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Project Manager must complete the following information for the Council docket:

CASE NUMBER: 148904

Staff’s:
Please indicate the recommended action for each item (i.e. Resolution/Ordinance):

Resolution to certify Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 148904 and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program; Ordinance to adopt Rezone No. 524639, Resolutions to approve General Plan and

Kearny Mesa Community Plan Amendment No. 524638, Public Right-of-way Vacation No. 524640, Vesting
Tentative Map No. 524641 and Site Development Permit No. §24637.

Planning Commission:

(List names of Commissioners voting yea or nay)
YEAS: Schultz, Ontai, Otsuiji, Nasland
NAYS: Golba, Griswold
ABSTAINING:

Recommended Action: Move Staff's recommendation, with specific direction to improve the Streetscape
Design Guidelines for Aero Drive :

Community Planning Group:

Choose one:

LIST NAME OF GROUP: Kearny Mesa Community Planning Group

] No officially recognized community planning group for this area.

(] Community Planning Group has been notified of this project and has not submitted a recommendation.

] Community Planning Group has been notified of this project and has not taken a position.

Community Planning Group has recommended approval of this project.

[ Community Planning Group has recommended denial of this project.

[] This is a matter of City-wide effect. The following community group(s) have taken a position on the item:
In favor:

Opposed:

By: _ John S. Fisher
Development Project Manager

This information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities.
To request this information in alternative format, call (619)446-5446 or (800)733-2929 (TDD)

CC-6 (10-07)



210
11/17

ﬁ mM@;q

P
gﬁi San Diego

Mitigated Negative Declaration

ENTITLEMENTS DIVISION
(619) 446-5460

Project No. 148904
SCH No. N/A

SUBJECT: Palladium at Aero: Rezone (RZ), Community Plan Amendment (CPA), Right-of-Way (ROW)

Vacation, Vesting Tentative Map (VTM), and Site Development Permit (SDP) to allow for the
demolition of five commercial office and warehouse buildings followed by the construction of a
556,050-square foot, 4124% unit apartment complex with 5,190 square feet of commercial space
on a 7.69-acre site located at 8655 Aero Drive within the Kearny Mesa Community Plan area
(Lots 3, 4 & 5 of Research Park Subdivision Addition, Map No 6386, filed June 12, 1969).

The site is not included on any Government Code Listing of hazardous waste sites.
Applicant: Westcore Sandrock, LLC

October 2008 Update

II.
L

V.

Several corrections/additions have been made to the environmental document that
do not effect the analysis or conclusions. The changes are shown in standard
strikeout/underline format.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project
could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas: Health and Public Safety
and Public Utilities (Solid Waste). Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the
specific mitigation identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).
The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the potentially significant environmental
effects previously identified, and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not
be required.

DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

General measures which must be completed prior to any authorization to proceed:

The Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of the City’s Entitlement Division shall verify that the
following statements are shown on the grading and / or construction plans as notes under the heading
“Environmental Requirements:”



1. The Palladium at Aero Project No. 148904 is subject to a Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting Program (MMRP) and shall conform to the mitigation conditions in Mitigated .
Negative Declaration No. 148904,

2. Prior to any site disturbance (excluding survey and utility mark outs), the owner/permittee
shall schedule a pre-construction meeting to ensure implementation of the MMRP. The
meeting shall include the City Resident Engineer, and the City’s Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) section.

Health & Public Safety

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first

~ Grading Permit, and Demolition Plans/Permits, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD)
Environmental designee shall verify that the applicant has coordinated with the San
Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH, has entered into the Voluntary
Assistance Program, and has provided a letter from DEH describing the measures
required.

2. Prior to preconstruction meeting, the owner/permittee shall provide the DEH letter to
MMC and shall be prepared to discuss the work and schedule at the preconstruction
conference.

3. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, a letter from DEH confirming that human .
health, water resources, and the environment are adequately protected from any
contamination that may have been present on the site shall be provided to the ADD
environmental designee. :

Public Utilities (Solid Waste)

Land Development Review (LDR) Plan check

1.

Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, including but is not limited to, demolition,
grading, building or any other construction permit, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD)
Environmental Designee shall verify that the all the requirements of the Refuse & Recyclable
Materials Storage Regulations and all of the requirements of the waste management plan are
shown and noted on the appropriate construction documents. All requirements, notes and
graphics shall be in substantial conforiance with the conditions and exhibits of the associated
discretionary approval.

The construction documents shall include a waste management plan that addresses the

following information and elements for demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the

project as applicable:

(a) tons of waste anticipated to be generated,

(b) material type of waste to be generated,

(c) source separation techniques for waste generated, .
(d) how materials will be reused on site,

(e) name and location of recycling, reuse, or landfill facilities where waste will be taken if not




reused on site,
(f) a "buy recycled" program,
(g) how the project will aim to reduce the generation of construction/ demolition debris,
(h) a plan of how waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to subcontractors,
(1) atime line for each of the three main phases of the project as stated above,
() alist of required progress and final inspections by City staff.

3. The plan shall strive for a goal of 50% waste reduction.

4. The plan shall include specific performance measures to be assessed upon the completion of the
project to measure success in achieving waste minimization goals.

5. The Plan shall include notes requiring the Permittee to notify MMC and ESD when:

(a) a demolition permit is issued,

{b) demolition begins on site,

(c) inspections are needed. The permittee shall arrange for progress inspections, and a final
inspection, as specified in the plan and shall contact both MMC and ESD to perform these
periodic site visits during demolition and construction to inspect the progress of the project's
waste diversion efforts.

When Demolition ends, notification shall be sent to:

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) Environmental Review Specialist
9601 Ridgehaven Court, Ste. 320, MS 1102 B

San Diego, CA 92123 1636

(619) 980 7122

Development Service Department, Environmental Services Department (ESD})
9601 Ridgehaven Court, Ste. 320, MS 1103 B

San Diego, CA 92123 1636

(858) 627-3303

0. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY GRADING OR BUILDING PERMIT, THE APPLICANT SHALL RECEIVE
APPROVAL, IN WRITING, FROM THE ADD OF LDR' ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNEE { MMC) THAT THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED, APPROVED, AND IMPLEMENTED. ALSO PRIOR TO THE
ISSUANCE OF ANY GRADING OR BUILDING PERMIT, THE APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT WRITTEN EVIDENCE
TO THE ADD THAT THE FINAL DEMOLITION/CONSTRUCTION REPORT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY MMC
AND ESD. THIS REPORT SHALL SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF IMPLEMENTING THE ABOVE WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN ELEMENTS, INCLUDING: THE ACTUAL WASTE GENERATED AND DIVERTED FROM
THE PROJECT, THE WASTE REDUCTION PERCENTAGE ACHIEVED, AND HOW THAT GOAL WAS ACHIEVED,
ETC.

A. Pre Construction Meeting

1. Demolition Permit - Prior to issuance of any demolition permit, the permittee shall be
responsible to obtain written verification from MMC indicating that the permittee has
arranged a preconstruction meeting to coordinate the implementation of the MMRP. The
Precon Meeting that shall include: the Construction Manager,
Demolition/Building/Grading Contractor; MMC; and ESD and the Building Inspector
and/or the Resident Engineer (RE) (whichever is applicable) to verify that implementation



of the waste management plan shall be performed in compliance with the plan approved by
LDR and the San Diego Environmental Services Department (ESD), to ensure that impacts
to solid waste facilities are mitigated to below a level of significance.

2. At the Precon Meeting, The Permittee shall submit Three (3) reduced copies (11"x 17") of
the approved waste management plan, to MMC (2) and ESD (1).

3. Prior to the start of demolition, the Permittee / the Construction Manager shall submit a
construction/demolition schedule to MMC and ESD.

a. Grading and Building Permit - Prior to issuance of any grading or building permit, the
permittee shall be responsible to arrange a preconsiruction meeting to coordinate the
implementation of the MMRP. The Precon Meeting that shall include: the
Construction Manager, Building/Grading Contractor; MMC; and ESD and the Building
Inspector and/or the Resident Engineer (RE) (whichever is applicable) to verify that
implementation of the waste management plan shall be performed in compliance with
the plan approved by LDR and the San Diego Environmental Services Department
(ESD), to ensure that impacts to solid waste facilities are mitigated to below a level of
significance,

4. At the Precon Meeting, The Permittee shall submit reduced copies (11"x 17") of the approved
waste management plan, the RE, BI, MMC and ESD.

5. Prior to the start of construction, the Permittee / Construction Manager shall submit a
construction schedule to the RE, BI, MMC and ESD.

The Permittee/ Construction Manager shall call for inspections by the RE/BI and both MMC and
ESD, who will periodically visit the demolition/construction site to verify implementation of the
waste management plan. The Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR) shall be used to document the
Daily Waste Management Activity/progress.

Within 30 days after the completion of the implementation of the MMRP, for any demolition or
construction permit, a final results report shall be submitted to both MMC and ESD for review and
approval to the satisfaction of the City. MMC will coordinate the approval with ESD and issue the
approval notification. '

Prior to final clearance of any demolition permit, issuance of any grading or building permit,
release of the grading bond and/or issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the permittee shall
provide documentation to the ADD of LDR, that the waste management plan has been effectively
implemented.

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:
City of San Diego:
Councilmember Donna Frye, Council District 6
Development Services Department (78, 78A) -

Central Library (81)
Serra Mesa Branch Library (81GG)




City Attorney (MS 59)

Billy Church, Permit Planning
Jeff Harkness, Park Planning
Don Weston, Engineering
Jeffrey Oakley, Landscape
Jim Lundquist, Transportation
Jean Cameron, CPCI

Patrick Thomas, Geology

Others:

San Diego County Department of Environmental Health (75)
Serra Mesa Planning Group (263A)

Mary Johnson (263 B)

Serra Mesa Comimunity Council (264)

Keamy Mesa Community Planning Group (265)
Don Ankeny, Westcore Sandrock, LLC

Brian Hansen, Latitude 33 Planning & Engineering
Architects Orange

Gillespie Moody Patterson

James Feinberg

Kevin Mock

Marcela Escobar-Eck

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

( ) Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response is necessary. The
letters are attached.

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input
period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and any Initial Study material are available in the
office of the Entitlement Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

September 9, 2008
Date of Draft Report

Kenneth Teasley, Sehior Planner
Development Services Departme

October 1, 2008
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Mirrasoul
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Comment Letters z.

errasoul n

From: Doug [Doug@wescous org}
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 10:48 AM

To:
Cc:

Mirrasoul, Marilyn
James(@jamesf.com

Subject: Palladium at Aerp, Project No. 148804

Ms._ Mirrasoul,

Since the head of Murray Creek is about 3/5 of a mile west and Rufiin Canyon, already very heavily |mpac(ed by
Mexican Fan Palms, is just a third of a mile to the east, the pfanlings at Paliadium are exiremely
impartant. Adding King or Queen palms in thera place would be acceptable, | believe.

1.

The Mexican Fan Palm is 2 very bad choice, clogging native v;:atland and pushing out native plants and
hence animals and birds, and should be removed: hitp:faww.cal-
ipe.or Drgn"p."manage_!_nant.'planl_proflesN\_n'_E_l_s_hmgioma robusia.php

The Canary Island Cate Palm is a bit battar, but should still be replaced alsa:

http:/iwww. cal-ipc.orglip/management/plant_profiles/Phoenix_canarignsis.php

Identify type of impact or alteration: Displaces native trees.

Rationale: Dense in Los Penasquitos Preserve, Has been the focus of several restoration projects
there. Documented a5 a peat on the San Diego River (1). One adull can produce a campet of
seedlings (2).

Betanical names are not included in the MND, so it's not clear which fountaingrass is proposed. Il it is the
sterile variety, lhere should be no problem:

Pennisetum setacenr (crimson fountaingrass) is a coarse tufted perennial grass (family Poaceae).
It primarily grows along the southem California ¢oast. Crimson fountaingrass is well adapted to
fire, and plants can recover to pre-bum density, even incrense in density, following a bumn, It is
cultivated as an omamental, but the red cultivar i3 sterile and not considered invasive.

Thanks, Doug

Doug Wescoit | Chair, Serra Mesa Planning Group | 858.361.8462 {Cell} | PO Box 23315 San
Dlago CA 92123 | www.serramaesa,org/smpg

9/15/2008

Response to Comments .}

1. In response to this comment, the applicant removed the Mexican Fan Palms
and the Canary island Date Palms from the project’s Iandscapo; plan.

In general, the City’s adopted regulations are intended to establish reasonable
boundaries to limii the spread of invasive species into pristine and/or sensitive
habitat. For example, proposed projects within or adjacent to the Multi-
Habitat Planning Area are prohibited from including invasive species within
their landscape plan. ’

2. The fountain grass proposed and as shown on the landscape plans is
Pennisetum setaceum rubrum, red fountain grass. This species propagates by
cuttings and not by seed, and is considered non-invasive.


mailto:Doug@wescotts.orgl
mailto:james@J3mesf.com
http://www.cal1
http://www.cal1
http://www.serramasa.org/smpg

Palladium at Aere, project No. 143904

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration — Initial Study Checklist
Officlal Serra Mesa Planning Group Comments

Prepared by James Feinberg, Chair of Palladium Subcommittee, 17sept08
Approved by SMPG vote at |33ept08 meeting

(Please see James Femberg s aunchcd personal comments for elaboration on the aesthetic and buik and i
scale concerns.) !

For cach of the following elements, the “no” column was selected, whereas [ feel that the “maybe” or
even “'yes” should have been selected.

l. AESTHETICS/NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
("B, The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project?
Statement: “The proposed projec( would incorporate a variety of architectural and landscape elements
and would not result in a visual impact.”
Comment: This is a massive structure that will wholly transform the look and feel of the intersection
and the gateway into the Serva Mesa and Kearny Mesa communities.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which woutd be incompatible with surrounding development?
Statemnent: “The project would be compatible in height and materials with the commercial and
industrial uses to the east and west. 1t is stepped back and tiered from the residential development to
the south.”

Comment: This project’s height, width, and depth were determined by comparison to the greatest
dimension of any building anywhere in the area. When combined together into one stucture, it
becomes a giant mass that is totally out of scale with the surrounding development. City Staff has
indicated as much by their repeated requests for redesigns to make the building appear smaller, but
that does not change the fact that the project is too large for the site. Additionally, no changes have

1

Lbeen made along Sandrock Road, which is the major entrance thoroughfare for Serra Mesa.

D. Substantial alteration o the existing character of the area?

Statemnent: “The mixed use project would be consistent with the transitioning character of the area and
with the proposed comnunity plan amendment.”

Comment: (a) Using the proposed CPA, which is part of the project, to justify the project is circular
reasoning and should not be atlowed in a legal document. (B} The commercial areas of this project
are a tiny percentage of the square footage and do litile to affect the residential naiure of the project.
(¢} The existing character of the area is light industrial and office. This site is single story buildings
with large street setbacks. This profect proposes to replace these low-impact structures with a
visually-significant (by design) sixty-foot tall wall of apartmenis appreciably cleser to the street. This
represents a substantial alteration to the existing character of the area.

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or a stand of mature trees?

Statement: “The project would not require the removal of any significant trées.”

Contment: It is my understanding that several mature trees along the south and west of the property
would be réemoved, and these trees provide significant shielding for the neighbors.

1, Substantial shading of other properties?

Statement; “The structure is set back from adjacent properties to preclude significant shadmg
Comiment: It is my understanding that the project is very close to the Canyon Pottery property along
the west side, and could produce shading at that point,

Response to Comments

3. While the project is larger than some of the adjacent buildings, the proposed

project is shorter and smaller in scale than that which would be allowed by the
undeslying zoning. The project was redesigned to address staff comments
regarding the bulk and scaie of the building. The architectural design of the
northern fagade along Aero Drive is divided into three architectural styles
with their own unique color palette to visually break up the building’s
dimensional length and provide interest and articulation. Horizontal
articulation is accomplished through varying sethacks and multipie planes in
the building fagades. Verticat articulation is expressed through differing roof
heights and a variation of stoped and {lat roof elements.

Along Sandrock Road, the building is setback approximately 20 feet to 30 feet
from the curb. The architectural design of the fagade along Sandrock is
divided into two architectural styles in order to visualiy break up the
building’s dimensional length and provide interest and articulation. On the
south side, the project steps down from four stories to thtee stories and to two
stories in some [ocations adjacent to the Serra Mesa residential arca. Pitched
residential-type roofs and design eletnents as well as varying setbacks of
approximately 50 feet from the southern property line were also incorporated.

The site and the properties abutting Aero Drive between Keamny Villa and
Ruffin Roed, except the library site, are designated for industrial/warehouse
land uses. The majority of land uses aleng Aero Drive are non-industrial,
commercial, retail establishments, or institutional facilities, Whilea
Community Plan Amendment is being process for this project, the site also
fies within the West Aero Drive Land Use Study (WADLUS) area,
incorporated into the Keamny Mesa Community Plan, which established this
area as an area in transition and suitable for a mix of residential, office and
institutional sues with some commercial service uses, Most of the buildings
in the area are vacant and/or are finctionally obsolete. Since the area has
been transitioning away from industrial use, the proposed project has
undergone the City process that alfows the initiation of community plan
amendments and accompanying rezones.

The Community Planning and Community Investment (CPCI) Department
supports the proposed project since the area is transitioning away from
Industrial use as established in the WADLUS end identified in the Keamny
Mesa Community Plan. In addition, the use is more competible wiih the
adjacent residential neighbarhoods, and the bulk and scale of the project is
reduced from that allowed under the current community plan and
accompanying industrial zoning. It should be noted that the existing Industrial
zone of the property does not have a height limit; however, due to the
proximity of Montgomery Field a 70-foot height limit would apply. The
project setbacks and height vary throughout the project. The praject height
along Aero Drive ranges from 46.5 to approximately 63 feet, and the setbacks
range from 30 feet to approximately 130 feet. As described in the MND, &




Response to Comments .};

small portion of the project would be 63 feet high to incorporate a tower
element.

According to the Development Services Department Significance
Determination Thresholds, a significant visual guality and neighborhood
character impact may result if a project were to remove distinctive or
landmark trees or a stand of mature frees as identified in the community plan,
In this case neither of those conditions would apply; and the removal of non-
native or landscape trees would not be considered a significant environmental
impact. The project would include significant landscaping between the
existing residential dwellings and the proposed project.

The project is set back from the west property line approximately 1§ feet from
the Canyon Pottery property fine. This is three feet more than the setback
required by the IP-2-1 zone and 13 feet more than the proposed RM-3-9 zone.
A significant visual quality impact may result if a project would result in a
shadow that would substantialiy interfere with the adjacent usable outdoor
spaces associated with the use of the property as residential, recreational,
institutional, or commercial uses. In this case the adjacent property does not
include any outdoor uses that would be significantly impacted by shadows.



10.

i1.

12.

13.

14,

1L AIR QUALITY — Would the proposal:

C. Expase sensitive receptors to substantial poltutant concentrations?

Statement; “The project is not located next ta substantial concentrations of air pollutants nor would the
residential nature of the project generate substantial concentrations of air pollutants.”

Comment; Really? It's across the street from an airport. There are rio air pollutants jrom the fet fuel
at the airport? Not even any mention of that in the MND statement?

F. Alter air movement in the area of the project?

Staternent: “The three- and four-story project would not result significantly (sic) alter the movement of
girin the area,”

Comment: [t's a six-story profect. Plus there's a height deviation for a 63 foot architectural element.
That still might not significantly aiter movement of air in the area, but it should be right in the
document.

V. BIOLOGY — Would the proposal result in:

C. Introduction of invasive species of plants into area?

Statement; “The project would not result in the planting of invasive species adjacent to an open space
araa—l’ -

Commeni: As has already been established, the project as praposed and cleared by Staff called for
several invasive plant species.

XI. NOISE

Sections B and C refer to exposure to noise levels in excess of appraved levels. The no boxis
checked, but the note refers to the Initial Study, Section [V, which indicates that there are in fact
excess levels which will require mitigation. This indicates to me that the yes box should have been
checked on this document.

This same issue comes up under X POPULATION AND HQUSING, section C, referring to an
increase in population. The no box is checked but the note says that it could result in an increase.

And again in XVIL. UTILITIES, section F, solid waste disposal, where mitigation is required.

I also question the accuracy of XVI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION sections C and D, which
state that the project would not result in an increased demand for off-street parking nor in effects on
existing parking. It has long been the contention of the Serra Mesa Planning Group that the City
parking standards are insufficient for our neighborhood, and every development built to City parking
code resuits in a significant impact in on-street parking, We have no teason 1o believe that this project
will be any different.

In short, I feel that this project is being rushed through the approval process, and important
details are being missed. If invasive plant species can make it onto the landscape inventory, and
something as simple as the number of stories in the building can be wrong on the MND, what
eise are we missing?

'
|
'
i
1

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Response to Comments

The response to the air quality question has been revised in the environmental
document. The response states: “The proposed project would not subject
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of air poltutants.”™ Examples
of sensitive receptors include long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation
centers, convalescent centers, schools, child care facilities, etc.

The project is not a six-story project. It is a three- and four-story project. One
portion of the project includes a 63-foot-high tower which was included to
facilitate varying architectural elements on the street fagade. A significant
alteration in the movement of air in the area, as a result of the project, would
not oceur.

Please see Response No. |. Note that Mexican Fan Paims, removed from the
propesed project, would not have been planted adjacent to an opea space area,
so the statement was correct.

The “No” box for Noise wes checked because the project would not result in a
significant noise impact as discussed in the Initial Study.

Under *Population and Housing” the “No Box” was checked because the
project is not of sufficient size to alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population of an area.

The “No Box™ was checked for solid waste disposal because with the required
mitigation a significant solid waste impact would not result, as discussed in
the Initial Study.

The project will provide 763 parking spaces which exceeds the City's
requirement of 742 parking spaces.

Comment Noted. The project has been in process since the original Planning
Commission initiation in Aprl of 2006.




15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Palladium nt.,pruject No. 148904

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration — Initial Study Checklist

Personal Comments by Jnmes Feinberg,

Chair of Palladium Subcommittee of Serra Mesa Planning Group

(lntended to provide elaboration on the aesthetic and bulk and scale concerns in the official SMPG
comments.}

Kevin Mock, an architect on our board, took it upon himself to prepare a massing study showing the
proposed project in context with the existing structures along Aero Drive as well as the single family
residences adjacent to the project, and comparing the size of the project with some of the larger
existing sites and projects in Serra Mesa, [ have attached these three files {Existing Building
Footprints, Proposed Building Footprints, and Cemparison of Proposed Building Footprint ta Serra
Mesa Parcels) as PDFs for your consideration.

Even the briefest study of these plans makes it very clear that the proposed project is significantly
farger in width and depth than any building in the area, and its bulk and scale are apodictically
incompatible with the surrounding development. 1t is comparable in area to, and significantly talter
than, the entire retail center further south along Sandrock. When compared with the residences on
Dubonnet and Sandrock immediately adjacent to the project site, the difference in scale between
structures is breathtaking. :

Even without accounting for the additional lane on Aero, the project has a smaller street setback than
any other structure along the south side of Aero Drive, further exacerbating its bulk.

In short, this structure is simply toe large for the site.

The Sandrock frontage of the proposed project is a single, flat surface, tuming this major street and
primary access to our community into a slot canyon.

This project proposes to remove the free-right “pork-chop” curve at the southwest corner of the
intersection of Aero and Sandrock. Historical research has indicated that this distinctive curve
predates all development along Acre and was intended te be a signature ¢lement of the entrance into
the residential community. Removai thereof constitutes a negative aesthetic.

The proposed architectural elements, intended to disguise the mass of the structure, will instead make
it further stand out against the subdued style of the other buildings in the area, making it even more
incompatible with the surrounding development. The wrap-parking design turns the project into a
fortress, and does not encourage residents to leave the site and walk out into the community.

This design might work in other areas where the architectural firm has worked, such as Qrange
County, or even nearby in UTC or farther north in Kearny Mesa. But this design cannot be plunked
down along Aero Drive and be made to fit.

All of these things, individually and collectively, constitute a significant environmental impact on

the Serra Mesa community, and disqualify this project from continuing with a Mitigated
Negative Declaration. At the very least, the community deserves a Statement of Overriding
Considerations from our elected officials,

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

Response to Comments .}}

Please see Response No. 4.

The project does have a smaller setback on Aero Drive in some places and
larger setbacks in others ranging from 30 to approximately 130 fest.

Comment noied.

Please see Response No. 3. Note that the Sandrock Read elevatjon includes
recessed balconies, off-sets in the walls, awnings, with offsetting planes.

New regional standards required that the project provide a safer design which
included the removal of the pork chap curve.

Comment aoted. The project was designed to include numerous pedestrian
connections to abutting streets and transit connections, Additionally, the
proposed comnunity plan amendment would include the incorporation of
Design, Streetscape, and Streetyard Guidelines as an appendix to the Keamy
Mesa Community Plan. The intent of the amendment is to create an
interconnected neighborhood as other parcels along West Aero Drive
redevelop in the future.

Comment noted.

Statement noted. Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations are made for Environmental Impact Repotts and allow the
decision maker to approve a project with unmitigated significant impacts.

-1
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