAP.

Advocacy actions directed toward SANDAG and the state. Numerous policies link city
efforts to SANDAG measures. Please see Measure K of the CAP for an example. Please
see response to comment B22-3 for an explanation of addressing perceived insufficiencies
in state law.

B22-29: The comment proposes a demonstration project to unbundle the cost of parking at a city-
employee location and at the new high school. The GHG reductions from unbundling the
cost of parking are considered on page 3-20, under parking facilities and policies, which
collectively are estimated to result in reductions of 2 percent of VMT in 2035. The
suggestion to carry out a demonstration project at a city facility will be included in the
materials presented to the City Council for its consideration with respect to the draft
General Plan and CAP. See also response to comments B22-11, B22-19, and B22-28.

Comments B22-30 through B22-38 below provide additional suggestions for the CAP.
The reduction measures presented in Chapter 4 of the CAP (which are in addition to
quantified state and federal actions and draft General Plan policies in Chapter 3) cover:

* Residential, commercial and industrial photovoltaic systems
* Building cogeneration

* Single-family, multi-family and commercial efficiency retrofits
* Commercial commissioning

* CALGreen building code

* Solar water heater/heat pump installation

* Efficient lighting standards

* Increased zero-emissions vehicle travel

* Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

* Citywide renewable projects

*  Water delivery and conservation

These measures are intended to cover a broad variety of emissions reductions and present
a feasible way to meet (and exceed) GHG reduction targets. Future updates to the CAP
will evaluate the efficacy of these measures in meeting GHG targets, and update the
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B22-30:

B22-31:

B22-32:

B22-33:

B22-34:

B22-35:
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inventory, goals and actions that reflect the adoption of new technologies and programs
to reduce GHG emissions. Additional policies presented below may be incorporated into
future CAP updates if additional measures are needed to meet the city’s emission
reduction targets; however, the CAP currently meets GHG reduction targets with the
measures presented above.

The comment suggests adoption of a resolution urging pension fund divestment of fossil
fuel companies and investment in local clean technology and renewable energy The
emissions inventory follows the standards developed by ICLEI, which do not estimate
GHG emissions due to the city’s pensions fund investments; therefore this source of
emissions is not considered in the overall inventory of GHG emissions.

The comment suggests the city fund a “community choice aggregation” technical study
regarding a public power alternative. This measure may reduce GHG emissions, and will
be included in the materials provided to the City Council for consideration as it
determines whether to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

The comment suggests the city seek public/private partnerships to provide fuel-efficient
vehicle purchase incentives for city employees. Measure L of the CAP promotes an
increase in the amount of ZEV miles traveled for all residents (including city employees),
and includes incentives for ZEV use, including constructing charging stations and
offering dedicated ZEV parking. An additional inducement exclusive to city employees is
unnecessary to meet overall emission reduction goals. This comment will be included in
the materials presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for their
consideration with respect to the draft CAP. In addition, Action L-7 of Measure L in the
CAP, which addresses the city’s Fleet Management Program, with the goal of increasing
the proportion of ZEV miles traveled to 25 percent by 2035.

The comment suggests adopting a resolution asking SANDAG to develop a driving-
reduction trajectory to support a climate stabilization trajectory and to adopt plans and
strategies that will implement those trajectories. See response to comment B22-10
regarding a climate stabilization target. The information provided in B22-10 and the
analysis elsewhere in the letter provides targets from transportation that diverge from
those set in state law in AB 32 and SB 375 and is not based on analysis specific to
Carlsbad. This comment will be included in the materials provided to the City Council
for consideration as it determines whether to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

The comment suggests adopting a resolution asking SANDAG to prioritize transit
projects over highway projects. This comment will be included in materials provided to
the City Council for consideration as it determines whether to adopt the draft General
Plan and CAP.

The comment suggests adoption of a resolution asking SANDAG to electrify and
automate local rail. This comment will be included in materials provided to the City
Council for consideration as it determines whether to adopt the draft General Plan and
CAP.
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B22-36: The comment suggests adopting a resolution asking SANDAG to implement and
promote unbundling the cost of parking; please see responses to comments B22-11, B22-
19, B22-28, and B22-29 above. Unbundling parking is listed on page 3-20 of CAP as a
technique included as part of the draft General Plan Mobility Element within. This
comment will be included in materials provided to the City Council for consideration as
it determines whether to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

B22-37: The comment suggests adopting a resolution requesting statewide leaders to develop a
comprehensive road-use fee pricing and payout system. This comment will be included
in materials provided to the City Council for consideration as it determines whether to
adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

B22-38: The comment notes that unbundling the cost of parking and a comprehensive road use
fee pricing and payout system were discussed in a previous Sierra Club letter to the city.
Unbundling the cost of parking is part of the draft General Plan Mobility Element, and
described in Parking Facilities and Policies on pages 3-20 to 3-22 of the CAP. This
comment also will be included in materials provided to the City Council for
consideration as it determines whether to adopt the draft General Plan and CAP.

B22-39: The comment offers a public workshop on the need for climate stabilization which would
include, at minimum, a 45-minute presentation by Sierra Club or other representative if
the City Council members and staff would agree to participate. The comment will be
included in the materials presented to the City Council for its consideration with respect
to the draft General Plan and CAP.

B22-40: The comment constitutes Reference 6 and consists of a resolution supporting a “privacy-
protecting, road-use-fee pricing and payout system to help solve climate, congestion,
deferred road maintenance, and social inequity of using General Funds to maintain roads,
since that money is needed for such things as transit, food stamps, and education,” which
is referenced in comments B22-9, 11 and 19.

B22-41: The comment constitutes Reference 6 and consists of a resolution supporting a “funding
for demonstration project of an equitable and environmentally-sound car-parking
policy,” which is referenced in comments B22-9, 11 and 19.

B23: Bob Ladwig

B23-1: The comment notes that the property in La Costa Town Square development currently
designated for Office has been included in the draft General Plan for a proposed land use
change to High Density Residential, and expresses support for this proposal. No
response is required, and the comment will be included in the materials presented to the
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration in making their decisions
with respect to the draft General Plan.
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C. Individual Comments and Responses

This section provides each letter received from individuals in response to the DEIR, with specific
comments identified with a comment code in the margin. Following the letters, responses to the
comments are provided.
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Cl1

C1-2

From: Bradley Wells [mailto:bwells2b@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 1:17 PM

To: Jennifer Jesser

Cc: imeiberger; Stacy Wells

Subject: General Plan Comments

| have two areas of concern that aren’t addressed in the General Plan:
1. Jurisdiction - Pine St. north to Oceanside

Residents with homes near the Army Navy Academy have complained for years about noise, trash and
overcrowded parking resulting from events sponsored by the Academy. In researching the problem |
discovered that the beach area from Pine north to Oceanside is neither the responsibility of the State
nor the City. Somehow it managed to slip through the cracks. This means that, for example, a surfing
event for 200 kids needs no permit and is not governed by Carlsbad’s assembly and noise standards. The
City and State need to sort this out - the sooner, the better.

2. Low Flying Aircraft Above the Beach

As a resident with a home on the beach, nothing is more annoying than a low flying helicopter.
Especially during the summer, both military and commercial aircraft love to buzz the area, at times flying
less than 100 feet above the water. | understand that observing sunbathing beauties is both interesting
and fun, but the noise is intolerable. Phone calls to various authorities have proved hopeless.
Complaints go unanswered. No one is willing to take responsibility, laying it on the FAA. When one
speaks to the FAA, they show no interest. They suggest a diary of events with tail numbers to identify
the aircraft. Ever tried to get the tail number of a moving helicopter...impossible.

Now, it would be one thing if these events occurred once or twice a week. But, in mid-summer we have
10-20 of these events a day from 5 AM to midnight and later. We’ve even had a helicopter land on the
beach in front of the house. I've spoken to Matt Hall about it. Nothing has happened. Why can’t these
aircraft be governed by a City code? Why can’