
 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 42 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M-1:  Comment acknowledged.   
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N-1 Pursuant to Section 128.0307 of the Municipal Code and Section 

15105 (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Diego 
Development Services Department extended the public review 
period for the environmental document to June 25, 2007.   
Regarding consideration of the Land Development Code revisions, 
see response B-1. 
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N-2 The City has included the following discussion in the PEIR: The 

City will either amend the AEOZ or adopt a new overlay zone to 
be consistent with the airport influence area boundaries after the 
ALUC adopts updated ALUCPs.   

 
The PEIR has been revised to clarify that compliance with the 
policies, regulations and criteria in the ALUCPs is required of all 
projects in an Airport Influence Area (AIA) and is not considered 
to be mitigation.  However, it is possible that for certain projects, 
adherence to the regulations may not adequately protect health and 
safety, and such projects would require additional measures to 
avoid or reduce significant health and safety impacts.  These 
additional measures, to be adopted at the project level, would be 
considered mitigation.   

 
N-3 The CEQA applies to discretionary and not ministerial projects; 

therefore, no mitigation for ministerial projects can be required.  
However, the City has included the following discussion in the 
PEIR Section 3.5.3: The City will determine the consistency of 
ministerial projects with the adopted ALUCPs within the 
boundaries of the airport influence areas.  In addition, the City will 
not approve ministerial projects that require FAA notification 
without FAA determination of “No Hazard to Air Navigation” for 
the project.   See response to comment N-2. 

 
N-4 The Development Services Department’s CEQA Significance 

Determination 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 impact 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 
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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.   
The General Plan also contains policies that are to be applied 
through the processing of discretionary permits.  The prime 
industrial lands policies will be used in the processing of 
discretionary permits and may result in the prohibitions or 
limitations on the issuance of conditional use permits for certain 
sensitive receptor uses (see Economic Prosperity Element Section 
A).  For example, the Prime Industrial Lands map and associated 
policies provide guidance on how to protect prime industrial lands. 
To further clarify the purpose of prime industrial land 
identification on a given property, a policy was added, Policy EP 
A-15, which states that the identification of Prime Industrial Land 
on any property does not preclude the development of any site 
pursuant to the development regulations and uses of the existing 
zone and community plan designation.  Restrictions affecting the 
issuance of 
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conditional use permits do not create community plan 
inconsistencies, as the primary use of the base zone remains 
industrial.  In fact, the proposed General Plan policies and land use 
designations are tools to more precisely implement community 
plan land use designations.   

 
N-5 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 PEIR states “The adopted community plans 
have been and will remain the authority for land use, density, and 
site specific recommendations.” 

 
N-6 An additional policy has been drafted to address policy 

inconsistencies between a community plan (or a proposed 
amendment to a community plan) and the General Plan, as follows: 
“Maintain consistency between community plans and the General 
Plan, as together they represent the City’s comprehensive plan.  In 
the event of an inconsistency between the General Plan and a 
community plan, action must be taken to either: 1) amend the 
community plan, or 2) amend the General Plan in manner that is 
consistent with the General Plan’s Guiding Principles.”   As 
previously stated, an inconsistency with an adopted plan is not in 
and of itself a CEQA impact.  The inconsistency must relate to a 
physical environmental impact.  Until projects are proposed in the 
future, it is not possible to determine whether they would result in 
such impacts, and it is therefore also not possible to identify 
specific mitigation measures.  The Mitigation Framework provides 
guidance on developing mitigation for future community plan 
updates and individual development proposals.  
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N-7 If a project is consistent with the community plan and the Land 

Development Code (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 permit, the 
community plan and General Plan will be used by City staff to 
evaluate the project.   

 
 
 
N-8 See response to comment N-4.  Note that an inconsistency is a 

legal determination, and not a physical impact on the environment.   
 
 
N-9 See response to comment N-5. 
 
 
N-10 See response to comment N-5.  

The General Plan does not change the land use designation or 
zoning of specific properties.  The GP provides a menu of 
Industrial Land Use designations that are to be applied as a part of 
community plan updates and amendments. While doing the 
analysis of the potential future effects of implementing the General 
Plan policies necessarily involves some degree of forecasting, 
identifying specific examples of what could happen as a result of a 
future community plan update, amendment, or development 
proposal is too speculative for detailed evaluation at the General 
Plan level.   Additional environmental review will be conducted as 
specific proposals for community plan amendments and rezones 
occur. 

 
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  
 



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 49 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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.”  Staff is unable to speculate on 
physical environmental impacts from potential future development 
projects. 
 
As described on page 2-29 of the PEIR Project Description, the 
City is currently developing a work program to regularly update all 
of the community plans over what is anticipated to be a 12-year 
cycle.  Additional information on this work program is available in 
the project description. 

 
N-11      The State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003, Governor’s 

Office of Planning and Research), indicates that state law requires 
“each city and county to adopt a general plan for the “physical 
development of the county or city and any land outside its 
boundaries which bears relation to its planning.”  This indicates 
that General Plans are mainly land use documents; however, the 
guidelines add that General Plans may serve to identify a 
community’s land use, circulation, environmental, economic and 
social goals and policies as they relate to land use and 
development.  It specifically addresses socio-economic issues as 
follows:  “Because a general plan represents the most 
comprehensive local expression of the general welfare as it relates 
to land use, recognizing social and economic concerns may be 
quite appropriate.”  Chapter 6 of the General Plan Guidelines 
provides more detailed information on economic/fiscal 
development, including education and social programs.  The 
General Plan goals and policies have been developed through 
extensive public outreach, beginning prior to adoption of the 
Strategic Framework in 2002. The Economic Prosperity Element’s 
goals and policies have been determined relevant to the City’s 
planning area through the public process.  
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N-12 The questions asked in this comment do not constitute physical 

environmental impacts created by the General Plan.  These 
questions are issues that must be addressed in future community 
plan updates/amendments and rezones.  Identifying specific 
examples of what could happen as a result of a future community 
plan update, amendment, or development proposal is speculative 
and beyond the scope of this PEIR.   Further environmental review 
will be required for future community plan and zoning actions 
involving application of new Land Use categories.     

 
N-13 This comment does not address environmental impacts associated 

with the identification of prime industrial land.  The Prime 
Industrial Land Criteria specified in Appendix C, EP-1, are utilized 
when evaluating community plan updates or community plan 
amendments/rezones for a conversion of industrial land uses to 
institutional, residential, mixed-use, and commercial retail and 
service uses; or a collocation (the geographic integration of 
residential uses and other non-industrial uses stated above into 
industrial uses located on the same premises) as specified in policy 
EP A-12.  The criteria were also evaluated when determining the 
original proposed boundaries of prime industrial land, in general, 
all of the areas designated as prime industrial do not have a 
preponderance of residential uses.  Therefore, since the 1000-foot 
distance separation is not an environmental threshold, it is not a 
significant environmental impact. 

 
N-14 Comment noted.  The General Plan and the associated Action Plan 

will be monitored to measure achievement of the General Plan 
goals.   

 
See responses to comments N-5 & N-4.   
As described on Page 2-29 of the PEIR Project Description, the 
City is currently developing a work program to regularly update all 
of the community plans over what is anticipated to be a 12-year 
cycle.  Additional information on this work program is available in 
the project description.
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N-15 A draft of proposed Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 
15091 has not yet been prepared but will be available for review 
when the staff report to the Planning Commission on the General 
Plan Amendment is distributed.  It is anticipated that the 
implementation of the General Plan policies will result in 
beneficial effects in most, if not all, of the issue areas discussed in 
the PEIR.  The beneficial effects will be included in the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations.   

 
N-16 The AISD comment of strong support for the Enhanced 

Sustainability Alternative is noted.  This alternative would further 
reduce environmental effects of the Draft General Plan related to 
energy and water consumption, solid waste generation, water 
quality and air quality by adding mandatory policies to the Draft 
General Plan to enhance the sustainability of future development 
within the plan area. 

 
N-17 General Plan parking policies are based on a substantial body of 

research and public input.  Past public events, workshops, and 
programs that have contributed to the current draft proposal 
include, but are not limited to:  American Planning 
Association/Women’s Transportation Seminar Parking Symposium 
(2006);  Manager’s Parking Task Force Report (2004); Council 
Policy 100-18, Community Parking District  Policy (2004); 
Uptown Parking Summit (2004);  Manager’s Report No. 03-205 
(2003); and Manager’s Report No. 03-113 (2003).  The policies as 
drafted are designed to allow for flexibility in implementation.   

 
N-18 Higher-density development may increase the likelihood of more 

CO “hot spots,” which generally occur during the morning and 
evening commute periods.  However, it is the intent of the General 
Plan that new higher density development be located in areas 
served by transit so that an increased percentage of work commute 
trips during the AM and PM peak traffic periods will use public 
transit. 

 
N-19 See responses to comments N-2 and N-3. 
 


