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O-1 See response to comment N-15. 
 
 
 
 
O-2 Noted. See response to comment N-16. 
 
O-3 See response to comment N-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
O-4 See response to comment N-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
O-5 See response to comments N-2 and N-3. 
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O-6 See response to comment N-3.  
 
O-7 See response to comment N-4. 
 
O-8   See response to comment N-5. 
 
O-9 See response to comment N-6.  
 
O-10 See response to comment N-7. 
 
O-11 The Draft General Plan Noise – Land Use Compatibility 

Guidelines in the Noise Element are applicable to the development 
of future land uses.  The policies would not affect existing land 
uses even if such uses would be considered incompatible with the 
General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.  The City has 
included additional discussion in PEIR section 3.10 and 
generalized planned land use based on adopted community plans to 
Figures 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-4, 3.10-5, 3.10-6, 3.10-7, 3.10-8, 3.10-
9, and 3.10-10 concerning the impact of the Noise Element policies 
and compatibility guidelines to adopted community plans  in the 
environs for San Diego International Airport (SDIA).  

 
For SDIA, the Draft General Plan policies would conditionally 
limit future single-family residential uses to the 65 dBA CNEL 
expected on existing single-family lots and would conditionally 
limit multifamily and mixed-use residential uses in an environment 
of up to 70 dBA CNEL.  Although not generally considered 
compatible, the City would allow multifamily and mixed-use 
residential uses exposed to noise up to 75 dBA CNEL in areas 
surrounding SDIA with existing residential uses that are designated 
for multifamily or mixed-use residential consistent with adopted 
community plans and the Airport Land Use Compatibly Plan for 
SDIA along with noise mitigation measures to ensure an interior 
noise level of 45 dB CNEL.  

 
The adopted Downtown and Uptown community plans designate 
properties for multifamily and mixed-use residential uses in areas 
exposed to noise above the 75 dBA CNEL.  The adopted ALUCP 
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(currently in place) contains polices that conditionally allows 
residential uses to be exposed to noise up to 85 dBA CNEL.   

 
Due to the aforementioned factors, it is anticipated that 
development in such areas would be able to proceed with the 
appropriate mitigation to reduce interior noise levels down to 45 
dB CNEL.     
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O-12   See response O-11.  Also, refer to Section 15093 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines for a more detailed discussion of overriding 
considerations.   

O-13 The City is preparing the code amendments related to the tier 
system and initiation criteria.  The Quimby Act ordinance will be 
prepared subsequent to General Plan adoption.   Once the draft 
amendments and ordinance are completed they will be available 
for public review. 

 
O-14 The EIR Section 2.4.0 (p. 2-23) states that “the Draft General Plan 

does not change land uses, but rather provides the framework and 
policy direction for future community plan updates.”  This 
statement is not intended to be misleading, but rather to assure the 
public that no physical development would be authorized at the 
time of the General Plan adoption.   
However, staff concurs that future implementation actions will 
likely result in land use designation and zoning changes.  In fact, 
Draft General Plan Policy LU-F.1 calls for the City to “apply 
existing or new  Land Development Code zone packages or other 
regulations as needed to better implement the policy 
recommendations of the General Plan; land use designations of the 
community plans; other goals and policies of the community plans; 
and community specific policies and recommendation.”  The 
reliance on future community plan updates and code amendments 
is further discussed in EIR pages 2-54 and 3.8-36, and Draft 
General Plan Land Use and Community Planning Element 
Sections A-C.  In addition, EIR Figure 2.1-0 graphically shows 
that future environmental review will be needed for future 
community plan and zoning actions. 
 

O-15 The General Plan does not change the land use designation or 
zoning of specific properties.  However, future implementation 
actions will likely result in land use designation and zoning 
changes.  The Draft General Plan provides a menu of Land Use 
categories that may be applied as a part of community plan updates 
and amendments.  These Land Use categories are found on Table 
LU-4 of the Land Use and Community Planning Element (pg. LU-
15).  
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Further environmental review will be needed for future community 
plan and zoning actions involving application of new Land Use 
categories.   The Economic Prosperity Element includes a number 
of policies (EP-A.4, EP-A.6, EP-A-11, EP-A.13, EP-A.17, EP-
A.20, EP-A.21, and EP-B.13) to guide application of these Land 
Use categories in a manner that does not create incompatible uses.  
Incompatible uses can not be identified at this time without a 
specific rezone or community plan amendment proposal.  Any 
rezone or community plan amendment would be subject to 
additional environmental review. 

 
O-16 See response to comment N-3. 
 
O-17 See responses to comments N-10 and N-6. 
 
O-18   See responses to comments N-10 and N-6. 
.   
O-19 See responses to comments N-10 and N-6. 
 
O-20 The intent of the suggested text is addressed by the Development 

Services Department’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds which state that “The project should be assessed for 
consistency with any of the adopted plans and regulations (City of 
San Diego Municipal Code) which govern the region and the 
particular site.  An inconsistency with a plan is not by itself a 
significant environmental impact; the inconsistency would have to 
relate to an environmental impact to be considered significant 
under CEQA.”  See also the staff response to Comments O-17 and 
19. 

 
O-21 The General Plan does not amend individual community plans.  

Identifying specific examples of what could happen as a result of a 
future community plan update, such as a potential conflict with the 
Local Coastal Program, is speculative and beyond the scope of this 
EIR.  Additional environmental review will be conducted as 
community plans are updated and LCP amendments proposed.
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O-22 The PEIR does not intend that all projects should be discretionary 
in order to mitigate any significant impacts of inconsistencies 
created by the General Plan.  Project review will continue to follow 
the Land Development Code, which determines whether or not a 
project requires discretionary review.  The PEIR acknowledges 
that some projects are ministerial and therefore, not subject to the 
identification and mitigation of possible impacts.  

 
If a project is consistent with the community plan land use 
designation, then by default it is consistent with the General Plan 
land use designation, since the General Plan land use map is a 
compilation of the community plan land use maps.  To clarify this 
point, Policy LU-C.1 has been revised to include a sub-item “b” as 
follows: “Rely on community plans for site-specific land use and 
density/intensity designations and recommendations.”  In addition, 
page 3.8 of the Draft EIR states “The adopted community plans 
have been and will remain the authority for land use, density, and 
site specific recommendations.” 

 
If a project is consistent with the community plan and LDC, and is 
processed through a ministerial permit, then the General Plan is not 
a part of the review process.  If the project is processed through a 
discretionary project, the community plan and General Plan will be 
used by City staff to evaluate the project.   

 
O-23 At the General Plan level, it is impossible to determine the specific 

mitigation necessary for future projects; however, the PEIR 
provides a program-level mitigation framework to reduce potential 
impacts.  As the PEIR states in the last paragraph on page 3.8-32, 
“since no specific development project is proposed at this time, no 
project-level mitigation can be developed at this time to address 
potential environmental impacts.”  Because it is not possible to 
foresee future project impacts, the PEIR was developed with the 
assumption that future projects have the potential to result in 
impacts in many issue areas.  

 
O-24 See response to comment N-12.  
 
O-25 See response to comment N-12. 



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 59 

 

 

 
 
 
 
O-26 See response to comment N-13. 
 
O-27 The implementation of the new Business Park/Residential land use 

designation has not been determined.  It may involve a zone which 
contains a combination of use limitations and development 
standards to avoid land use conflicts.  It is also possible that a more 
site-specific method to implement this category would be 
established through a CPIOZ designation which would be adopted 
in a future community plan which proposes this designation.  Any 
proposed land use changes would be subject to the appropriate 
environmental review. 

 
O-28 The establishment of a mixed-use (with residential) land use 

designation or any other land use designation containing a variety 
of uses will require the best possible implementation methods 
which will be established subsequent to the General Plan adoption.  
As stated in response to comment O-27, new zones or zone 
packages will utilize a combination of use categories or 
subcategories and development standards to avoid potential 
incompatibilities as discussed in the Land Use Mitigation 
Framework.  It is also possible that the use of CPIOZ or other 
community plan policies will assist with land use designation 
implementation.  

 
O-29 See responses to comment N-10 and N-6.  
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O-30 See the response to comment O-23.  
 
 
 
O-31 See the response to comment O-11 and 0-12. 
 
 
 
 
O-32 The General Plan is not proposing to require the implementation of 

mixed-use zoning, but rather provides a framework for future 
community plan updates.  Under section 3.10.1, the DEIR 
addresses residential mixed-use in the subsection “Other Noise 
Sources.”  The City will replace the “Other Noise Sources” 
heading with additional subsection headings to assist the reader in 
identifying the discussion of mixed-use in the DEIR.   

 
Under section 3.10.3, the DEIR addresses impacts residential 
mixed-use in the subsection “Commercial and Industrial Noise.”  
The City will include Mixed-Use in the subsection heading. The 
City will also separate the discussion of the commercial and 
mixed-use noise impacts from the discussion of the industrial noise 
impacts to assist the reader in identifying the discussion of mixed-
use in the DEIR.    See response to comment O-23. 
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O-33 The City has added the following discussion to PEIR Section 3.10-

3 under Transportation addressing Motor Vehicle Traffic Noise: 
“The SANDAG forecasted increase in housing units and jobs by 
2030 is expected to lead to an increase in the level of motor vehicle 
traffic as addressed in PEIR Section 3.15.  An increase in motor 
vehicle traffic has the potential to increase motor vehicle traffic 
related noise.  It is likely that the greatest increase in motor vehicle 
traffic noise will be on interstate freeways, state highways, and 
major roadways in the City.  Development of mixed-use land uses 
or multifamily residential land uses on transit corridors along 
major roadways in existing urban areas could also expose more 
people to the higher levels of noise generated by higher traffic 
volume roadways.  Thus, transportation improvements associated 
with the Draft General Plan could create noise impacts on noise-
sensitive land uses. 

 
The Draft General Plan includes policies to minimize vehicle 
traffic noise impacts on noise-sensitive land uses.  These policies 
encourage planning of noise-compatible land uses, traffic control 
measures to slow traffic and thus reduce vehicle traffic noise in 
noise-sensitive locations, the provision of alternative transportation 
modes, rerouting of truck routes, the use of landscaping and other 
design features, and enforcement of the state vehicle code to 
ensure that vehicles are not producing excessive noise.  An 
increase in motor vehicle traffic would yield a proportionate 
increase in noise in areas adjacent to freeways, state highways, and 
major roads in the City and thus could create a significant impact 
on sensitive-noise land uses.” 

O-34 Pursuant to Section 21080 (b)(1) of the California Public 
Resources Code, ministerial projects are exempt from the 
requirements of CEQA.  The ministerial project exemption is 
statutory; that is, it is a class of project the California State 
Legislature has determined to be exempt despite the potential for 
environmental impacts.  Therefore, because ministerial projects are 
exempt from CEQA, no mitigation can be required even if the 
project would result in impacts.  However, it should be noted that 
most ministerial projects are relatively small and unlikely to create 
many significant impacts.  Despite the CEQA exemption, 
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ministerial projects must adhere to state, federal, and local laws, all 
of which may reduce the potential for impacts.  (See Article 18 --
Sections 15260 through 15285-- of the State CEQA Guidelines for 
a more detailed discussion and identification of statutory 
exemptions.) In PEIR Section 3.10-4, the City has added the 
following “and could result in impacts that could be considered 
significant and unavoidable” after the following sentence: 
“However, the existing standards, codes, and regulations have the 
potential to permit ministerial projects that may not be consistent 
with the Draft General Plan policies and noise guidelines prior to 
future amendments.” 

 
O-35 See response to comment N-14.  
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P-1 See response to comment N-2. 
 
P-2 See response to comment N-3. 
 
P-3 The Development Services Department’s CEQA significance 

thresholds state that “The project should be assessed for 
consistency with any of the adopted plans and regulations (City of 
San Diego Municipal Code) which govern the region and the 
particular site.  An inconsistency with a plan is not by itself a 
significant environmental impact; the inconsistency would have to 
relate to an environmental issue to be considered significant under 
CEQA.”  

 
In this case, the Project is an update to the City of San Diego’s 
General Plan.  The California Supreme Court has called the 
general plan the “constitution for future development.”   It is 
expected that in the course of implementing the General Plan there 
will be associated plan, policy, and code amendments.   The 
General Plan policies need to be evaluated per CEQA, but the 
potential inconsistency of a particular code or policy with the Draft 
General Plan, is not by itself a significant environmental issue.  For 
example, the General Plan contains extensive policies on mixed-
use, village development.  Not all community plans identify 
village, or village-like sites, so community plan 
updates/amendments will be needed to address this issue.   A 
community plan that does not currently identify village sites is not 
inconsistent with the General Plan, it simply does not fully 
implement the General Plan’s recommendations. 

 
The General Plan PEIR concludes that conflicts with other adopted 
plans are considered “significant and unavoidable” not because the 
General Plan’s policies are incompatible with adopted plans, but 
rather due to the uncertainty related to future plan amendments and 
project reviews. 

 
The General Plan does not change the land use designation or 
zoning of specific properties.   The General Plan provides a menu 
of Industrial Land Use designations that are to be applied as a part 
of community plan updates and amendments.
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P-4 If a project is consistent with the community plan land use 
designation, then by default it is consistent with the General Plan 
land use designation, since the General Plan land use map is a 
compilation of the community plan land use maps.   To clarify this 
point, Policy LU-C.1 has been revised to include sub-item “b” as 
follows: “Rely on community plans for site-specific land use and 
density/intensity designations and recommendations.”  In addition, 
page 3.8 of the Draft EIR states “The adopted community plans 
have been and will remain the authority for land use, density, and 
site specific recommendations.” 

 
P-5 See response to comment N-7. 
 
P-6 See response to comment N-6. 
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P-7 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 

document.  The City of San Diego is responsible for the health, 
safety, and welfare of its citizens.  That is why the overriding goal 
of the Economic Prosperity Element is to increase the standard of 
living of all San Diegans. To the extent that the City is involved in 
policies and programs regarding education, workforce expansion, 
and equal opportunity, these policies are included to clearly state 
the City’s intention to provide all of its citizens the opportunity to 
participate successfully in our local economy. 

 
P-8 See responses P-3 and P-4 above regarding consistency.   

Regarding the Action Plan, when the Strategic Framework 
Element was adopted in 2002, there was an associated Five-Year 
Action Plan that outlined specific actions needed to implement the 
new Element.  A new Action Plan is being prepared to correspond 
to implement the policies in the updated General Plan elements.  
Much of the background information for the policy development is 
in the Strategic Framework Element and Five-Year Action Plan.  
Staff had intended to prepare an Action Plan within 60 days 
subsequent to General Plan adoption.  However, given public 
comments on this topic, a draft of the Action Plan will be prepared 
for public review prior to General Plan adoption.  The EIR 
evaluates potential impacts of the policies of the General Plan, but 
does not speculate as to the impacts of future actions designed to 
implement those policies.  In fact, most issues areas were assumed 
to have significant and unavoidable impacts precisely because it is 
not possible to clearly define and evaluate future implementation 
actions.  For that reason, future actions will undergo additional 
environmental review.   

 
 

P-8 


