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RREESSPPOONNSSEESS TTOO CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS

The Draft EIR for the proposed project was originally circulated for public review and comment between July 28, 2005 and
September 12, 2005. During this review period, CCDC received comments from interested agencies, organizations and individuals
concerning the document. A copy of each comment letter received by CCDC along with corresponding responses is included in this
section. The individual comments and the corresponding responses have each been given an Alpha-numeric reference.

The following is a list of agencies and other interested parties that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the review period for
the Draft EIR.

Letter From Response Numbers

State Agencies

California State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan, Senior
Planner Dated 8/1/05

1.1

California State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts,
Director Dated 9/13/05

2.1

California State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts,
Director Dated 9/14/05

3.1 – 3.2

California Coastal Commission, Diana Lilly, Coastal Planner Dated 9/12/05 4.1 – 4.5

CALTRANS, District 11, Mario H. Orso, Chief, Development Review Branch Dated 9/12/05 5.1 – 5.31
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Letter From Response Numbers

Local Agencies

San Diego Association of Governments, Bob Lieter, Director of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Dated 9/12/05

6.1

San Diego, City of, Deborah Sharpe, Project Office II, Park and Planning Division, Park and
Recreation Department Dated 9/12/05

7.1 – 7.8

San Diego, City of, Linda J. Marabian, Senior Traffic Engineer Dated 9/1/05 81 – 8.12

San Diego, City of, Marta Williams, Program Manager, San Diego Police Department Facilities
Management and Development Unit Dated 9/12/05

9.1 – 9.2

San Diego, County of, Air Pollution Control District, Andy Hamilton, Air Quality Specialist Dated
9/2/05

10.1 – 10.2

San /Diego, County of, Office of Education, Robert W. Nicholson, Senior Director, Facility Planning
Services Dated 8/22/05

11.1 – 11.3

San Diego, County of, Regional Airport Authority, Angela Shafer-Payne, Vice President, Strategic
Planning Dated 9/12/05

12.1 – 12.7

San Diego Gas and Electric, Christopher P. Terzich, REA, Principal Environmental Specialist, Land
Planning Dated 9/9/05

13.1

Organizations

BNSF Railway Company, Alicen Clark Wong, of Gresham Savage, Nolan and Tilden Dated 9/12/05 14.1 – 14.6

Center on Policy Initiatives, Murtaza H. Baxamusa, AICP Dated 9/12/05 15.1 – 15.7
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Letter From Response Numbers

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, Bruce H. Warren, President Dated 9/12/05 16.1 – 16.8

Environmental Health Coalition, Randa Baramki, Co-Director Toxic-Free Neighborhood Campaign
Dated 9/12/05

17.1 – 17.14

Industrial Environmental Association, Patti Krebs, Executive Director Dated 9/12/05 18.1 – 18.19

San Diego Chinese Historical Society & Museum, Michael Yee, President Dated 9/12/05 19.1 – 19.3

San Diego, County of, Archaeological Society, Inc. James. W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson,
Environmental Review Committee Dated 9/10/05

20.1 – 20.3

San Diego Downtown Residents Group, Gary Smith, President Dated 9/12/05 21.1 – 21.5

San Diego & Imperial Valley Railroad Company, Douglas Verity, General Manager 9/4/05 22.1 – 22.8

Save Our Heritage Organization, Bruce Coons, Executive Director Dated 9/9/05 23.1 – 23.4

Individuals

Collier, Boyd, PhD. Dated 9/12/05 24.1 – 24.4

Jones, Donna, Representing Trammell Crow Residential Dated 9/12/05 25.1 – 25.6

Keagy, Roscoe D., Representing Smart & Final Stores Dated 9/12/05 26.1 – 26.2

Peterson, Matthew A., Representing Ghods Builders, Inc. Dated 9/12/05 27.1

Peterson, Matthew A., Representing Ace Parking Management, Inc. Dated 9/12/05 28.1

Sung, Amy, Ph.D. Dated 9/10/05 29.1



COMMENTS RESPONSES

1B.1-4Downtown Community Plan Final EIR
November 2005

1.1 No response is required.
1.1
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2.1 No response is required.2.1
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3.1 No response is required

3.1
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3.2 The letter from Caltrans was received independently and is addressed as 
letter #5.3.2
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.1 The requested information will be provided to the CCC as part of the Local 
Coastal Program amendment that will be submitted following approval of 
the Proposed Community Plan and Proposed Centre City Planned District 
Ordinance (PDO) by the City Council.  The more detail on the area of CCC 
jurisdiction does not affect the conclusions of the EIR.

4.2 Comment noted, and language will be corrected.  However, the more 
detail on the area of CCC jurisdiction does not affect the conclusions of 
the EIR.

4.3 While plans for Seaport Village have evolved since the Draft EIR was 
prepared, the currently planned uses would continue to be a mixed use 
development which would not pose any additional inconsistencies with the 
Proposed Community Plan.  In addition, the San Diego Port’s Master Plan 
has land use jurisdiction in the Seaport Village area.  Thus, the conformance 
of the Proposed Community Plan is not as relevant as it is to the remainder 
of the Community Plan area.
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4.4

4.5

4.4 The map showing Existing Designated View Corridors is incorrect.  The 
correct map has been included in the FEIR.  As indicated by the corrected 
map.  No designated view corridors are proposed to be deleted from existing 
under the Proposed Community Plan.

4.5 The proposed minimum parking requirements are based on input received 
from the community concerning a perceived growing need for parking and 
the traffic study completed for the Draft EIR.  In the traffic study, completed 
by Wilson & Co, the parking section notes a current (albeit small) parking 
shortage, and an increased shortage of parking at plan buildout.  In order 
to be conservative in the analysis, the EIR assumes that only the minimum 
amount of parking is provided and that no public parking structures are built.  
The proposed parking requirements, as outlined in the Proposed Centre City 
PDO and evaluated in the Draft EIR represent a balance between creating a 
high-density, transit friendly environment where multiple modes of travel 
are available and encouraged, and the need to provide a minimum amount 
of parking based on the demand of proposed new development.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.1 The EIR notes that the proposed Downtown Community Plan will result 
in both direct and cumulatively significant traffic impacts to study area 
freeway segments and ramps.  Mitigation of these impacts will require 
development and regional acceptance of a feasible program to improve 
freeway segments and ramps in the downtown area.  Previous studies 
have identified a number of alternatives which require further analysis 
and refinement to ensure appropriateness, feasibility of implementation 
and local, as well as regional level support.  To mitigate identified impacts, 
CCDC, along with Caltrans, SANDAG, and the City of San Diego will 
need to continue to pursue and promote improvement of the I-5 freeway 
facilities through the downtown area. 

5.2 The potential for impact to freeway segments has been added to the 
Executive Summary.

5.3 See response to comment 5.1.
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5.3
Cont.

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.4 See response to comment 5.1.

5.5 Cumulative impacts have been considered and identified in Section 
6.2.6.  Impacts to freeway segments and ramps have been identified as 
significant.

5.6 The concept of promoting/requiring “fair-share” contributions on the 
part of developers for improvements to the freeway system will need to 
be addressed as part of the implementation of an acceptable program to 
improve freeway segments and ramps.  As such, the specification of such 
requirements cannot be determined at this time.

5.7 As indicated in response to comment 5.5, significant cumulative impacts 
on freeways are identified in the EIR.  CCDC and the City of San Diego 
continue to work with SANDAG on an on-going basis to identify sources 
and obtain funding for a variety of transportation system improvements.  
Two recent examples of this in the downtown area were for the Park to 
Bay Link and, more recently, the Harbor Drive Pedestrian Bridge at Eighth 
Avenue and Harbor Drive.  

 Also, future residential growth in the downtown will be subject to the 
Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, as stipulated by 
the Transnet legislation and will provide additional funds for improvement 
of the regional arterial system.  A separate Transportation Development 
Impact Fee (TDIF) program has not been proposed and is not anticipated 
at this time  

5.8 See response to comments 5.6 and 7.
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5.8
Cont.

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.9 As indicated in response to comment 5.1, CCDC will continue to participate 
in Caltrans and SANDAG’s efforts to plan for the future transportation 
needs of the I-5 Corridor and other roadways affecting access to, from and 
within downtown.

5.10 The Proposed Community Plan and Draft EIR have been submitted to 
Caltrans as well as the State Clearinghouse.  Development in the future 
is anticipated to be consistent with the development strategy envisioned 
in the Proposed Community Plan.  Agendas for meetings where proposed 
projects are considered by the Centre City Advisory Committee (CCAC), 
which is our Project Area Committee and Community Planning Group, and 
the CCDC Board of Directors are available electronically via email or by 
U.S. Postal Service.  CCDC would be pleased to include Caltrans staff on 
this distribution list to keep abreast of recent developments.

5.11 The Strategic Framework Element of the City of San Diego’s General 
Plan describes downtown generally, and then states on p. 50, “The City of 
Villages Strategy encourages the further intensification of Downtown to 
increase its role as a regional hub by maintaining and enhancing its role as 
the pre-eminent business center in this region and developing as a major 
urban residential center with the largest concentration of high density 
multifamily housing in the region.”  The Proposed Community Plan is fully 
consistent with the City of Villages concept as embodied in the Strategic 
Framework Element of the General Plan.

5.12 As CCDC has indicated in the past, it has concerns regarding the 
appropriateness and impact of the Collector-Distributor (C-D) system.  
Implementation of this system could potentially have major impacts on 
existing development along the contemplated route.  The impact of the 
proposed C-D system on downtown intersections and road segments needs 
to be further evaluated before CCDC can support a C-D system.
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5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.13 The Proposed Community Plan recognizes and promotes the diversity 
of transportation options in the downtown.  Chapter 7 of the Proposed 
Community Plan contains a comprehensive view of transportation downtown, 
beginning with detailed descriptions of street types proposed for downtown.  
Bicycle facilities are shown on Figure 7-1, along with these different types 
of streets intended to provide a variety of mobility options.  Additionally, 
pedestrian movement is a critical component of the urban fabric, and thus, 
Pedestrian Priority Zones are shown on Figure 7-2.  These would be areas 
where an enhanced pedestrian environment is a goal of the Plan.  Chapter 
7, developed in collaboration with staff from the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG), also describes the transit network and potential 
future improvements, including Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).  The proposed plan 
includes a discussion of parking, along with goals and policies, as well as a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) section.  TDM measures are also 
included in the Proposed Centre City Planned District Ordinance.

5.14 CCDC acknowledges and supports the participation of SANDAG (formerly 
MTDB) staff in the development of the components of the Transportation 
Chapter of the Proposed Community Plan (Chapter 7).  The Proposed 
Community Plan is consistent with the list of plans/studies and plan concepts 
put forth in the 2003 RTP and other related plans, but it is not required, nor 
would it be practical or appropriate to reproduce policies or explain in detail 
the reasons for consistency in the Proposed Community Plan document or in 
this EIR.
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5.15 The Proposed Community Plan is consistent with planned transit services 
providing access to/from downtown.  While exact routings downtown are 
still under evaluation, the EIR does contemplate removal of parking lanes 
along B Street for potential BRT during the peak hours.  Furthermore, similar 
accommodations for BRT on Highway 94 can be made once SANDAG and 
Caltrans plans are more defined.

5.16 The Proposed Community Plan assumed improvements consistent with the 
SANDAG RTP which includes HOV lanes on I-5.  The inclusion of direct 
access ramps would need to be considered as part of the development of an 
acceptable program to improve the freeway system serving the downtown 
area.
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5.16
Cont.

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.17 The Proposed Community Plan densities and intensities were not known at the 
time I-5 study was completed.  However, the analysis contained in the EIR is 
based on the increased buildout potential consistent with the City of San Diego 
General Plan, and is provided in the EIR to analyze the effect of the increased 
traffic on the freeway system to provide this information to Caltrans and did 
not assume a specific time frame or rate or growth.

5.18 As indicated in response to comment 5.1, I-5 is a regional facility and will be 
impacted directly and cumulatively by the growth in the downtown study area.  
However, as a regional facility, the I-5 freeway also serves a high proportion of 
trips which are passing through the downtown area, without a downtown origin 
or destination. CCDC is in agreement that both mobility and access to, from 
and within downtown are important objectives.  Planning principles related 
to transportation and reflecting a multi-modal environment are contained in 
Chapter 7 of the Proposed Community Plan.

5.19 Due to the dynamics of the land economy and the real estate market, the 
exact timing, location, and sequence of downtown development can not be 
determined with any certainty.  The monitoring of downtown traffic as stipulated 
by Mitigation Measures TRF – A.1.1 and TRF – D.1 will assist in establishing 
the need and timing for transportation improvements serving the downtown 
area.

 In addition, CCDC will support Caltrans, SANDAG, and the City of San 
Diego in the development of an acceptable program for improving the 
freeway segments and ramps serving the downtown area.  The development 
of the program should include a phasing program coordinated with available 
downtown development plans at that time.
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5.19
Cont.

5.20

5.21

5.22

5.20 As indicated earlier, the Proposed Downtown Community Plan proposes a 
general intensification of development downtown which is consistent with 
the Strategic Framework Element of the General Plan.  Further, CCDC 
agrees with the need to further study the impacts of Caltrans’ proposed 
improvements within the I-5 corridor, and specifically within the “S-
Curve” of downtown.  CCDC does not propose, as part of the Proposed 
Community Plan, nor does it support the initiation of any improvements 
without a complete analysis and discussion of the impacts to the downtown 
environment of Caltrans’ proposed ramp closures, institution of a Collector-
Distributor facility, expansions and/or changes to existing freeway 
conditions downtown.

5.21 Comment noted.

5.22 See response to comment 5.12.
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5.22
Cont.

5.23

5.24

5.23 CCDC does not propose as part of the Proposed Community Plan, nor does 
it support the initiation of any improvements without a complete analysis 
and discussion of the impacts to the downtown environment of Caltrans’ 
proposed ramp closures, institution of a Collector-Distributor facility, 
expansions and/or changes to existing freeway conditions downtown.

5.24 As indicated in response to comment 5.23, CCDC does not propose as 
part of the Proposed Community Plan, nor does it support, any freeway 
improvements without a complete analysis and discussion of the impacts 
to downtown.
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5.24
Cont.

5.25

5.26

5.25 As indicated in response to comment 5.23, CCDC does not propose as 
part of the Proposed Community Plan, nor does it support, any freeway 
improvements without a complete analysis and discussion of the impacts 
to downtown.  As indicated in response to comments 5.1, 5.12 and 5.20, 
the location of any new freeway connection between I-5 and the Tenth 
Avenue Marine Terminal has not been determined.  The I-5 Corridor Study 
recommended “further consideration and study within the broader context 
of the Central I-5 Corridor Study” of new freeway ramps to the Tenth 
Avenue Marine Terminal.  The I-5 Corridor study concludes that “because 
of significant impacts of the viaduct to the local community, alternative 
alignments, including increased use of 32nd Street should be evaluated in 
detailed engineering and environmental studies.  These are neither the 
responsibility of CCDC, nor a component of the Proposed Community 
Plan requiring review.

5.26 Pacific Highway south of Laurel Street is in the North Embarcadero 
Visionary Plan (NEVP) area.  Any improvements to Pacific Highway 
proposed by Caltrans must be consistent with the NEVP, and approved by 
CCDC, the Redevelopment Agency and the Port of San Diego.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

1B.1-22Downtown Community Plan Final EIR
November 2005

5.26
Cont.

5.27

5.28

5.27 CCDC does not propose, and would not endorse, improvements to SR 163 
that have been eliminated in previous studies due to environmental and 
community concerns.  If Caltrans proposes changes to SR 163, CCDC 
would be willing to review and provide input.

5.28 The concept of reconnecting downtown to Balboa Park was the subject of 
a feasibility study by Simon Wong Engineering, and completed in August 
2003.  While the study determined that the construction of such a facility is 
feasible, there are a number of urban design issues that must be resolved to 
ensure that it is successful.  Pursuit of this improvement would be planned 
and coordinated with Caltrans.
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5.29

5.30

5.29 Comment noted.  The Proposed Community Plan will show Tweet Street 
as “proposed”.

5.30 See response to comment 5.28.
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5.31 5.31 Comment noted.
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6.1 6.1 As the comments in this letter refer to the Proposed Community Plan, and 
raise no issues related to the adequacy of the EIR, no specific responses 
are necessary.
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7.1
7.1 The Recreation Element of the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan (General 

Plan) sets forth a series of goals and guidelines to help guide the provision of 
recreation opportunities in both existing and new communities.  On page 165, 
the General Plan identifies a range of acreages for various types of parks.  The 
General Plan indicates that:  “Population –based facilities ideally [emphasis 
added] constitute between 1.0 and 3.9 acres of land for each 1,000 residents.  
Open space lands, sports fields, plazas, landscaped areas should constitute 
approximately 1.1 to 2 acres/1000 residents”.  It is important to note that the 
General Plan goes on to indicate that “These figures are norms or abstract 
concepts, however, and should not be supplied ridgidly.”
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 As indicated on page 160 of the General Plan: “There is considerable variation 
among the various communities and areas of the City with respect to the 
actual facilities provided, total acreage and acres/1000 population.”  On this 
same page, the General Plan acknowledges that “…the type of facilities and 
services and the space arrangements should relate to the population and use 
characteristics of the area served.  The space and equipment indicated as 
desirable for them should be considered guidelines and not fixed needs.”  The 
General Plan also recognizes that “In older, already developed parts fo the 
City, where recreation is difficult to acquire, efforts should be directed toward 
providing staff and facilities which compensate for deficiencies in acreage.  
Land, equipment, and supervision in varying proportions can still add up to 
recreation opportunity and service to the residents.”

The downtown area is treated differently than other areas within the City.  
This fact is further recognized by City of San Diego Strategic Framework 
Element which establishes an approach to, “Develop alternative methods of 
providing parks and recreational areas to meet the needs of urban and built-out 
communities, recognizing available land constraints and seizing opportunities 
for the creation of more accessible parks and integration of public space and 
recreation.  Some examples include additional or enhanced structures within 
park and recreational areas, public plazas, pocket parks, urban trails, linear 
parks, and joint use facilities.” 

 The Proposed Downtown Community Plan embraces the City’s goals for new 
park development concurrent to meet the needs of the growing population.  
The Community Plan represents major advances in achieving new park space 
for downtown residents.  In East Village, which will experience a substantial 
amount of the new population growth, the proposed Community Plan designates 
three new parks.  The Proposed Community Plan and Centre City PDO also 
establish a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program for achieving the 
new park land.  The Proposed PDO requires developments to integrate open 
space and recreational facilities.  Lastly, the development impact fees for parks 
that are collected downtown will reinforce the implementation strategy.  

In light of the unique circumstances associated with downtown and the 
flexibility included in the park goals, the proposed Community Plan would not 
be substantially inconsistent with the Recreation Element of the General Plan.  
As noted on page 5.1-22, the per capita park ratio would be 1.47 acres per 
1000 residents.  It should also be noted that this ratio is conservative because 
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it does not include Balboa Park.  As noted on page 161 of the Recreation 
Element, parts of resource-based parks including Balboa Park ”…can and 
do function to fulfill local neighborhood and community park needs of 
surrounding residents.”  If only 10% of the 1,200 acres of Balboa Park 
were counted toward downtown’s needs, the overall ratio would equal the 
2.8 acre/1000 ratio identified in the comment. 
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7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.2 Comment noted.

7.3 Downtown is a unique, urban environment, and small cafes are a common 
feature in parks and open spaces in the downtowns of major cities.  Such 
uses are a common feature of successful urban parks because they activate 
and populate recreation areas.  Page 159 of the Recreation Element indicates 
that other recreational opportunities “…include sports fields, open space 
parks, plazas, large and small landscape areas and mini-parks.”

7.4 See response to comment 7.3.

7.6 As discussed in response to comment 7.1, the Recreation Element does 
not establish a hard and fast rule for providing parkland to the various 
communities within the City of San Diego.  As further indicated in response 
to comment 7.1, the per capita ratio of parkland would be consistent with 
the inclusion of a small portion of Balboa Park. 

7.5 Although no formal agreement may exist with San Diego High School, its 
sports fields are available when not in use for school activities.  Similarly, 
although no formal agreement may exist with the San Diego Community 
College, the lawn areas are open to the public and are commonly utilized.  
Thus, inclusion of these areas is considered appropriate. 
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7.6Cont.

7.7

7.8

7.7 The information in this table was drawn from the Proposed Community 
Plan.  If this Plan is modified to reflect any of the information contained 
in the table, it will be included in the FEIR.

7.8 As indicated in response to comment 7.1, the planned parkland in downtown 
is not considered inconsistent with the Recreation Element.
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.1 Comment noted.  The referenced figure will be corrected as necessary.  

8.2 Comment noted.  The deletion of the Cedar Street off-ramp and the 
conversion of Cedar Street to two-way operation have been identified as 
a desirable improvements to the downtown roadway network.  Actual 
removal of the off-ramp would only occur after further more detailed 
studies and approval of Caltrans.  It should be noted that the deletion of 
the Cedar Street off-ramp has been identified as resulting in significant 
traffic impacts in the EIR.

8.3 See response to comment 8.2

8.4 Comment noted.  Figure 7-1 of the Community Plan identifies the future 
roadway classifications.  Inclusion of a map indicating future traffic 
volumes is not considered necessary.  

8.5 See response to comment 8.2.
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8.6

8.8
8.9

8.7

8.6 The conversion of C Street between I-5 and Park Boulevard to two-way 
operation has been included with the objective of improving access and 
circulation to adjacent land uses in the area.  The traffic analyses conducted 
as part of the EIR did not identify any resulting impacts associated with 
this modification.

8.7 The conversion of G Street from one-way to two-way operations from Front 
Street to First Avenue has been assumed as part of the Community Plan.  
Subsequent to the EIR traffic analyses, conversion of G Street from one-way 
to two-way operation from Kettner Blvd. to First Avenue was identified 
as part of an overall strategy to improve safety at the downtown at-grade 
rail crossings.  This change will be noted and included in the Community 
Plan.

8.8 As noted, the EIR traffic analyses concluded that the conversion of Sixth 
Avenue from the existing one-way operation to two-way operation, 
between Ash Street and I-5, would result in significant and unmitigated 
traffic impacts.  The proposed modification will therefore not be 
assumed as part of the Community Plan.

8.9 As noted, the EIR traffic analyses concluded that the reduction of Ninth 
Avenue from three lanes to two lanes between Ash Street and Market Street 
would result in unmitigated traffic impacts.  The proposed modification 
will therefore not be assumed as part of the Community Plan.

8.10 Due to the potential for significant impacts on adjacent land uses 
(specifically the existing Community Concourse), the opening of B Street 
between First Street and Third Street has not been assumed as part of 
Community Plan.

8.11 The feasibility determination for the intersection mitigation measures was 
based upon an assessment of the physical availability of right-of-way to 
implement the required improvement.  In a number of instances, limited 
building set backs along with required sidewalk widths, limited the 
feasibility of the required mitigation measures.

8.12 Comment noted.  The suggested change will be incorporated.

8.10

8.11

8.12
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.1 The updated information has been included in the FEIR.  However, 
the updated information regarding police staffing does not change the 
conclusion of the EIR that the current police force would not be sufficient 
to meet the per capita goal of the police department. 

9.2 Comment noted.  CCDC is uncertain how the existing ratio was misstated.  
However, the updated information reflects a change in the current staffing 
levels and would not change the conclusion of the EIR that the current 
police force would not be sufficient to meet the per capita goal of the police 
department. 

9.3 Comment noted.  However, the updated information regarding police 
staffing does not change the conclusion of the EIR that the current police 
force would not be sufficient to meet the per capita goal of the police 
department. 

9.4 While the comment indicates that a new substation would be required to 
accommodate the additional police staff needed to serve the buildout of 
downtown under the Proposed Community Plan, the EIR can not evaluate 
potential physical changes which may occur from this new substation.  
Because no specific site has been identified, any analysis would be 
speculative under Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines and need not 
be addressed in this EIR.  Environmental review would be required at the 
time a specific site is identified.  
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9.4
Cont.

9.5 9.5 The text has been revised to reflect the updated information presented in 
the comment letter.
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10.1

10.1 While CCDC has no direct authority to assure implementation of dust 
control, the City of San Diego would, through its Grading Ordinance.
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10.2

10.2 The following provision has been added to Mitigation Measure AQ-B.1:

 If alternative-fueled and/or particulate filter-equipped construction 
equipment is not feasible, construction equipment shall use the newest, 
least-polluting equipment, whenever possible.
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11.1 11.1 Comment noted.  While the operations of the COE may be affected by the 
increased number of residential units downtown, the focus of the EIR was 
on the San Diego Unified School District because specific schools within 
and around downtown would be directly impacted by future students.  
Furthermore, if future residential demand is not met in the downtown, 
other areas of the county would likely experience more growth than may 
have been assumed by the COE.  Thus, serving an expanding population 
would face COE regardless of whether the Proposed Community Plan is 
approved.
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11.2

11.3

11.2 Comment noted with respect to the impact of increased population on 
schools.  However, the use of redevelopment and tax increment funding 
is not an issue which is required to be addressed under CEQA.

11.3 The student generation rates were derived from direct consultation with 
the Instruction Facilities Planning Department of the San Diego Unified 
School District.  
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12.1

12.2

12.3

12.1 In response to this comment, CCDC conducted a focused analysis of the 
proposed uses in the general areas of concern in the Cortez and Little Italy 
neighborhoods.  The analysis focused on the following three issues: (1) 
proposed intensity of uses, (2) proposed types of uses, and (3) proposed 
mix of uses.

 The proposed intensity of uses is regulated both in the current and proposed 
Centre City Planned District Ordinances by Floor Area Ratio (or “FAR”).  
Neither the existing, nor the proposed PDO, contains regulation of units 
per acre for residential uses.  The FAR is the square footage of a proposed 
development divided by the site square footage.  In the areas subject to 
airport noise and safety requirements, the proposed Centre City PDO 
contains exactly the same FARs as the existing PDO.  Therefore, no 
increased intensity of uses in those areas is anticipated under the proposed 
PDO.

 Uses that are allowed in the zones contained in the existing and proposed 
land use districts, especially pertaining to the following noise sensitive 
receptors (as defined in the Noise Analysis Chapter 5.7) are virtually 
unchanged as well, as shown in the following table (see Proposed 
Centre City PDO for specific zone requirements, as these uses have been 
generalized for discussion purposes):
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 The analysis demonstrates that the proposed PDO is equivalent, if not more 
restrictive, than the existing PDO for land uses of specific concern (residential 
and other “sensitive receptors”).

 Finally, downtown is a mixed use environment.  Currently, residential uses 
are allowed throughout downtown, and in some areas (including a portion of 
Cortez) there is an incentive (in the form of a floor area bonus) for the provision 
of residential.  While the proposed PDO contains incentives for the provision 
of certain types of housing (affordable and/or family units, for example), it 
does not provide incentives for general residential.  Also, currently, up to 
100% of any development may be residential in Cortez and Little Italy, with 
the exception of a requirement for “Street Level Uses” (or active commercial 
uses) on a portion of India Street.  The land use districts in the proposed PDO 
require a minimum of 40% (or 80%) ground floor commercial or in some 
cases not more than 20% ground floor commercial.  The areas where these 
requirements apply cover considerably more area in the proposed PDO than 
under the existing PDO.  Therefore, the analysis shows that the proposed PDO 
could be expected to result in less residential in the mix of uses than under the 
existing PDO.

 Lastly, application of the guidelines and regulations imposed by the combination 
of the City’s Proposed Community Plan, Planned District Ordinance, Airport 
Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ), and the Airport Environs Overlay Zone 
(AEOZ) would assure consistency with the existing ACLUCP.  

Land Use
Existing 

PDO
Proposed 

PDO
Multifamily Residential P P
Group Residential P P
Live/Work P P
Living Units/Single Room Occupancy units C C

Senior Housing C C
Hospitals P P
Colleges & universities P P

Performing Arts Theatres P P
Religious Assembly P P
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12.2 The proposed Planned District Ordinance provides the more specific level of 
detail for the types of uses allowed within the Mixed Commercial District.  
In the PDO, the Mixed Commercial (MC) District is defined as follows:

 This district accommodates a diverse, array of uses, including residential, 
artists’ studios, live/work spaces, hotels, offices, research and development, 
and retail.  Commercial and service uses, including light industrial and 
repair, warehousing and distribution, transportation and communication 
services that are essential for the livelihood of businesses and residents 
of the downtown area are also permitted.  With the Mixed Commercial 
District, no more than 20 percent of the ground floor street frontage may 
be active commercial uses.

 A more specific list of uses is contained in the proposed PDO.  As indicated, 
some of the uses are allowed “by right” while others require a permit to 
assure that the uses are appropriate for the area.

12.3 Section 4.5.2.1 of the EIR provides information on the types of uses allowed 
under the various land use classifications as well as planned development 
intensities.
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12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7

12.4 As indicated in response to comment 12.1, the Proposed Community Plan 
would not substantially increase the number of sensitive uses over that 
which would already occur under the adopted Community Plan. 

12.5 The proposed policy will be changed in the Proposed Community Plan to 
refer to the Airport Approach Overlay Zone.  This would supercede the 
EIR version.

12.6 Expansion of the SDIA is assumed in the SANDAG Series 10 forecast 
which was the basis for the transportation model which was used in the 
traffic analysis.  

12.7 Noise attenuation is already required under UBC and AEOZ.  These 
regulations require the provision of acoustical studies and plan check review 
to assure compliance with interior noise limits.  In addition, the AEOZ 
requires avigation easement in areas over 65 CNEL prior to issuance of 
building permit.
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13.1
13.1 CCDC will work with SDGE in the event future development is proposed 

adjacent to any of its facilities which could pose a health and safety 
risk to future occupants.  Such conflicts will be identified during the 
Secondary Study which will be required for new developments.  As noted 
in the comment, each development offers a different potential conflict.  
Therefore, buffers or other measures are best identified on a development-
by-development basis during the Secondary Study process.
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14.1

14.2

14.3

14.1 Train noise depends upon a number of factors.  Frequency of activity, types 
of trains (freight, Amtrak, Coaster), track conditions, travel speed, and use of 
train horns.  Trains moving along the Harbor Drive/California Street corridor 
are slow moving, and are dominated by Amtrak or Coaster during the day, 
and several freight trains mainly at night.  Future track utilization is forecast 
to slowly grow.  In response to this comment, the hourly noise exposure at 50 
feet from the track centerline was calculated using the FTA Manual (1995) for 
three trains, six locomotives, and a 15 mph travel speed.  Without including 
horn noise, the noise level at 50 feet from the tracks was estimated at 59 dB 
Leq (one-hour average).  When train horns are included, the level at a distance 
of 50 feet was estimated to be 65 dB Leq.  Due to the influence of trains during 
the evening hours, the Leq level is considered representative of the CNEL 
value.  Thus, train noise would exceed 65 CNEL.  

Unlike traffic noise, train noise would be intermittent and only exceed 65 
CNEL when horns are in use which would occur as a train approaches a road 
crossing.  As a consequence, the EIR considers train noise to constitute a land 
use rather than health and safety issue.  
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14.2 This comment is correct.  LU-B.4-1 has been revised in the FEIR to require 
45 dB Leq within all habitable rooms.  However, balconies are not required 
under Title 24 to be maintained at 45 dB Leq or less.

14.3 As discussed above, the mitigation measure has been revised to require 
interior noise levels in habitable rooms to not exceed 45 dBA Leq.  However, 
no mandatory requirement will be included for exterior areas.  State law 
does not mandate outdoor noise limits.  The City’s General Plan does require 
adequate outdoor recreation areas to be provided where noise levels would 
not exceed 65 dB CNEL.  However, balconies need not be protected if 
sufficient common recreation area is provided which would not exceed 65 
dBA CNEL.  Thus, noise attenuation for outdoor recreation areas would 
be determined by the City as individual projects are proposed along the 
railroad tracks.
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14.4 14.4 The purpose of real estate transaction disclosures is to reveal the condition 
of a property before transfer of title takes place.  This is primarily to ensure 
an informed decision as to the acquisition of the interest in real property.

 The purpose of a mitigation measure in an EIR, by contrast, is to avoid, 
minimize, rectify, reduce or compensate for an environmental impact 
identified in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15370).  The mere 
disclosure of the existence of railroad noise does not avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce or compensate for the noise produced by the railroad 
activities. 

 As a policy matter, the decisionmaker may decide to enact an ordinance 
requiring the type of disclosure sought by the commenter; however, such a 
requirement is not a mitigation measure, and is not appropriately enforced 
by inclusion in the EIR.
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14.4
Cont.

14.5
14.6

14.5 Based on the previous responses, the DEIR adequately addressed train 
noise.

14.6 As indicated in response to comment 12.4, CCDC does not intend to require 
real estate sales disclosure of train noise or any other noise source.
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15.1

15.2

15.1 This mitigation measure follows the acknowledgement that, on a 
programmatic level, “the timing associated with implementation of 
improvements . . . is difficult to predict.”  This is because of the uncertainty 
regarding the actual realization of the projects that are assumed will create 
the predicted impacts.  Courts have upheld mitigation measures which 
articulated other performance standards, identified possible component 
parts of a future mitigation measure, and committed the agency to: (1) 
a study which would determine which of the components, if any, would 
actually mitigate the identified impact, and (2) implement the measures the 
study identified as proper mitigation.  Even though the EIR concludes that 
the impact would be significant and not mitigated, CCDC has committed in 
Mitigation Measure TRF-A.1-1, to the regular review of the grid system’s 
capacity, and to “incorporate needed roadway improvements” as needed, 
as disclosed by this regular monitoring.  CCDC is therefore committing 
to a meaningful program of mitigation at this level.

15.2 A discussion of the relationship of the proposed Community Plan to the 
General Plan is provided on page 5.1-14 of the EIR.
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15.3

15.4

15.5

15.6

15.7

15.3 Economic issues are not required to be evaluated in an EIR.  As stated in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), economic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  “While an EIR 
may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project 
through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project 
to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  The 
intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail 
greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.”  

15.4 The equitable nature of development is considered a social issue which, 
as indicated in response to comment 15.3, is not required to be evaluated 
in an EIR.

15.5 See responses to comments 15.3 and 4. 

15.6 The commenter seeks to have CCDC and the Agency characterize the status 
of affordable housing as a proper subject for CEQA review.  However, 
under Section 21060.5 of the Public Resources Code, the “environment” 
with which CEQA is concerned is the physical conditions within an 
area.  Furthermore, as indicated in response to comment 15.4, an EIR is 
not required to address social or economic issues.  Thus, the effects on 
affordable housing are social and economic effects and, therefore, not 
subject to CEQA. 

15.7 The EIR does study the potential physical effects of the project upon the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  However, the “rising property values” and the 
identity of the future property owners is a social or economic impact not 
subject to CEQA analysis.  On the other hand, traffic and parking impacts 
are studied in Section 6.2.6 of the EIR.
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16.1

16.2

16.3

16.4

16.1 The EIR identifies the potential for conflict between the pedestrian goals and 
policies of the Draft Community Plan and the intersection improvements 
potentially required to maintain satisfactory traffic flow.  Mitigation 
Measure TRF-A.1-1 specifically requires CCDC to review the effect of 
proposed improvements on pedestrian and bicycle activities whenever 
specified conditions could occur. 

16.2 Freeway impacts are identified and discussed, but it is also true that the 
identified mitigation measures are not within the power of CCDC or future 
developers to implement.  The California Department of Transportation 
must agree to and authorize any improvements to freeways or freeway 
access ramps.  

16.3 The Draft EIR acknowledges the potential for significant shortfalls.  
However, as noted in the EIR, the actual parking supply would likely be 
greater than assumed in the EIR due to the private market taking advantage 
of opportunities for parking garages.

16.4 This mitigation measure follows the acknowledgement that, on a 
programmatic level, “the timing associated with implementation of 
improvements . . . is difficult to predict.”  This is because of the uncertainty 
regarding the actual realization of the projects that are assumed will create 
the predicted impacts.  Courts have upheld mitigation measures which 
articulated other performance standards, identified possible component 
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parts of a future mitigation measure, and committed the agency to: (1) 
a study which would determine which of the components, if any, would 
actually mitigate the identified impact, and (2) implement the measures 
the study identified as proper mitigation.  By committing in Mitigation 
Measure TRF-A.1-1, to the regular review of the grid system’s capacity, 
and to “incorporate needed roadway improvements” as needed, as disclosed 
by this regular monitoring, CCDC is committing to a meaningful program 
of mitigation.  See response to comment 15.1.
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16.4
Cont.

16.5

16.6

16.7

16.8

16.5 As indicated in response to comment 15.6 and on page 5.4-10 of the EIR, 
Sections 15126.2(a) and 15382 require an EIR to evaluate only the physical 
impacts associated with providing public services required to serve a 
development proposal.  

 Additional information relative to the General Plan goal for parkland is 
contained in responses to comment 7.1.

16.6 The commenter seeks to have CCDC and the Agency characterize impacts to 
the downtown “quality of life” as a proper environmental subject for CEQA 
review.  As indicated in response to comment 15.6, CEQA is concerned 
with changes in the physical conditions within an area.  The need for 
affordable housing and the other quality of life issues raised are not related 
to physical conditions of the environment.  Thus, while they may properly 
be considered by the decisionmakers in the course of considering adoption 
of the Community Plan amendment and PDO, they are not appropriate 
subjects for the EIR to address.  

16.7 CEQA Guidelines Section 15180(b) expressly provides that “[A]n EIR on 
a redevelopment plan shall be treated as a program EIR with no subsequent 
EIRs required for individual components of the redevelopment plan unless 
a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR would be required by CEQA 
Guidelines] Sections 15162 or 15163.”  This EIR complies with that section 
that is specifically applicable to redevelopment plans such as the Proposed 
Community Plan.  Further, and contrary to the commenter’s assumption, 
there will be “subsequent impact reviews per project,” but they will be 
conducted with an eye toward the application or non-application of Sections 
15162 and 15163.

16.8 The function of an EIR is not to make the determination as to whether a 
particular project or plan is “feasible.”  Rather, an EIR is an “informational 
document.”  As such, the EIR is to be just one of many sources of 
information the decisionmakers will use to determine whether the Plan 
should be adopted.  
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17.1

17.2

17.3

17.4

17.1 As no specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis of the Flexible 
Use designation is identified, no specific response can be made.  However, 
it should be noted that the Flexible Use designation has been eliminated 
in the latest version of the Community Plan and replaced by the Mixed 
Commercial designation.

17.2 A discussion of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidelines is 
included on page 5.8-10 of the EIR where the setbacks identified in this 
comment are specifically discussed.  In this discussion, the potential exists 
for new residential development to occur within 1,000 feet of industrial uses.  
This analysis would apply to residential within any proposed designation 
including the Mixed Commercial (formerly Flexible Use) designation 
identified in the comment.  The discussion goes on to address the fact that 
a substantial health risk to future residents depends largely on long-term 
exposure which is indicated to require a period of 70 years of continued 
exposure.  Thus, the impacts were not considered significant.
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17.3 The action referenced on the part of the Port of San Diego consisted of a 
recommendation adopted during a workshop.  As such, it has no regulatory 
authority over land outside of the Port jurisdiction.  This action reflects to 
guidelines established by the CARB, as discussed in response to comment 
17.2, and is subject to the same long-term exposure requirements to 
constitute a significant health hazard.

17.4 As the Barrio Logan Vision has not been officially adopted or recognized 
by the City of San Diego or any other recognized public entity, the EIR 
appropriately did not include it in the discussion of plan consistency.  
Nevertheless, it should be noted that, on page 3-12 of the Proposed 
Community Plan, the Mixed Commercial (formerly Flexible Use) 
designation would require any new industrial development to demonstrate 
that air quality in the vicinity would not be adversely impacted.  This 
provision specifically references Barrio Logan in recognition of the past 
concerns expressed by this community.  Even without this Community 
Plan provision, state and federal regulations governing new industrial uses 
would require air emissions controls.   
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17.4
Cont.

17.5

17.6

17.7
17.8

17.9

17.10

17.11

17.12

17.5 Industrial uses are not anticipated to be a major component of the Mixed 
Commercial (formerly Flexible Use)  designation.  As indicated on page 
3-12 of the Proposed Community Plan, uses within this designation are 
anticipated to include residential, artists’ studios and live/work spaces, 
hotels, offices, research and development, and retail.  This is further 
reinforced by the narrative on page 6-24 about the form of development 
envisioned for the Southeast portion of the East Village District which 
would be adjacent to Barrio Logan.  As indicated in this discussion, 
“Southeast promises to become an eclectic mix of housing types, and 
the interest and intrigue that accompany diverse environments.  Much of 
the sub-district is intended for a “fine-grain” scale of development with 
multiple buildings per block, and lower building intensity than in most 
neighborhoods.”  As a result, existing industrial uses would be expected to 
transition to the target uses in the long-term which would represent a benefit 
to the community of Barrio Logan over the current condition.  Furthermore, 
as discussed above, any new industrial uses would be required to implement 
air emission controls and incorporate high quality building design.

17.6 Any new industrial uses which would be constructed in the Southeast sub-
district would be required to conform to the requirements of the Uniform 
Building Code (UBC) related to protection against earthquake damage.  Any 
risk associated with earthquake damage to existing industrial development 
would be unaffected by the Proposed Community Plan.

17.7 See response to comment 12.2 for uses allowed in Mixed Commercial 
designation.

17.8 Comment noted.  However, social service institutions are allowed in other 
areas of downtown, and there is no evidence to support a substantial number 
of new social service facilities would occur within the Southeast sub-district 
of East Village.  In addition, any effects (e.g. public health and sanitation 
issues) from these facilities are already occurring and no evidence exists 
to suggest that these effects would be substantially increased. 

17.9 Energy-generating facilities would include electrical substations and power 
transmission lines needed to meet the needs of downtown.
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17.10 As indicated on page 5-12 of the Proposed Community Plan, much of 
the area near Barrio Logan (known as the Southeast sub-district of East 
Village) would be placed within a “fine-grain” classification.  Furthermore, 
the floor area ratio (FAR) allowed within the areas nearest Barrio Logan 
would have one of the lowest ratios downtown.  Although BASE FAR in 
downtown could go up to 12 in some cases, the FAR for the Southeast 
sub-district adjacent to Barrio Logan would be 3.  This FAR would not 
allow the tall towers referenced in this comment.  Lastly, Goal 5.3-G-3 
encourages buildings in the Southeast sub-district to “step down” toward 
surrounding neighborhoods, as reflected in the proposed FARs.  In fact, 
the proposed FAR was reduced from a preliminary draft of the Community 
Plan (November 2004) from a proposed 4 FAR with a potential bonus of 
2 FAR fro a total of 6 FAR to a proposed 3 FAR (as currently allowed) 
with a proposed bonus of 1 FAR fro a total of 4 FAR based on public 
comments.

17.11 The EIR concurs with the observation made by this comment.  The potential 
for significant impacts from transient activities on Barrio Logan is identified 
on page 5.1-20 of the EIR.

17.12 As indicated in response to comment 15.6, affordable housing is not an 
appropriate subject for the EIR.
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17.12
Cont.

17.13

17.14

17.13 Potential impacts related to new development downtown is specifically 
addressed in the EIR.  The amount of carbon monoxide (CO) expected at 
buildout is shown to be well below the significance threshold in Table 5.8-2 
on page 5.8-8.  On this same page, the potential for significant localized 
CO concentrations (hotspots) is specifically evaluated and determined to be 
not significant.  The only other localized risk is associated with exposure to 
stationary source emissions related to industrial uses and the Tenth Avenue 
Marine Terminal, in particular.  As discussed in response to comment 15.2, 
the potential for health risk is considered not significant.

17.14 The Proposed Community Plan recognizes the importance of green 
building practices by including a specific chapter devoted to Sustainable 
Development (Chapter 5.8).  Furthermore, Policy 5.8-P-1 states, “ Prepare 
and implement Green Building guidelines and/or standards appropriate to 
the intense San Diego Downtown context to ensure high levels of energy 
efficiency and reduction in life-cycle environmental impacts associated 
with construction and operations of buildings.”
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18.1

18.2

18.3

18.4

18.1 The Proposed Community Plan recognizes the importance of promoting 
industrial development that would be compatible with the mixed use goal 
for downtown including residential uses.  In describing the uses allowed in 
the Mixed Commercial (formerly Flexible Use) designation, the Proposed 
Community Plan directs any future industrial or service uses to demonstrate 
that air quality in surrounding residential areas and neighborhoods not 
be adversely affected.  Furthermore, adherence to local, state and federal 
regulations related to the use and storage of hazardous wastes would reduce 
potential impacts to surrounding areas. 

18.2 Comment noted.

18.3 As indicated in response to comment 16.1, hazardous materials regulations 
would reduce potential exposure risks.  

18.4 As indicated in response to comment 17.2, a significant health risk to 
future residents from the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal or other localized 
industrial activities within or adjacent to the downtown area would not 
occur.
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18.5

18.6

18.7

18.8

18.5 As with the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal operations, the health risk 
associated with future residential development within 1,000 feet of the 
railroad switching yards would not result in sufficient long-term exposure 
levels to constitute a significant health risk.

18.6 As indicated in response to comment 17.2, a significant health risk to future 
residents from the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal or other localize industrial 
activities within or adjacent to the downtown area would not occur.

18.7 Comment noted.

18.8 As no significant health hazard would be associated with the Tenth Avenue 
Marine Terminal or railroad switching yard, CCDC does not consider 
it necessary to eliminate residential uses from the Mixed Commercial 
(formerly Flexible Use) designation.
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18.9

18.10

18.11

18.12

18.13

18.14

18.9 Comment noted.  As stated in response to comment 15.5, industrial uses 
are not expected to represent a major component of the Mixed Commercial 
(formerly Flexible Use) designation.

18.10 The EIR recognizes this long-term risk definition on page 5.8-10.

18.11 Comment noted.  The Proposed Community Plan does not advocate a 
substantial level of new industrial development in downtown.

18.12 See response to comment 14.3.

18.13 Consideration of the potential impact residential development may have 
on permitting requirements for new industrial uses is outside the scope of 
the EIR and is not considered an environmental issue under CEQA.

18.14 The reference to the visual effects of a grade separation structure at Harbor 
Drive was focused on the potential view obstacle it would present to Park 
Boulevard which is identified in the Community Plan as a view corridor.  
As indicated on page 5-12 of the Proposed Community Plan, much of the 
area near Barrio Logan (known as the Southeast sub-district of East Village) 
would be placed within a “fine-grain” classification.  Furthermore, the floor 
area ratio (FAR) allowed within the areas nearest Barrio Logan would 
have one of the lowest ratios of downtown.  Although FAR in downtown 
could go up to 12 in some cases, the FAR for the Southeast sub-district 
adjacent to Barrio Logan would be 3.  This FAR would not allow the tall 
towers referenced in this comment.  Lastly, Goal 5.3-G-3 encourages 
buildings in the Southeast sub-district to “step down” toward surrounding 
neighborhoods, as reflected in the proposed FARs.
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18.15

18.16

18.17

18.18

18.15 As adverse visual effects associated with any current industrial uses 
already exist, they are not considered a potentially significant impact on 
future residents because these residents would have a choice as to whether 
to accept these view elements at the time they purchase a residence.  
This condition is different from the potential effect of a new industrial 
development posing visual impacts to existing residents.

18.16 Due to the programmatic nature of the analysis of the Proposed Community 
Plan, it is not possible to quantify parking impacts which may occur within 
the surrounding neighbhorhoods.  As indicated on page 5.2-43, “The 
extent of parking in the adjacent neighborhoods will be a function of cost 
and availability of parking as well as the specific uses developed in the 
adjacent sections of the downtown area.”  Further complicating the specific 
quantification is the uncertainty as to the response of the developer to 
meeting the full parking demand of a project as well as the willingness of the 
public and/or private sector to provide independent parking facilities.  Thus, 
the five-year monitoring of parking within surrounding neighborhoods is 
considered a reasonable mitigation.  In recognition of the lack of definition 
and enforcement of any future actions which could be undertaken to reduce 
parking impacts on surrounding neighborhoods, the EIR concludes that the 
impact would not be mitigated to below a level of significance.

18.17 The discussion of traffic impacts on surrounding areas on page 5.2-30 
of the EIR acknowledges that buildout of downtown under the Proposed 
Community Plan would have significant impacts on intersections within 
surrounding neighborhoods; some of which occur in Logan Heights, just 
northeast of Barrio Logan.

18.18 The issue of security is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  Therefore, 
no response is necessary.
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18.19 18.19 The issue of security is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  Therefore, 
no response is necessary.
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19.1

19.2

19.3

19.1 References to the Asian Pacific Thematic Historic District Master Plan 
have been added to pages 4-34 and 5.3-15 of the Final EIR.  The addition 
on page 4-34 acknowledges the fact that the District Master Plan would 
continue to provide historic context to the neighborhood.  On page 5.3-15, 
a statement has been added that confirms that the Master Plan was adopted 
by the Redevelopment Agency in 1995.

19.2 The information on historic resources used in the analysis contained in 
Chapter 5.3 of the EIR is considered adequate.  As indicated on page 5.3-1 
of the EIR, the baseline for historic structures was based on four separate 
surveys of downtown by well-qualified consultants.  

19.3 See response to comment 19.1.
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20.1

20.2

20.3

20.1 The Historical Resources Guidelines of the Land Development Code state: 
“Evaluations will not be required if the resource has been evaluated for 
CEQA significance or for National Register eligibility within the last five 
years if there has been no change in the conditions which contributed to 
the determination of significance or eligibility.  A property should be re-
evaluated if its condition or setting has either improved or deteriorated, 
if new information is available, or if the resource is becoming increasing 
rare due to the loss of other similar resources.”

 Furthermore, as discussed on page 5.3.22 of the EIR, prior to the issuance 
of any permit that would directly or indirectly affect a building/structure in 
excess of 45 years of age, (the CEQA threshold age), CCDC shall determine 
whether the building/structure meets any one of four criteria:  National 
Register listed or determined eligible, California listed or determined 
eligible, San Diego Register listed or determined eligible, or the CEQA 
criteria for historical resources.  If the building/structure meets any one of 
these four criteria, it is treated and protected as a historic resource under 
the City’s regulatory process.  If it meets none of these criteria, but is in 
excess of 45 years of age, it follows the same process that applies in the 
rest of the City of San Diego, as is more extensively discussed in response 
to comment 23.3.
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 As discussed in Section 5.3.1.1, extensive historical survey activity in the 
Centre City Redevelopment Project area has transpired over the past 17 
years.  And, as the result of this activity, the historical building/structure 
database is both extensive and thorough.  Several hundred properties have 
been evaluated and cleared by the Historic Resource Board (HRB) or have 
been designated by the HRB as a local landmark.  Structures that have as 
yet not been evaluated will be reviewed by CCDC if they are more than 
45 years of age at the time that a redevelopment proposal is presented 
which could affect them.  Since City of San Diego permits voluntary 
and involuntary designation applications and re-initiation of designation 
applications based new information, if a property, which was not found 
eligible under national, state, local or CEQA standards, is later found to 
possess significance, a designation action may be pursued.

20.2 The potential for subsurface prehistoric resources is inherent in Mitigation 
Measure CUL-B.1.  A determination that no further action would be 
required after Step 1 would be based on clear and convincing evidence 
that the potential for subsurface material is sufficiently low as to negate 
the need for testing.  Such evidence could include proof that the subsurface 
soil had been previously disturbed to sufficient depth.  In the interest of 
clarity, the last sentence of Step 1-Initial Evaluation has been revised in 
the FEIR to read as follows:  “Historical and existing land uses shall also 
be reviewed to assess the potential for significant prehistoric and historic 
archaeological resources to be present”.

20.3 CCDC recognizes the importance of setting time limits.  To this end, Step 3 
of Mitigation Measure CUL-B.1 already contains a deadline for submitting 
a report summarizing the data recovery program.  The requirement for 
submittal of the report within 12 months of the date the data recovery was 
initiated is considered appropriate to allow the recovery, cataloguing and 
research to be completed in a timely fashion.  With respect to Step 4, the 
measure already requires monitoring summary reports to be submitted to 
CCDC within 30 days of the completion of monitoring.  Similarly, proof 
of curation of artifacts must be submitted to CCDC within 30 days of 
curation.
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21.1

21.2

21.3

21.4

21.1 As indicated in response to comment 14.4, the disclosure of the existence 
of noise in the downtown urban area does not mitigate the noise produced 
by the railroad activities. 

21.2 Studies of traffic and parking conditions at five-year intervals are required 
by Mitigation Measures TRF-A.1.1 and TRF-D.1.

21.3 The reference to street sections in the FEIR has been eliminated.

21.4 The parking shortfall identified in the EIR is based on a comparison the 
parking demand based on the City’s demand factors and the parking 
requirements imposed by the proposed PDO.  Thus, the EIR does reflect 
the basis of comparison suggested in this comment.
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21.4
Cont.

21.5

21.5 As indicated on page 5.2-16 of the EIR, the traffic generation at buildout 
was based on a Regional Transportation Model developed by SANDAG.  
This is a highly complex computer model which encompasses a number of 
factors which can influence trip generation.  Most notably, it specifically 
considers the availability of mass transit which is a major component of 
the downtown transportation system.  This model is not based on 1990 
information.  To avoid confusion, the trip generation rates in the PDO will 
only be included as necessary to serve as a basis for calculating the traffic 
generated within the Sports/Entertainment District to assure that the total 
trips do not exceed the maximum cap established for the District.
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22.1

22.2

22.1 The potential for land use conflicts related to noise from railroad operations 
near residential development is identified on page 5.1-19 of the EIR and 
further described on page 5.7-14.  Air quality impacts are discussed on 
pages 5.8-10 and 11 of the EIR.

22.2 The conclusions of the EIR reflect those of this comment.  Railroad 
operations (including engine and wheel noise) are identified as a significant 
land use conflict with residential uses.  Furthermore, due to lack of certainty 
that adequate measures can be enforced to alleviate this potential conflict, 
the EIR concludes that the land use conflict would be significant and not 
mitigated to below a level of significance.  
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22.2
Cont.

22.3

22.4

22.5

22.6

22.7

22.8

22.3 The train horns and crossing bells are considered the primary source of 
land use compatibility conflicts between railroad operations and residential 
uses due their sudden occurrence and stark contrast with ambient noise 
conditions.  Wheel noise and engine noise is considered less disruptive 
and not considered worthy of additional mitigation.  

22.4 Comment noted.  However, this distinction does not affect the validity of 
the analysis because the analysis assumed that the use of train horns does 
regularly occur within the downtown area.

22.5 Comment noted.  The analysis in the acoustical study did not assume that 
trains would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance.

22.6 As indicated in response to comment 14.1, train noise is not expected 
to exceed the exterior significance threshold of 65 dB CNEL at nearby 
sensitive uses.  In addition, in accordance with Title 24 of the State Code, 
no development would be allowed which could expose persons to noise 
levels in excess of 45 dBA Leq within habitable rooms.

22.7 This information has been added to the FEIR on page 5.1-19.

22.8 As indicated on page 5.8-10, the proximity of the rail yards to future 
residential uses within the Proposed Community Plan would not constitute 
a significant impact due to the long-term exposure required to produce a 
significant human health risk.
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22.8
Cont.
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23.1

23.2

23.3

23.1 The Proposed Community Plan will be revised to allow TDRs to be made 
available to projects within a one-block radius of an historic structure.

23.2 The concept of a receiver site has been discussed in the past, especially 
lately with reference to mitigation of specific buildings in the East Village.  
While concentration of historic buildings which cannot be preserved in 
place would be better than recordation and demolition, the feasibility of 
such a proposal is doubtful because of land costs and space availability. 

23.3 Comment noted.  The City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines 
in the Land Development Code requires evaluations if one has not been 
undertaken in the last five years.  In addition, the Historical Resources 
Board (HRB) is required to review any Site Development Permit where 
a historic resource is present, or the site lies within a historical district, 
unless such proposal is exempt as consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards.  A Site Development Permit may not be considered 
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by the decisionmaker until the Historical Resources Board has reviewed 
the Permit application and made a recommendation on its approval.  As 
discussed in response to comment 20.1, CCDC would review the status of 
any building over 45 years of age.
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23.3
Cont.

23.4 23.4 Comment noted.  The Proposed Community Plan does seek to preserve 
historic resources through policies encouraging preservation and a TDR 
program intended to make preservation more economically viable for 
historic building owners.  As the language in the referenced Conservation 
Element is not formally adopted, conformance is not required.
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24.1

24.2

24.3

24.1 The analysis of PM10 impacts of development in accordance with the 
Proposed Community Plan is not dependent on past records.  Rather, it 
is based on the anticipated PM10 generated by future construction and 
mobile-source emissions.  Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are required 
in response to this comment.

24.2 A comparison of the Proposed Community Plan with the adopted 1992 
plan represents a plan to plan analysis.  CEQA requires an evaluation of 
impacts based on a plan to ground condition which assesses the absolute 
condition rather than a comparison the net change.  Consequently, the 
exact percentage of increase from the 1992 Plan is not relevant to the EIR 
analysis contained in Chapter 5.8.  A qualitative, plan-to-plan comparison 
of air quality effects is contained in Chapter 10 on page 10-4.  Although 
the percent reduction is not quantified as 23%, the discussion does note 
that the air emissions would be less under the adopted Community Plan 
due to the lower development potential.

24.3 The EIR recognizes the potential impact associated with PM10 which is why 
it includes Mitigation Measure AQ-B.1.1 which is designed to minimize 
PM10 generation.
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24.4
24.4 Traditionally, air quality is considered to be adequately represented by local 

air quality monitoring stations.  The station used for the EIR is considered 
particularly represented due to its proximity to downtown due to its location 
near the intersection of Twelfth Avenue and J Street.  Normally, localized air 
quality impacts are limited to high carbon monoxide levels (known as “hot 
spots” related to traffic congestion.  However, as indicated on page 5.8-8, 
no “hot spots” would occur within downtown with buildout in accordance 
with the Proposed Community Plan.
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25.1

25.2

25.1 This comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of the EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary.

25.2 Consideration of an alternative FAR for the referenced property is not 
warranted in the EIR.  Alternatives are only discussed when they may lessen 
a significant environmental impact.  As no significant environmental impact 
would occur from the proposed FAR of 3.0, consideration of alternative 
FARs is not necessary.
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25.3

25.4

25.3 The economic feasibility of developing the subject property at a FAR of 
3.0 is beyond the purview of the EIR.  Thus, no conclusion may be drawn 
as to the potential for the existing hazardous materials to continue to exist 
on the property.

25.4 A FAR yield of 4.0 rather than 3.0 would not represent a substantial conflict 
with the land use goals of the City’s General Plan.
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25.5

25.6

25.5 Support for any specific FAR is outside the role of an EIR.

25.6 See response to comment 25.2.
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26.1

26.2

26.1 As discussed in response to comment 7.1, the downtown area needs 
additional park land.

26.2 The potential for proposed parks to be impacted by traffic noise is identified 
on page 5.7-15 of the EIR.  However, traffic volume, as an issue in and 
of itself, on adjacent streets would not be sufficient to make the proposed 
parks inappropriate for recreation.
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27.1
27.1 As the attached letter raises no issues related to the adequacy of the EIR, 

no response is necessary.
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28.1
28.1 As the letter raises no issues related to the adequacy of the EIR, no response 

is necessary.
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29.1 29.1 Comment noted.  Suggestions for improving airport access are included 
in the I-5 corridor study.
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