To: Ms. Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center

1222 1t Ave, Mail Stop 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Universty city planning group comments on the Salk EIR
From: Linda Calley, Chairperson, University City Planning Group
Date: May 3, 2007

Dear Ms. Sherwood:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Sdk DEIR. Whilethereis
much that isgood in the Sk Ingtitute's DEIR, this report addresses a few issues that our
committee has agreed are problematic. Our comments are indicated by bolding. The
issues will be taken up in the following order:  Acreage and Development Intengity;
Parcel Subdivison; Environmentaly Sendtive Lands and the MHPA; Project EIR vs.
Program EIR; the South Mesa L ocation for the Day Care Facility; other dternatives.
Please contact me if there are any questions about this submission.

Sincerdy

Linda Colley

|. Acreage and Development Intensity

1. The UC Pan (p. 165) lists the following for SAk Ingtitute: 26.88 acres, 500,000 SF for
Scientific Research. Yet the DEIR (p. 3-16) liststhe Site at 26.3 acres, or 97.8% of the
stated UC Plan acreage. The DEIR should thusreduce the development intensity
proportionately: an equivalent per centage applied to the proposed 500,000 square
feet, reduces the development intensity to 489,211 squar e feet, a reduction of 10,789
squar e feet.

2. The UC Plan dtates (p. 164): “The development intendty dlocations. . . are not

intended as a development right, but are subject to other considerations such as site and



building designing, zoning requirements and other limitations. . .” The DEIR failsto
disclose that the 500,000 SF (or 489,211 SF if the 26.3 acresis correct) isnot
intended as a development right, but is subject to other considerationsaslisted in
the UC Plan.

3. While the underlying zone is RS-1-7 (Sngle unit resdentid), the UC Plan dlassfiesthe
parcd’ s use as scientific research within the Torrey Pines Subarea. The DEIR (p. ES-6)
dates. “Therefore dl uses would be consstent with the devel opment regulations for the
resdentid designation.” Nevertheless, the DEIR (p. 3-18) States that in order to build
the day care center, the Sak Indtitute is requesting:
a. An amendment to the existing Conditiond Use Permit (CUP), Permit No. 3841,
b. An amendment to the existing Coastdl Development Permit/HillSde Review
Permit/CUP No. 90-1140.
In addition, the DEIR states the Salk Ingtitute needs a Master Planned Devel opment
Permit “to dlow expangon of previoudy conforming uses in conformance with the land
use designation in the Universty Community Plan”. Please confirm that theseinclude
both the temporary housing and the day car e center. Please clarify what
amendmentsor other changesarerequired to allow the temporary housing, and

whether attached buildings, as proposed, require any amendments.

4. The congtruction of the day care center and the temporary housing on the south mesa
would involve very sgnificant environmental impacts that would not occur were one or
both built elsewhere on the project site. (The impact of this congtruction, particularly that
of the day care facility, istaken up in greater detail in a subsequent section) Given the
number of amendments needed to allow these uses, the DEIR should provide
overwhelming justification for the location of each of them on the south mesa. Yet
the DEIR failsto provide a reasonable range of alternative locations or a full
explanation of why NO other alternativeto the south mesais possiblefor the day

care center or thetemporary housing.



I1. Parcel subdivision

1. Sdk isrequesting aVesting Tentative Map (VTM) to divide the parce into four lega
parces (ES-7, p. 3-16 and Figure 3-8). The DEIR fails to address the fact that thiswould
dlow Sak to sl off any of the parcels in the future. This possibility threatens the very
basis of the understanding when the people of San Diego voted to donate what was public
park land to the Salk Ingtitute specificdly for a scientific research inditute. Appendix C
describes this higtory:

“Soon after, on April 26, 1960, the San Diego City Council voted to grant
the gpproximately twenty-sevenacre site to the Salk Indtitute, then known
as The Indtitute for Biology a Torrey Pines47 Thisfollowed a public
election in which San Diegans voted overwhemingly to donate the parce
to Salk for the purpose of building a scientific research inditute. Six
months later, in a hearing dated January 18, 1961, the City signed an
agreement with Jonas Salk, conveying a portion of Pueblo Lot 1324 to the
Ingtitute with the proviso that the name be changed to the “ The Inditute
for Biology a San Diego.” (Appendix C)

The DEIR mugt fully andlyze the legdl and public trust issues that would result from

dividing the land into four parcels. According to Sak spokespeople, the people of San
Diego who voted to donate this land to the Salk Indtitute for abiologicd inditute would

have no say over whether the Indtitute sold off a portion (or al) of thisgift. Nor would

the people of San Diego receive any of the profit. The DEIR fails to address these issues.
The DEIR mugt include a full analysisthat includes, but isnot limited to the
following: what would be legally possiblein terms of selling off the par cels, what
process the new ownerswould berequired to go through in order to change the uses
or intensities, what would happen with the proceeds of the sale, and any other legal,
financial or land useissuesthat the subdivison of the property might entail in either

the short or thelong term.

In theface of thisthreat that the gift donated to the Salk I nstitute could be sold off,
the DEIR must provide a compelling rationale for dividing the parcel into four legal
parcels. The DEIR failsto do this. It states the purpose is congtruction financing.



However, the DEIR also gates that the projects will be built out over “severd decades’ —
30to 50 years. The DEIR failsto acknowledge that this extended time frame would
allow congtruction loansto be paid off sequentially, thus under cutting the rationale
given in the DEIR for subdivision. Moreover, the vagueness of the congtruction timing
given in the DEIR means that there is no substantia evidence that congtruction financing
would in fact be a problem, and if it were a problem, that it would be such an
insurmountable impediment that it would justify the risk thet this land donated to the
Ingtitute by the people of San Diego could be sold off. Moreover, in raisng the problem

of condruction financing as such amgor issue for the Inditute, the DEIR actudly raises
the specter of one or more parcel being sold off in the future to help fund either new
construction or on-going financid needs. The DEIR must address all these issuesand

provide substantial evidence of itsneed to divide the parcel.

2. The DEIR datesthat the VTM would also “vest certain project gpprovasto facilitate
development of proposed facilities over the length of the project build out period (i.e,
severd decades). Thislanguage isfar too vague. The DEIR falsto judtify why Sak
should receive project approvas for projects that would occur over a period that could
gretch to 50 years with no further environmenta review. Please list exactly what these

approvalsare and how they would be justified

[11. Environmentally Sensitive Lands and the MHPA

1. Of the total 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain undevel oped, a portion of
which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation (Appendix C, p. 51). There are
currently .32 acres of MHPA on the project site, and additional MHPA land occurs
immediately west of the Sak Ingtitute property boundaries.

The DEIR dates that the basic objectives include developing a project that “enhances and
expands environmenta protection for environmentaly sensitive areas on Site by

adding land to the City'sMHPA.” (p. 3-3, p. ES-5) The DEIR datesit will add anet
3.22 acresto the MHPA. However, the DEIR should explain that placing the day

care center and the temporary housing on the south mesaruns counter to this



objective. The DEIR should explain that thisisdueto the multiple temporary and
permanent impacts of these projects on the south mesa, including: the project
footprint and construction impactsfor each; the need to widen theroad from 12’ to
26'; the need to add 40 new paralle parking spaces and afiretruck turn around,;
and the need to conduct brush management regularly around the projects, which
would requiretheregular removal and thinning of native vegetation. The DEIR
should clearly state that locating these projects on the south mesa greatly increases
theimpacts environmentally sensitive areas and decr eases the amount of land that
could be added to the MHPA.

2. The DEIR mideads the public and decison makers by citing the mitigation required

for putting the day care center and temporary housing on the south mesa to tout the
environmenta benefits of the proposed project. The DEIR thus uses backwards logic: we
had to impact the south mesain order to provide the benefits of mitigation. The DEIR
should clarify that in fact, if these projects werenot placed on the south mesa, far
greater environmental benefits of the project would be possible. The DEIR should
explain how many acres on the south mesa would be preserved and that in addition,
the Salk Ingtitute could make a boundary adjustment to the MHPA and endow its

maintenance even if the project does not impact the south mesa.

3. The DEIR should clarify the following statement about the North Mesa
Intensified Development Alter native: “Although this aternative would reduce direct
project impacts to biologica resources (upland habitat) to less than significant levels due
to the dimination of grading on the south mesa, sgnificant indirect impacts on the

MHPA would still occur, while no increased protection of sendtive upland habitat on the
south mesa or verna pools on the north mesawould occur. Indirect biologica impacts
would be mitigable under this dternative.” (p. ES-14) The DEIR should explain that the
North Mesa Intengfied Development Alternative would actudly result in far more

protection of sengitive upland habitat on the south mesa.



4. Again, the DEIR should smilarly correct the mideading implication in the
following description of the North Mesa Intensified Development Alter native (p. 8-
12):

“The purpose of this dternative would be to minimize direct project impacts to sendtive
biologicd (upland) project areas.” (p. 8-12). It would diminate development on the
southern mesa by shifting the daycare facility and housing units to alocation atop the
parking structure on the north mesa. Thisisaccurate. However, the DEIR goes on to
state (p. 8-13): “the MHPA boundary adjustment would be much smdler in sze and

would only involve land on the north mesa since less biologica habitat mitigation would
beneeded...” The DEIR should clarify that the MHPA boundary adjustment would

not haveto be smaller and could in fact includemore land on the south mesa.

V. Project EIR vs. Program EIR
The DEIR dates that thisis a project EIR (Executive Summary). Y et the projects are

vague and to occur over “severd decades.” Thisisan ingppropriate use of a project EIR.
Projects that are to occur over such along period of time require subsequent
environmenta review. The DEIR should berevised and re-circulated asa Program
EIR.

V. South Mesa L ocation for the Day Car e Facility

The decison to place aday care center in the pristine south mesais very problematic.
There are severa good reasons for Salk to provide day care for its staff. It would help to
atract and keep gaff, particularly younger daff and femde staff who are mothers. It
makes for better parenting by reducing the worrying that working parents may have about
the welfare of their young children, and may provide convenient access to parentsto vist
their young children during the day, to breast-feed infants, or to bring home a child who
has become sick. A daycare center handy to the workplace should reduce travel
overhead, increasng staff productivity. The problem with the DEIR's day care proposal
isthat it would destroy asignificant part of the south mesa. Salk should look at a wider

range of aternative waysto provide day care that are less environmentaly destructive.



Deleterious impacts of the south mesa location. There are some sgnificant
deleterious impacts of the current proposal that include:
1. The day care building itself has a 12,000 ft.2 footprint (DEIR p. 3-4, Table 3-1) that
will permanently dimineate native plants and wildiife from thisarea. Please clarify if
squar e footage of day car e facility includes playground space or not. Thisisnot
dated expliatly in the DEIR.

2. The planisfor a 10,000 square-foot playground (DEIR 3-9). Thiswould dso entirely
destroy the locdl native environment that supportsit. Why isthis playground planned

to exceed the state requirement of 6000 squar e feet, particularly when the day care
program will have a significant number of small and less mobile infantsand
toddlers? [It should be noted that the dternative that rel ocates the center to the north
mesa would reduce the size of this playground to 6000 square feet. If anorth mesa
location were chosen for the day care center, playground space could aso be provided in
the large area now planned for “turf’ or native plants atop the parking Structure)] Please

definethe term " turf."

3. The use of congtruction equipment and testing equipment on the south mesa, if

required will destroy more native habitat. During our May 1 tour, it was evident where a
large machine had |eft a path through the vegetation as it moved into the south mesato
drill down (as described by a spokesperson) 200 feet for core samples. Any other testing
that is required presumably will leave asmilar or larger swath of destruction. Please
describe any futureteststhat would havea deleterious environmental impact, as
well as the consequencesof these testsfor thelocal environment. Also please
describe anticipated damage to the south mesa caused by construction of the day

carefacility that isoutsde the footprint for the building and play area.

4. A 780 foot linear extension of Salk Ingtitute Road would be congtructed to provide
access to the day care facility and temporary housing quarters (DEIR, 3-16.) Theexiding
12-13 foot road would be doubled in width toward the resdentia area to the south
increasing in width to 26 feet, and depressing the road's height. Will construction of the

temporary residences alone, assuming that the day carefacility is sited elsewhere



than the south mesa, require the same widening and depression of the existing Salk
Ingtitute road? Congtruction and the lowering of the road will require removd of a

large quantity of soil. Thiswill directly impact the mesa, and will create traffic by large
trucks to cart away thissoil. The DEIR (in the Growth Inducement section 6-1, page
6-2) erroneoudy statesthat the project would not require the expansion of any
roads. It also statesthat the development of the site would not open up anew area
to construction sincethereislittle or no undeveloped land in the vicinity. The

reality isthat the entire south mesa, approximately 8 acres, is undeveloped.

5. We learned on atour of the Ste on May 1, 2007 that there would be an additiond
paving of the area adjacent to the day care center to accommodate 26 parking spaces
(another 14 parking spaces would be alocated to the temporary residences) for
perpendicular parking as well as afire engine turn around (described in DEIR, page 3-9)
Thiswould destroy another 18 foot swath of native habitat. 1t was asserted that this
additional paving was required by stateregulations; please detail the relevant

California day careregulations.

6. Direct negative impacts to the south mesa will indude:
a. Loss of native vegetation and resdent species,
b. Increased runoff from the increased pavement square footage,
c. Aesthetic impacts-the day care center will be congtructed into a depression so
as not to impact the world famous view, however thefadility will be visble from
some of the offices housing aff and labs. A loca resident reported that she
heard from Salk g&ff that they are unhappy about the impact that the day care
center will have on the south mesa. Salk should ensure that aspects of their plan to
enhance the inditute' s capabilities do not have the counter productive effect of
demordizing the Sak gaff. Salk should assess staff sentiment about this south
mesa location for the day car e center. Any objections by staff to a proposed

approach should be taken into consideration in assessing alter natives.



7. There are dso will inevitably be impacts to the resdentid neighborhood that abuts

Sdk Indtitute Road (e.g. congtruction noise from widening/depression of road, traffic

noise, increased traffic noise, aesthetics, playground noise, impact on loca birds and

other wildlife, impacts of the retaining wall etc.)
a. The parcd is zoned RS-1-7 resdentid -the purpose of RS zonesis to promote
neighborhood quality, character and livability (DEIR 5.1-15). Thereforea CUP
isrequired that must analyze and mitigate consistency with adjacent uses.
The DEIR failsto conduct thisanalysis but concludes there will be no
impact,
b. The City's Generad Plan and the UC Community Plan smilarly require that
indudtria land uses be compatible with adjacent non-industrid uses (DEIR 5.1-
15). Salk should elaborate how the proposed day care facility satisfiesthe
City'sGeneral Plan and the UC Community Plan.
c. Master PDP criteria include that the design be comprehensive and demongtrate
relationships of the proposed development ontsite with exigting development off-
dte (DEIR 5.1-19). The scde of the project as wel should be consistent with the
neighborhood scale. The DEIR should show sections of the elevations of the
neighbor'sresidences together with the proposed south mesa developments.
d. Thereisa 250 foot long retaining wal proposed dong Sak Ingtitute Road (ES-
9). In Courtney Coyl€ s scoping letter (dated December 7, 2004, page 7), it was
suggested thet the effects of thiswal on the operation of neighbors gates,
condition of their plantings, fencings, walls and soil gtability should be studied.
The DEIR should analyze and report these effectsif any. They should be
included in the assessment of the south mesa location for the day care center
Versus alter natives.
e. Sk had earlier prepared visua smulations from afew of the homeowner's
parcels. But such smulations did not appear in the DEIR even though the DEIR
asserts conclusions regarding significance (DEIR 5.2-4). Salk must prepare
updated visual smulations of the project'simpact to resdential neighbors

(asrequested in the scoping comments.)



Educational and security justificationsfor the south mesa location.
Educational arguments.
1. An argument has been made for the "educationa opportunities’ of the south mesa
location for the day care center relative to a north mesalocation (DEIR, page 8-13.) But
these advantages appear to be questionable upon examination for the following reasons:

a Certainly infants and toddlers, and most preschoolers would be too young to be
beneficialy exposed to the ecosystem on the south mesa (or the north mesa for that
matter). Also, "fidd trips’ or waksin this area might expose the children to rattlesnakes
or harmful insects or plants. (The rattlesnake danger should also not be discounted for
the 12,000 square-foot playground that is planned.) The DEIR should present in some
detail the anticipated age groupingsin the day care center, how these children
would benefit from a hands-on ecological curriculum, and how they would be
protected from dangersinherent in the natural environment. It ssemsunlikey that
provisions could be made for their safety without having aratio of at least one Saff
member for each child. Thiswould be greatly in excess of State affing requirements.
Please detail staffing requirementswith reference to state day carerequirements,
and how much additional staffing would be requiredfor a hands-on curriculum to
be conducted safely.

b. The aestheticsiview inherent in the south mesa location may well beirrdevant
to smdl children, though not to saff or parents. In contrad, it will diminish the
aesthetics from some staff and residents perspectives. Please describe how the south
mesa location would be superior to a north mesa location from the standpoint of

aesthetics, and how it would benefit children and the day care program.

C. To the extent that the naturd environment might be presumed to be useful in a
south mesalocation, there is no reason to think that it would not be smilarly useful if the
day care center were located in a north mesalocation. This naturd environment could be
equaly accessible from a north mesalocation. The DEIR should compar e the south
and north mesa locationsfor all alter nativeswith respect to their educational
usefulness. It ssemsvery unlikdy that any red difference could be established.
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Safety arguments.

1. The DEIR (8-13) Sites safety as one of the advantages of the south mesalocation. The
DEIR daborates on the reduced traffic on the Sak Indtitute Road to the proposed day
care center and temporary residences.. In contrast, the North Mesa Intensified
Development dternative would place the day care center on abusier road. However,
most private day care centers or preschoolsin La Jolla are located near public roads, or
have sdewaks next to them with public pedestrian traffic. Arguments may be made that
abuser location would increase or decrease the security for achild care center. The
DEIR should explain why the south mesa location is superior to the north mesa

location for the day care center to be safe and secure.

2. Also, as discussed above, individuas have observed rattlesnakes on the south mesa.
They are described in the DEIR aslikely species to appear (DEIR, page 5.3-11).
Interestingly, the DEIR lists only the Northern Red Diamond Rettlesnake and not the
more commonly occurring in this area, Southern Pacific Reattlesnake. The DEIR presents
no andysis of the risk of rattlesnake bites to children in the south mesa playground or on
"fidd trips' on the south mesa. The DEIR should present an analysis of theserisks
and include such risksin assessing the south mesa facility versus alter natives..

3. The DEIR (8-13) dso criticizes the north mesa location as compared to the south mesa
location, because children in the center would be exposed to emissions and noise from

the parking garage. It seemslikely that these effects could be mitigated or iminated by
proper ventilation and soundproofing. The DEIR should analyze and present the cost
consequences, if any to mitigate or eliminate this potential problem, if any. It must
be noted that other north mesa design aternetives that we discuss in the next section

would not locate the day care center a-top the parking garage. The DEIR must consider
morethan just the single alter native presented for a north mesa location for the day
carefacility, to fairly consider safety differ ences between south mesa and north

mesa locations.
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4. The DEIR dtates that an off street drop-off area required by the day care facility would
not be provided by anorth mesalocation (DEIR, Page ES-15). The DEIR must
consider other alternativesfor north mesa locations, and should be mor e specific
about Staterequirementsfor day caredrop off and pickup. The DEIR aso asserts
that drop-off and pickup and staff parking would be relegated to the parking structure. It
isnot clear why thisisasgnificant problem, or whether an adternative approach to drop-
off and pickup might be possble. Please describe the reasoning behind thisassertion.
The danger of considering only one dternative for a north mesa of day care location, is
that thisangle North Mesa Intensfied Development Alternative design becomes a
srawman that the DEIR knocks down. The DEIR must consider other alternative
designs for the north mesa day carelocation than just the North Mesa I ntensified

Development Alternative.

5. The DEIR clams that the north mesa location would reduce the playground area by
40% (DEIR, page 8-13) from 10,000 ft.2 to 6000 ft.2. In Thiswould not be true for
dternative desgns eg. if the day care center were incorporated into the existing
community center plan, and the playground were located a top parking garage. Again,

the DEIR must consider alter native designsfor the north mesa location.

V1. The DEIR IsDeficient in the Presentation of Alternatives.

1. Alternative location for day care (off-site). The section (DEIR 8-3) that consdersan
off-gte dternative does not include the possibility of locating a subset of the proposed

uses, or possibly even asingle facility like the day care center or the temporary housing,

off campus. The scoping letter proposal to consider an off- siteimplementation of a
subset of the proposed uses, should be implemented (scoping letter dated December 7,
2004, page 6.) For example, in other cities, nonprofit ingtitutions have successfully
partnered to offer day care services. This hasthe effect of soreading the cost, ensuring

that the day care dots are filled, and providing resources to the day care center from the
cooperding inditutions. Salk should pursue the possibility of partnering with UCSD,
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which has plansto greatly increase its day care capacity, or other institutions or
employersin thearea® It was reported during May 1 meeting with Salk that UCSD,
with plansto expand to 250 dots, could offer only 10 dotsto Sak. Salk should re-
approach UCSD about a joint day care venture, and should also seek out
opportunitieswith employersin the area who are considering offering day care, or
expanding existing day car e capabilities, then report on the results of thisinquiry.
When the codt to build an on-dite day care facility isfactored in, there may well be an
advantage to seeking these services off-campus but in the immediate neighborhood. Or a
joint venture on the Salk campus, might obtain obtain additiona funding that would make

development of a Salk on-campus day care facility more cost-effective.

2. Alternativelocation for temporary housing (off-site)

There are alarge number of condominiums available for rent or purchase not far from the
Ingtitute. The DEIR should address alter native methods of providing temporary
housing. The DEIR must provide a financial analysis of the costs and benefits of
leasing, renting or purchasing temporary housing off-site ver sus building temporary

residences on-site.

3. North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative for a Day Care Facility. This
dternaiive diminates the destructive biologica impactsthet inherein a day care facility
located on the sengtive south mesa area.

a. The current plan (described starting on DEIR page 8-12, and figure 8-2) would

make no changes to the location of the community center (117,000 square feg), or

the planned parking structure. But it would locate the day care center and
playground, and the 12 residentia units, on top of the parking structure. The
parking structure would have to be upgraded to support these buildings, and the
"park-like landscaped openspace” would be sacrificed.  Discussons with Salk
on May 1, suggested that this re-engineering of the parking structure would be a
major cost driver of the project. The DEIR should provide details about the

L1tislikely that UCSD could provide work-study students, or students from the developmental psychology
program to act as aresource or to assist the day care center’s staff. Thiswould be facilitated by having day
care located on the UCSD campus.
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engineering changes and their cost consequences. There may be other
approaches to locating the day care center in the north mesa that would be more
feesble. The DEIR should investigate alter native approachesto the North
Mesa intensified development alter native, or if alter native approaches have
already been investigated, they should be presented as alternativesin the
DEIR. For example:

b. Only build the day care center on the parking garage. If the temporary

residences (totaling 12,000 ft.2) were left in the south mesa, then only the weight

of the day care center would have to be supported by the parking garage. The
weight of the playground would be negligible. The DEIR should compar e costs
and engineering issuesto build the parking garage for no facilitieson top,
both day care center and residences on top, only day care center on top. It
seems likely that asingle story day care center would weigh quite abit less than
would two-story residences thereby substantidly mitigating any cost driver

effects associated with building on top of the parking garage.

c. Incorporate the day care center into the community center. The day care center

would represent only about a 10% increase in the footprint of the community
center. It would seem quite feasible to incorporate it into the community center as
now planned in its present planned location (ES-13), without sgnificantly
impacting the design of the community center, the Sghtlinesetc..  The proposed
project would build the Community Center building in phases (p. 3-7). The DEIR
failsto explain why the day care center could not be built as part of this
building in an early phase. Thiswould accomplish the Sak Inditute s stated
god of building the day care center sooner and would negate severd of the
arguments againg the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative. (It would
mean the day care center could be built before the expensive underground parking
and would not place the day care facility directly on the parking garage. The
playground could easily be placed on top of the parking garage without increasing
the load factor, while allowing some of alandscaped natura garden to be
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preserved. This native Plant Garden could be secured to permit the hands-on day
care curriculum activities. The playground aso should be lesslikdly to attract
rattlesnakes, than it would if located in the middle of the south mesa.)

Furthermore, the DEIR failsto discuss the advantages of having the day care
center as part of the Community Center building. It would be easly accessible
to parents during the day (nursing mothers would have easy accessto their

children and parents could easily have lunch with their children). Furthermore, the

DEIR failsto note the uncertainty of Salk’s commitment to providing day
over thenext 50 years. Day careisnot part of the Salk Institute’ s core
mission, and can be an expensive and complex benefit to provideto
employees. Should the Indtitute decide not to continue this service, the day care
center facilities located at the Community Center could be reedily revamped for

other uses.

d. Consider other locations for the day care center on the north mesa.

At ameeting on May 2 resdent Joe Wong, a highly regarded locd architect
presented an architectura drawing that located the day care center at the far
western tip of the North Mesa. He damed that this layout |eft the higtoricd view
linesintact. There are other talented architects who live in La Jolla and who

could make available pro bono designs to incorporate the day care center into the
North Mesa effectively. Sak should be open to consdering these dternatives. At
the very leadt, they should be entertained as comments to the DEIR. The DEIR
should not be limitedto a single approach to locating the day car e center on
theNorth Mesa. Other feasible alter natives should be solicited, and
analyzed.
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