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EXHIBIT A.1
SCOPE OF SERVICES
PHASE I

Task 1: Engineering
Task 1.1: Data Collection

Task 1.1.1:  City staff to provide consultant existing utility and
road plans and studies for road improvements within
Golden Triangle as defined below:

* Genesee from I-5 to SR-52.

e Regents Road from Genesee to SR-52

e Governor Drive from Regents to I-805

¢ Nobel Drive from I-5 to Miramar Road

« LaJolla Village Drive from I-5 to I-805

¢ Town Center Drive from _Nob-el to Eastgate Mall
e  SR-52 from I-5 to I-805

e -5 from SR-52 to Genesee

-o  ]-805-from SR-52 to Eastgate Mall

e -Millikin Ave.

e Lahitte Court _ - '\ :

Task 1.1.2:  Plot existing utilities within project (Genesee
: ~ Avenue, Regents Road, Lahitte Court, Millikin Ave.,
La Jolla Village Drive, I-5, SR-52, I — 805, Nobel
_ Drive and Governor Drive). :

Task 1.1.3: ~ City staff to provide consultant existing engineering
‘ studies in the University City Planning Area
including - geotechnical .reports, “hydrology, and

current and proposed development plans. -
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Task 1.2: Mapping: City to provide 2002 digital aerial orthophotography of
current land use in Golden Triangle area. Update of existing
SANGIS 1999 aerial topographic information to reflect substantial
changes in current conditions will be performed as additional

services.
Task 1.3: Geotechnical Studies
 Task 1.3.1:  Preliminary Geotechnical report including a site -

reconnaissance to look for exposures, preparing a
geologic map and authoring a preliminary report.

Task 1.3.2: Perform a site reconnaissance and preliminary
research to estimate the potential for existing impact
to the Site(s) (i.e, levels of hazardous
materials/wastes likely to warrant mitigation pursuant
to current regulatory guidelines) from the presence of
hazardous materials/wastes on or within the vicinity
of the Site. The Site is defined as follows:

e Genesee from I-5 to SR-52
¢ Regents Road from Genesee to SR-52
. quemor Drive from Regents to 1-805

Prepare a. report summdrizing results and
recommendations. The City will be responsible for
obtaining permission for Geocon personnel and
support to enter the entire site area prior to our visit.
Provisions for an assessment of wetlands, earthquake
faults, asbestos, lead-based paint, lead in drinking
water, radon gas, and methane gas are not included in
this scope of services. THE viewavill-net.include.or
a@w@quak&&h&m@m&tﬁwwaQLQMSJLC
Title information dating back at least 50 years must
be obtained from a title: company by the City and at
the City’s discretion and expense. The City shall
provide the names and telephone numbers. of the

- contacts for the present and past property
tenants/owners. :

Task 1.4:  Alternative Analysis -

Task 1.4.1:  Identify and define up to ten (10) alternatives —
conduct one day workshop with the project team and
stakeholders to identify and define possible
alternatives or combinations of alternatives, -such as

the following:

¢ No project
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« Widened Genesee 9 ()\’\ }"5’/
o New Regents Road bridge
o Widened Genesee and Regents Road bridge
o Use Genesee median as reversible lane
e Grade separation at Gehesee/Govemor Drive |
« Roundabouts at congested intersections
e ITS option

~ e Transit option

Task 1.4.2:  Summary of Alternatives: Summarize results of one-
day workshop .in brief memo containing, a
 description and sketch of each alternative.

Task 1.4.3:  Identify relative opportunity and constraints of each
identified alternative including R/W impacts, traffic
impacts, environmental constraints, Fridwcommunity.
suppoit¥Based on discussions within project team, a
qualitative assessment will be made of each
alternative and summarized in a matrix.

Task 1.4.4:  Select up to six (6) alternatives for further analysis.
Team and stakeholder meeting to refine alternatives
and select up to six alternatives for further analysis.

Task 1.5: Bridges and Structures Alternatives

Task 1.5.1: .Coordinate and review Regents Road and Genesee
‘ : Avenue preliminary roadway geometrics.

Task 1.5.2:  Review existing geotechnical and foundation data.
Geocon to provide consultation to TYLIN during
their preparation of type selection, the general plan

Task 1.5.3:

discussions with the Community Working Group,
one APS for the Genesee/Governor grade separation
and one APS for the Genesee Avenue bridge
widening (deck over and widen on the west side
only) to address bridge alternatives and options.
Each APS will include a drawing showing bridge
plan, elevation and typical section views and an
itemized cost estimate (engineer’s opinion of
probable construction cost). - :
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Task 1.5.4:  Perform aesthetic studies and develop architectural ,

concepts for the Regents Road Bridge. Prepare photo
simulations for two bridge design alternatives based

on an overall view of the bridge site.

Task 1.5.5: _Preparé a written' summary of potential temporary
and permanent. effects of bridge construction on the
site for each significantly differing bridge alternative
(two at Regents and one at Genesee) with an
accompanying map showing the footprint of these
eftects (for environmental coordination).

Task 1.5.6:  Prepare a bridge alternatives report for the Regents
Road Bridge, Genesee/Governor grade separation
“and the Genesee Avenue Bridge widening. This
report will include 2 discussion of bridge design and
construction 1ssues, alternatives considered, and
conclusions and recommendations.

Task 1.5.7:  Prepare cost estimates (engineer’s opinion of
probable construction cost)  for earth retaining
structures along Regents Road and Genesee Avenue.

Task 1.5.8: Meetving support

Task 1.6: Analyze Alternatives

Task 1.6.1:  Prepare Plan and Profile at 200-scale for up to six (6)
~ alternatives or combinations of alternatives.. The
plans will show the limits of improvements,'proposed
R/W, major utility relocations and major drainage

structures. Candidate alternatives include:

Task 1.6.1.1: Widened Genesee
Task 1.6.1.2: New Regents Road Bridge

Task 1.6.1.3: Genesee Median as reversible lane

Task 1.6.1.4: Grade séparation of Govermor/
Genesee

Task 1.6.1.5: Roundabouts at congested
: intersections

Task 1.6.1.6: Transit ~ Option (Review  and
incorporate MTDB’s proposed plan at
time of UC build out)

Task 1.6.2: Prepare plaﬁning level construction cost estimate for
: up to 6 alternatives. For purpose of establishing a
level of effort, the following altematives were

assumed:
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Task 1.6.2;1: Widened Genesee

Task 1.6.2.2: 'New Regents Road bridge

Task 1.6.2.3: Genesee median as Reversible Lane
Task 1.6.2.4: Grade separation Governor/Genesee

Task 1.6.2.5: Roundabouts at congested
' intersections

Task 1.6.2.6: Transit ~ Option (Review  and
“incorporate MTDB’s proposed Plan at
time of build out of UC) ‘

Task 1.6.3:  One Meeting with City to review and finalize
alternatives. (Assumes review will be in place of one

monthly meeting with City)

Task 1.6.4:  Additional alternative analysis (TBD - if necessary
will be performed as additional services).

Task 1.7: Prepare Draft Constraints Report and Conceptual Plans for up to SI1X
alternatives.

Task 1:7.1:  Prepare Draft Constraints Report which will include
’ the following information: .

e Introduction — background and purpose of study -
o Existing Road network
« Traffic Data — existing and future
« Deficiencies — existing and future
! o Alternatives —
| e Description
. Plan and Profile D_raWings
. e Cost Estimate
"« Community Input
o Comparison of Alternatives
. Altematives considered but rejected -
: o Aesthetics ‘ |
Task 1.7.2:  Review Draft Constraints Report with City Staff
Task 1.7.3:  Prepare Final Constraints Report. ‘

Task 1.8: Identify components of “Early Action Plan”. Consultant to work
with City Staff to identify any early action items to provide some
congestion relief that can be implemented without major capital
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costs or environmental documentation. Preparation of contract
documents will be additional services.

- Task 2: _Trafﬁc

Task 2.1: Collect and review previous city and new UTC expansion traffic
: studies. ' '

Task 2.2: Review and identify assumptions for previous city and new UTC
expansion travel forecasts. ' :

Task 2.3: Update traffic counts for each comidor and for up to 10 key
intersections based on agreed study boundary and review, and
summarize previous city traffic analysis. Additional traffic counts
to be provided by City or as additional services.

Task 2.4: Review UTC expansion transit forecasts and assumptions for
reasonableness.

Task 2.5: Determine most reasonable corridof ADT’s and intersection peak
hour volumes for up to six (6)-alternative concepts.

Task 2.6: Alternatives analysis using HCS 2000 and PASSER. VISSIM will
be used to model up to 20 intersection scenarios. Additional
modeling will be performed as additional services. '

Task 2.7: Review of transit model iripui and output. Others will perform
transit analysis and forecasting. :

Task 2..8:
Task 2.9:

Community Outreach support.

| P‘repare traffic calming study for up to three neighborhood schools
to be identified by the City. '

Task 3:  Environmental Process _
Task 3.1: Environmental Baseline and Constraints Analysis'

Task 3.1.1:  Conduct baseline biological survey and research
including wetland delineation, mapping and resource
evaluation. Prepare constraints letter summarizing
results. (Excludes protocol sensitive species survey.) -

Task 3.1.2:  Conduct cultural resource survey and prepare
' ' constrainits letter. (Includes record search and field

survey and mapping. Excludes testing).

Task 3.1.3:  Conduct noise analysis and prepare constraints letter.
(Includes ambient noise measurements, estimates of
potential noise contours from future roadways and

! Constraints studies will be based on 500-foot wide corridor over Genesee Avenue between a point 1,000
feet south of the eastbound onramp to SR 52 and a point 500 feet north of Nobel Drive. Information for
Regents Road will be collected along a 500-foot corridor extending from Arriba Road to Govemor Drive.
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Task 3.2:

Task 3.1.4:

Task 3.1.5:

Task 3.1.6:

Task 3.1.7:

U
157

preliminary identification of noise attenuation
options.)

Conduct a land use inventory and land planning and
policy review to document the nature of existing and

~ planned uses along the study corridors. - Identify land

uses sensitive to traffic_noise and safety issues.

Prépare constraints letter and map.

Consider _visual _issues and identify viewsheds.
Prepare constraints letter. R

Conduct a field meeting and follow up coordination
with California Department of Fish and Game,
California Regional Water Quality Review Board,
and- U.S. Corps of Engineers regarding wetland
issues.

Review technical studies and coordinate with
consultants.

Alternatives Analysis for up to six (6) alternatives

Task 3.2.1:

Task 3.2.2:

Task 4: . Public Participation
Task 4.1: Program Management

Task 4.2:

Evaluate up to 6 alternatives and recommend design
changes.

Prepare letter report and matrix summarizing results
of evaluation. ‘ '

Task 4.1.1:  Support for Team meetings with City. Assumes up.
o to six meetings. -

Task 4.1.2:  Conduct internal K&A planning sessions. Assumes
up to 14 meetings. N |

Task 4.1.3: Participate in conference calls, workshops, planning
sessions, contract management and coordination, etc.
Assumes up to eight hours per month for six months.

Community Relations | '

Task 4.2.1:  Plan for and implement open houses/presentations

regarding transportation issues.  Assumes {woO
sessions (One in North University City and ong in
South University City) at 40 hours each. Includes
$1500 for each event’s expenses. City to advertise
event. :
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Task 4.2.2: Email database management. Assumes list of
interested parties will be developed and managed -
postings of key information, meetings, media

_ releases, etc. for six months.
Task 4.3: Materials Development |
' Task 4.3.1:  Draft and manage production of UC transportation
bulletins. Allows for two bulletins, posting on Web

and other useful links as well as distribution to
database. Printing and postage provided by City.

Task 4.3.2: Draft ~and produce up to two 8.57x11” fact
* sheets/questions & answer materials for information
kits. Printing and postage provided by City.

Task 4.3.3: . Draft and distribute template articles for area
newsletters and publications. Assumes w0 articles
will be developed for weekly/monthly publications.

Task 4.3.4:  Draft and produce general information piece on UC
transportation criteria and process (interim brochure).
Assumes eight pages with graphics. Only graphics
included in budget. City of San Diego to pay for
printing and postage.

Task 4.3:5: Web site support’ includes 4 hours per month to
support web site for six months.

Task 4.3.6:  Traffic Cam (not included) - if implemented will be
paid for under additional services.

Task 4.3.7:  Information kiosks (not included) - if implemented
will be paid for under additional services.

Task 4.4: Media Relations — Katz & Associates will serve at the single point
of contact for the media and public. Provides 8 hours per month for

_ 18 months.
Task 4.5: ~Public Participation/Working Group Committee

Task 4.5.1: . Design stakeholder survey questionnaire and conduct
up to-6 interviews. - Provide summary report. '

" Task 4.5.2:  Provide strategic counsel; attend planning sessions,
committee  infrastructure development/support.
Allows for up to 12 hours per month over 18 months
(6 months in Phase I and 12 months in Phase II).

~ Task 4.5.3: Public Working Group meeting ‘planning and
facilitation. Assumes nine meeting over 7 months
including eight hours of planning preparation and six

-

. hours for facilitation strategic counsel per meeting.
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Task 5:

Task 4.5.4:

Task 4.5.5:

Project Management

Monthly Invoicing and Progress Reports for six months.

Task 5.1:
Task 5.2:

Task 5.3:

Meetings
Task 5.2.1:
Task 5.2.2:

Task 5.2.3: .

Public Working Group meeting support and
coordination. Provides staffing support for all PWC
meetings before/during/in-between meetings.
Assumes 9 meetings @ 25 hours per meeting with
the City providing space, presentation equipment and
reproduction.

Working Group materials/report development —
research, draft, produce, format and prepare summary
of working group meetings. Report will include an
executive summary. (Report distribution to be paid
by the City.) '

Monthly meeting with City for six months.
Transportation Issues Open Houses (2)

Working Group 9

Provide project website and maintain site for six months.
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EXHIBIT A2 2
SCOPE OF SERVICES () L
PHASE II | \

Task 1:  Traffic
Task 1.1: Hearing Support.
Task 1.2: Preparation of DEIR traffic analysis technical report.

Task 1.3: Draft replies to public review comments on DEIR regarding traffic
-issues. -

Task 2:  Environmental Process
Task 2.1: Environmental Review Process

Task 2.1.1:  Prepare Notice of Preparation (Excludes distribution
and mailing).

Task 2.1.2:  Organize and conduct two Scoping Meetings in
accordance CEQA requirement.

Task 2.1.3:  Prepare First Screencheck EIR to address the four
' primary - alternatives equally. Any other alternatives
identified during Part A would be completed under
the additional services. Document will include the

following sections:
Task 2.1.3.1: Project Description/lntroduction/
' Summary/Setting

Task 2.1.3.2: Air Quality

" Task 2.1.3.3: Biology -includes th/e identification
‘ of mitigation site within Rose Canyon.
The identification.of mitigation sites
outside of Rose Canyon will be
additional services.

Task 2.1.3.4: Cultural Resources
Task 2.1.3.5: Geology
Task 2.1.3.6: Hydrology/Water Quality
Task 2.1.3.7: Land Use and Planning
‘Task 2.1.3.8: Noise

' Task 2.1.3.9: Paleontology

" Task 2.1.3.10: Population and Housing
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Task 2.1.4:
Task 2.1.5:
Task 2.1.6:
Task 2.1.7:

Task 2.1.8:

Task 2.2: Print EIRs
Task 2.2.1:

Task 2.2.2:

Task 2.2.3:

 Task 2.24:

Task 2.1.3.11: Public Safety

Task 2.1.3.12: Public Services/Utilities
Task 2.1.3.13: Transportation/Circulation
Task 2.1.3.14: Visual Quality

Task 2.1.3.15: Cumulative Impacts

Task 2.1.3.16: Growth Inducement

Task 2.1.3.17: Alternatives (Additional Services)
Task 2.1.3.18: Word Processing

Task 2.1.3.19: Graphics

Task 2.1.3.20: QA/QC

Prebare Second Screencheck EIR

Prepare Third Screencheck EIR

Prepare Draft EIR and Notice of Completion
Prepare Final EIR

Task 2.1.7.1: Responses to Comments

Tésk 2.1.7.2: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program ' - '

"Task 2.1.7.3: Findings

Task 2.1.7.4: Final EIR
Task 2.1.7.5: Notice of Determination

" Prepare Technical Reports for EIR Appendices

Task 2.1.8.1: Air Quality
Task 2.1.8.2: Biology -
Task 2.1.8.3: Cultural Resources

" Task 2.1.8.4: Geology (1.3.2)

Task 2.1.8.5: Noise -
Task 2.1.8.6: Traffic (2.10)

First Screencheck (15)
Second Screencheck (15)
Third Screencheck (15)-

' Draft EIR (5) & Final EIR (5)-Assumes that the City |
will print the Draft and Final EIR copies. '
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Task 3:

Public Participation

Task 3.1: Program Management

Task 3.2:

Task 3.3:

Task 3.4:

Task 3.1.1:
Task 3.1.2:

Task 3.1.3:

Support for Team meetings with City. Assumes up
to 12 meetings.

Conduct internal K&A planning sessions. Assumes
up to 22 meetings.

Participate in conference calls, workshops, planning
sessions, contract management and coordination, etc.
Assumes up to eight hours per month for 12 months.

Community Relations

Task 3.2.1:

Task 3.2.2:
Task 3.2.3:

Plan for and implement two open
houses/presentations regarding Working  Group
findings.

Prepare Public Participation Summary Document

Email database management. ~ Assumes list of
interested parties will be developed and managed -
postings of key information, meetings, media
releases, etc. for 12 months.

Materials Development

Task 3.3.1: -

Web site support includes 4 hours per month to
support web site for 12 months. .

EIR Scoping-Coordinate and manage all aspects associated with the
public process for EIR scooping and draft release. ’

‘Task 3.4.1: -

Task 3.4.2:

Task 3.4.3:
Task 3.4.4:

Task 3.4.5:

Task 3.4.6:

" Task 3.4.7:

Logistical support for public scoping meeting
including staffing, meeting coordination and noticing,
etc. '

Facilitation of two public meetings for the scoping of
the EIR.

Prepare summary report of two meetings

Logistical support for two public meetings during

public  review including  staffing, meeting

'~ coordination and limited noticing.

Strategic counsel for Planning Commission/Council

‘Meetings.. (2)

Facilitation for the two public meetings of the release
of the draft EIR.

Prepare summary report of two meetings.
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‘Task 4:

Project Management

Task 4.1: Monthly Invoicing and Progress Reports for 12 months.

Task 4.2: Meetings

Task 4.2.1:
Task 4.2.2:
Task 4.2.3:
Task 4.2.4:

‘Monthly team meeting with City for 12 months.

Community Working Group Open Houses @)
Public EIR Meetings (4) .

Planning Commission/Council (2)

Task 4.3: Provide project website and maintain site for 12 months.
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~ EXHIBIT B.1

PHASE I COMPENSATION SCHEDULE

Task Description : Cost
1.0 .Engineering
1.1 Data Collection : $ 24.650.00
1.2 Mapping ' 1,620.00
173 Geotechnical Studies ' 21,760.00
1.4 Alternative Analysis 31,250.00
1.5 Bridges and Structures Alternatives ' 134,150.00
1.6 Alternatives Evaluation 171,190.00
1.7 Project Report (6 Alternatives) 60,220.00
1.8 Identify Early Action Plan Components 7,980.00
2.0 Traffic 164,010.00
3.0 Environmental Process
3.1 Environmental Baseline and Constraints 48,830.00
3.2 Alternative Analysis 26,190.00
4.0 Public Participation - 186,000.00
' 82,450.00

5.0 Project Management
’ TOTAL $ 960,300.00
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EXHIBIT B.2

PHASE II COMPENSATION SCHEDULE

Task Description : Cost

1.0 Traffic | $ 27,370.00
2.0 Environmental Process '

2 1 Environmental Review Process 7,170.00
' 2.1.3 Prepare 1* Screencheck EIR 90,180.00
2.1.4 Prepare 2" 4 Screencheck EIR 27,760.00
2.1.5 Prepare 3" Screencheck EIR 15,600.00
2.1.6 Prepare Draft EIR and NOC ' 10,530.00
2.1.7 Prepare Final EIR ‘ 38,440.00
2.1.8 Prepare Technical Reports for EIR 51,860.00
22 Print EIRs (15 each screencheck, 5 for final) 9,370.00
3.0 Public Participation 101,370.00
' 123,350.00

4.0 Project Management :
TOTAL $ 503,000.00

e it Avets Svth Cowridar SrudviPhase | and Phase It agreement.fee schedule.doc
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EXHIBIT B

REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE/LIMITED ROADWAY CHANGES

GRAND TOTAL

REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE DESIGN COSTS I

Consultant
__Project Design Consultants _
USA_

GEOCON

Cost
$1 183 191 OO

_367,362.75

$51,387.00

1._Syska AHegne_ssAy o

w3 e

" DESIGNCOSTSTOTAL: .~

B Gallegos and Assocrates 3 N . $926.10
__Merkel and Associates } .. $10,629.15
..Katz and Associate . $170,556.75
TYLIN o i o ~ $1,270,872.75
SRA i _ _ $332,597.74

: Parspné §‘rinckerhoft‘_v___,__ i o o ~ _$62,023.50

. $48,840.75

LIMITED ROADWAY CONSTRUCTION DESIGN COSTS

Consultant

:.;:Cost

Project Desugn Consu!tants

$738 520.00

USA

$169,758.75

GEOCON

$61,080.60

Merkel and Associates

$2,005.50

TYLIN

$302,683.50

SRA

$44,992.50

Parsons Brinckerhoff

$81,696.30

$23,919.00

LIMITEO ROADWAY CHANGES AND REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE
CEQA AND PERMIT PROCESSING COSTS

(fonsulfant

el P

Project Desngn Consultants '

3455 851.00

“USA

$60,375.00

Gallegos and Associates

$396,969.30

$143,620.05

Merkel and Associates
TYLIN

$100,348.50

_ CEGA AND PERMIT PROCESSING COSTSTOTAL; ..~

"§1,157,163.85

GRAND TOTAL

$5,780,207.49

12/05/2006
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Page 1

From: John Tracanna

To: ' ‘Williams, Cecilia
Date: 712712006 2:30:07 PM
Subject: - Re: UC FBA

Cecilia,

If the projects are removed from the community plan the proceeds projected to be collected for these two
projects could be used for other eligible projects of a community wide nature and which support the
Community Plan. Any future updates to the Community Plan could also necessitate the need for an
update to the financing plan. :

I want to point out that there is a misconception that all of the funds for these two projects have been
collected already. The fact is, about $6M has been collected for the bridge, with about $25M projected to
be collected during FY 2009 and FY 2010. For-Genesee, about $2M has been collected and another
$22M s projected to be collected from FY 2011 - Fy 2014.

John E. Tracanna .
Supervising Project Manager
.Planning Dept., Facilities Financing
619-533-3682

>>> Cecilia Williams 7/27/2006 2:07:24 PM >>>
Hello all, : :

Dan Monroe & 1 are pulling together some background information for Bifl Anderéon. He has been asked
to speak at Tuesday's Council hearing on the UC N/S Corridor Study. A question that Bill asked is
whether the money earmarked in the FBA for Regents Road Bridge & the Genessee Avenue widening

could be used or put towards anything else if these projects area taken out of the Zcommuni_ty plan and the

financing plan? If not, what happens to the money?

Thanks! Your quick iesponsé on this is most helpful.

' ~ Cecliia

CC:. ) Carroll, Jennifer; Gabriel, Charlene; Monros, Danie_l
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To: Lewis Michaelson
CC: Sara Katz '
Re: Conflicts of interest
Date: August 17, 2003

Lewis,

You told me in our conversation last Friday that before the Public Working Committee
meeting on Aug. 20 you and I will meet with Gordon Lutes and ask him whether or not
his firm would bid on any construction project that results from this EIR. You said that is
~ a very legitimate question to pose and to have on the table.

For those of us concerned about issues of conflict of interest in this process, I would like
the question to be posed to at least two other companies involved: TY Lin and Safdie
Rabines Architects, both subcontractors to PDC on bridge issues. Since the bridge is the
‘biggest of the construction projects, it would potentially be very appealing to both city
staff and contractors who might get a piece of the action. In fact, Patti Boekamp stated to
Dan Arovas that she is in favor of building the bridge. Gordon Lutes indicated to both
myself and Dan Arovas that being an engirieer, he is inclined to like bridges. Yet
throughout this study and evaluation phase and the EIR, both the city staff and the
consultants are supposed to examine all alternatives without any bias.

To allay the perception of a conflict of interest, I would appreciate a letter from PDC,
T.Y. Lin and Safdie Rabines Architects stating:

1. That they have no business interest in how various alternatives 'fare_. '

2. That to allay even the perception of a conflict of interest, they would not bid on, sub
contract on, or in any way work on the proposed bridge or other construction ptoject that -
results from this process, nor would they directly or indirectly try to influence the choice-
of contractors were the city to decide to proceed with the proposed bridge or another

construction option. o

1 Wpuid also appreciate a letter from Patti Boekamp to the PWC stating up front whether
or not she has any preferences or opinions about the outcome of the process. o

Thank you for recognizing that the potential for a conflict of interest, or even the

- perception of a possible conflict of interest, is a proper subject of concern for members of
the committee — and the general public - as we evaluate the information we receive and

* the alternatives. L ' '

Debby Knight
Friends of Rose Canyon
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From: Patti Boekamp
To: Kris' Shackelford
Date: 2/3/06 1:23PM.

‘Subject: * Re: Fwd: SDHDA January 2006 Newsletter

Maybe | Carask them to-stick to the general concept of the.gaps and not focus on the-environmental

‘docummgrit, for this spécific situation

>>5> Kris Shackelford 02/03/06 6:40 AM >>> _

No, it won't be me this time. Gordon asked if it would be O K. for him to do it. I-told himvthat itwould be
too risky. We are too close tothe end and | can't afford for things to go south at this point, Gordornrcan
easily be suckad into the debate because we have tons of information now. Yesterday | talked to Greg
Gastelum who's putting this together ang gave him some ideas of how he can stage this debate. |
explained to him why I didn't think it would be & good-ided for Gordon to be involved, even on his own
time. If-a"Project" is selected, PDC will get:alargs contract-and the factthat the name “Highway
Developmignt Assoclation” is already tainted the-scene, | can't see haw we can win this one as far as the
public peregption is. concemied,

Kris

>>> Patti Boekamp: 02/02/2006 4:21 PM >>> A

Who are-the lucky presenters on the UC North/South Connectors "Gap® presentation...you? Hey, Frank
mentioned that he is going to be going to some of these meetings in his new job and wondered if he'd
maybe seeyou'there thai day. =

Ratti
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| Kais Shiackelférd - UCNS Presentation T T P

From: Mike'Mezay _ »
To: Boekamp, Pattl; Shackelford, Kiis
‘Date: April 25,2006 7:42 AM:

' Subject: UG NS Presentation

Patti and Kris, attached is the revised outline for cur meefing this morning.

Michael



| Kris Shackelford - UC Nordes ™

b e L .

-.g-r.-",:

UC Noith/South Transportation Corndor
Management Briefing

L. Project Area Overview

L

¢ 6 & o

‘North, South, East ‘West Quadrants.

Sizcof the community

‘Existing Land Uses
Development Trends (up-and up)

Project arca dimensions
a. 3 miles E/W and 3.4 mtles N/S
b. Gancsce 17,570 LF and Repgents 14,074 LE

2. Project History

.
L4
.

€P 1oadway segments since 1984,
Development.assumed CP roadway system.
'1994-Constraints Analy (Dudek & Assocxatcs)
Continwous comnitini .

. build tho bridge fitse
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From: Kris Shackelford

To: Patti Boekamp

Date: Mon, May 22, 2006 3:52 PM
Subject: 1472 Schedule

Hi Patti,

Here is the tentative milestone for the UC N/S EIR,

FEIR out to the public: Currently Bruce is responding to DSD's comments. | think | can get Bruce to
commit to this Friday (there are stilt small lingering things between Ann and Andy). | may need your help
on getting DSD to commit to June 2 (4 days to review and sign). Then one week to print and distribute.
The document can be ready for public to view the week of June 12.

st Hearing to select an afternative: July 18 (Scott Peters wants 30 days viewing before the first
hearing), ,

- 2nd Hearing to certify document/adopt findings/approve project: August 8
NOD is filed (within S days after hearing) and clock starts: say August 16
35 days after NOD is filed is the period where lawsult must be filed: say September 22

i project is allowed to proceed, we can begin design in October.  First stap is to do a consuitant
amendment for PBC. So a couple months to get {o Councit Hearirj'g to approve consultant amendment.

Technical work can start baginning of December.

%’rﬁ Svailable most of the moming tomorrow (Tuasday) if you want me 1o stop by and provide more details,

Kris
GC: Mike ﬁezey
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Consultant report biased, say critics

By Jeanette Steele '
STAFF WRITER

July 31,2006 <

Opponents of building a Regents Road bridge say the consultant hired by the city to conduct an environmental
review tried to steer the report's results, since the firm stands to get a contract to work onthe $36 million prOJect
if it is approved.

The company and the city deny any wrongdoing took place, saying that internal e-mails between consultants and
city staff — obtained through a California Public Records Act request — are taken out of context.

“The assertion they have a conflict or that their work product in this partlcu]ar case is in some way flawed or
skewed is baloney and a red herring,” said Fred Sainz, spokesman for Mayor Jerry Sanders.

Friends of Rose Canyon, a group formed to fight the bridge proposal, has registered complaints since 2003 that
+ the process was tainted.

. “We think the EIR is very deﬁc1ent and a number of those deficiencies underplay the enwronmental lmpacts of
: the bridge prOJect President Debby Knight said. “To me, that speaks to either mcompetence or bias.”

The consu.ltant is San Diego-based Project Design Consultants. In April 2003, the firm got a $1.5 mllhon contract
to study the enwronmental impacts of seven options to improve traffic in University Clty :

One optlon would be to connect two sides of Regents Road by bulldlng a bndge across Rose Canyon, an open
- space preserve. Another is widening Genesee Avenue from four to six lanes in the stretch that links Un1vers1ty
City's northern and southern halves. : »

~ The nelghborhood's commumty plan, wh1ch is the accepted blueprint for growth, shows that both pro;ects should
be done. Knight said e-mails between Project Design Consultants and its subcontractors show there was
discomfort within the group about the lead consultant's effort to interpret data as favoring a combined option to
build the bridge and widen Genesee. Knight contends the firm wanted to make sure the bridge, whlch didn't fare
as well in the data, was selected. .

Sara Katz's firm, Katz & Associates, was hired to handle community relations forthe em'lronmental-study
process. In an October 2004 e-mall Katz seemed to object to the conclusion by Project Design Consultants

. Senior Vice President Gordon Lutes that the trafﬁc results for the bridge-and-widening option are clearly’ the -
best. .

Katz wrote: “I, too, have reviewed the doc(ument)s and am hard—pressed to Thake a compellmg, attractive and
passionate argument for the community plan. Given the history and emotion of the issue, 'clearly' needs to be
clear to all — and an easy sell. THIS IS NOT an easy sell. The cumulative factors just do not tell the story we all
. thought it would. . . . And even with the traffic data, the reason to 'drlve the community plan as the
: recommenda’aon is not that strong of an argument

. http://signqnsandiego.pn'ntthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?actien=cpt&t‘itle=Consnltant+report+bia... 2/16/2007
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In the same e-mail exchange between consultants, Lewis Michaelson in Katz's ofﬁce wrote: “I would have a hard
time usmg the word ‘clearly’ in front of best.’”

Three months earlier, in July 2004, a city planner involved in the environmental stud} expressed concern that
the consultant was tr;mg to paint a too—happv picture of the traffic data.

Michael Mezey, senior environmental planner in the Engineering and Capital Projects Department, said in an e- -
mail to his colleagues and the consultants: “The purpose of CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) is not
to champion a project but to provide decision makers with an objective analysis. If the data is bad in all the
variations, then the document must state that. We are getting too close to trying to make results fit into a 'rosy’
picture rather than simply presenting objective data.”

The consultant stands first in line for work if a project is chosen, a city official said. The bridge is the most
expensive optlon followed by the mdemng of Genesee, which would cost an estimated $24 million.

The city's agreement with Project Design Consultants was to hire the firm for the environmental 1eport and “any
subsequent design services” the City Council approves, according to Patti Boekamp, Engineering and Capital
Projects Department director.

The city did that to save money, Sainz said, as hiring another firm for the design work could result in major
changes and more expense. Also, a new bidding process could delay the project six months, he said.

The city had similar agreements with other companies for work on the Friars Road-Highway 163 mterchange, the
Interstate 805-Nobel Drive interchange and improvements to Carmel Valley Road, Boekamp said.

Sainz said the city stands behind the consultant's work on the environmental report.

No conflict of interest exists because the City Council — not the consultant — will choose among the seven
. alternatives, and the environmental report does not offer a recommendation, he said.

wJeanette Steele: (619) 293-1030; jen.steele@uniontrib.com

»Next Story»

Find this artlcle at:
http [hweerw. sxgnonsandiego com/umontnb/20060731Inews 1m31consult.himl

] Check the box to include the list of finks referenced in the article.

'http://signonsandiego._printthis.clickability.com/pt/épt?action=cpt&title=C0nsultant+report+bia... 2/16/2007
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From: Mike Mezey , T

To: ' ' '
GordonL@pmjectdeslqn.OOm,KShacke!ford@sandbgo.gov.BmceM@ijectDeaign.w
m )
Date: Fri, Jul 30, 2004 11:37 AM '
. Subject: - RE:NoProject Altemative

Our project in not to build a bridge or a wider roadway, but to study a north/south transportation conidor ln'
U.C. The bridge, in its various configurations is just one caomponent of that, Secondly, | concerned bya
comment In one of , » N

Brucp's €-mails which refers to our analysis as "program level”. has been my understanding that we

thera is a way to improve the reasonableness of the traffic analysls with
the "naming®, that option would be my suggestion as | think the ultimate
decision on an altemative will depend largely on the traffic anatysis.

~--Original Message--.—

From: Bruce Mcintyre , _ _

Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2004 1:32 PM

To:-‘Patti ' ¢

Ce: Kris Shackelford; Mike Mezeay; Gordon Lutes
- Subject: RE: No Project Alternative

Well, lot's see what comments we get from the others. Then we should decide
quickly so we can reformat the EIR headings. " T
—-Original Message— - - ' | .
From: Patti Boekamp [maqm:PBoekgmp@sandiego.gov] N . . _ : -




fike Mezey - RE: No Projoct Altornative T £age<l

Well, let's see what comments we get from the others. Then we should decide
quickly so we can reformat the EIR headings. : :

-—Original Message-~—

From: Patti Boekamp [mailto;PBc iego.qov.
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2004 1:14 PM
To: BruceM@ProjectDesign.c

Ce: Kris Shackelford; Mike Mezey
- Subject: Re: No Project Alternative

the subject of our document is not to build or not to build the Regents Road
Bridge - I'think it is truly: what should be in the community plan to be
built (to settle once and for all what is meant to be included in the

. network transportation system - money collected for and able to be accounted
for when studying land use and development)....in fact, whatever is chosen
will be in the community plan - whatever is not chosen would be removed from
the community plan (Community Plan Amendment would result).

That said, it may be that what you show as your compromise might still be
the approach to use...I'm not sure.... » o

>>> "Bruce Mcintyre” <BruceM@ProlectDesign.com> 7/28/04 10:13 >>>

. Mike~

| spoke to Theresa about our decision to calf the Community Plan alternative

“the No Praject Altemnative and convert the old No Praject alternative to a .
Biologically Preferred Alternative. She expressed concem over this
approach. She believes that the courts may be concemed about this because
building or not building the Regents Bridge is the subjact of our current

project. -

We came up with a compromise which | think makes sense. We suggest coming
up with two variations on the No Project alternative. The first would be

entitled:. No Preject: Full Community Plan Roadway Changes in the Genesee
Avenue and Regents Road Corridors. The second would be calied something _
like: No Project: No Roadway Changes in Genesse Avenue and Regents Road
Corridors. This would allow us to have an altemative which is the "do

nothing" altemative which people normally expect as well as the pure CEQA

no project alternative, S

What do you think?

Bruce

Bruce Mclntyre<?xml:namespace prefix = o ns =
“urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />

ProjectDesign Consultarits
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iMike Mezey - RE: Revised Traffic Comparison Tables

_ From: “Sara M. Katz" <SKatz@KatzandAssociates.com>
L To: "Lewis Michaslson” <LMichaelson@KatzandAssociates.com>, “Gordon Lug
a <Gordonl.@projectdasign.com>, "Bruce Mcintyre™ <BruceM@ProjectDasign.com>, "Kris She
mail)" <kshacke!for‘d@sa_ndloqo.gov>, "Andy Schigefl (E-mail)” <usai@urbansystems.net>, =

{E-mail)* gov>
Date: Thu, Oct 21, 2004 9:33 AM

Subject: RE: Revised Traffic Comparison Tables

. 1100 have reviewed the docs and am hard pressed to make a compelling,
attraciive and passionate argument for the community plan. Giventhe
history and emotion of the lssue, "clearly” needs to be clear to ali -
and an easy sell. THIS IS NOT an easy sef. The cumulative factors

~ justdo not tell the story we all thought it would. And, I would not
want to be the person that has to defend the "intuition™ justification
before the community and the media. We have to look at alf the factors,
ot just the traffic data. And even with the traffic data, the reason
to "drive” the communtty plan as the recommendation Is not that strong
of an argument. '

Remembar,wehmavefyhfomad‘mupohwkcholdenandwahave
mmwmmwwwummmmmmmmm'
best to show those. The "time savings” is not that impressive, no
matter how you slice and dice the data. If we are using the data to
telgmestory.khnotavafygoodsmry.'tfﬂmnwdeusweak,m v
8o be it. But, we have all been walting to.see the “facts” and now that
~ they are hers...... . o ‘ '

Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2004 11:00 PM
To: Gordon Lutes; Bruce Mcintyre; Kris Shag: & id it R
Andy Schiaefli (E-malt); Mike Mezey (E-mall); Sara M. Katz '
S Subject: RE: Revised Tratfic Comparison Tables

: . | nominate Gordon 1o go to the mesting with Scott. {would have
ahardﬁnwuslnqu\eword‘deadrhfmntot’best: To me, the
community plan is sfightly better than widening in most cases from a
- traffic congestion rellef standpoint. However, when one fectors in _
oosticonsb'ucﬁunagwavaﬁgn.andunmmgablo'sicmﬂmt _
‘envimmnmtaimtpaca(lknowididmmmmmhmyﬁm
-emaﬂandGordonwam‘tustheiﬁwer).wmmsmaﬂcongesﬁon
mﬂef’advanhgeofhacommunityphnovemomemedmsidetmdeofh
that will probably be assigned to i for the other criteria the _
.commmeemenﬂﬁodulmporﬁammwatuatehmakmgﬂmdedslon? 1
realize now | was taking those other factors into account when | said
that widening "ooks attractive." '
Itseamstqmemeon’ycritaﬂaforwhlmwldenhopmbabty
Mﬂnotfairbeﬂorﬂmmemmunﬁypmwlbeforspmadhgme
pahandsafety(bmuumebﬂdgemuldprovldemdmﬁumuta).
Nw.kmhmmmnmtmm'momyoompamc-m
"greens and reds." WH ihe data be available for peaple to do th
own analysis, in which total trip time savings would be revealed, which
as { recall, were un , 7 ' :
lsKris‘meeﬂngmmonuwaupposedtobettnonamwhbhshe
talls Scott what staff recommends? , -



iy sevany - VG, REVISEQ '—mmc mmm T S A e e e s on s

1

. ~ To: Bruce Mgintyre; Kris Shackelford (E-mail
© Lutes; Andy Schiasfii (E-mall); Mike Mezay {E-mal); Ann French

Lowis

From: Gordon Lutes [malito:Gordont @projectdesign.com)

Sent: Wed 10/20/2004 10:23 PM _

To: Lowis Michasison; Bruce Mcintyre; Kris Sheckelford (E-mail);
Gordon Lutes; Andy Schiaefti (E-mail); Mike Mazey (E-mall); Ahn French
?Eonsai;res‘-(Emaﬂ); Martha Blake (E-maf); Sara M. Katz; Therasa McAteer

-maif
Subject: RE: Revised Traffic Comparison Tables

Heroismytakoonmetmmctabfes:
. .~The Community Ptan ie clearly the best. it Is the best in -
t:bies 6,7 and 8. It ties with Genessea widaning for the best in table

-Geneeoewwmhgcomalnseoond.Asyouwouldexppct
widening.is 2 close second when considering segments LOS, but drops when
considering intersection LOS. Widening in table 8 has the same benefit -
asheBﬂdge.GradaSapmummd Grade ) .
WidanlnngabhatsbehhdmecmenamnGmdaSepmﬂmlBﬂdge
andGradaSeparaﬂonmdhasmsmknpactasmebddqe..

~The combination of Grade Separation/Bridga Is in third place.

-Thebridgecomaatnadquurmmmmammehnipmaa
maemdesapemﬁorvsﬂdgg bination on tables §,6 & 7, but falls
belowh‘t#::&. . ld‘

- grade separat does poarly as you would axpect when
tookhgatmesogmmtmsq:‘mmessw 7. Grade separation doas
well when looking at intersection LOS. Weighing the tables oqually, |
womdputmupmﬁmsm,butb‘waonly intersection
LOS Grade Séparation would be third,, , _

In summary, 1 think the traffic tables make the case for the
wmmwﬂwmm.bmmenamnmpwkammmxmm.

(malo:L Michaelson@KatzandAssocisates.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2004 8:21 Pl.;' '

(E-mall); Martha Blake (E-mail); Sara M. Katz; Therssa McAteer

(E-mail) : -
Subject: RE: R_ev!aed Traffic Cormn Tables

: Hm‘awhatlwomdmakeofmesetabbsﬁlwastmng
mmamuyumm_mmmmmammmmm -
orworaeforn-afﬁccongesuonhm«ﬁveofomerfacm. People - .
Mﬂtbia:eswﬂ%mdwmmmwfocusmmmthat

- support their position.




£l

HIDERERY LGS ISBVISed [ralfic Gombarison Tabigs ™ S e e ressmrecr g

1. Geneses Avenus Widening looks attractive in
Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2.7. Yoy

Z.Gradesepmﬁonholdsksownh4.2-6butdoesnat
fareweuatallh4.2-5.

_ 3.Youcanaiveaangmnodperhapstowldenhgplus
the bﬁdge{ln 4.2-8 over widering alone.

4, Tabse42~8pmbwyhndsmemsuppdnﬁome
communtty plan solution bacausa intersactions 13, 14, 15, and 17 &lf
generally get worse unless you do both major projects, but it's st
far from daﬂn!ﬂvegwmmatmmymmocﬁondonomlfyou only
goﬁ?nemqmmdhbnm4bamwyb&uoﬁﬂmudm1do

O,

What s going to be the recommendation?

Lowis

From: Bruce Mcintyre (mamsmoeu?eprqmowgnmm] |

Sen't:wmeaday.Ocioberm.w 747 PM
st e ) oy
-naif); {E-mall); rench o
?dartha)Btake (E-malt); Lewls Michaelson; Sara M. Katz: Theress McAteer
" {E-ma#l - L »

Subject: Revised Traffic Comparison Tables

' Hémarecophsofﬂwhbleg_ﬂmuwinbe_provwiho
to Kriatomorrowmpmhg for her meeting with Counciiman Peters. A

Bruce Mcintyre
ProjectDesign Consultants
701 B Street, Suite 800 -
San Diago, CA 82101

«d
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- Regardless of the causal factors, this housing crisis has far-reaching implications for
transportation. In recent years, tens of thousands of San Diego families have moved to more
affordable homes farther away from major employment centers, spurring building booms in the
farther reaches of San Diego County, southern Riverside County and now western Imperial
County. This trend has greatly increased peak hour congestion on freeways while complicating
the funding picture (i.e. who should pay for expansion of the infrastructure when demand crosses
multiple city borders and county lines).

Gaps_ in the Transportation Network

- San Diego’s natural topography is both a blessing and a curse when considering quality of life
issues. While the hillsides and canyons have preserved more open space here than in a typical
Ametican city, as San Diego grew those same topographic features often defeated the street grid
system and created disconnected pockets of development that are not amenable to public transit
and non-motorized transportation. In some cases, the steepness of the topography limits
transportation planners’ toolbox. For example, along the I-15 corridor the steep grade makes rail
transit practically infeasible.

Several major gaps in the local street network have resulted from a combination of topography,
environmental concerns, and politics. Local arterials that were planned decades ago to provide
critical connections between developed areas were later eliminated from city plans or
permanently stalled due to environmental concerns. These gaps still exist today and often cause
significant out-of-direction travel while straining the capacity of altemate routes, adding to
congestion.

Lack of Funding Reliability

In general terms, transportation infrastructure funding suffers from a lack of reliable revenue
streams. By comparison to other areas of the infrastructure such as water and wastewater, where
fees collected from local ratepayers help fund infrastructure, transportation funding derives .
 largely from federal and state transportation legislation, gas taxes, and similar sources. These
funds are often subject to diversion based on political change and economic cycles. Gas taxes are
not indexed to-inflation and so their value decreases over time unless legislators intervene. Some
funding derives from developer lmpact fees but thlS varies greatly between Junsdlctlons ’

Looking at the State funding trend, the chart contained in the Executive Summary shows the
allocation of State funds to the San Diego region from 1980 through 2001 on the basis of annual
dollars per average daily vehicle mile of travel. It is clear that State funding levels, measured
against hlghway usage, have dropped 51gn1ﬁcantly in two decades. This chart is not adjusted for
inflation, so in real terms the drop is even greater. :

¥ GAPS Report, San Diego Highway Development Association. Regents Road in University City and Camino Ruiz

in Mira Mesa/Rancho Penasquitos are two examples of gaps in the local street network exacerbated by - '

environmental concerns.

® While most local cities collect developer impact fees that partially fund transportation: mfrastmcture, the fees vary

considerably and the County of San Diego traditionally has not done so for the unincorporated areas. A TransNet.
extension may include a countywide developer impact fee that would partially fund local streets and roads.

113004 9
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Patti Boekamp : Re: Fuud; SOHDA Janisary 2606 Newslsfier ~ """~ == "™~

From: Patti Boekamp

To: Kris Shackelford

Date: 2/3/06 1:23PM ‘

Subject: Re: Fwd: SDHDA January 2006 Newsletter

Maybe | can ask them to stick to the general concept of the gaps and not focus on the environmental
document. for this specific situation .

>>> Kris Shackelford 02/03/06 6:40 AM >>> _ ,

No, it won't be me this time. Gordon asked if it would be O.K. for him to doit. | told him that it would be
too risky. We are too close to the end and | can't afford for things to go south at this point. Gordon can
easily be sucked into the debate because we have tons of information now. Yesterday | talked to Greg
Gastelum who's putting this together and gave him some ideas of how he can stage this debate. |
explained to him why | didn't think it would be a good idea for Gordon to be involved, even on his own
time. If.a"Project" is selected, PDC will get a large contract and the fact that the name “Highway
Development Association" is already tainted the scene, | can't see how we can win this one as far as the
public perception is concerned. : '

Kris
>>> Patti Boekamp 02/02/2006 4:21 PM >>>
Who are the lucky presenters on the UC North/South Connectors “Gap" presentation...you? Hey, Frank

mentioned that he is going to be going to some of these meetings in his new job and wondered if he'd
maybe see you there that day. ' '

Patti
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From: *Bruce Mcintyre" <BruceM@ProjectDesign.com>
To: "Kris Shackelford (E-mal)™ <kshackeiford@sandiego.gov>, "Gordon Lutes
<GordonL@projectdesign.com>, "Andy Schiaefi (E-mall)* <usal@urbansystems.net>, "Ann French

Gonsalves (E-mafi)™ <agonsalves@sandiego.gov>, “Martha Blake (E-mall)" <mb|ake@$molegp.gov>

<gkatz{ !
Date: Fri, Oct 15, 2004 2:08 PM
" Subject: RE: Traffic Congestion Comparison

By the way, you will notice that we have done the exercise for the segments

as well as intersections.

—-Original Message-—

. From: Bruce Mcintyre ,

Sent. Friday, October 15, 2004 2:03 PM ‘

To: Kris Shackelford (E-mall); Gordon Lutes; Andy Schiaefll (E-mail); Ann

- French Gonsalves (E-mail); Martha Blake (E-mail); Mike Mezey (E-mall); Sarah
Katz (E-mall) ‘ . .
Subject: Traffic Congestion Comparison

As wa discussed, | have changed the orientation on the comparison graphics
from change in delay to change in LOS. Please pardon the handwriting but |
wanted to get these out as soon as possible. This resalves Gordon's concem
- over why the Grade Separation appeared as good as the Community Pian alt.
It was because we were focusing on dalay rather than LOS. '

A full red dot means the LOS diminishes by two or more levels, a haif red
circle indicates a deciine of one isvel. Yellow indicates no change. Full

green indicates LOS improvement by 2 or more lavels while a haif green
indicates an Improvement of one level. An exclamation point indicates that -
the LOS would go from Acceptable to Unacceptable. A star indicates that the
LOS woutd go from Unacceptabla fo Acceptable.” So green circles and stars

- aregood. Also, as you will ses, this matrix correlates with the colored :
tables which were included In the EIR. - : -

My thought would be fo convert the consumer reports graphics to this

Information. 'I'm not sure If | want to include the matrix because it may :

set a precedent for doing a simliar comparison for other issués which would -
be tough, : ' ' -

 Please let me know your thoughts,

Bruce Mcintyre '

* ProfocDesn Consutants

701 B Stroet, Suite 800

~ SanDiego, CA 92101
619.881.3300 (direct line)

. “Mike Mezey (E-mall)™ <MMezoyd .ov>, "Sareh Katz (E-maf)” e
Mezey (E-matl) e;,u:‘zQSanDlegogov> r (E-mafl) |
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EXHIBIT C-
TIME SCHEDULE

B
FARN

e o

i X
i

FT

s S N
TOUarter 7 [Quader 8

D |Task Name Duration |Quarter 1 [Quarter2  [Quarter3  [Quarter4 iQuarter 5 iQuarter & ‘
1 Notice to Praceed 1 day : - :
e I :
3| Preliminary Design 212 wks
4 Data Collection 8 wks f :
5 Mapping 1wk 3
[ - Develop Base Map 4 wks |
7 Prepare Preliminary Plan and Profile 4wks :
8 Development of bridge types Bwks
9 Preliminary Geo Investigation 4 wks
10 Preliminary traffic studies 4 wks :
1" Develop Four Concepts InclL;ding Simulations Bwks
2 Select Preferred Conoapt Zwks :
3 :
14 Public Outreach ] 61.6 wks
15 - Roundtable Mesting (Discuss bridge types} 1 day
16 Roundtable Discussion (Consider 4 concept plans) 1day
17 Roundtable Discussion (Cansider firal type selection) 1 day :
18 UCPG Meeting to.review final bridge type 1day
19 Roundtable Dism:ésic'ﬁ {Review 30% Plans and Scoping Meeting) 1 day
20 Open House (1) 1day .
21 Open House (2) 1day
22 UCPG Mesting to disuss 90% plans 1 day
pE]
24 (CEQA Process . 48 wks
P Prepare IS Twk
26 Prepare DEIR 24 wks :
77 PUbic Review 7 wiks
P Frepare FEIR 15 wis
29 Certify FEIR . - Fwks :
) _ :
31 | Permit Process 782 wks
32 Strearmrbed Alteration Agreement 24 wks .
33 401 Certification 24 wks
E] 764 Parteit 3Bwks
35 Waste Discharge Report 24 wks : :
B Geologic Reconnaissance s Testng Peril Avis : :
37 76 Developmert Permit _ * preTs
38 PUC Approval ) : Bwks : N
3 ) Evaiation (i 5ad) ' _ Dwks
3 " Fight of Erry for Geb Te86ng ) : Zwks :
£ “Caltrans Encroachment Permit 24Wks .
r7) ’ - : : :
43| Final Design Bowks i - - g
3 Prepare 30% Plans and Estimates ks : : : K :
5 Cily Review of 30% Fians 3wks : : :
% | Prepare 60% Plans, Estmates and Specications ks : ; : v :
a7 Prepare traffic design ] : Fwks : : ; . g
B Oy Review of 60% Plars = Ewis : : : :
® Prepare 50% Plans, Estimaies and Spechications Tows : ; : :
50 Cily Review of 90% Plans dwis : : : :
5 PrapareT00% Pians e : :
) Ciy Review of 100% Plans Zwis - : ;
§3 Prepare Final Plans 4viks : .
5 - : : :
5 “Archacology MBigation Towks : E :
% " Prepare and aporove Archasclogical Dala Recovery Progam (ADRP Bwks :
57 Corduct ADRP testing ard 0o Fooovary : ks : :
55 Prepare and Approve Final Report prIT
5 - : : : 5
60 Biological Mitigation 28 wks ’ H v
5T ~Conduct final welland delineation and upland impack o awks
82 Update orignal biciogy repoit Awks : : A :
5 Tocate suitable welland restoration areas WS : v : :
53 Propare Preliminary Welland Restoration Flan W : : : :
55 ~Cocrdinate with Agencies on Wetland Restoration Plan Bwis ; : : :
% Frepars Final Weliand Restorafion ConoaptPian W : : : : :
7 s : s z s
58| Construction O wks
5 Advertise Bids dwks| . : : ; : : :
7o i Frocsss Evis L - : :
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. BY/BB/2005 14:86  916-653-6511 OGALS ' paAGE a1/e2

'Re: PR pre;eat Nuriber: HIR 37-005 — ROSE CANYON OPEN SPACE PARK

_Daar Mr Medina,

) L%it@ review
jridge. My




AY/HB/26B6 14:085 916-853-6511 - oGaLs PAGE Bz/82
) gt SF A

Mr. Ted Medina

%&%ea‘f‘%mzms

addresses the City's questions regarding options associate] with

‘grantfunded property. If you have further questions, please contact me at
{916} 651-8597 or by email at pkeat@oarks.ca.goy. We appreciate your interest inthe
HCF and for bringing the proposed Regents Bridge project to our attention.

s
Al

Sincerely,

Aftachment

cc:  April Penera, Deputy Direstor, San Diego DFR
Carol Waod, Grants Administrafor, 8an Diego DFR

aite; Seviator Kehos




