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II-1 At the program level for this draft General Plan PEIR, impacts to 
all environmental issue areas were considered significant and not 
mitigated because the implementation of future projects may lead 
to impacts that may or may not be mitigable.  Staff can not predict 
at the General Plan level or describe such projects because they are 
unknown at this time.   

 
The CEQA does not require the inclusion of alternatives to avoid 
or reduce all of the General Plan potentially significant impacts.  In 
fact, it is unlikely that such an alternative could be developed, as 
the PEIR identifies the potential for significant and unavoidable 
impacts in all issue areas.  CEQA requires a reasonable range of 
project alternatives.  The alternatives presented in this document 
are a result of collaboration between DSD and City Planning & 
Community Investment Department staff and discussion with other 
environmental professionals with experience in preparing regional 
level environmental documents.  

 
II-2 The draft General Plan does not propose increased densities over 

and above what was proposed by the already adopted 1979 General 
Plan, subsequent updates to the 1979 General Plan (including 
community plans), and the Strategic Framework Element/City of 
Villages Strategy.   

 
II-3 Yes, the SANDAG population forecast is based on a higher 

population than now exists because a forecast is a projection of 
future population increase.  The forecast was not based on the 
higher densities of the potential villages but was based on a 24 
percent increase in the total number of housing units within the 
capacity of the existing adopted community plans.  The 
environmental document evaluated “no project” alternative but did 
not evaluate a “no growth” alternative.  Such an alternative is 
infeasible and highly unlikely.  Per CEQA Section 15126.6 (a), 
environmental impact reports are not required to evaluate 
infeasible alternatives.  Also, per CEQA Section 15132, the 
findings and statement of overriding considerations are included in 
the public record but not in the final EIR.  



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 224 

 

 
 
 



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 225 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JJ-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR. 
 
 
JJ-2 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR. 
 
 
JJ-3 The referenced tables have been updated for consistency. 
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JJ-4 The proposed solution is not possible for the following reasons: 
 

1. The City periodically reviews open space lands for the potential to 
provide population-based park improvements; however, the 
potential for un-mitigated environmental impacts to the flood 
plains and sensitive areas leaves little to no potential for 
development of additional population-based park systems. 

2. The undeveloped lands that this comment is addressing are not 
evenly distributed throughout the City and would not meet the 
goals of the existing and updated General plan, or provide parks 
where they are needed the most. 

 
JJ-5 Table 2.2-1, Existing Park and Open Space Acres within the City 

of San Diego, does not provide the total acres for all parks and 
open space.  Only those park acres identified under population-
based Parks are used in calculating the total number of acres 
required per 1,000 thousand as set forth in the General Plan. The 
Dedicated parks column is a total for both population-based parks 
and open space lands.  Also, Footnote 3 is for other agency and 
jurisdictions lands that are not population-based recreation in 
nature and are not used in calculating population-based acreage for 
the City of San Diego. Column “Total Parks and Open Space 
(gross acres)” includes population-based parks, resource-based 
parks, open space lands, and other park lands, which are all 
individual categories in the same table.  A footnote has been added 
to the table to reflect what is included in this column.  The “Total 
acres per Thousand” shown for each park category is provided for 
informational purposes and should not be compared to the 
population-based park standard.  Population-Based parks require 
2.8 useable acres per 1000 population.  See General Plan Policy 
RE-F.8. 

 
JJ-6 Comment noted.  Table 3.8-1, Existing Uses, “displays generalized 

land use categories distributed across the City,” This Table is not 
intended as an inventory of park land.  Table 2.2-1, Existing Park  
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JJ-7 Comment noted.  Both Balboa Park and Mission Bay Park are 
resource based parks that serve the region as a whole and provide 
some population-based park amenities to the surrounding 
communities.  

JJ-8 The Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is a 
comprehensive, long-term habitat conservation planning program 
that covers approximately 900 square miles in southwestern San 
Diego County pursuant to the federal and California Endangered 
Species Acts and the California Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act.  The MSCP is designed to preserve native habitat for 
multiple species rather than focusing efforts on one species at a 
time.  This is accomplished by identifying areas for development 
and core biological areas and linkages for conservation to achieve 
a workable balance between smart growth and species protection.  
These areas are delineated by the Multi-Habitat Planning Area to 
achieve a workable balance between smart growth and species 
protection.  The majority of lands within the City of San Diego 
MHPA are proposed to be conserved by one of the following 
methods: 1) conservation of existing public lands; 2) land use 
restrictions and exactions through development regulations for 
lands within the MHPA; 3) open space previously set aside on 
private lands for conservation as part of the development process; 
and 4) public acquisition of private lands. 
 
Regarding the property, referenced as Lot 2 of Map No. 7174, 
APN: 346-802-13, the subject property was included in the Multi-
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) because it has been designated 
Open Space since 1959 and has an Open Space Easement which 
was granted to the City of San Diego in 1972, prior to the creation 
of the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and 
MHPA.  As such, the property was included as land in the MHPA.  
MHPA lands are shown on Figure CE-2, Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area, in the Draft General Plan.  The City of San Diego does not 
plan to remove the property from the MHPA or the MHPA 
overlay, thus Figure CE-2 will remain unchanged.  Please note that 
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the Draft General Plan does not establish the MHPA, it merely 
illustrates the adopted boundaries. 
 

JJ-9 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR. 
 
JJ-10 The subject property has been designated Open Space since 

creation of the first Master Plan for the University Community 
planning area which was adopted in 1959, and every 
comprehensive update to the community plan thereafter.  In 1972, 
as part of the recordation of La Jolla Village Apartments Unit No. 
2 Subdivision, six lots were created as depicted in Map No. 7174.  
An Open Space Easement on Lot 2 of Map No. 7174 was granted 
to the City of San Diego to ensure the property remains 
undeveloped open space in perpetuity, consistent with the 
University Community Plan’s designation of the property as Open 
Space.  A copy of the Open Space Easement granted to the City in 
Map No. 7174 was provided in a letter to you dated October 11, 
2006, by Dan Monroe, Senior Planner in City Planning & 
Community Investment.   
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JJ-11 Figure CE-4, San Diego County Watersheds, of the Draft General 
Plan identifies a river symbol on the referenced property (Lot 2 of 
Map No. 7174, APN: 346-802-13).  The river symbol in this figure 
is not meant to literally identify a river, but instead is used to 
identify a broad range of waterways including, but not limited to 
rivers, streams, creeks, and drainages all of which are part of the 
San Diego County Watershed system.  This is further demonstrated 
on the State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
San Diego Region (9), San Diego Hydrologic Basin Planning Area 
map (Attachments 10a. and b.) and on the USGS La Jolla (CA) 
Quadrangle Topographic Map (Attachment 11a and b).  You have 
requested the removal of the river symbol from the referenced 
property as depicted in PEIR Figure 3.7-2, and Figure CE-4 of the 
Draft General Plan Update.  Since this map is a generalized 
identifier for watersheds, and the referenced property is within a 
watershed, it would be inconsistent for the City of San Diego to 
remove the river symbol depicted on the property in PEIR Figure 
3.7-2 or Figure CE-4 of the Draft General Plan Update.   

 
JJ-12 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR. 
 
JJ-13 The referenced parcel (Lot 2 of Map No. 7174, APN: 346-802-13) 

has been designated Open Space in the University Community 
Plan since 1959, was conserved in perpetuity upon recordation of 
Map No. 7174, in which the City of San Diego was granted an 
Open Space Easement to preserve this property as natural, 
undeveloped open space, and is included in the City of San 
Diego’s MHPA.  The City of San Diego does not plan to remove 
this property from Figures CE-2 and CE-4 of the Draft General 
Plan.  The Draft Conservation Element of the General Plan does 
not establish new areas to be preserved.  The Conservation 
Element addresses and depicts sites that have already been 
conserved as open space, as your parcel has been.     

 
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (commonly 
referred to as the Williamson Act) enables local governments to 
enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of 
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open  
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space use.  According to county of San Diego records, there are no 
Williamson Act Contracts within the City of San Diego.  
Therefore, the referenced property is not subject to the contract 
cancellation procedures of the Williamson Act Program. 

  
 


