
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL of a updated Otay Mesa Community Plan, General Plan 

Amendment, Rescission of Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption 

of a Rezone ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning and creation of 

two (2) new Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones), approval of the 

Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), and amendments to the City’s Land 

Development Code (LDC) as further described below. The Otay Mesa Community 

Plan Update (CPU) is a comprehensive update of the 1981 community plan. Approval of 

the CPU would establish land use designations and policies to guide future development 

consistent with the City’s General Plan (2008).  The CPU is intended to implement the 

General Plan policies through the provision of community-specific recommendations. 

The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing OMDD and implement development 

regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications. Amendments to the City’s 

LDC are required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new 

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for 

proposed commercial and industrial land use designations under the CPU and for the 

creation of new zones to implement the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1) 

and Business Park Residential Permitted (BRTBPRP) land use designations.   An updated 

PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for implementation of the CPU.  The CPU 

would additionally serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as 

parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements and public facilities.  The update 

includes modifications to the various elements of the Plan to incorporate current planning 

policies and practices in the City of San Diego, as well as to make the Plan reflective of 

the substantial land use changes (e.g., adopted alignments of SR-905 and SR-125) that 

have occurred over the last twenty-five years. The Otay Mesa community encompasses 

approximately 9,300 acres in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego.   The 

community is bordered by the San Ysidro and Otay Mesa-Nestor communities on the 

west, the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Valley Regional Park on the north, the County 

of San Diego on the east and the US/Mexico border and the City of Tijuana on the south.  

 

APPLICANT: City of San Diego - Planning, Neighborhoods and Economic Development Department 

 

The community plan update project components include: 

 
1. City of San Diego General Plan Amendment.  Adoption of the CPU constitutes an 

amendment to the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

 

2. Rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption of a Rezone 

Ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning) to citywide zones contained in 
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the Land Development Code (LDC).  The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing 

OMDD and make development regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications.  

 

3. Other Land Development Code Amendments.  Amendments to the City’s LDC are 

required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 

Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for proposed commercial and 

industrial land use designations under the CPU and the creation of new zones to implement 

the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1) and Business Park Residential Permitted 

(BRT BPRP) land use designations. 

 

4. Otay Mesa Community Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) Update. The PFFP 

includes the community’s boundary, a development forecast and analysis, a capital 

improvement program, and an updated fee schedule.  Both Facilities Benefit Assessments 

(FBAs) and Development Impact Fees (DIFs) provide funding sources for public facilities 

projects in Otay Mesa.  An updated PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for 

implementation of the CPU. 

 

The updated Otay Mesa Community Plan would provide a long-range, comprehensive policy 

framework for growth and development in Otay Mesa over the next 20 to 30 years. Guided 

by citywide policy direction contained within the General Plan (adopted by the City Council 

on March 8, 2008), the updated community plan will identify a land use strategy with new 

land use designation proposals to create villages, activity centers and industrial/employment 

centers along major transportation corridors, while strengthening cultural and business 

linkages to Tijuana, Mexico via the Otay Mesa Port of Entry, as well as other enhancements 

to the existing planning area. The Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (Project) will be 

consistent with and implement the City’s General Plan and will include the following 8 9 

elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, 

Services and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Historic Preservation; and Noise. In 

conformance with CEQA Section 15152, the environmental analyses for the draft PEIR 

would “tier” from the General Plan Final PEIR (Project No. 104495/ SCH No. 2006091032) 

and will incorporate by reference the general discussions disclosed in this certified 

environmental document.    

The CPU contemplates land use designations that support a fully integrated circulation 

system which includes, but is not limited to, high frequency transit and/or public 

transportation.  Circulation changes (i.e., roadway deletions, reclassifications, and alignment 

modifications) would involve primarily Siempre Viva Road, Beyer Boulevard, Otay Mesa 

Road, Old Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, Heritage Road (north and south of SR-905), 

Cactus Road, Britannia Road, La Media Road, Otay Valley Road, and Lonestar Road. 

Moreover, the CPU takes into account the alignment for the recently opened SR-905, which 

is different from that assumed in the existing community plan.   

  

The CPU would re-designate land uses to increase the number of allowed residential units 

and reduce the acreage for industrial uses. New land use designations are proposed to allow 

the establishment of  industrial centers, mixed commercial and residential uses, and, where 

appropriate, residential uses near industrial uses. Modified industrial and commercial land 

use designations also are included that are similar to the industrial intensity found in the 
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adopted community plan. The International Business and Trade (IBT) would be the dominant 

industrial land use designation. Other features of the CPU include: 

 

 Increasing housing unit yield in the southwestern residential areas 

 Creating a village center in an area south of SR-905 and west of Britannia Boulevard 

 Designating a corridor of Business Park industrial uses along SR-905 

 Seeking to enhance the image of the community along SR-905 with flex space and 

corporate office users flanking the freeway 

 Encouraging outdoor storage and heavy industry uses to shift to the border area 
 
UPDATE 12/18/2013:  

Revisions and clarifications have been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

when compared to the Draft EIR to address comments received during public review, and to 

correct text, tables and figures in various sections. These revisions are indicated by strikeout and 

underline format. Correction of typographical errors, minor edits and other non-substantive 

revisions which have been made throughout the document are not shown in strikeout and 

underline format. A copy of the Final EIR showing all strikeout and underline text will be 

available for inspection in the office of the Development Services Department upon request. 

 

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15088.5 the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modification does not require 

recirculation as there are no new impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental 

document need only be recirculated when there is identification of new significant environmental 

impacts or with the addition of a new mitigation measure required to avoid a significant 

environmental impact. 

 
CONCLUSIONS: 

 
Based on the analysis conducted for the project described in the subject block above, the City has  

prepared the following Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the 

significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, identify 

possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121).  As further described in the attached EIR, the City has 

determined that the project would have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s):  

Land Use, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Transportation/Circulation, Geology/Soils, 

Historical Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, Paleontological Resources, Human Health/Public 

Safety/Hazardous Materials, Noise, Utilities, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

 

With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS Criteria Pollutants, Stationary 

Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise (Traffic/Stationary Sources and 

Construction), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are 

proposed (Chapter 11) that would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance.  The attached 

Environmental Impact Report and Technical Appendices document the reasons to support the above 

Determination. 
   
  



 
 
 

Page 4 of 9 

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:   
 
A series of mitigation measures are identified within each issue area discussion in the EIR to reduce 

environmental impacts. The mitigation measures are fully contained in Chapter 11 of the EIR. 

 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS 
 
Based on the requirement that alternatives reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed 

project, the EIR considers the following Project Alternatives which are further detailed in the Executive 

Summary and Chapter 8 10 of the EIR: 

 

1. No Project  

2. Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 

3. Reduced Density Alternative 

 

Under CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 

superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other alternatives is environmentally 

superior. The EIR identified Alternative 2 as the environmentally superior alternative because it would 

meet the Project objectives while further reducing and avoiding biological, historical (archaeological) 

and paleontological impacts when compared to the Project.  

 
PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 
 
Individuals, organizations, and agencies that received a copy or notice of the draft EIR and were invited 

to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency is provided below.  Copies of the Final EIR, the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the 

Advanced Planning & Engineering Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction. 

 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:   

 

 (  ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

 

(  ) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the 

end of the EIR. 

 

( X ) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) were received during the public input period. The letters and responses are located 

immediately after the EIR Distribution List. 

 
 
                                                                      September 10, 2013    
Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director Date of Draft Report 
Development Services Department  
 December 18, 2013                   
Analyst:  Myra Herrmann Date of Final Report 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: 
 
Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the following individuals, organizations, and agencies: 
 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 

Federal Aviation Administration (1) 

Department of Transportation, Region 9 (2) 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Karen Ringel-Director of Real Estate (8) 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest (12) 

Army Corps of Engineers (16 & 26) 

Environmental Protection Agency (19) 

Border Patrol (22) 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services (25) 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

State Clearinghouse (46A) 

Caltrans Planning, District 11 (31) 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32) 

Cal Recycle (35) 

California Environmental Protection Agency (37A) 

Housing & Community Development (38) 

Department of Toxic Substance Control (39) 

Natural Resources Agency (43) 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 

California Air Resources Board (49) 

Office of the Attorney General (50) 

Caltrans –Division of Aeronautics (51B) 

California Transportation Commission (51A) 

Native American Heritage Commission (56) 

Office of Planning & Research (57) 

Highway Patrol (58) 

California Energy Commission – Eileen Allen (59) 

Department of Conservation (61) 

State Lands Commission (62) 

 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  

Air Pollution Control District (65) 

Planning and Land Use (68) 

Department of Parks and Recreation (69) 

Department of Public Works (72) 

Water Authority (73) 

Hazardous Materials Management Division (75) 

Department of Environmental Health – Land and Water Quality Division (76) 

Chuck Tucker (232) 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Mayor’s Office (91) 

 Interim Mayor, Todd Gloria 

 Walt Ekard – Interim Chief Operating Officer  

 Scott Chadwick – Assistant Chief Operating Officer Council District 3 

Council President Pro Tem Sherri Lightner, District 1 

Councilmember Kevin Faulconer, District 2 

Council District 3 

Councilmember Myrtle Cole, District 4  

Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5 

Councilmember Lorie Zapf, District 6 

Councilmember Scott Sherman, District 7 

Councilmember David Alvarez, District 8 

Councilmember Marti Emerald, District 9 

Office of the City Attorney – Shannon Thomas  

Development Services Department 

 Tom Tomlinson, Interim Director 

 Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director  

 Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner - Environmental 

 Gary Geiler  

 Ann Gonsalves 

Jim Lundquist 

Frank January, Facilities Financing  

Patrick Thomas 

Mehdi Rastakhiz 

Leonard Wilson 

Don Weston 

Planning & Neighborhood Restoration Department 

Bill Fulton, Director 

 Nancy Bragado, Interim Deputy Director 

 Theresa Millette, Senior Planner – Project Manager 

 Jeanne Krosch  

 Tait Galloway 

 Kelley Stanco 

Howard Greenstein 

Maureen Gardiner 

Real Estate Assets Department  

 James Barwick  

 Roy Nail 

 Michael Tussey  

Park & Recreation Department - Open Space Division 

 Chris Zirkle 

 Laura Ball 

Public Works Department - Engineering and Capital Projects  

 Kerry Santoro 
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Transportation & Storm Water Department 

 Kris McFadden  

 Drew Kleis 

 Ruth Kolb  

 Linda Marabian 

Public Utilities Department 

 Anne Sasaki 

 Nicole McGinnis  

Fire and Life Safety Services  

 Larry Trame 

 Michelle Abella-Shon 

Police Department 

 Kevin Mayer 

Library Department – Government Documents (81) 

 Environmental Services Library (81J) 

Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W) 

San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE) 

Historical Resources Board (87) 

Lisa Wood - Environmental Services Department (93A) 

Wetland Advisory Board (91A/MS 908A) 

 

OTHER AGENCIES 

City of Chula Vista (94) 

San Diego Association of Governments (108) 

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110) 

San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 

San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 

Chula Vista School District (118) 

San Diego Unified School District (125) 

San Ysidro Unified School District (127) 

San Diego City Schools (132) 

San Diego Community College District (133) 

Sweetwater Union High School District  

Otay Water District – Robert Scholl 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL/BIOLOGICAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165) 

San Diego Canyonlands (165A) 

San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 

San Diego Audubon Society (167) 

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A) 

Environmental Heath Coalition (169) 

California Native Plant Society (170) 

San Diego Coast & Baykeeper (173) 

Ellen Bauder (175) 

EC Allison Research Center (181) 

Endangered Habitats League (182/182A) 

Vernal Pool Society (185) 
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HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSOCIATIONS 

South Coastal Information Center (210) 

San Diego History Center (211) 

San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 

San Diego County Archaeological Society (218) 

 

TRIBAL DISTRIBUTION 

Carmen Lucas (206) 

Ron Christman (215) 

Clint Linton (215B) 

Frank Brown (216) 

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217) 

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 

Native American Distribution – Public Notice Only (225A-S) 

 Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians 

 Campo Band of Mission Indians 

 Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians 

 Inaja Band of Mission Indians  

 Jamul Indian Village 

 La Posta Band of Mission Indians 

 Manzanita Band of Mission Indians 

 Sycuan Band of Mission Indians 

 Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians 

 Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 

 San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 

 Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel 

 La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 

 Pala Band of Mission Indians 

 Pauma Band of Mission Indians 

 Pechanga Band of Mission Indians 

 Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

 San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians 

 Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians 

 

CIVIC/PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS 

Citizen’s Coordinate for Century III (179) 

San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157) 

Building Industry Association (158) 

Convis (159) 

Local 30 (191) 

League of Women Voters (192) 

Industrial Environmental Association – Jack Monger 

Otay Valley Regional Park CAC (227) 

Otay Mesa Nestor Planning Committee (228) 

Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce (231A) 
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OVRP – San Diego County Parks (232) 

Marilyn Ponseggi –City of Chula Vista, Planning Department (234) 

Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235) 

San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433) 

United Border Community Town Council (434) 

Chula Vista Chamber of Commerce 

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 

San Ysidro Chamber of Commerce 

Tijuana Chamber of Commerce 

Tijuana Economic Development Corporation 

South County Economic Development Corporation 

Regional Economic Development Corporation 

 

OTHER GROUPS AND/OR INDIVIDUALS  

Union-Tribune City Desk (140) 

Metro News (141) 

Southwestern College 

Theresa Acerro (230) 

Janay Kruger (233) 

Janet Vadakkumcherry (236) 

Kaiser Permanente 

Jean Cameron 

Jimmy Ayala, Pardee Homes 

John Ponder, Shephard Mullin 

Mark Rowson, Land Development Strategies 

Nicola Boon, Metro Airpark, LLC 

Jack Gorzeman, ESA  

Stephanie Morgan Whitmore - RECON (Consultant) 
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RTC-1 

OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE  
Letters of Comment and Responses  

Letters of comment to the Draft PEIR were received from the following agencies, 
organizations, and individuals.  Several comment letters received during the Draft PEIR 
public review period contained accepted revisions that resulted in changes to the final 
PEIR text.  These changes to the text are indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline 
(inserted) markings. The letters of comment and responses follow. 

A State Clearinghouse ...................................................................................... RTC-3 
B U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ....................................................................... RTC-4 
C U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Wildlife. .... RTC-5 
D California Department of Transportation ...................................................... RTC-12 
E Native American Heritage Commission ....................................................... RTC-20 
F San Diego Association of Governments  ..................................................... RTC-25 
G Endangered Habitats League ...................................................................... RTC-29 
H Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce ............................................................. RTC-32 
I Otay Mesa Property Owners Association .................................................... RTC-44 
J Rincon ......................................................................................................... RTC-49 
K San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. ........................................... RTC-51 
L ColRich (CR Otay Canyon Ranch Associates LLC) ..................................... RTC-53 
M Melvyn Ingalls .............................................................................................. RTC-55 
N National Enterprises Incorporated (NEI) ...................................................... RTC-58 
O Sheppard Mullin (Chang) ............................................................................. RTC-60 
P Sheppard Mullin (Torrey Pines) ................................................................... RTC-88 
 



RTC-2 

 

THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-3 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A-1 Comment acknowledged. Please note that comment letters were 

received directly from the following State agencies before the close of 
public review on October 25, 2013: Department of Fish & Wildlife (joint 
letter with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service), Native American Heritage 
Commission, and the Department of Transportation.  All letters and City 
responses follow this SCH letter. 

Letter A 

A-1 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-4 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B-1 The project submitted to the USACOE for review involves a community 

plan update which is intended to provide guidance for future 
development in the community. The CPU, in and of itself does not 
require a Section 404 permit. However, Section 404 permits may be 
required for future development projects implemented in accordance with 
the CPU. This will be determined when site-specific biological studies 
are prepared during project-level environmental review. 

Letter B 

B-1 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-5 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-2 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 

Letter C 

C-1 

C-2 
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RTC-6 

 

 
C-3 Comment noted. The City acknowledges the significant role that Otay 

Mesa has in the comprehensive City-wide planning efforts for vernal 
pools as part of the VPHCP.  The CPU and VPHCP projects have been 
closely coordinated; however, they are two separate and distinct projects 
with different processing schedules.  It is anticipated that the draft 
VPHCP and associated environmental document will be distributed for 
public review and then followed by the public hearing process in 2014. 

 The CPU Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative is similar to the 
proposed vernal pool preserve mapping for the VPHCP project, 
however, it also includes increased preservation of upland habitats (i.e., 
coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub) that do not contain 
vernal pools resources.  As discussed above, in addition to the planning 
for the VPHCP, subsequent to adoption of the CPU, a specific plan will 
be prepared for the Southwest Village area which contains a significant 
number of vernal pools.  Neither one of these plans have been through 
the discretionary review and hearing process. 

 
C-4 The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 

community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources.  Therefore, per the 
definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, the 
CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat.  All future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would require subsequent 
environmental review. As discussed in Response to Comment C-3, the 
CPU includes specific policies and recommendations for the protection 
of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted community 
plan.  In addition, Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 
include direction to implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology Guidelines.  

 
C-5 Comment noted.  The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative correctly 

identifies biological impacts, including those to vernal pool resources that 
would be reduced if this alternative were adopted.  

 
 
 

C-4 

C-3 

C-2 
con
 

C-5 
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C-6 Comment noted. Please see responses to General Comments provided 

below. 
 
 
 
 
 

C-6 
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RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS: 
 
C-7 See Response to Comment C-3. In addition, all industrial and 

commercial development implemented in accordance with the CPU will 
be subject to review under CPIOZ.  The village areas require specific 
plans which are discretionary projects requiring City Council approval 
prior to any development, and will be subject to further review and 
analysis. 

 
C-8 This revision has been made to the Final EIR.   
 
C-9  Goals for preservation, management, and monitoring of open space are 

contained in the Conservation Element (specifically, Policies 8.1.-4 
through 6). See Table RE-2 of the General Plan for definitions of 
resource-based parks and open space.  MHPA lands that are conserved 
have an Open Space land use designation.  

 
C-10  Land Use Policy 2.1-2 b states that a subsequent specific plan provide a 

land use map consistent with a future VPHCP.  The policy has been 
updated to include a reference to the MSCP Subarea Plan. 

 
C-11  The Conservation Element addresses the City’s resources (see CE-6 & 

CE-7, including vernal pools and burrowing owls.  The Recreation 
Element addresses park lands and includes specific policies related to 
active and passive park uses. 

 
C-12  Per the TIS for the CPU, all roads are necessary for access and 

circulation within the CPU area, regardless of which alternative is 
approved.  The existing circulation plan, adopted November 23, 1999 by 
Resolution R-292480, was evaluated under the City’s SAP.  The existing 
circulation plan includes Siempre Viva Road connecting with Camino de 
la Plaza in San Ysidro, as well as a rail line connecting the San Ysidro 
rail to Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon.  The proposed CPU’s 
circulation plan removes the rail line and the Siempre Viva Road-Camino 
de la Plaza connection, which reduces impacts in the southwest 
quadrant of the community planning area. As future alignments are 
submitted, a biological analysis will be required when applicable and 
each project will be subject to subsequent review in accordance with 
CEQA, as well as review for consistency with City’s MSCP SAP and 
Biology Guidelines.   

 
 Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon was not modeled or 

considered as an option for the CPU. 
 
 

C-7 

C-10 

C-8 

C-9 

C-11 

C-12 
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C-13  Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned.  

Specific Plans prepared for the village sites would provide further 
analysis and design for any trails and when applicable, would include 
input from the Wildlife Agencies.  As part of the subsequent review 
process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be identified. 
Otherwise, at such time that the City begins the process for acquisition of 
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include 
ASMDs, would be completed. 

 
C-14 Language has been added to Section 7.2 of the CPU. 
 
 
C-15 As recommended, the following language has been added to the CPU 

objectives and to Conservation Element Policy 8.1-2: “and adjacent 
mesa tops.” The Conservation Element of the CPU (Section 8.1) 
discusses and provides policies related to the City’s MSCP SAP, 
VPHCP, and biological resources, including vernal pools. 

 
 
C-16 Section 3.4-2.7 includes a reference to the City’s MSCP SAP and draft 

VPHCP.  Community farms and gardens are anticipated to be located 
outside of any MHPA lands. However, if this use were proposed within 
the MHPA, it would be a future project requiring subsequent review for 
consistency with the CPU goals and policies, the City’s MSCP SAP, and 
the Biology Guidelines.   

C-12 
cont. 

C-14 

C-13 

C-15 

C-16 
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C-17 A reference to Figure 3-2 has been added, as that figure includes the 

land use designations for the CPU. This section has also been updated 
to include a reference to the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. 

 
 
C-18 As suggested, the following language “and consistency with the City’s 

MSCP Subarea Plan” has been added to Land Use Policy 2.6-1.  
 
 
C-19 Figure 3-6 provides an illustration of the backbone roadway infrastructure 

proposed within the CPU area.  Due to the size of the exhibit, it is not 
practical to illustrate every roadway.   

 
 
C-20 Comment noted.  Early coordination with the Wildlife Agencies would be 

facilitated by the project biologist and City staff during the subsequent 
project review process. 

C-16 
cont. 

C-17 

C-18 

C-19 

C-20 
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C-21 The two references to Figure 5.4-8 have been revised to reference the 

correct Figure 5.4-5. 
 
 
 
C-22 Please see Response to Comment C-13. 
 

C-21 

C-22 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-12 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-2 Comment noted.  Due to the cost of providing additional freeway lanes 

and interchange improvements on SR-905, the resultant facilities benefit 
assessment fees that would be required to provide the improvements 
would make development economically infeasible.  In addition there is 
some uncertainty related to the actual development and associated 
traffic impacts that will materialize over time.  Transportation studies 
prepared for Specific Plans and subsequent development projects would 
more accurately identify impacts and provide appropriate mitigation 
through Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP)  amendments and 
project-specific mitigation – either physical improvements or 
transportation demand management measures which may be more cost 
effective than alternative infrastructure improvements, or both.  The 
PFFP project descriptions for projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-
21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3 have been modified to indicate that these 
additional improvements should be considered based on future specific 
plan and development project studies. 

 

Letter D 

D-1 

D-2 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-13 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-3 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), “In assessing the 

impact of a proposed project  on the environment, the lead agency 
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published.”  Although there were multiple changes to the 
circulation system between issuance of the NOP in 2010 and release of 
the PEIR for public review, the existing conditions analysis was not 
updated to reflect the changed conditions due to the fact that updating 
the analysis would not have any bearing on the identification of 
significant impacts at buildout of the community plan. Therefore, the 
2010 NOP is the appropriate baseline conditions, as further described in 
Section 5.12.2 of the PEIR and as acknowledged in the comment.   

 
 

D-3 

D-2 
cont. 
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D-4 Comment noted. Notes have been added to the figures in the Final EIR 

Transportation/Circulation section that show the future SR-11 and Otay 
Mesa East Point of Entry to refer readers to the Caltrans SR-11 and 
Caltrans Final Tier II EIR/EIS, dated March 2012 for the preferred 
alternative.   

 
D-5 The Mobility Element Transit Route Map has been revised to reflect the 

interim alignment of the southbound BRT in addition to the ultimate 
alignment that will be in effect when the SR-905/SR-125 freeway 
interchange is constructed.  In addition to the planned southbound BRT 
stop at the Port of Entry, the figure shows an additional “potential transit 
stop” at the future Lone Star interchange which the City understands is 
not part of the current BRT project, but which may be desired in the 
future. 

 
D-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
D-7 Draft CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations and 

City response to comments will be made available to Caltrans, other 
commenter’s and City decision-maker with release of the Final EIR.   

 
 
D-8 Comment noted. 

D-4 

D-5 

D-6 

D-7 

D-8 
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D-9 See Response to Comment D-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-10 Comment noted.   
 
  

D-9 

D-10 
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D-11 Comment noted. The City agrees that further study is needed to develop 

future freeway and interchange improvements.  As specific plans and 
other discretionary development projects in Otay Mesa are processed, 
the City will coordinate review of transportation analysis with Caltrans, as 
appropriate; in order identify recommended improvements or other 
measures to mitigate impacts. Meanwhile, the Public Facilities Financing 
Plan projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3 
have been modified to indicate that additional improvements may be 
indentified in the future.    

 
 
 
 
 
D-12 As stated in Section 5.12.6.1 of the PEIR, the CPU includes several 

alternative transportation policies with which future development projects 
would be required to comply.   These policies promote the future 
availability of transit, alternative transportation convenience (including 
connectivity and speed), and the appeal of alternative transportation.  
Because the transit policies are included as part of the policy framework 
of the CPU, no impacts related to transit were identified, and therefore, 
no additional mitigation is required.  Potential transit mitigation measures 
for development project impacts would be analyzed and identified during 
the development review process and through coordination between the 
City and SANDAG. 

D-10 
cont. 
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D-13 Comment noted. It is anticipated that this coordination will occur through 

the project review process as improvements are planned and 
implemented. 

 
D-14 Comment noted. It is anticipated that coordination related to Policy 3.5-6 

will occur through the Caltrans coordination section in the Transportation 
and Storm Water Department’s – Transportation Engineering Operations 
Division and coordination related to Policy 2.4-9 will occur through the 
subsequent development project review process. 

 
 
 
 
D-15 Development of the PFFP project schedule considered many factors 

including projected demand for facilities and availability of revenues 
based on development projections.  Available funding limits the number 
of projects that can be implemented in the early years of the schedule.  
Subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU will be required to demonstrate compliance with the applicable 
CPIOZ, CPU and GP policies as well as development standards and 
guidelines specific to the project type.  Also see Response to Comment 
D-11. 

 
 The PFFP has included $5.1 Million of Continuing Appropriation and an 

additional $0.3 Million in funding during FY 2014 for a total of $5.4 Million 
available to the I-805/Palm Interchange project as early as FY 2014. 
(Refer to Otay Mesa PFFP, page 32) 

 

D-12 
cont. 
D-13 
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D-15 
cont. 
 The available funding for the project is sourced from the Otay Mesa 

FBA.  As the project develops and additional funding is needed, the 
other possible funding source that the Palm/I-805 project may qualify for 
is TransNet.  The project team is also evaluating Federal & State grant 
opportunities to assist with funding needs.  Since a preferred alternative 
needs to be identified, the total project cost has not yet been 
determined.  At present project costs range from $10 million to $42 
million, depending on the project alternative.  The I-805/Palm Avenue 
Interchange Project is currently beginning the Project Report / 
Environmental Document phase which will assess the viable project 
alternatives and will aim to identify the preferred alternative.  Due to 
funding limitations, the project team will start the next phase of 
development by conducting a value engineering/analysis (VA) study of 
the project.  Some considerations in the VA study will be to evaluate 
phasing of project scope with available funding (present & future) as 
programmed.  In addition, the on/off ramp system is one component that 
will be evaluated in depth as part of the phasing of work.  In addition, the 
VA study will also evaluate innovative traffic interchange geometry 
(Diverging Diamond Interchange), a proposal that is reported to be 
effective in improving LOS and is cost effective.  It is understood that the 
intermediate improvements will provide relief to traffic congestion at the 
interchange.  The City is proposing to fund the remainder of the 
improvements in FY 28 and FY 29 as indicated. 

 
 
 

D-16 Comment noted. The traffic impact study was completed before SR- 905 
was completed and updating the existing conditions analysis to reflect 
the SR-905 opening would not affect the identification of significant 
transportation related impacts. Also see Response to Comment D-2. 
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E-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
E-2 A Cultural Resources Report (2013) was prepared for the CPU and is 

included as Appendix E to the PEIR.  A record search was conducted in 
May 2011 at the South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State 
University using the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS). A total of 262 prehistoric and historic sites/structures have 
been recorded within the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 
boundaries (APE).  The recorded resources are listed in Table 2 of the 
Cultural Resources Report which is included as an Appendix to the EIR.   

 
 
E-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment E-2.  The Cultural Resources 

Report (2013) prepared for the CPU was submitted to and approved by 
the City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section.  The City of San 
Diego recognizes the confidential nature of the NAHC Sacred Lands 
Inventory as well as the locations of all types of archaeological and 
Native American sites within our jurisdictional boundaries.  All 
archaeological site information obtained as a result of evaluating the 
potential for cultural resources within the community plan boundaries are 
included in a separate confidential appendix to the Cultural Resources 
Report which was not made available to the public with distribution of the 
Draft EIR. 
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E-4 In accordance with Senate Bill 18, letters were distributed to all tribal 

groups identified by the NAHC with a potential interest in the CPU on 
February 26, 2007. The City did not receive any requests for consultation 
from any of the tribal groups or individuals identified by the NAHC within 
the 90 day period.  In addition, all culturally affiliated tribal groups in the 
San Diego County area and other members of the Native American 
community (as noted on the public review notice distribution list) were 
sent a copy of the public notice for the Draft EIR in accordance with the 
provisions of CEQA, the City’s General Plan, and the Land Development 
Code, CEQA Implementation Procedures.  Other than the comment 
letter received from the NAHC, only one tribal group, the Rincon Band of 
Luiseno Indians submitted a letter. This letter provided information to the 
City regarding Kumeyaay Aboriginal Territory for the project and a 
recommendation to contact the appropriate Kumeyaay tribe to address 
how to handle discoveries in the project area.  In addition, the City is 
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American 
community through informal meetings and/or regulatory compliance 
requirements. 

 
 
E-5 Comment noted. The Mitigation Framework for archaeological resources 

included in the CPU FEIR includes specific guidance for evaluating the 
potential for archaeological and Native American resources within the 
Community Plan boundaries for future development projects.  In 
addition, the City of San Diego’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP), which would be implemented during construction-
related activities for future development projects includes a subsection 
which provides specific direction in the event that unanticipated human 
remains are encountered. The MMRP requires immediate 
implementation of the provisions explicitly stated in Section 5097.98 of 
the California Public Resources Code, Section 27491 of the California 
Government Code, and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code for the discovery and subsequent treatment of human 
remains. 

E-5 

E-4 
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F-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-2 The Central Village will process a Specific Plan, which requires approval 

by the City Council.  The specific plan would determine refined land uses 
and zoning within the specific planning area, and would be consistent 
with all CPU policies, including buffer and transitional use policies. 
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F-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
F-4 Upon adoption of the CPU, staff will work with SANDAG to update the 

Smart Growth Concept Map. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-5 The General Plan and Otay Mesa CPU Mobility Elements contain goals 

and policies that consider the needs of motorists, transit riders, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, and TDM programs.  At the specific plan and 
project level, potential TDM mitigation measures for development project 
impacts would be analyzed and identified during the development review 
process and through coordination between the City and SANDAG. 

 
 
F-6 As indicated in the PEIR in Section 5.12, at the project level, partial-

mitigation for roadway segments, intersections, freeways and freeway 
ramp metering impacts may be possible in the form of transportation 
demand management (TDM) measures that encourage carpooling and 
alternate means of transportation.  At the time future discretionary 
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses 
would contain detailed recommendations. 

 
 
 
F-7 See Response to Comments F-5 and F-6. 
 
 
F-8 Comment noted. 
 
 

F-4 

F-3 

F-5 

F-6 

F-7 

F-8 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-27 

 

 
 
 
F-9 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
F-10 Comment noted. 
 
 
F-11 To supplement General Plan Policy ME-F.4, the Otay Mesa CPU ME 

Policy 3.2-3.b. has been edited to specify integration of bicycle parking.  
In addition, ME Policy 3.4-1 f. has been added which states: Provide 
secure bicycle parking, especially near transit and in the community 
village areas. 

 
F-12 Comment noted. 
 
F-13 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
F-14 The requirements of the noted legislation were considered in the 

preparation of the technical analyses and EIR (see EIR section 5.18.1.3). 
AB32 is the basis for the reduction requirements placed on future land 
uses. Similarly, the analyses of GHG emissions included consideration 
of regional and state strategies to reduce energy and water demand (see 
Section 5.18.4, 5.14 and 5.9). However, it should be noted that while SB 
375 includes requirements for SANDAG and other metropolitan 
transportation authority’s to work with CARB on development of regional 
emission reduction targets and develop sustainable community 
strategies, SB 375 does not require a City’s or County’s  General Plan or 
other planning policies to be consistent with the sustainable communities 
strategy. 

 
F-15 Comment acknowledged. 
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G-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
G-2 Because the proposed project will result in one or more unavoidable 

significant environmental effects, the City must make findings with 
respect to the alternatives to the proposed project considered in the 
FEIR; evaluating whether these alternatives could feasibly avoid or 
substantially lessen the proposed project’s unavoidable significant 
environmental effects while achieving most of its objectives as listed in 
Section 3.3 of the FEIR. 

 
 The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in 

the FEIR and the Record of Proceedings, and pursuant to Public 
Resource Code §21081(a)(3) and State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(3), 
will be required as part of a noticed public hearing before the City 
Council  to make specific  findings with respect to the alternatives 
identified in the FEIR  as noted below: 

 
 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 

including considerations of the provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the FEIR. 

 
 “Feasible” is defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines to mean 

“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, social, and technological factors.” The CEQA statute (Section 
21081) and Guidelines (Section 15019(a)(3)) also provide that “other” 
considerations may form the basis for a finding of infeasibility. Case law 
makes clear that a mitigation measure or alternative can be deemed 
infeasible on the basis of its failure to meet project objectives or on 
related public policy grounds. 

 
 A Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15093, has been prepared for the consideration of the decision-
making body (City Council) and, left to its discretion to determine 
whether project benefits outweigh any significant unavoidable impacts. 
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G-3 Please refer to Response to Comment G-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G-4 Comment noted. The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative generally 

meets the CPU objectives.  Specifically, this alternative preserves more 
area in open space and in turn reduces the extent of residential 
development within areas designated for community commercial and 
industrial/business park development.  This would not however preclude 
this alternative from meeting General Plan and Community Plan goals 
relative to mixed-use, transit-oriented communities, but would not 
achieve the level of density and intensity necessary to support the 
Community Village goals and objectives that are included in the City’s 
General Plan.  Further justification to support adoption of the CPU as 
stated in the Project Description will be included in the Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared for the consideration of 
the decision-making body (City Council) as part of the public hearing 
process for adoption of the CPU. 

 
 

G-4 

G-3 
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G-5 Comment noted. 

G-4 
cont. 
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H-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
H-2 Although not explicitly stated in the public notice, actions associated with 

adoption of the CPU will include amending the General Plan Land Use 
Element and the Economic Prosperity Element Prime Industrial Map, 
Figure EP-1. 

 
 
H-3 Both the Public Notice and the Conclusions identify Human Health/Public 

Safety/Hazardous Materials as a significant environmental effect of the 
project.  This impact would be less than significant after mitigation, as 
described in Section 5.6 of the PEIR, and is therefore, not an 
unmitigated impact as stated in the comment. Page 3 of the Conclusions 
states: “With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS, 
Stationary Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise 
(Traffic/Stationary Sources), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are proposed (Chapter 11) that 
would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance.”  This 
would include Health and Public Safety and, thus, is not in conflict with 
the public notice. 

 
 
H-4 See Response to Comment H-3.  Page S-8 accurately characterizes the 

impacts associated with the Environmentally Superior Alternative which 
include Air Quality (criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors, stationary 
Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation (capacity), Noise (traffic, 
construction and stationary sources), Utilities (solid waste), and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.    

 
 A Table of Contents was included in the Draft PEIR and can be found 

after the Executive Summary and title page (See Pages i-xii). 
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H-5 Implementation of the CPIOZ is a process for streamlining the 

subsequent development project review process and does not 
supersede nor supplant regulatory requirements at the federal, state, or 
regional level, such as air quality and hazardous material regulatory 
requirements.  The CPIOZ does not direct APCD/HAZMAT compliance. 
Compliance with outside agency regulations are assured at the building 
permit stage by providing verification from the regulatory agency that any 
issues have been adequately addressed.   

 
 The policy has been revised to clarify as follows:  “…area and allow 

optional residential uses with industrial proposals that conform to 
APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations." BPRP is an 
industrial designation that may include optional residential development 
opportunity.   

 
 
H-6 The two CPIOZ overlays are required to ensure protection of sensitive 

resources, construction of the circulation infrastructure, and conformance 
with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element.  The first 
CPIOZ, Otay Mesa CPIOZ, is an overlay on all commercially and 
industrially designated and zoned properties except for the 
approximately 26-acre site that is designated Business Park, Residential 
Permitted (BPRP).  The BPRP 26-acre site would have its own BPRP 
CPIOZ, and will be required to address the maximum area for residential 
development within the industrial designated and zoned area, and to 
ensure conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design 
Element. Subsequent development projects located within the CPIOZ 
areas would be reviewed by appropriate City staff at the Process 1 or 2 
level, which are considered ministerial, and regulated by Municipal Code 
Chapter 11 Article 2 Division 5. For Subsequent development projects 
that are consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, ministerial 
permits would be processed.  For subsequent development projects that 
are not consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, CPIOZ Type B, 
a discretionary action, would apply. 

  
  

H-6 
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H-7 The PEIR provide a framework for how subsequent development 

projects will be processed in the future and provides  an analysis of the 
proposed land uses and implementing actions necessary for 
implementing the CPU ( Section 3.0 – Project Description).   The PEIR 
does not provide the level of analysis necessary to allow subsequent 
development projects to proceed without additional review for 
compliance with the Land Development Code. The PEIR does however 
provide a mitigation framework for subsequent development projects that 
are subject to discretionary and environmental review in accordance with 
CEQA.  Therefore, the PEIR analysis relative to the collocation of 
industrial and sensitive land uses is adequate at the program-level.   

 
 The PEIR addresses the issues related to the OMCPU, including 

revisions to the existing land use patterns. The CPU also addresses 
issues required through the City’s General Plan which includes the land 
use adjacency issues such as industrial lands and sensitive receptors. 
The CPU provides transitional uses between industrial and residential 
land uses as discussed in the City’s General Plan.   In this case, the 
CPU includes a Zoning Ordinance amendment to create two new CPIOZ 
overlays which includes a process for streamlining the subsequent 
development project review process and is thoroughly addressed in the 
PEIR.  In addition, a PEIR need not assume that future development is 
ministerial or discretionary.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183(a), Projects Consistent with a Community Plan or Zoning, “CEQA 
mandates that projects which are consistent with the development 
density established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan 
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional 
environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether 
there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the 
project or its site.  This streamlines the review of such projects…”   

 
H-8 The Land Use Section of the PEIR included four (4) Issues for analysis, 

two (2) of which were determined to be less than significant after 
implementation of the applicable Mitigation Framework. This analysis did 
not identify any significant land use impacts associated with the air 
quality, noise, public health and safety or transportation.    

 

H-7 
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H-9 The proposed Otay Mesa CPU addresses land use considerations 

across the entirety of the community and to the maximum extent 
feasible, eliminates conflicts between the land use plan, policies, and 
regulations within the City’s jurisdiction, as required.  The criteria 
provided in the General Plan relative to Economic Prosperity, Noise, and 
Land Use, were carefully considered during the CPU process. 

 
 Specifically, the land use plan does not create conflicts between 

residential and industrial land uses, as transitional uses such as office 
uses, are provided.  Where noise is anticipated to exceed acceptable 
standards, uses are generally prohibited (site specific noise analysis is 
required at building permit stage). 

 
 The CARB Guidelines were created to provide local jurisdictions with 

guidance in addressing air quality issues, where warranted.  While the 
guidelines have not been adopted at the local jurisdiction, it should be 
noted that they, like most of the air quality standards, are evolving into 
more stringent polices which may become local laws and policies.    

 
 While the BPRP CPIOZ does allow for Process One ministerial projects, 

it is unknown at this time whether a future development project would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no project has been 
submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for further information on the 
CPIOZ process. 
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H-10 The properties east of the BPRP are currently developed with office and 

distribution uses and are designated “Other Industrial” on the Prime 
Industrial Map.  The CPU anticipates that should residential units be 
developed, they would occur closer to the other residential units planned 
for the village area directly to the west.  The PEIR identifies mitigation to 
address these uses. 

 
H-11 The Economic Prosperity Element is addressed in PEIR Section 

5.1.3.1a.  The PEIR concluded that the CPU is consistent with its goals 
and policies; no land use impact would result.  In addition, the PEIR 
properly analyzes the implementation of BPRP relative to the 
surrounding IBT land use.  The CPU anticipates that should residential 
development occur, it shall be located close to the proposed village area 
to the west and not abutting Britannia Blvd., or near the existing uses 
east of the site.  Further, the site is separated from the industrial lands 
north of I-905. It should be noted that implementation of the Otay Mesa 
CPU will implement the Economic Prosperity Element of the General 
Plan and apply the proper industrial land use designations to the 
community, as well as protect approximately 1,990 acres as Prime 
Industrial Lands. 

 
H-12 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for development, acoustical 

analysis must demonstrate that the proposed use complies with State 
requirements for internal noise attenuation. 

H-13 The comment implies that residential land uses will be intermixed across 
the planning area; however, the residential land uses are generally 
located in the western half of the community, thereby separated from the 
industrial lands to the east of Britannia. The southeastern portion of the 
planning area is almost exclusively designated for industrial development 
with supportive commercial and no residential uses.   

 
 The existing community plan has a total of 12,400 dwelling units at build 

out with an estimated population of 45,324.  The CPU has a total of 18, 
774 dwelling units with a population estimate of 67,035 a difference of 
21,711.  To say there is an addition of more than 65,000 residents is 
incorrect.  The change in land uses amounts to a 3% reduction in 
Industrial acreage, with 2% changing to Open Space and 1% changing 
to Village.  The CPU maintains 2,528 acres for industrial uses, and has 
protected 1,990 acres as Prime Industrial Lands.  The CPU implements 
the Economic Prosperity, Land Use and Housing Elements of the 
General Plan.   

H-9 
cont. 
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H-14 As stated above, the residential land uses are generally located in the 

western half of the planning area, while the eastern half of the 
community is designated industrial with some supportive commercial 
uses.   The CPU implements the General Plan’s Economic Prosperity 
Element Policy EP-A.12 by amending the Prime Industrial Lands to 
include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa.  The CPU goals and 
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive 
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection.  
Through the CPU’s separation of residential and industrial land uses, 
and its fostering of innovative industrial land uses, implementation of the 
collocation/conversion suitability factors is demonstrated throughout the 
CPU.  According to Appendix C, EP-2 of the General Plan:  Transit 
Availability- present (bus corridor along Airway Road); No Adjacent 
Prime Industrial lands;  Significance of Residential/Employment 
Component -  only 49% of BPRP land use is allowed to be residential, 
the mix of uses with technology serves to attract a broader employment 
base to Otay Mesa;  Community Village is adjacent to BPRP, which 
provides for additional retail and residential uses; Public Health - 
mitigation requirements in place per PEIR;  Separation of Uses - see 
Table 5.6-1 of PEIR  indicating no known hazardous uses nearby. 

H-14 
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H-15 Each of the General Plan’s elements were carefully considered and 

evaluated during the evolution of the plan update as each community 
plan must be consistent with the applicable policies of each element of 
the General Plan.  One of the actions of the CPU is to amend the Prime 
Industrial Lands Map to include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa.   

 
H-16 The Central Village is only adjacent to IBT on the northern portion and is 

separated from the IBT by the freeway.  Land use policies include 
providing adequate buffers uses and distance between residential and 
industrial uses.  The CPU implements the policies of the Economic 
Prosperity Element through clustering industrial uses together and 
providing land use transitions to the residential areas. These policies 
include EP-A.1 through EP-A.11.   

 
H-17 The assertion that CPIOZ Type A does not include a policy review is 

incorrect.  The CPU states that CPIOZ Type A is applicable where 
development is consistent with the CPU as related to certain plan 
policies.  However, it also states that projects inconsistent with said 
policies are subject to CPIOZ Type B. The CPU provides specific text 
relative to which policies of the plan apply to CPIOZ Type A.  Also see 
Response to Comment H-6. 

 
 
H-18 No “residential entitlements” will be granted through the CPU process.  

The CPU has redesignated two areas with the community as Specific 
Plan Areas.  As stated in the CPU, “in order to comprehensively plan the 
Southwest and Central Village Areas using the General Plan’s City of 
Villages Strategy, one Specific Plan covering each of the village areas 
will be required prior to consideration of any comprehensive 
development and rezoning proposals…Specific plans should be privately 
sponsored and developed in collaboration with the City of San Diego.  
Both Specific Plans will be considered amendments to the Community 
Plan, and must adhere to the City’s process for plan amendments and 
any associated rezoning.”  A project-level CEQA analysis would be 
required in conjunction with any future Specific Plan applications and 
associated entitlements (permits).  Therefore, at the program-level, the 
analysis of the CPU is adequate and the impact conclusions in Chapter 5 
of the PEIR are supported.   
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H-19 Per Appendix C of the General Plan, the 1,000 foot buffer is suggested if 

there are hazardous uses identified within a ¼ mile of proposed sensitive 
receptors.  According to Section 5.6 of the PEIR, there are no hazardous 
uses identified within that distance from BPRP site.  Accordingly, the 
provision for 1,000 feet between property lines is not applicable.  
Mitigation Framework AQ-4 includes a Health Risk Assessment 
requirement if sensitive receptors are developed in the buffer areas for 
the land uses identified in Table 5.3-7 of the PEIR. 

 
H-20 The General Plan Economic Prosperity Element EP.A-11 states 

“Encourage the provision of workforce housing within employment areas 
not identified as Prime Industrial Land.” Further, the Land Use Element 
LU.I-10 encourages increased housing opportunities near employment 
opportunities.  While the CPIOZ’s allow for Process One and Two 
ministerial reviews, it is unknown at this time whether subsequent 
development projects would meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, 
as no projects have been submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for 
further information on the CPIOZ process. 

 
H-21 As stated in Section 5.3.5.1b of the PEIR the incremental cancer risk 

and the chronic hazard index related to traffic-generated diesel exhaust 
emissions are both less than significant at any modeled receptors.  
Acute hazards due to diesel particulate matter are also less than 
significant as stated on page 5.3-25. Both are detailed in Appendix C of 
the PEIR, the Air Quality Study. The PEIR analyses show that 
residential receptors could be located within the CPU with less than 
significant health risk impacts from freeway emissions. The PEIR 
included an assessment of diesel particulate matter and evaluated the 
impacts from all roadways in the CPU area that qualify for consideration 
in the California Air Resource Board’s Air Quality And Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (i.e.,  carried the minimum 
traffic volumes). This analysis included I-805, I-905, SR-125, Otay 
Mesa Road, and La Media Road as the primary roadways of concern 
for exposure to diesel particulate matter.    

 
H-22 Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR clearly identifies a significant unavoidable 

impact related to air toxics “associated with the potential collocation of 
incompatible land uses”.   Section 5.6.3(a) Health Hazards, in the PEIR 
refers the reader to the discussion of toxic air emissions found in 
Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR.  No additional air toxic impact relative to 
health and safety or land use has been identified, and therefore, the 
PEIR is adequate in its analysis and disclosure of the impact. 

H-18 
cont. 
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H-23 The commenter fails to acknowledge the state and federal 

requirements associated with a business operation using toxic or 
hazardous materials. Use of such materials requires approval from 
state and federal regulators and compliance with the associated 
permits.  City issuance of a ministerial permit does not waive the state 
and federal permit requirements to use or handle toxic or hazardous 
materials. Compliance with all of these requirements is included in the 
mitigation requirements. Additionally, the Significance after Mitigation 
discussion in Section 5.6.3.4 of the PEIR has been revised to include a 
reference to the Mitigation Framework in Air Quality Section 5.3.5. As 
concluded in Section 5.3.5.4, impacts related to exposure to air toxics 
would be significant and unavoidable with the mitigation framework. 

 
H-24 The combination of existing federal, state and local regulations along 

with adopted GP policies and proposed CPU policies together would 
result in impacts that are less than significant.  Section 5.6.4.2 has 
been revised to include a summary statement that impacts would be 
less than significant, consistent with the analysis in Section 5.6.4.1.   
Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6. 

H-23 
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H-25 The existing roadway system lacks adequate improvements which 

include unpaved and narrow roads. The planned transportation system 
includes fully improved and widened roadways that reduce the risk of 
collisions and spills.  The backbone roadway system includes widening 
the major roadways to four and six lanes. These roadways include 
Airway, Britannia, and La Media Roads which will provide safer routes 
for truck traffic and passenger vehicles.  Furthermore, the majority of 
residential development is located in the western half of the community 
while the industrial area is located in the eastern half of the community. 
Additionally, Section 5.6.4.2 of the PEIR has been revised to clarify the 
“modifications” related to the designation of truck routes in Otay Mesa. 
Also see Response to Comments H-23 and H-24. 

 
 
H-26 While the BPRP CPIOZ allows for Process One review,  and the Otay 

Mesa CPIOZ allows for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is 
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been 
submitted. The Significance after Mitigation (Section 5.6.4.4) has been 
revised to clarify the process for determining which future development 
projects are subject to discretionary review.  Also see Response to 
Comment H-6.  

 
 
H-27 Mitigation Framework Section 5.6.5.3 has been revised to clarify that 

the process for determining which future development projects are 
subject to discretionary review, Furthermore; all projects are required to 
comply with state, federal, and county requirements relative to 
hazardous sites and materials, regardless of the City review process.  

 
 
 
 

H-24 
cont. 
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H-28 As detailed in Section 5.6.1.5, the County Office of Emergency 

Services (OES) is responsible for: notifying appropriate agencies when 
a disaster occurs; coordinating all responding agencies; ensuring that 
resources are available and mobilized; developing plans and 
procedures for response to and recovery from disasters.  Additionally, 
the City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC), is responsible for 
maintaining the EOC in a continued state of readiness and coordinating 
EOC operations when activated in response to an emergency or major 
event/incident.  If an incident involving hazardous materials were to 
occur in the near-term (until completion of the Heritage Road 
interchange) evacuation will affect all parties in the area, rather than 
just residents and the mixing of truck traffic and vehicular traffic on 
Britannia Boulevard would be short-term and temporary in nature 
(during evacuation). No health risks would be anticipated from a short-
term, temporary condition as noted above.  In addition, the specific 
route of evacuation cannot be determined at this time as each property 
will be developed independently based on market conditions at the time 
of application.  Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6. 

 
 
H-29 All projects are subject to compliance with the City’s noise abatement 

requirements prior to the issuance of building permits, regardless of 
whether a ministerial or discretionary permit is required or processed.  
Therefore, all future buildings will be required to comply with the City’s 
General Plan standards and Municipal Code requirements.  While the 
CPIOZ’s allow for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is 
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would 
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been 
submitted. See Response to Comments H-5 and H-6 for further 
information on the CPIOZ process. 

 
H-30 Within the CPU, policies 2.4-2, 2.4-7, 2.4-9, and 4.1-17 provide 

direction for transitional uses for the separation of sensitive receptors to 
the freeway, truck routes, and industrial uses. 

 
 

H-28 
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H-31 Please refer to Response to Comment H-22. 
 
H-32 CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or 

eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an 
EIR. The PEIR provides an analysis of an adequate range of 
alternatives in Chapter 10.   

 
 
H-33 This comment asserts that the PEIR inadequately addresses impacts; 

specifically with respect to collocation and adjacent land uses. This 
comment is inconsistent with the facts. A zoning ordinance will be 
adopted in conjunction with the CPU which will provide the mechanism 
for review of subsequent development projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU. All subsequent projects will be subject to 
review in accordance with CPIOZ for the specific area where it will be 
located. The Southwestern and Central Village sites will be required to 
submit applications which include preparation of a Specific Plan subject 
to discretionary review in accordance with CEQA and the City’s Land 
Development Code.  Also see Response to Comments H-6, H-7, and 
H-18.  

 
H-34 This comment reflects an opinion regarding the amount of revisions 

anticipated to the PEIR prior to certification. While the information 
included in this comment is correct regarding the requirements in 
accordance with CEQA for recirculation of an environmental document 
if significant new information is added after public review [Section 
15088.5(a)(1) through (4)] of the State CEQA Guidelines].  However, in 
accordance with Section 15088.5(a), new information added to an EIR 
is “not significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate 
or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have declined to 
implement.  This section of CEQA further defines what constitutes 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation.  Based on this 
guidance, the City has determined that the revisions made in the PEIR 
prior to certification are intended to clarify or amplify or modify language 
to assist the decision-makers in review of the CPU, which does not 
meet the definitions of “Significant new information” requiring 
recirculation. The Draft EIR has not been modified in a way that 
recirculation of the document is necessary. 

 

H-30 
cont. 
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I-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
 
I-2 Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-3 The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the language of the amended 

Zoning Ordinance relative to the IP-3-1 Zone.   
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I-4 See Response to Comment H-6 which provides further clarification on 

the CPIOZ process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-5 Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.1.5.1.a to clarify the 

appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

 
 
I-6 Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.1 to clarify the 

appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

 
 
I-7 Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.4 to clarify the 

appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 

 
 
I-8 Comment noted.  Please also see Response to Comments H-5, H-23 

and H-24. 
 
 
I-9 Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.7.5.1 to clarify the 

appropriate review process for subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU. 
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I-10 The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the correct policy language as 

written in the CPU.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-11 Comment acknowledged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-12 Comment acknowledged. 
 
 
 
I-13 Comment acknowledged. 
 

I-10 

I-11 
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I-14 Comment references the text from the analysis. No additional response 

is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
I-15 Rule 1200 is a regulatory requirement administered by the SDAPCD 

which is required when an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate 
is required, or for which a Notice of Intention or Application for 
Certification has been accepted by the California Energy Commission. 
AQ-3 is designed to be broader to provide protection and disclosure for 
local residents and other air quality sensitive land uses. Additionally, as 
AB 2588 is a state level regulation and requirement, it supersedes local 
air district rules and would be required for all uses included under Rule 
1200. This is further supported by SDAPCD Rule 1200’s requirement 
that inventory requirements, HRA requirements, and notification comply 
with the requirements of AB 2588. As the requirements of AB 2588 are 
incorporated within Rule 1200, no revision is required. 

 
 
 
I-16 Comment noted. 
 

I-13 
cont. 
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J-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
J-2 Comment noted. The Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians received a copy 

of the Draft EIR along with all federally recognized and culturally 
affiliated tribal groups in San Diego County. This list was provided to 
the City of San Diego by the Native American Heritage Commission in 
accordance with SB 18. At the close of public review, only two 
comment letters were received: one from the Native American Heritage 
Commission and this letter from the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 
indicating that the CPU is not within the Luiseno Aboriginal Territory. No 
other comment letters or requests for consultation were received from 
San Diego County Native American tribal groups or individuals as a 
result of this process.   

 
 In accordance with the City of San Diego’s General Plan Historic 

Preservation Element and the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines 
Native American monitors are required on all projects within City 
jurisdiction when significant archaeological resources have been 
identified, and during all phases of a project that involve either survey 
or ground disturbing activities on projects. In addition, the City is 
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American 
community through informal meetings and/or regulatory compliance 
requirements. 

 
J-3 As stated in the Cultural Resources Report (2013) for the CPU 

(Appendix E of PEIR), the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) was contacted by the City of San Diego in accordance with 
Senate Bill 18 requirements for community plan updates. A reply from 
the NAHC indicated that they had no record of Native American 
religious or sacred sites within the CPU area boundaries. A Native 
American contact list was provided by the NAHC, and contact letters 
were sent by the City to the listed parties on February 26, 2007. The 
City did not receive comments from any federally recognized or 
culturally affiliated tribal groups within the 90-day period recommended 
by the NAHC. 

 
J-4 Comment noted. City staff has verified that the address noted in this 

comment is correct on City records. 
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J-5 Comment noted. 
 

J-5 
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K-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
K-2 The revision has been made in the Final PEIR. 
 
 
K-3 The revision has been made in the Final PEIR. 
 
 
K-4 In accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, non-

significant resource types are defined as isolates, sparse lithic scatters, 
isolated bedrock milling stations, and shellfish processing stations. 
Resources found to be non-significant at the survey level do not require 
any further action beyond documentation in a report prepared in 
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines.  Curation is not 
required for these resource types because they are not classified as 
“collections” and are generally limited to one isolated artifact, contain a 
minimal amount lithics and no subsurface component (in the case of 
sparse lithic scatters) or have no associated surface or subsurface 
components. All other phases of archaeological evaluation which result 
in the recovery of artifacts will require curation in accordance with the 
General Plan and City Historical resources Guidelines. 

 
K-5 This measure was taken directly from the adopted City of San Diego 

Historical Resources Guidelines. The measure was intended to provide 
additional protection for historical buildings or structures located 
adjacent to industrial areas where exhaust or ash from such uses could 
have an adverse effect on exterior character defining features of a 
historical building.  While the intent of this measure has good merit, the 
City recognizes that it would be difficult at best to require an adjacent 
use to stop such activity, unless of course the industrial pollution 
affecting the adjacent resource is illegal, at which point the appropriate 
regulatory agency would be contacted to address any violations. With 
respect to Otay Mesa, the City has determined that this measure is not 
applicable and had deleted it from Mitigation Framework Measure 
HIST-2.  The City will also consider removing this measure from the 
Historical Resources Guidelines during a future update process. 
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K-6 Comment noted. 
 

K-6 
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L-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
L-2 The methodology used to calculate the number of dwelling units within 

a Village area for the purpose of CEQA analysis was based on the 
following calculation:  

 
• 75% of the density range within the applicable land use designation 

(i.e., neighborhood village = 15-25 du/ac) resulting in 7.5 du/ac 

• 7.5 du/ac was added to the low number of the range (in this case 15) 
resulting in 23 du/ac 

 
The text in Section 3.7 has been modified to reflect the above 
methodology used for calculating dwelling units as noted above.  
Including density/intensity assumptions for each land use category at 
the program level would be speculative.  

 
Assumptions were made for commercial square footages, residential 
dwelling units and business/industrial uses for the Village and Business 
Park-Residential Permitted land use designations. However, for the 
BPRP, CPIOZ implementation will only allow for 49% of the area to be 
developed with residential units at 15-44 du/ac as indicated in 
Table 3-1.  While the Village area included both commercial square 
footages and residential dwelling units’ assumptions, Specific Plans will 
be required to provide more detailed information regarding how land 
uses are sited within the village and will be subject to discretionary and 
environmental review. 

 
 
 
L-3 The PEIR (Table 3-5) has been revised to include these future actions.   
 
 
L-4 Figure 5.2-8 has been revised to include a complete legend.   
 
 
L-5 Section 5.6.4.2 has been revised to include a summary statement that 

impacts would be less than significant, consistent with the analysis in 
Section 5.6.4.1.   
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L-6 Section 5.7.1 of the PEIR has been revised to ensure consistency 

among all text, tables and exhibits.   
 
 
L-7 Page 5.12-16 has been revised accordingly to be consistent with the 

City’s Street Design Manual.   
 
 
L-8 The Otay Mesa PFFP applies the Trip Generation Manual as 

augmented on Page 13 of the PFFP for the determination of 
ADTs applicable to non-residential development.  The applicability of 
ADTs to non-residential fees is reflected on the PFFP on the Fee 
Schedule (Table 2, page 10) and in the Cashflow (Table 5, page 15). 
 
Regarding residential development, while ADT assumptions were used 
in the derivation of the single-family and multi-family residential fees, 
the fees are set at fixed values in the PFFP as reflected on the Fee 
Schedule (Table 2, Page 10).  The fees reflect ADT assumptions for 
single-family and multi-family dwelling units as determined by City staff 
based on analysis specific to Otay Mesa during the development of the 
PFFP.  As the residential fees are set at fixed values as established in 
the PFFP (Table 2, Page 10), they are not related to or dependent on 
the Trip Generation Manual. 

 
 
L-9 The SUHSD is amenable to siting a high school within either village 

area or just outside and, therefore, a future high school site is not 
specifically identified on Figure 5.13-1. However, as part of the Specific 
Plan process, the City of San Diego and future developers will 
coordinate with the SUHSD to determine the appropriate location for an 
additional high school.  As such, the following sentence has been 
deleted from the paragraph as noted on Page 5.13-24: 

 
“While siting has not yet been determined, the CPU indicates that this 
facility would be located within the central portion of the planning area, 
south of Airway Road (see Figure 5.13-l).” 

L-6 
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M-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
M-2 While the alignment for Airway Road appears to run along the canyon 

edge as it approaches Cactus Road, the more specific alignment will 
occur with the submittal of the Specific Plan.  It is anticipated that any 
properties north of any alignment of Airway Road and south of the 
canyon would be included in the Central Village Specific Plan. 

 
M-3 At this time, amending the permit condition for the Ocean View Village 

project is not identified as an action for the CPU.   
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M-4 The assembly bills referenced in this comment are not part of the 

regulatory framework for the CPU; therefore, they have not been 
included in the PEIR.  Requests for Extension of Time (EOT) are 
covered by the Subdivision Map Act and implemented in accordance 
with the provisions of the City’s Municipal Code when an EOT 
application is submitted for review or when new legislative requirements 
are enacted.  

M-4 

M-3 
con
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N-1 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
N-2 The Urban Design Element policies within the Otay Mesa CPIOZ include 

specific policies for both industrial and commercial uses.  As such, the 
commercially-specific policies are not referenced in the Business Park, 
Residential Permitted CPIOZ because it is an industrially designated and 
zoned area.  The Otay Mesa CPIOZ and the BPRP CPIOZ address the 
bullet points as follows: 

1. Visual distance: With reference to UDE 4.1-9, the BPRP 
implementing zone allows limited office and research and 
development uses by right, and is a mixed use designation that 
would allow for vertical and horizontal mixed use. Any proposal 
beyond what is allowed by right would trigger discretionary review. 

2. Connectivity pathway: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply 
within both CPIOZ areas. 

3. Lively street signs: The CPIOZs do not address street signs.  
4. Pathways linking parks: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 

apply within both CPIOZ areas. 
5. Noise barriers: The CPIOZs do not address noise barriers. 
6. Pedestrian orientation: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply 

within both CPIOZ areas. 
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N-2 
cont. 
 

7. No cul-de-sacs: UDE policy 4.2-4 was not applied to the BPRP 
CPIOZ as the site is currently mapped.  Should the owner desire to 
reconfigure the lots and local streets, that would trigger discretionary 
action, and CPIOZ B would then apply. 

8. Alternative parking designs: UDE 4.2-7 applies to the village areas 
and specific plans, not the CPIOZ areas.  UDE 4.2-8 b and 4.2-9 are 
applied in both CPIOZ areas.   

9. Non-sensitive design: UDE 4.3-1 applies to properties adjacent to 
canyons and open space.  The BPRP property is not adjacent to 
canyons or open space. 

10. Public view opportunities: UDE 4.2-5 applies to both CPIOZ areas. 
11. Neighborhood identity required: UDE 4.3-5 applies within both 

CPIOZ areas. 
12. No building walls: The CPIOZs do not address building walls. 
 

 
N-3 The minor differences between the two CPIOZ areas have been 

addressed in Response to Comment N-2. 

N-3 
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cont. 
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O-1 Comment acknowledged. This letter supersedes that of the one 

submitted on October 25, 2013.  No additional response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-2 The CPU represents a comprehensive planning effort by evaluating and 

coordinating a multi-modal transportation network, balancing economic 
prosperity with housing needs, and coordinating infrastructure financing 
and phasing with complex land use decisions.  The land uses were 
determined in a public process through the community planning group. 
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O-3 This comment provides a summary of existing conditions.  No 

additional response is required.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-4 The September 2013 draft OMCPU Land Use Map, Figure 2-1, 

removed the potential high school site from the map and designated 
that portion of the property Business Park.  The community park was 
reduced to an approximately 36-acre site at the southeast corner of 
Airway and Cactus Roads. The current draft zoning map was amended 
to reflect the latest Land Use Map. 

 
 
 
 
 
O-5 Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park 

standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 

O-3 
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O-6 See Response to Comment O-4. 
 
 
 
O-7 The CPU was evaluated for consistency with the General Plan’s Land 

Use Element applicable policies in Sections A and B.  As indicated in 
PEIR Section 5.1.3.1, “…the CPU is consistent with and would 
implement the goals and policies of the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan and would apply the City of Villages strategy to the setting 
and needs of the CPU area.”  The CARB Scoping Plan is discussed in 
the GHG Section of the PEIR; refer to Sections 5.18.1.3, 5.18.3 and 
5.18.4.    

 
 No Specific Airport was referenced in the comment.  A consistency of 

analysis of the CPU with operations at Brown Field was conducted.  
This issue is addressed in PEIR Sections 5.1.3.1, 5.6.3.1, and 5.10.5.   

 
The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources.  Therefore, per 
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, 
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat.  All future projects 
would be implemented in accordance with the CPU and would require 
subsequent environmental review. As discussed in comment O-3, the 
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the 
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted 
CPU.  Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include direction to implement the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, MSCP, and Biology 
Guidelines.  
 
According to the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of 
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the 
present time, significance  response time deficiencies due to a lack of 
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory 
approval by the City Council of the affected department’s budget 
proposal of operations within the affected area  because developers 
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make 
budgetary decisions regarding such funding.  Developers are required  

O-6 
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O-7 
cont. 

to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as conditions of 
project approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011 
with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study.  The new 
performance measures are being incorporated into a General Plan 
amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at 
City Council in early 2014. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-8 CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or 

eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an 
EIR. The OMCPU EIR provides an analysis of alternatives as provided 
in Chapter 10.   

 
 
O-9 See Response to Comments O-4 and L-9.  

O-7 
cont. 
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O-10 Comment noted. 

O-9 
cont. 
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O-11 Comment noted.  This paragraph provides information regarding the 

content of the letter. 
 
 
 
 
O-12 On page S-5 of the PEIR, the document indicates that only the “Vernal 

Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative” was considered but 
rejected.  The three alternatives referenced by the commenter were 
brought forward for detailed consideration as indicated on page S-6 of 
the PEIR Summary and as detailed in Chapter 10 of the PEIR.  An 
editorial correction has been made in the FEIR. 

 
 
O-13 Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the 

discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives to a project, or the 
location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.  

 
 The alternatives evaluated in detail within the PEIR include the: 1) No 

Project Alternative; 2) Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative; and 3) 
the Reduced Density Alternative.  Each of these alternatives was 
selected in order to avoid or minimize a significant impact associated 
with the CPU.   These alternatives permit informed decision making and 
public participation because there is enough variation amongst the 
alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA, 
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated 
with the CPU while also meeting at least some of the project objectives. 
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O-14 According to the public review draft Community Plan (September 

2013), the planning horizon for the CPU is an assumed buildout of 
2062.  The PEIR project description has been revised to clarify the 
accurate scope of the planning horizon.   

 
 
O-15 The PEIR bases its analysis on the current General Plan which includes 

all amendments after the 2008 adoption, including the 2013 Housing 
Element. 

The 2013 Housing Element Update was a city-wide update of the 
General Plan Housing Element and includes no land use or circulation 
changes.  As part of the General Plan, the CPU is required to be 
consistent with the Housing Element, as with all other General Plan 
Elements.  As detailed in Section 5.16 of the PEIR, the CPU provides 
land uses and policies consistent with the goals of the City-wide Housing 
Element including those related to housing types and affordability.  The 
Housing Element serves as a policy guide to address the comprehensive 
housing needs of the City of San Diego. It is intended to be an 
integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for 
housing in the City.  The Housing Element reflects the planning efforts 
that are currently in process Citywide. 

Furthermore, each CPU is a separate action that is also a General Plan 
Amendment.  This is not considered segmenting for the purpose of 
CEQA. 
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O-16 Table 3-6 is not intended to serve as mitigation, but is provided to 

illustrate a compilation of environmental/regulatory compliance 
requirements of the CPU, including land use planning, policies or other 
implementation mechanisms.  The compliance measures listed in the 
table are by definition already part of “the project” as defined by the 
CEQA Guidelines.  A mitigation framework for future projects is 
provided within each issue section of Chapter 5 in the PEIR. Regarding 
the statement under “Landform Alteration/Visual Quality”, Table 3-6 has 
been revised to state that future projects will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the CPU land use and development 
design guidelines. 
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O-17 Table 5.1-1 has been updated to reflect the correct percentages of land 

use distribution for CPU. 
 
O-18 The currently approved CARB Scoping Plan, including all updates is 

discussed in Section 5.18.1.3 and was addressed in the GHG analysis 
of the PEIR.    

 
O-19 An analysis of the CPU’s consistency with General Plan goals and 

policies are summarized in Section 5.1.3.2 of the FEIR.   
 
O-20 The Tijuana Airport is located in Mexico and is not subject to federal, 

state, or local regulation and does not require an ALUCP.  Figure 4 of 
the Noise Technical Report identifies the noise contours for Tijuana 
Airport.  Open Space and Industrial land use designations are within 
the 65 db CNEL and are consistent with the General Plan’s Noise 
Element compatibility guidelines.  Traffic trips associated with the 
Tijuana Airport are included in the CPU transportation modeling and 
analysis by incorporating the POE traffic and the Cross Border Facility 
land uses. 

 
O-21 The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the 

community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground 
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources.  Therefore, per 
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, 
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not 
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat.  All future 
development projects would be implemented in accordance with the 
CPU and would require subsequent environmental review. The 
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the 
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted 
CPU.  Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include 
direction to implement requirement established in the Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology 
Guidelines.  
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O-22 An analysis of how police, fire and EMT can reach all parts of the CPU 

area within the response times identified in the General Plan is included 
in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services.  The Public Facilities 
Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU, identifies the 
facilities that would be necessary to serve build out of the CPU area and 
meet the City’s response time goals. 

 According to the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of constructing 
new public service facilities and not response times. At the present time, 
significance  response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or 
equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory approval n by 
the City Council of the affected department’s budget proposal of 
operations within the affected area  because developers cannot be 
required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make budgetary 
decisions regarding such funding.  Developers are required to fund 
construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as conditions of project 
approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011 with a Fire 
Services Standards of Deployment Study.  The new performance 
measures are being incorporated into a General Plan amendment that is 
currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at City Council in 
early 2014. 

 
O-23 Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park 

standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered for 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 
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O-24 The Mitigation Framework is intended to provide the methodology and 

protocol for review of subsequent development projects to assure 
compliance with all applicable regulations of the Municipal Code, 
General Plan and CPU policies. It would be speculative at best to 
analyze each individual parcel, which is why Noise was identified as an 
unavoidable environmental impact.  Additionally, although the CPU 
establishes land use designations, it cannot determine at the program-
level specifically how an individual development will be sited on a 
particular parcel. Therefore, analysis of the CPU at the program-level 
requires that individual development projects demonstrate compliance 
with GP and CPU at the project-level. This does not constitute an 
inconsistency with the General Plan; rather, this assures consistency for 
subsequent development projects. 

 
 
O-25 Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned.  

The Specific Plans for the villages would provide the further analysis and 
design for any trails within the specific planning area and would include 
input from the wildlife agencies.  As part of the subsequent development 
review process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be 
identified.  

Per policy 3.4-2, trail alignments at the program-level are conceptual and 
trails outside of the specific planning areas would require subsequent 
environmental review and coordination with the wildlife agencies.  
Otherwise, at such time that the City beings the process for acquisition of 
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include 
ASMDs, would be completed. 

 

O-23 
cont. 
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O-26 Section 5.2.2 provides an overview of the City’s significance threshold.  

The City’s complete Significance Determination Threshold (2011) 
relative to visual resources (views) is based on several criteria, 
including:   

 
 a. The project would substantially block a view through a designated 

public view corridor as shown in an adopted community plan, the 
General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program.   

 
 b. The project would cause substantial view blockage from a public 

viewing area of a public resource (such as the ocean) that is 
considered significant by the applicable community plan.   

 
 c. The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this 

excess results in a substantial view blockage from a public viewing 
area; 

 
 d. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new 

area for development, which will ultimately cause extensive view 
blockage. Please refer to the City’s adopted Significance Determination 
Thresholds (2011).   

 
 The analysis in Section 5.2.3.1 adequately reflects the above 

significance threshold. 
 
O-27 The comment is correct and due to these uncertainties, the impact was 

determined to be significant. The request for a tracking procedure is 
noted, however, the development of a tracking procedure of projects 
within the City is not part of the CPU. No revisions are required. 

 
O-28 The project is not a hypothetical project; it is an example of a project 

that can be developed within the community plan area under the 
current and proposed land use regulations. The parameters of the 
project are included in the Air Quality Technical Analysis (Section 6.1.1) 
as part of Appendix C to the EIR. 
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O-29 Best practices, in this case referred to as best available control 

measures, are currently available for use and required on projects 
subject to air permits and are feasible for use on future development 
projects. The effectiveness of any specific technology is based on the 
process and the actual emission rate. Therefore, it would be 
speculative to attempt to quantify the specific emission reduction from 
these technologies. As these measures will be assessed for each 
project at the time a specific project is proposed, additional 
technologies may be available that achieve greater reductions than the 
current technologies or best practices used today. 

 
O-30 Air quality mitigation can vary greatly depending on the land use. Thus, 

the proposed mitigation measures require the implementation of all 
feasible measures to reduce emissions as the specific developments 
are not known at the programmatic level. As stated in the EIR, 
“Mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce 
project-level impacts. These measures shall be updated, expanded and 
refined when applied to specific future projects based on project-
specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state and 
federal laws.” Therefore, mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 will be 
refined for specific developments and as specific equipment controls or 
other restrictions can be identified. Similarly, the precise distance from 
any given source to a location where emissions would drop to less than 
significant is highly dependent on the location, pollutants, rate of 
emissions, height of emission, and meteorological conditions, to name 
just some of the necessary parameters used to develop buffer 
distances. Therefore, any specific proposed measures or buffers 
determined at the program level would be speculative.  

 
 The requirement to reduce potential cancer risks to 10 in 1,000,000 or 

less is similar to the APCD’s permit requirements. However, APCD 
could allow greater risk under its permits. Therefore, the City has 
provided mitigation that would not allow development of land uses that 
create a risk of greater than 10 in 1,000,000. The City would not issue a 
building permit to allow development of these uses, thereby avoiding 
the impact. 
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O-31 As stated in Section 5.4 of the PEIR, impacts to sensitive plant and 
animal species are potentially significant. As this is a programmatic 
EIR, site specific impacts and mitigation for future projects cannot be 
identified.  Instead, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation framework 
that all future projects, which have the potential to impact such 
resources, must follow.  Compliance with the mitigation framework in 
the PEIR, along with community plan policies and existing federal, state 
and local regulations would ensure that all impacts are mitigated to 
below a level of significance at the program level.  With this foundation, 
future projects must demonstrate how the specific mitigation will be 
accomplished before a project can be approved. If a project cannot 
demonstrate mitigation, it would be determined to be inconsistent with 
the CPU, thus requiring a Supplemental EIR. 

 
O-32 Please refer to the Response to Comment H-6 which provides further 

details regarding the CPIOZ review process for subsequent 
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU 
(CPIOZ Type A).  Additionally, for projects that cannot comply with 
CPIOZ Type A, CPIOZ Type B submittal would be required along with 
subsequent discretionary review in accordance with CEQA. 

 
 The PEIR adequately serves its role as a disclosure document and 

clearly identifies potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species 
from implementation of the CPU.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), 
states that “subsequent activities in the program must be examined in 
the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional 
environmental document must be prepared.  If a later activity would 
have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial 
Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or Negative 
Declaration.  If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new 
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, 
the agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the 
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required.”  
Consistent with the above, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation 
framework that would be implemented by all future projects that could 
potentially result in site-specific impacts to biological resources. 

 
 Cumulative impacts to plant and wildlife species are addressed in the 

PEIR (refer to Section 6.3.4).  The mitigation framework in the PEIR, 
along with CPU policies and existing regulations provide adequate 
assurance that future development projects would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to biological resources impacts. 
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cont. 
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O-33 Please refer to the Response to Comments O-31 and O-32.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-34 Please refer to Response to Comments O-31 and O-32.     
 
 The Mitigation Framework provided in Section 5.4 of the PEIR 

establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which 
future development would be reviewed in accordance with the CPIOZ. 
This requirement for conducting site-specific biological survey, identify 
appropriate mitigation in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines 
and MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) and preparing a report for staff review.  
“Performance criteria” for applicable mitigation is established in the 
City’s adopted Biology Guidelines and the MSCP SAP, both of which 
are specifically referenced in the mitigation framework.   Mitigation 
measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4 and LU-2 as described in Section 5.4, 
Biological Resources, address impacts of future development projects 
relating to sensitive plant and wildlife species. 

O-32 
cont. 
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O-35 Please refer to Response to Comments O-31, O-32, and O-34. 
 
 
 
 
 
O-36 Please refer to Response to Comments O-31, O-32, and O-34. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-37 Please refer to Response to Comments O-31, O-32, and O-34. 
 
O-38 Comment noted. Staff has reviewed the text in the Mitigation 

Framework (Section 5.4.9.3) and cannot find any reference to a 
regional funding source for maintenance of open space lands dedicated 
to the City. This is not an issue that is discussed in the OMCPU or 
FEIR. Based on discussion with MSCP staff, funding for maintenance of 
City-owned open space is a regional issue and not specific to any one 
community planning area. 

 

O-34 
cont. 
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O-39 Comment acknowledged. The Significance after Mitigation statement 

noted in Section 5.4.9.4 was incorrect in the Draft EIR. This error was 
found by City staff after the document was released for public review 
and has since been corrected to reflect that implementation of the 
Mitigation Framework detailed in BIO-4 would serve to reduce impacts 
to wetlands, vernal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources to 
below a level of significance. 

 
 
O-40 Please see Responses to Comments O-31, O-32, and O-34.   
 
O-41 Section 5.5.3.1 clearly states that “based on the development footprint 

of the CPU, future development would have the potential to significantly 
impact all or a portion of 61 of these sites and any additional 
unrecorded sites.”  This is identified as a significant impact at the 
program-level.     

 
 The mitigation framework provided in Section 5.5 of the PEIR 

establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which 
future projects that have the potential to impact historical resources 
would complete the necessary site-specific surveys and identify the 
appropriate site-specific mitigation given the results of those surveys.  
“Performance criteria” for that mitigation are established in the City’s 
adopted Historical Resources Guidelines and Historical Resources 
Regulations, both of which are specifically referenced in the mitigation 
framework.   

 
 As described in Section 5.5.1.2(d), the City conducted a consultation 

with Native American Tribes in compliance with SB 18.  Please also 
see Response to Comment E-4. 

O-38 
cont. 
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O-42 While the CPU area is within close proximity to Tijuana (TIJ) Airport 

(Rodriguez Field) which is located across the U.S/Mexico border, future 
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would 
be subject to all applicable design and operation requirements related 
to public health and safety (including considerations regarding airport 
operations). In addition, projects would also be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of the Municipal Code, state and 
federal health and safety requirements and applicable General Plan and   
CPU policies to assure that no significant health and safety impacts 
related to airport proximity would result from future development within 
the CPU area.  

 
O-43 The PEIR includes an analysis of wildfire hazards in Section 5.6.3.1: 

“because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which 
the community is formed, new development in the wildland interface 
areas may expose additional people and structures to wildland fire 
hazards, representing a potentially significant impact.”  Mitigation (HAZ-
1) would reduce these impacts to less than significant.     

 
O-44 The issue statement included in Section 5.6.4 “Hazardous Substances” 

states, “Would the CPU create a future risk of an explosion or the 
release of hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, gas, oil, 
pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)?”  The analysis discloses that there 
are several uses permitted under the CPU that would use or dispose of 
hazardous materials.  Existing federal, state, and local regulations and 
procedures pertaining to the handling, storage, and transport of 
potentially hazardous materials would apply to all future development 
within the CPU area.  The PEIR concludes that adherence to these 
regulations would ensure that no significant impact would occur from 
the existence of such uses.   

 
O-45 The PEIR concludes in Section 5.7.3 that impacts associated with 

runoff would be less than significant because of compliance with the 
mitigation framework provided in the PEIR, which requires that all 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU demonstrate compliance with all applicable local, state and federal 
requirements, including, but not limited to the City’s Storm Water 
Standards.   

O-41 
cont. 
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O-46 Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City’s 

Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are addressed through the 
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical or soils 
report submitted during review of grading plans or as part of the 
ministerial grading permit process.  The CPU identifies potential 
geologic hazards within the CPU area and provides a mitigation 
framework to address these conditions in conjunction with future 
development.  This mitigation is detailed in Section 5.8.3.3 of the PEIR.   

 
O-47 Please see Response to Comment O-46. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O-48 Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City’s 

Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are dealt with through the 
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical report.  
The CPU identifies potential geologic hazards within the CPU area and 
provides a mitigation framework to address these conditions in 
conjunction with future development. The CPU identified mitigation 
(Geo-2) for future development in areas that are highly susceptible to 
erosion.   

O-45 
cont. 
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O-49 The EIR properly analyzes impacts from the proposed project on the 

environment and to proposed new land uses within the project site. 
Specific noise conflicts in other community plan areas are addressed in 
the appropriate community plan or in the City’s General Plan. 

 
O-50 While unshielded exterior use areas may be exposed to noise levels in 

excess of the clearly compatible noise levels, current construction 
techniques and materials are capable of achieving greater exterior to 
interior noise reductions than in previous years. Based on currently 
available design standards, construction techniques, and materials, 
exterior noise levels in excess of 70 CNEL can reduce noise at interior 
locations to below 45 CNEL. Thus, subsequent analysis will be 
sufficient to meet the City and state interior noise level standards. 

 
O-51 All future development is required to comply with the City noise 

ordinance, which limits noise from stationary sources between 
properties. If a land use does not comply with the City’s noise 
ordinance, the land use can be cited and eventually shut down. The 
property line limits are applicable to all uses within the City, whether the 
interface is residential/ commercial, residential/ industrial, commercial/ 
commercial, commercial/ industrial, or industrial/ industrial. 

 
O-52 The analysis of construction noise, Section 5.10.6.1, identified the 

range of potential construction noise from various equipment used in 
construction and determined that while the City regulations limited 
construction noise, due to difference in potential projects the 
effectiveness of these regulations cannot be adequately determined at 
the program-level and the impact was found to be significant. As 
construction noise is primarily generated by diesel powered engines 
and is relatively consistent between construction phases, it was further 
determined that subsequent development projects, implemented in 
accordance with the CPU would be required to  prepare an acoustical 
analysis demonstrating compliance with the City’ Noise Ordinance. 
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O-53 The comment is correct that future construction activities in close 

proximity to sensitive receptors may exceed established noise 
thresholds. However, noise from and specific activity is a localized 
phenomenon which affects relatively short distances. As many 
conditions affect the assessment of noise, at this stage of development 
and design, i.e. program-level, determining the significance and 
severity of impacts at a project level is speculative. This is further 
supported by the many methods available for reducing noise levels 
from construction activities, including but not limited to, barriers, 
equipment restrictions, as well as distance. Noise impacts to wildlife 
and habitat are discussed in sections 5.10.6.1 and 5.4.10 of the EIR. 

 
O-54 The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway segments, including their 

future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of the 
PEIR and were evaluated at the program-level.  No feasible mitigation 
beyond the design features already included in the Mobility Element of 
the CPU have been identified.  The EIR has been revised to provide 
further clarification on impacts associated with roadway segments and 
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project.  
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy.  As 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be 
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level. 
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated, 
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve 
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that 
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the 
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is 
dependent upon appropriate funding. 
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O-55 The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway intersections, including 

their future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of 
the PEIR.  No feasible mitigation beyond the 10 intersection lane 
configurations presented in the PEIR has been identified.  The EIR has 
been revised to provide further clarification on impacts associated with 
roadway intersections and feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also 
further addressed in the draft Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the project.  The EIR does not violate the stated 
General Plan policy.  As subsequent development projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU are submitted for review, 
project-specific traffic analysis will be required and measures identified 
to reduce impacts at the project-level. While the program-level 
conditions cannot be fully mitigated, implementation of project-level 
improvements will serve to improve such conditions including the 
provision for providing sidewalks that meet City Engineering standards; 
maintenance of which is the responsibility of the applicable asset 
manager (City department) and is dependent upon appropriate funding. 

 
 
O-56 The impacts of the CPU to specific freeway ramps are clearly identified 

in Section 5.12.3.1 of the PEIR.  Due to the uncertainty associated with 
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and uncertainty related to 
implementation of TDM measures, the freeway ramp impacts 
associated with the CPU would remain significant and unavoidable at 
the program-level.  The EIR has been revised to provide further 
clarification on impacts associated with specific freeway ramps and 
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project.   
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy.  As 
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the 
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be 
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level. 
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated, 
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve 
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that 
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the 
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is 
dependent upon appropriate funding. 
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O-57 Otay Mesa is a developing community; therefore, General Plan park 

standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in 
Otay Mesa during the update process. 

 
 
O-58 According to the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of 

environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of 
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the 
present time, significance  response time deficiencies due to a lack of 
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory 
approval n by the City Council of the affected department’s budget 
proposal of operations within the affected area  because developers 
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they 
make budgetary decisions regarding such funding.  Developers are 
required to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as 
conditions of project approvals. The City Council adopted new 
standards in 2011 with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study.  
The new performance measures are being incorporated into a General 
Plan amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be 
adopted at City Council in early 2014.   

 
 Additionally, CPU Policy 6.1-1 states “Maintain fire and police service 

levels to meet the demands of continued growth and development in 
Otay Mesa.”  The new fire station would be located within the footprint 
of the CPU, and therefore, would be subject to the same General and 
Community Plan policies, existing regulations, and mitigation 
framework established throughout this PEIR, as all other future 
development within the CPU area. Because adequate protections exist 
at the program-level and future site-specific analysis would be required 
for development of a fire station, impacts would be considered in less 
than significant impacts at the program-level. 

O-56 
cont.  
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O-59 The PEIR adequately addresses response times identified in the General 

Plan and determined that the impacts were less than significant.  This 
analysis is included in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services.  The 
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU, 
identifies the facilities that would be necessary to serve the CPU area 
under an assumed buildout year of 2062 in order to meet the City’s 
response time goals. 
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O-60 As stated in PEIR Section 6.3.17.1, because the loss of this acreage is 

not regionally significant to agricultural production, the loss would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.   

 
O-61 The LCFS issue had not been resolved at the time of preparation of the 

EIR. The text in the EIR has been modified to correct for the current 
court ruling on LCFS. 

 
O-62 There is no requirement for a Community Plan to include an 

assessment of GHG emissions beyond 2020. The City has a CAP and 
a CMAP that address GHG emissions and reduction strategies in 
compliance with State regulations. 

 
O-63 No jurisdiction or agency has formally adopted a GHG threshold for use 

in CEQA. The City relies on the seminal works in this area developed 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association in developing 
GHG thresholds and determining findings. While the City has reviewed 
the current Scoping Plan, which the CMAP was based partially on, the 
City has opted to use the more conservative requirement of 28.3%. 
Additionally, expert opinion is not required to be based on any single 
document. In practice, expert opinion requires considering input from 
many sources. 
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O-64 Contrary to the comment’s assertion that industrial projects cannot 

reduce emissions, these land uses can and must reduce emissions to 
assist in achieving the State’s mandated goals. While it is true that 
industrial projects cannot reduce total emissions as effectively as 
residential uses, they can achieve a reduction percentage over the 
emissions they would generate without taking any steps to reduce 
emissions. This is recognized by the state and City, which have both 
developed percentage reductions from standard operations instead of 
requiring a reduction of a specific quantity of GHG CO2e, i.e. 28.3% not 
20 MT CO2e. Additionally, the emission reduction that affects 
residential vehicles also affects the vehicles that workers drive to work. 
It should also be noted that CARB has enacted regulations (Heavy-
Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Regulation) 
affecting on-highway heavy truck, which will also reduce future 
emissions associated with these types of land uses. No revisions 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
O-65 The statement is noted.  As it is not supported by any additional 

information; no revisions are required.   
 
O-66 The commenter is correct in his assertion.  This impact is identified in 

the referenced section of the PEIR.   
 
O-67 Please refer to the Response to Comment O-13.  The alternatives were 

selected because they meet at least one of the project objectives and 
would serve to reduce at least one significant impact of the proposed 
CPU.   

O-64  
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cont.  
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O-68 Please see Response to Comment G-2. 
 

O-67 
cont. 
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P-1 The comment provides introductory comments to the letter. No 

additional response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
P-2 Comments received in response to the 2010 NOP were incorporated 

into the Public Review Draft EIR.  Please refer to Appendix A. 
 
 The City is in receipt of the comment letter on the Draft PEIR.  

Comments and responses are provided in conjunction with the Final 
PEIR prior to hearing.     

Letter P 
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P-3 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in 

the EIR. The comment is acknowledged and is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision makers to consider. No additional response is 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-4 The current proposal for the noted property is Heavy Commercial for 

the northern piece and International Business and Trade (IBT) for the 
southern piece.  Heavy Commercial is a designation that supports both 
commercial and industrial uses, is implemented with the IL-3-1 zone, 
and most replicates the Specialized Commercial designation of the 
existing plan.  The IBT designation for the southern portion is due to 
safety and access factors, as previously noted in past correspondence.  
La Media Road is a truck route for trucks using the POE; the City has 
concerns about the mixing of truck traffic with commercial traffic. 

P-3 
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P-5 See Response to Comment P-4.  Also, throughout the CPU process, 

there have been multiple designations analyzed on this property, 
including residential and commercial uses.  The Planning Division has 
been advised that access along Otay Mesa Road and both the northern 
and southern portion of La Media Road may not be allowed driveway 
access due to proximity to the freeway and the classifications of the 
streets which would affect the viability of commercial development. 
Additionally, based on the CPU market analysis, the draft land uses for 
Scenario 3B include adequate commercial capacity for build-out of the 
community.   

 
Walkability within the area of the intersection of Otay Mesa and La 
Media Roads will be based on urban design rather than the land use 
designation.  The area contributes to the General Plan’s designation of 
Otay Mesa as a Subregional Employment Center.  The only commercial 
uses south of the SR-905 are in the POE area, which is appropriate. 
 
The CPU states “IBT lands are focused primarily in the border zone, 
west of the Otay Mesa Port of Entry; covering most of the land east of 
Britannia Boulevard and south of the Central District’s Great Park. IBT 
is also designated between Otay Mesa Road and SR-905 adjacent to 
Brown Field.”  The property designated for IBT meets the general 
description. 
 
With the southern portion designated IBT, it would implement goals on 
page I-4 by contributing to  Otay Mesa as a Bi-National Regional 
Center, broaden the economic profile to increase employment and 
growth opportunities, and enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong 
economic base and potential for expansion.  The IBT designation would 
implement policies 2.4-5, 5.1-1 – 5.1-5, and 5.1-10 – 5.1-12. 

 

P-4 
cont. 
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P-6 All projects that have been deemed complete prior to the date of 

adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update and associated 
actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and zoning 
consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and the Otay 
Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time of a 
project’s deemed complete date. 
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P-7 While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this 

location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in 
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and 
analysis prior to acceptance of the report’s conclusions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-8 Each of the General Plan’s elements were carefully considered and 

evaluated during the evolution of the plan update. The CPU goals and 
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive 
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection. 
The CPU has analyzed lands for Prime Industrial, and has both 
removed industrial designation (the Central Village area, the Lonestar 
property) and added industrial designation (southern portion of Western 
Alliance property).  This was analysis throughout the update process, 
and is not considered a conversion per the General Plan’s Figure EP-1.  

 
P-9 While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this 

location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in 
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and 
analysis prior to acceptance of the conclusions of the traffic report.  

 

P-6 
cont. 
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P-10 The CPG has supported the commercial designation, as long as the 

designation does not delay the CPU process. While a traffic analysis 
was generated for the commercial uses at this location and submitted 
to the City, City transportation staff is not in agreement with the analysis 
and would require further review and analysis prior to acceptance of the 
report’s conclusions.  All projects that have been deemed complete 
prior to the date of adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 
and associated actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and 
zoning consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and 
the Otay Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time 
of a project’s deemed complete date. 

 
 
P-11 Comment noted. Other factors have been part of the CPU process, one 

of which includes the need to provide base sector employment lands, 
as Otay is identified as a Subregional Employment Center.  
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cont. 
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P-12 The City stands by the rational detailed within the October 21, 2013 and 

September 30, 2011 letter exchange between SheppardMullin and 
Planning Director, Bill Fulton.  

 
 
 
P-13 See Response to Comment P-12.   The truck traffic issues’ resolution 

through the La Media improvements, POE reconfiguration, new POE 
opening, and the purchase of the SR-125 are highly speculative.  The 
new POE and the SR-125 are toll roads, and there is no analysis or 
evidence that truck traffic will use toll systems for goods movement.  
The City roads will continue to have truck impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-14 See Response to Comment P-7. 

P-12 

P-13 

P-14 
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P-15 The adjacent Sunroad property has requested that the property remain 

the Heavy Commercial land use designation rather than the Regional 
Commercial land use designation.  As such, the property will be zoned 
IL-3-1, which allows a mix of both commercial and industrial uses. The 
designation of Heavy commercial would allow for a consistent string of 
Heavy Commercial uses between Alisa Court and the SR-125.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-16 At this time, the City is not considering that another market analysis be 

done.   

P-15 

P-16 
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P-17 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in 

the EIR. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in 
the project’s Final EIR for the decision makers to consider. No 
additional response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-18 Exhibits attached are for reference only and do not require response.  

They have been included in Appendix O of the Final EIR. 

P-16 
cont. 

P-17 

P-18 
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S.0 Executive Summary 

S.1 Project Synopsis 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of: (1) the Community Plan Update (CPU) to the 
adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan, the associated rezoning and Land 
Development Code (LDC) amendments; (2) the results of the environmental analysis 
contained within this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR); (3) the alternatives 
that were considered; and (4) the major areas of controversy and issues to be resolved 
by the Lead Agency.  This summary does not contain the extensive background and 
analysis found in the PEIR.  Therefore, the reader should review the entire PEIR to fully 
understand the CPU and its environmental consequences. 

S.1.1 Project Location and Setting 
The CPU area is in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego (City), just north of 
the United States International Border with Mexico.  The CPU area is bounded by the 
Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the north; an unincorporated area of 
San Diego County to the east; the International Border and the City of Tijuana on the 
south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west.  The San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and 
the Tijuana River Valley communities in the City of San Diego are located west of the 
CPU area.  

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,3009,302 acres.  Multiple jurisdictions 
govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including but not limited to the City of San Diego, 
City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico.  
Major facilities, such as the Otay Mesa Port of Entry (POE), Brown Field airport, and 
Donovan Correctional Facility, exist within and adjacent to the CPU area.  The In 
addition, the Nakano property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay 
Mesa, south of the Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU. 
This property is within the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but and is only shown 
on figures throughout within Section 3 (Environmental Setting) of the PEIR for context 
and delineated with dashed lines.    

S.1.2 Project Description 
The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan.  
The CPU was undertaken to address substantial land use changes, both locally and 
regionally, that have occurred over the past 25 years.  The CPU is guided by the 
framework and policy direction in the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan Update and 
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reflects new citywide policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area. 
The CPU contains a plan for land use and circulation with the CPU area and includes 
the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; 
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Noise; and Historic 
Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to Implementation.   

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the 
General Plan for the CPU area. It provides community-specific land use, development 
design guidelines, and numerous mobility and local guidelines, incentives, and programs 
in accordance with the goals stated in the General Plan.  The CPU would additionally 
serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions, 
public service/facilities, and transportation improvements. 

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and addressed in this PEIR, 
include: adoption of the CPU and associated actions; approval of a General Plan 
Amendment; rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD); and adoption 
amendments to the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) to include of an “International 
Business and Trade” (IBT) Zone and the IP-3-1 Zone to implement the proposed 
Business Park – Residential Permitted (BPRP) land use category; adoption of two 
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs); and adoption of an updated 
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP); and amendments to the City’s Land 
Development Code. Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5) 
would also be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU and associated actions. 

S.1.3 Project Objectives 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15124, the following specific objectives for the CPU support the underlying 
purpose of the project, assist the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range 
of alternatives to evaluate in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in 
preparing findings and overriding considerations, if necessary. The primary objectives of 
the CPU are the following: 

• Regional Center:  Enhance Otay Mesa’s role as a bi-national regional center. 

• Economic Diversification:  Broaden the economic profile to increase 
employment and growth opportunities. 

• Industrial Capacity:  Enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong economic base 
and potential for expansion. 

• International Trade:  Support activities that promote greater interregional and bi-
national activities. 

• Housing:  Provide more and varied housing and meet workforce needs close to 
employment centers. 
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• Complete Places:  Create balanced, integrated mix of uses in Otay Mesa while 
minimizing collocation compatibility issues. 

• Transit:  Coordinate land use planning with high frequency transit service 
planning. 

• Open Space: Protect the canyon lands and sensitive biological resources while 
providing recreational opportunities. 

• Infrastructure:  Include financing mechanisms that can secure infrastructure 
improvements concurrent with development. 

• Environmental Leadership and Sustainability:  Follow environmentally 
sensitive design and sustainable development practices. 

The above objectives are specific to the Otay Mesa planning area, and are intended to 
implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles of the General Plan.  
Following are the Guiding Principles of the General Plan which were used to develop the 
more refined objectives above. 

• An open space network formed by parks, canyons, river valleys, habitats, 
beaches and ocean; 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Employment centers for a strong economy; 

• An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each 
other and to employment centers; 

• High quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serve the City’s 
population, workers, and visitors: 

• Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage; 

• Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all San Diegans and share 
citywide responsibilities; 

• A clean and sustainable environment; and 

• A high aesthetic standard.  
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S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and 
Mitigation Measures that Reduce or Avoid 
the Significant Effects 

Table S-1, located at the end of this Executive Summary, summarizes the significant 
effects of the environmental analysis for the CPU. Table S-1 also includes mitigation 
measures to reduce and/or avoid the environmental effects, with a conclusion as to 
whether the impact has been mitigated to below a level of significance. The mitigation 
measures listed in Table S-1 are also discussed within each relevant topical area and 
fully contained in Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

S.3 Areas of Controversy 

Areas of controversy associated with the CPU primarily concern the issues of land use, 
including the collocation of residential and industrial uses; traffic congestion and truck 
routes; adequacy of public services and facilities; air quality and noise issues; 
greenhouse gas emissions; and impacts to biologically sensitive resources, specifically 
vernal pools and burrowing owls.  All of these issues are analyzed in the PEIR. 

S.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Lead Agency 

The issues to be resolved by the decision-making body (in this case the City of San 
Diego City Council) are whether: (1) the significant impacts associated with the 
environmental issues of land use (regulation consistency, MHPA adjacency); biological 
resources; cultural/historic resources; human health/public safety/hazardous materials; 
hydrology/water quality/drainage; geology and soils, and paleontological resources 
would be fully mitigated to below a level of significance; (2) there are overriding reasons 
to approve the project despite the significant unavoidable air quality (criteria pollutants, 
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation); greenhouse gas emissions; noise 
(traffic, stationary sources and construction); traffic (capacity), and utilities (solid waste) 
impacts; or (3) to approve any of the alternatives instead of the proposed project. 

The Lead Agency must also decide if the CPU conforms to land use policies, such as 
those in the General Plan and MSCP Subarea Plan.  Finally, the Lead Agency must 
determine whether the CPU or an alternative might best meet the key objectives while 
reducing environmental impacts. 
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S.5 Summary of Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project” and the evaluation of the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion is intended to “focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede 
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 

In addition to the CPU, the PEIR addresses three alternatives considered in detail: the 
No Project Alternative, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and the Reduced 
Density Alternative.  These alternatives are evaluated in full in Section 10.0, Alternatives, 
of this document.  

S.5.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

Vernal Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative 

An alternative was considered where all vernal pools and vernal pool species would be 
conserved. In order to ensure the long-term viability of the vernal pools and species, 
conservation of associated watersheds and sufficient buffers would also be required. 
While this alternative would significantly reduce impacts to vernal pool resources and the 
surrounding non-native grasslands, this alternative was rejected because the ability to 
provide a neighborhood village within the southwest CPU area would be severely 
constrained. 

Due to the scattered location of the vernal pool resources within the southwest village 
area, the available development area would result in compact development, but would 
separate out exclusive development areas without an integrated circulation pattern or 
open space system. Benefits of the village areas such as but not limited to compact 
development, multi-model transportation networks and mixed-use development 
opportunities as further described below would not be realized. In addition, the following 
goals and objectives of the General Plan and CPU for this area would not be achieved: 

• Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network; 

• Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities; 

• Integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit, 
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each 
other and to employment centers; 
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• Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate; 

• Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within 
village core areas, with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such and food 
markets, restaurants, and other small retail shops. 

S.5.2 Alternatives Considered 

S.5.2.1 No Project Alternative (Adopted Community Plan) 

The No Project Alternative consists of continued implementation of the adopted 1981 
Otay Mesa Community Plan including amendments to the plan as further described in 
Section 10.2.1, consistent with the provisions outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A).  Compared to the CPU, the No Project Alternative would comprise less 
density for residential land use and more industrial land.  The general distribution of land 
uses in the No Project Alternative would have residential uses on the west side of the 
CPU and industrial uses in the central-eastern areas.  The residential uses on the west 
side would be comprised of conventional suburban development, while the industrial 
uses on the east side would mainly include labor intensive manufacturing, warehousing, 
and distribution, with only limited office uses. 

As residential and industrial land uses would be primarily segregated with the No Project 
Alternative, potential impacts associated with the adjacency of residential and industrial 
uses would be avoided, specifically those associated with hazardous materials and sites. 
However, some beneficial features of the CPU would not be realized under the No 
Project Alternative.  These include the integration of village centers along transportation 
corridors, creation of Community and Neighborhood Villages, and the inclusion of new 
specific land use designations (e.g., International Business and Trade and Business 
Park – Residential Permitted).  As such, the goals and objectives of the General Plan 
and Strategic Framework Element related to international trade, housing, complete 
places, transit, open space, infrastructure, and environmental leadership and 
sustainability would not be fully achieved.  Additionally, the continued segregation of 
land uses would result in greater traffic volumes, and correspondingly, greater impacts 
associated with traffic/circulation, air quality, noise (traffic) and greenhouse gas 
emissions when compared to the CPU.  Also, the No Project Alternative would preserve 
fewer acres of open space and provide for less compact forms of development, thereby 
resulting in greater impacts to visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources, 
historical resources, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources. 
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S.5.2.2 Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 

The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative would reduce impacts to biological resources 
by preserving additional lands in two locations within the CPU, one in the Southwest 
Village in the southwest area of the CPU and the second in an area west of La Media 
Road in the south-central portion of the CPU (see Figure 10-2).  Both of these areas 
would become part of the MHPA. This alternative would allow for less grading or ground 
disturbing activity, and thus would reduce conflicts with the purpose and intent of the 
ESL and Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC, and slightly reduce impacts to 
historical and paleontological resources, when compared to the CPU.   

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternatives provides fewer dwelling units in the 
Southwest Village as compared to the CPU but still meets the goals and objectives of 
the General Plan and the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP).  The lesser intensity of residential use and the fewer 
number of commercial developments allowed for in this alternative minimally reduces 
impacts related to traffic congestion (such as, air quality, noise, greenhouse gas 
emissions), but not to below a level of significance.  Impacts to visual resources 
(landform alteration), hydrology/water quality, and energy conservation are also less 
when compared to the CPU.  Because this alternative would increase the amount of 
open space in close proximity to development, the risk from wildfire would be slightly 
greater, but would still be mitigated through strict compliance with the Landscape 
Standards and Brush Management Regulations contained in the Land Development 
Code.  This alternative generally meets all project objectives but would not 
accommodate future population growth to the same extent as the CPU. 

S.5.2.3 Reduced Density Alternative 

The Reduced Density Alternative would convert the IBT land use designation to “Light 
Industrial,” thereby excluding business park uses and would serve to reduce the trip 
generation rates in these areas.  The maximum number of residences within the 
Southwest Village and the Central Village would be reduced as well, although permitting 
enough to be consistent with the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines used 
in the CPU, even if the goals to reduce numbers of average daily traffic (ADTs) in these 
villages are met to a slightly lesser extent.  This alternative still meets the goals and 
objectives of the General Plan and SANDAG’s RCP. 

As the development pattern for the Reduced Density Alternative is similar to the CPU, 
impacts to most areas (land use, biological resources, historical resources, human 
health/public safety/hazardous materials (risk from wildfires), hydrology/water quality, 
geology/soils, and paleontological resources) are roughly equivalent to the CPU.  Due to 
the fewer number of residences allowed, significant impacts to air quality, noise, utilities 
(solid waste), transportation/circulation, and greenhouse gas emissions are slightly 
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reduced than in the CPU but not to below a level of significance.  Because the land use 
segregation of housing and industrial is greater in this plan, there is also a small 
reduction in risk of exposure to hazardous materials.  This alternative generally meets 
project objectives but with less density within village areas that would not accommodate 
future population growth or provide greater transit opportunities to the same extent as 
the CPU. The Reduced Density alternative would allow for more suburban-type 
development, which could be more auto-dependent, and therefore contribute to, rather 
than reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

S.5.2.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. If the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other 
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis 
further detailed in Section 10 of the PEIR, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative 
would be considered environmentally superior because it would preserve more open 
space and, therefore, result in fewer impacts to biological, archaeological and 
paleontological resources; hydrology/water quality; human health/public 
safety/hazardous materials, and utilities (including solid waste), resulting from a 
decrease in developable land that could be graded.  It also would reduce (but not avoid) 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e., air quality [criteria pollutants, 
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, construction and 
stationary sources], traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse 
gas emissions).   
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TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

 
Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

LAND USE  

Regulation Consistency 

Would the CPU result in a conflict with 
the purpose and intent of the ESL 
Regulations, the Historical Resources 
Regulation, and the Brush Management 
Regulation of the City of San Diego 
Land Development Code (LDC)? 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Regulations 

The development footprint of the CPU 
would encroach into sensitive ESL areas.  
Future public and private development 
proposals would be required to comply 
with the ESL Regulations or process a 
Site Development Permit in order to 
deviate from the regulations.  Additionally, 
all subsequent discretionary projects 
would be subject to review in accordance 
with CEQA. At which time, appropriate 
site-specific mitigation in accordance with 
the Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO-1 
through BIO-4 would be identified for 
impacts to sensitive biological resources 
covered under the ESL Regulations.  For 
other resource areas covered under the 
ESL Regulations, such as steep hillsides 
and floodplains, future projects would be 
designed to ensure compliance with the 
supplemental regulations and any other 
regulatory requirements to ensure that no 
impacts would occur. The CPU also 
includes several policies (see Table 5.4-
5) which aim to reduce impacts to 
sensitive and other resources covered 
under the ESL Regulations as well as 
development regulations required for 
projects within areas covered by CPIOZ 
Type A, which address sensitive 
biological resources.   

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

LU-1a: Future development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations, 
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type 
A and can demonstrate that there are no 
biological resources present on the project site 
can be processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary 
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the 
Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO 1-4 in 
Section 5-4, Biological Resources. 

 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands 
Regulations 

Less than Significant  
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Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

LAND USE (cont.) 

 Future projects would be required to 
comply with the above regulations, 
policies, and mitigation. Therefore, at the 
program-level the CPU would not be in 
conflict with the purpose and intent of the 
ESL regulations and potential impacts 
would be below a level of significance.   

  

 Historical Resources Regulations 

Given the presence of historical 
resources distributed throughout the CPU 
area, implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to result in significant impacts to 
historical resources.  The CPU includes 
several policies aimed to reduce impacts 
to historical resources within the CPU 
area as well as development regulations 
required for projects within areas covered 
by CPIOZ Type A which address 
archaeological resources.  Additionally, 
incorporation of the mitigation framework 
for historical resources contained in 
Section 5.5 would reduce the potential for 
significant impacts at the project-level. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

LU-1b: Future development project types that are 
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations, 
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type 
A and can demonstrate that there are no 
archaeological resources present on the project 
site can be processed ministerially and would not 
be subject to further environmental review under 
CEQA. Development proposals that do not 
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental 
regulations shall be subject to discretionary 
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the 
Mitigation Framework HIST-1 in Section 5-5, 
Historical Archaeological Resources. 

Historical Resources 
Regulations 

Less than Significant  
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Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

LAND USE (cont.) 

Environmental Plan Consistency 

Would the CPU result in a conflict with 
adopted environmental plans, including 
the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea 
Plan and the MHPA adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect for the area? 

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines 

Potential indirect impacts would be 
evaluated at the project-level for 
consistency with the MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines.  Implementation of 
the CPU would introduce land uses 
adjacent to MHPA which would potentially 
result in a significant impact at the 
program-level. 

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

LU-2: All subsequent development projects that 
are implemented in accordance with the CPU 
which are adjacent to designated MHPA areas 
shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use, 
drainage, access, toxic substances in runoff, 
lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and 
brush management requirements.  Mitigation 
measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient 
buffers and design features, barriers (rocks, 
boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate 
vegetation) where necessary, lighting directed 
away from the MHPA, and berms or walls adjacent 
to commercial or industrial areas and any other use 
that may introduce construction noise or noise from 
future development that could impact or interfere 
with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project 
biologist for each proposed project would identify 
specific mitigation measures needed to reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. 
Subsequent environmental review would be 
required to determine the significance of impacts 
from land use adjacency and compliance with the 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP. Prior 
to approval of any subsequent development project 
in an area adjacent to a designated MHPA, the City 
of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of 
approval in order to avoid or to reduce potential 
impacts to adjacent the MHPA. 

Specific requirements of the mitigation framework 
are detailed in Section 5.1.6.3. 

MHPA / Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines 

Less than Significant  
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Environmental Issue 

 
Results of Impact Analysis 

 
Mitigation Framework 

Impact Level After 
Mitigation 

AIR QUALITY   

Criteria Pollutants   

Would the CPU result in emissions that 
would violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

Would the CPU result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state AAQS (including the 
release of emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

 

Construction Emissions 
Air emissions due to construction would 
not exceed the applicable thresholds for 
individual projects. However, if several of 
these projects were to occur simultan-
eously, there is the potential for multiple 
projects to exceed significance 
thresholds. While it is not anticipated that 
construction activities under the CPU 
would result in significant air quality 
impacts, as air emissions from the future 
developments within the CPU area cannot 
be adequately quantified at this time, this 
impact would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

Construction Emissions 
AQ-1: For future projects that would exceed daily 
construction emissions thresholds established by 
the City of San Diego, best available control 
measures/technology shall be incorporated to 
reduce construction emissions to below daily 
emission standards established by the City of San 
Diego. 

 

Construction Emissions  

Significant and unavoidable  
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AIR QUALITY (cont.)   

 Operational Emissions 
While emissions under the CPU would 
exceed project-level thresholds, which 
would potentially have a significant air 
quality impact when compared to the 
existing condition, the CPU would, 
however, result in lower emissions than 
the adopted plan.  

The CPU would be consistent with 
adopted regional air quality improvement 
plans and would represent a decrease in 
emissions used to develop the SDAPCD 
RAQS. However, as air emissions from 
the future developments within the CPU 
area cannot be adequately quantified at 
this time, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Operational Emissions 
AQ-2: Development that would significantly 
impact air quality, either individually or 
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is 
conditioned with all reasonable mitigation to 
avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of 
this process, future projects shall be required to 
buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution 
sources through the use of landscaping, open 
space, and other separation techniques. 

Operational Emissions 
Significant and unavoidable  
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AIR QUALITY (cont.)   

Sensitive Receptors 

Would the CPU expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration, including air toxics such 
as diesel particulates? 

 

Stationary Sources 

The CPU includes industrial uses which 
could generate air pollutants. Without 
appropriate controls, air emissions 
associated with planned industrial uses 
would represent a significant adverse air 
quality impact. 

Any new facility proposed that would have 
the potential to emit toxic air 
contaminants would be required to 
evaluate toxic air problems resulting from 
their facility’s emissions.  

If the facility poses a potentially significant 
public health risk, the facility would submit 
a risk reduction audit and plan to 
demonstrate how the facility would reduce 
health risks. Specific project-level design 
information would be needed to determine 
stationary source emission impacts. 
Therefore, at the program-level, impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

Stationary Sources 

AQ-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits 
for any new facility that would have the potential 
to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with 
AB 2588, an emissions inventory and health risk 
assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health 
impacts exceeding public notification levels 
(cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in 
1,000,000; see Section 5.3.5.2 [b & c]) are 
identified, the facility shall provide public notice to 
residents located within the public notification 
area and submit a risk reduction audit and plan to 
the APCD that demonstrates how the facility 
would reduce health risks to less than significant 
levels within five years of the date the plan. 

 

Stationary Sources 

Significant and unavoidable 
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AIR QUALITY (cont.) 

 Collocation 

The CPU would place residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses in 
proximity to one another, which would 
have potential air quality impacts 
associated with the collocation of 
incompatible land uses, as described in 
Section 5.3.5.1 (d).  Air Quality impacts 
would be associated with exposure to 
pollutants from the operation of the 
facility, which can include DPM emitted by 
heavy trucks and diesel engines, 
chromium emitted by chrome platers, and 
perchloroethylene emitted by dry cleaning 
operations. While compliance with the 
CPU and General Plan policies, along 
with local, state and federal regulations, 
would reduce potential impacts, future 
projects may result in sensitive uses 
(residential uses, schools, parks  being 
located within the buffer distances of the 
facilities described in Table 5.3-7, and 
therefore sensitive receptors would be 
exposed to toxic air emissions. In this 
case, impacts would be significant. 

Collocation 

AQ-4: Significant adverse impacts associated 
with collocation would be mitigated at the project-
level, through implementation of the Mitigation 
Framework contained in Section 5.3.5.3. 

 

Collocation 

Significant and unavoidable  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES   

Sensitive Plants and Animals 

Would the CPU result in a reduction in 
the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected 
species of plants or animals? 

Implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to impact sensitive plants and 
animals directly through the loss of 
habitat or indirectly by placing 
development adjacent to the MHPA.   

Mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4 and 
LU-2, as described in Sections 5.1 Land use and 
5.4, Biological Resources, would address impacts 
of future development projects related to sensitive 
plant and wildlife species.  

Less than Significant 

Migratory Wildlife 

Would the CPU result in interference 
with the nesting/foraging/ movement of 
any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species? 

Future development, including 
construction or extension of CPU 
roadways, utility lines, and/or temporary 
construction activities, has the potential to 
interfere with nesting, reduce foraging 
habitat, and obstruct wildlife movement as 
a result of noise, construction activities, 
habitat loss and/or fragmentation. Any 
direct or indirect impacts to migratory 
wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement 
would be considered significant. 

Mitigation measures BIO-2 under Section 5.4.5.3 
shall apply. 

Less than Significant  

Sensitive Habitat 

Would the CPU result in an impact to a 
sensitive habitat, including, but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, oak 
woodland, vernal pools, wetland, 
coastal sage scrub, or chaparral? 

Impacts to Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats 
would be significant. These sensitive 
habitats include: maritime succulent 
scrub, native grassland, Diegan coastal 
sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, 
non-native grassland, riparian scrub, 
vernal pools, and basins with fairy shrimp.  

Refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1. Less than Significant  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

MSCP 

Would the CPU affect the long-term 
conservation of biological resources as 
described in the MSCP? Would the 
CPU meet the objectives of the 
Subarea Plan’s Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines or conflict with the provisions 
of the Subarea Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state conservation 
plans? 

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

Potential impacts would be evaluated at 
the project-level for consistency with the 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 
As implementation of the CPU would 
introduce land uses adjacent to MHPA, 
this is a potentially significant impact at 
the program-level.  

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at 
the project-level; Section 5.1.6 includes the 
Mitigation Framework, LU-2. 

MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines 

Less than significant 

Invasive Plants 

Would the CPU result in the 
introduction of invasive species of 
plants into the area? 

Due to the large extent of future grading 
and development within the CPU, the 
CPU has the potential to introduce 
invasive species into the MHPA. If 
uncontrolled, invasive species could 
significantly impact the integrity of the 
MHPA in the CPU area. 

. 

All future projects would be required to implement 
the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and 
Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 in 
Section 5.1.6, Land Use, which requires that the 
project’s landscape plan would not contain any 
exotic plant/invasive species and would include 
an appropriate mix of native species which would 
be used adjacent to the MHPA.   

Less than Significant  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

Wetland Impacts 

Would the CPU result in an impact on 
City, state, or federally regulated 
wetlands (including but not limited to, 
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, riparian 
habitat, etc.) through direct removal, 
filing, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?   

Impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, and 
other jurisdictional water resources would 
be considered significant.  

Mitigation framework BIO-4, as described in 
Section 5.4, Biological Resources, shall apply to 
future development.  

Less than significant 

Noise Generation 

Would the temporary construction noise 
from the CPU or permanent noise 
generators (including roads) adversely 
impact sensitive species (e.g., coastal 
California gnatcatcher) within the 
MHPA? 

There is a potential for temporary noise 
impacts to wildlife from construction and 
permanent noise impacts from the 
introduction of noise generating land uses 
adjacent to MHPA.  Temporary and/or 
permanent noise impacts to wildlife within 
the MHPA would be significant.  

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive wildlife species 
(including temporary and permanent noise 
impacts) resulting from future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU are 
included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and 
5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources).  Please refer to 
Mitigation Framework BIO-1 through BIO-4 and 
LU-2 (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines).  

Less than Significant 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES   

Prehistoric/Historical Sites 

Would the CPU result in the alteration 
or destruction of a prehistoric or 
historical archaeological site? 

Due to the number and density of 
prehistoric and historic cultural resources 
in the CPU area, the loss of these 
resources would be considered a 
significant impact at the program-level 

Archaeological Resources 

Mitigation framework HIST-1, as described in 
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for 
future development.  

Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects 

Mitigation framework HIST-2, as described in 
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for 
future development.  

Less than Significant 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)   

Religious or Sacred Uses 

Would the CPU result in any impact to 
existing religious or sacred uses within 
the CPU area? 

Impacts to known resources and those 
not yet found and formally recorded, could 
occur anywhere within the CPU area. 
Future grading of original in situ soils 
could also expose buried historical 
archaeological resources and features 
including sacred sites. Potential impacts 
to historical resources associated with 
construction of future projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU, 
would be considered significant. 

The Mitigation Framework religious or sacred 
uses would be the same as outlined for 
Archaeological Resources. Please refer to 
Mitigation Framework HIST-1. 

Less than Significant  

Human Remains 

Would the CPU result in the 
disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Impacts to known resources and those 
not yet found and formally recorded could 
occur anywhere within the CPU area. 
Future grading of original in situ soils 
could also expose buried human remains. 
Potential impacts to historical resources 
associated with construction of projects 
implemented in accordance with CPU 
would be considered significant.  

The Mitigation Framework for human remains 
would be the same as outlined for Archaeological 
Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework 
HIST-1. 

Less than Significant 
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HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS   

Health and Safety Hazards 

Would the CPU expose people or 
property to health hazards, including 
wildfire and airport operations? 

Health Hazards 

A discussion of exposure to health 
hazards is found in Section 5.3, Air 
Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  As 
indicated in those sections, hazardous 
sites have been identified that could result 
in significant impacts to future 
development within the CPU area. 

Health Hazards 

Refer to Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5.  In 
accordance with the CPU policies, mitigation 
identified in Section 5.6.5.3 would be required to 
reduce potential health hazards to future 
development from hazardous sites. Please refer 
to Mitigation Framework AQ-3, AQ-4, and HAZ-3. 

Health Hazards 

Less than Significant  

 Wildfire Hazards 

Because of the existing and proposed 
land use patterns around which the 
community is formed, new development in 
the wildland interface areas may expose 
additional people and structures to 
wildland fire hazards, representing a 
potentially significant impact.  Therefore, 
impacts associated with wildfires would 
be significant at the program-level.   

Wildfire Hazards 

HAZ-1: Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
incorporate sustainable development and other 
measures into site plans in accordance with the 
City’s Brush Management Regulations, and 
Landscape Standards pursuant to General Plan 
and CPU policies intended to reduce the risk of 
wildfires. In addition, all future projects shall be 
reviewed for compliance with the 2010 California 
Fire Code, Section 145.0701 through 145.0711 of 
the LDC, and Chapter 7 of the California Building 
Code.  

Wildfire Hazards 

Less than Significant  
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HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.)   

 Aircraft Hazards 

Future projects could conflict with the FAA 
requirements unless the City implements 
a mechanism to ensure either the project 
wouldn’t include features identified in Part 
77 criteria for notification or the project 
obtains a No Hazard to Air Navigation 
from the FAA.  Thus, potential aircraft 
hazards impacts would be potentially 
significant. 

Aircraft Hazards 

Mitigation framework HAZ-2, as described in 
Section 5.6, Human Health/Public 
Safety/Hazardous Materials, shall apply for future 
development. 

Aircraft Hazards 

Less than significant 

Hazardous Sites 

Would the CPU uses be located on a 
site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

The presence of sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5, 
along with any unknown hazardous sites, 
would have potentially significant impacts 
on future development and land uses 
within the CPU area.   

Mitigation framework HAZ-3, as described in 
Section 5.6, shall apply to future development. 

Less than Significant  
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HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Runoff 

Would the CPU result in an increase in 
impervious surfaces and associated 
increased runoff? Would the CPU result 
in a substantial alteration to on- and off-
site drainage patterns due to changes in 
runoff flow rates or volumes? 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU 
would result in an increase in impervious 
surfaces and associated increased runoff, 
and result in alterations to on- and off-site 
drainage.  Therefore, implementation of 
the CPU has the potential to result in 
significant direct and indirect impacts 
associated with runoff and alternations to 
on-and off-site drainage patterns. 

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-1, as described in 
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply 
for future development. Future development 
implemented in accordance with the CPU would 
be subject to the requirements of the Storm 
Water Standards Manual, which includes design 
of new or improved system to meet local and 
state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the 
City Engineer.  Strict adherence to the Mitigation 
Framework, which requires regulatory compliance 
as noted above, along with General Plan and 
CPU policy compliance for reducing storm water 
runoff, would ensure that potential impacts to 
downstream resources would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 

Less than Significant  

Natural Drainage System 

What modifications to the natural 
drainage system would be required for 
implementation of the CPU? Would 
there be an effect on the Otay or Tijuana 
river valley drainage basins with 
implementation of the CPU? 

Buildout in accordance with the CPU has 
the potential to result in a substantial 
change to stream flow velocities and 
drainage patterns on downstream 
properties. Therefore, implementation of 
the CPU has the potential to result in 
significant direct and indirect impacts to 
the natural drainage system. 

See HYD/WQ-1. Less than Significant 

Flow Alteration 

Would the CPU result in alterations to 
the course or flow of flood waters? 

Future development within the CPU area 
would potentially impact the existing 
course and flow of flood waters, resulting 
in potentially significant impacts.   

See HYD/WQ-1. Less than significant 
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HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.)   

Water Quality 

Would the CPU create discharges into 
surface or ground water, or any 
alteration of surface or ground water 
quality, including but not limited to 
temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? Would there be increases in 
pollutant discharges including 
downstream sedimentation? 

Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU could result in 
impacts to water quality, including 
discharges to surface or groundwater. 
Although specific locations for future 
projects have not been identified, the 
construction of such facilities and, to a 
lesser degree, the operation of these 
facilities, could impact water quality. 
Grading and exposed soil could result in 
sedimentation. 

 

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-2, as described in 
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply. 

Less than Significant  
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GEOLOGY/SOILS    

Geologic Hazards 

Would the CPU expose people or 
property to geologic hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, 
liquefaction, ground failure, or similar 
hazards? 

The CPU area contains geologic conditions 
which would pose significant risks for future 
development if not properly addressed at 
the project-level.  Unstable conditions 
relating to compressible soils, landslides, 
seismicity (faults), and expansive soils 
represent a potentially significant impact for 
future development.   

Mitigation framework GEO-1, as described in 
Section 5.8, Geology and Soils, shall apply for 
future development. 

 Less than Significant  

Erosion 

Would the land use and circulation 
modifications proposed in the CPU 
increase the potential for erosion of 
soils on- or off-site? 

Based on the steep nature of many of the 
hillsides and the generally poorly 
consolidated nature of the sedimentary 
materials and soils found throughout the 
CPU area, erosion would represent a 
potentially significant impact, particularly in 
conjunction with some portions of the San 
Diego Formation and in drainages and 
stream valleys. 

Mitigation framework GEO-2, as described in 
Section 5.8, Geology and Soils, shall apply for 
future development. 

Less than Significant 
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NOISE    

Traffic Generated Noise 

Would the CPU result in a significant 
increase in the existing ambient noise 
level? 

Exterior and potentially interior traffic noise 
impacts are anticipated at the majority of 
locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-
125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway Road.  
Therefore, impacts related to traffic noise 
impacts to new residences would be 
significant.  

There are areas within the CPU area where 
project traffic noise would potentially cause 
interior noise levels in existing residences 
to exceed applicable standards.  This is a 
potentially significant impact of the CPU. 

Mitigation framework NOS-1 and NOS-2, as 
described in Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for 
future development. However, because the extent 
of the success of this mitigation framework cannot 
be accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.    

Significant and unavoidable 

Stationary Source Noise 
(Collocation) 

Could the proposed collocation of 
residential and commercial or industrial 
land uses result in the exposure of 
people to noise levels, which exceed 
the City’s Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance? 

The CPU has the potential to site noise-
sensitive uses (i.e., residential) adjacent 
to noise-generating commercial and 
industrial uses. The juxtaposition of these 
land uses would result in potentially 
significant noise impacts at this program-
level of analysis.  

Mitigation framework NOS-3, as described in 
Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future 
development. However, because the extent of the 
success of this mitigation framework cannot be 
accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.   

Significant and  
unavoidable 

Construction Noise 

Would temporary construction noise 
from the proposed neighborhood 
developments or permanent noise 
generators (including roads) adversely 
impact sensitive receptors or sensitive 
bird species (e.g., coastal California 
gnatcatcher) within the MHPA? 

Future development associated with 
implementing the CPU has the potential 
to exceed applicable construction 
thresholds at residential properties 
adjacent to construction sites. 
Additionally, there is the potential for 
construction noise to impact least Bell’s 
vireo, coastal California gnatcatcher, 
raptors, and other sensitive species if 
they are breeding or nesting in adjacent 
MHPA lands. These impacts are 
significant at the program-level. 

Mitigation framework NOS-4, as described in 
Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future 
development. 

 

Significant and  
unavoidable  
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES   

Would the CPU allow development to 
occur that could significantly impact a 
unique paleontological resource or a 
geologic formation possessing a 
moderate to high fossil bearing 
potential? 

Implementation of the CPU has the 
potential to result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources.  Specifically, 
future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU that would 
involve substantial grading within the San 
Diego and Otay formations and Very Old 
Paralic Deposits that would result in the 
loss of significant fossil remains.  It should 
be noted however, that for future projects 
that are consistent with the OMCP, base 
zone regulations and the supplemental 
regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can 
demonstrate that no paleontological fossil 
resources are present; the project can be 
processed ministerially and would not be 
subject to further environmental review 
under CEQA. 

Mitigation framework PALEO-1, as described in 
Section 5.11, Paleontological Resources, shall 
apply for future development.  

Less than Significant 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION   

Capacity 

Would the CPU result in an increase in 
projected traffic that is substantial in 
relation to the capacity of the circulation 
system?  

 

Capacity 

Roadway Segments 

A total of 24 roadway segments under the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition would 
be expected to operate at unacceptable 
LOS.  Therefore, the CPU would have a 
significant impact at all of these 24 
roadway segment locations. 

Even with the  incorporation of the recommended 
street classifications in Table 5.12-4 in the CPU, 
Public Facilities Financing Plan, and future project 
development review and (ministerial) and 
discretionary review through the CPIOZ, 24 
roadway segments would operate unacceptably in 
the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  The TIA 
identified additional potential improvement 
measures that are not recommended as part of 
the CPU and are not included as part of the 
project. The reasons for not recommending the 
improvements include various factors such as 
adjacency to environmentally sensitive land 
and/or steep hillsides, existing development 
conflicts, and/or multi-modal and urban design 
context. The impacts are considered significant 
and unmitigated.  At the project-level, partial 
mitigation may be possible in the form of 
transportation demand management measures 
that encourage carpooling and other alternate 
means of transportation.  At the time future 
subsequent development projects are proposed, 
project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific 
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 
in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 

Significant and unmitigated 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.)   

 Intersections 

A total of 49 intersections would be 
expected to operate at unacceptable 
levels under the Horizon Year Plus CPU 
condition. Therefore, the CPU would have 
a significant impact at all 49 of these 
intersections.   

Even with incorporation of the recommended land 
configurations shown in Figure 5.12-4a-4g for the 
53 intersections analyzed into the projects to be 
funded through the Public Facilities Financing 
Plan, and through future development projects 
(ministerial and discretionary through the CPIOZ, 
a total of 39 intersections would continue to be 
significantly impacted. The TIA identified further 
potential improvement measures such as 
additional intersection turning movement lanes 
that are not recommended as part of the CPU 
and are not included as part of the project. The 
reasons for not recommending the improvements 
due to considerations such as adjacency to 
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep 
hillsides, existing development conflicts, multi-
modal and urban design context, or because 
additional study at the project level would be 
required in order to make recommendations. At 
the project-level, partial mitigation may be 
possible in the form of transportation demand 
management measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of 
transportation.  At the time future subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation 
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to 
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order 
to provide mitigation at the time of impact.  To 
reduce impacts the following mitigation shall be 
provided: 

Significant and unmitigated 
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

  TRF-1: Intersections shall be improved per the 
intersection lane designations identified in Figure 
5.12-4. 

 

 Freeway Segments 

With the planned and funded I-805 
improvements, all I-805 freeway 
segments would be expected to operate 
at an acceptable LOS in the Horizon Year 
Plus CPU condition and therefore impacts 
would be less than significant.  Five SR-
905 freeway segments would be expected 
to operate at unacceptable levels in the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  Thus, 
the CPU impact at these five SR-905 
freeway segments would be significant. 

While providing one HOV lane in each direction 
on the SR-905 would reduce impacts associated 
with buildout of the CPU, the additional lanes are 
not funded; therefore, impacts would remain 
significant and unmitigated at the programmatic 
level. At the project-level, partial mitigation may 
be possible in the form of auxiliary lanes and/or 
transportation demand management measures 
that encourage carpooling and other alternate 
means of transportation.  At the time future 
subsequent development projects are proposed, 
project-specific traffic analyses would contain 
detailed recommendations. All project-specific 
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 
in order to provide mitigation at the time of 
impact. 

Significant and unmitigated 

 Freeway Ramp Metering 

Five SR-905 freeway ramps would be 
expected to experience delays over 15 
minutes with downstream freeway 
operations at unacceptable levels in the 
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition.  The 
CPU impact at these five freeway ramps 
would be significant.   

Mitigation that would reduce freeway ramp 
metering impacts at the five significantly impacted 
SR-905 locations consists of adding a lane to the 
freeway on-ramp, auxiliary lanes, and/or 
implementation of transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures that encourage 
carpooling and other alternate means of 
transportation.  At the time future subsequent 
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed 
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation 
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to 
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in  

Significant and unmitigated  
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TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.) 

  order to provide mitigation at the time of impact. 
However, due to the uncertainty associated with 
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and 
uncertainty related to implementation of TDM 
measures, the freeway ramp impacts associated 
with the CPU would remain significant and 
unmitigated at the program-level. 

 

UTILITIES    

Would the CPU result in a need for new 
systems, or require substantial 
alternations to existing utilities? These 
systems include water, wastewater, 
reclaimed water, solid waste disposal, 
storm water infrastructure, and 
communication systems. 

Solid Waste 

Because all future projects within the CPU 
area may not be required to prepare a 
waste management plan or may not 
reduce project-level waste management 
impacts below a level of significance, the 
CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the 
program-level, to meet the 75 percent 
diversion requirement.  Direct impacts 
associated with solid waste would be 
significant at the program-level.  

Solid Waste 

Mitigation framework UTIL-1, as described in 
Section 5.14, Utilities, shall apply for future 
development. However, because the extent of the 
success of this mitigation framework cannot be 
accurately predicted for at this time, impacts 
would be unavoidable at the program-level.   

Solid Waste 

Significant and unavoidable 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS   

Consistency with Adopted Plans, 
Policies, and Regulations 

Would the CPU conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs? 

The CPU contains policies that would 
reduce GHG emissions from 
transportation and operational building 
uses (related to water and energy 
consumption, and solid waste generation, 
etc.) and would be consistent with the 
strategies of local and state plans, 
policies, and regulations aimed at 
reducing GHG emissions from land use 
and development. Subsequent projects 
implemented in accordance with the CPU 
would be required to implement GHG-
reducing features beyond those 
mandated under existing codes and 
regulations. However, because project-
level details are not known, there is the 
potential that projects would not meet the 
necessary City reduction goals put in 
place in order to achieve the reductions 
required by AB 32. Thus, the level of 
potential impacts associated with plan 
conflict would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation framework GHG-1, as described in 
Section 5.18, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, shall 
apply for future development. However, because 
the extent of the success of this mitigation 
framework cannot be accurately predicted for at 
this time, impacts would be unavoidable at the 
program-level.   

Significant and unavoidable 

Cumulative GHG Emissions 

Would implementation of the CPU 
generate GHG emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

The 9.1 to 11.4 percent reductions 
relative to BAU fall short of meeting the 
City’s goal of a minimum 28.3 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions relative to 
BAU. This impact associated with GHG 
emissions under the CPU would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

GHG-2: Future projects implemented in 
accordance with the CPU shall be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant 
impacts related to long-term operational 
emissions as identified in mitigation framework 
GHG-1. 

Significant and unavoidable 
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mpg miles per gallon 
mph miles per hour 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
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MTS San Diego Metropolitan Transit System 
mw megawatt 
MWD Metropolitan Water District 
NAAQS national ambient air quality standards 
NCCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
NCFUA North City Future Urbanizing Area 
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NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
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NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
Notice Notice to Proceed 
O3 ozone 
OES Office of Emergency Services 
OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark 
OMDD Otay Mesa Development District 
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OWD Otay Water District 
OVRP Otay Valley Regional Park 
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Pb lead 
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PDO Planned District Ordinance 
PDP Planned Development Permit 
PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report 
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ppm parts per million 
PRC Public Resources Code 
proposed CPU Otay Mesa Community Plan Update 
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RMP Risk Management Plan 
ROG reactive organic gas 
RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
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SB Senate Bill 
SBWRP South Bay Water Reclamation Plant 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SDAB San Diego Air Basin 
SD&AE San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railroad 
SDAPCD San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority 
SDFD San Diego Fire-Rescue Department 
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1.0 Introduction 
This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of 
San Diego for the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (CPU) in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (Public Resources 
Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). In addition, this PEIR has been 
prepared in accordance with City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines 
(2005). The PEIR relies on the most recent City of San Diego Significance Determination 
Thresholds (January 2011d).  

This PEIR addresses the environmental effects associated with adoption of an update to 
the 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan; amendment to the General Plan; rezone 
ordinance to replace the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) with citywide zoning; 
Land Development Code (LDC) amendments and approval of an updated Public 
Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP).  The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted 
plan and addresses substantial land use changes, both locally and regionally that have 
occurred over the past 25 years.  The CPU is guided by the framework and policy 
direction in the City of San Diego General Plan (2008a) and reflects new citywide 
policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU contains a 
land use plan and includes the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban 
Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; 
Conservation; Noise; and Historic Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to 
Implementation.   

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the 
General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU would provide detailed neighborhood-specific 
land use, development design guidelines, policies, and numerous other mobility and 
local guidelines, incentives, and programs in accordance with the goals stated in the 
General Plan.  

In conjunction with the CPU, a rezone would rescind the existing Otay Mesa 
Development District (OMDD), and make development regulations consistent with 
citywide zoning classifications.  Amendments to the City’s LDC also would be necessary 
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs).  The CPU would additionally serve as the 
basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions, transportation 
improvements, and public facilities. 

The City’s Community Plan Preparation Manual indicates that the EIR for each 
community plan may tier off the EIR prepared for the General Plan (City of San Diego 
2008a). Therefore, it was determined that this EIR would be prepared as a PEIR and 
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incorporate by reference the Final PEIR for the General Plan (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2006091032) in its entirety. The Final General Plan PEIR is available for review at 
the City’s Development Services Department, located at 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, 
California 92101. 

1.1 Discretionary Actions Required to Implement 
the Plan 

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and included as part of the project 
for purposes of this PEIR, include: adoption of the CPU, approval of a General Plan 
Amendment, rescission of the OMDD and adoption of a rezone ordinance to replace the 
OMDD with citywide zoning, adoption of the PFFP, and amendments to the City’s LDC 
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs), a new International Business Trade (IBT) 
zone to implement the IBT land use category and a new Business Park Residential 
Permitted (BPRP) zone (the IP-3-1) to implement the new BPRP land use designation.  
The CPU would also serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other future actions, such 
as parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements, and design and construction of 
required public facilities.  Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5) 
and adoption of the MMRP would be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU 
and associated actions. 

1.2 EIR Legal Authority 

1.2.1 Lead Agency 

The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency for the CPU pursuant to Article 4 (Sections 
15050 and 15051) of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Lead Agency, as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15367, is the public agency which has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project. As Lead Agency, the City of San Diego’s 
Development Services Department Environmental Analysis Section conducted an 
environmental review of the CPU and determined that a PEIR was required. The 
analysis and findings in this document reflect the independent judgment of the City. 

1.2.2 Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

Implementation of the CPU may require subsequent actions involving responsible and 
trustee agencies.  Responsible agencies, as defined pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15381, are public agencies that may have discretionary approval authority for a 
project, and include, but are not limited to the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
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(USACE), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), San Diego 
County Regional Airport Authority, and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).   

Trustee agencies are defined in Section 15386 of the CEQA Guidelines as state 
agencies that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project that 
are held in trust for the people of the State of California, including the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  Discretionary approvals that may be required 
by these or other agencies are listed in Section 3.4.5.6 Future Actions.   

A brief description of some of the primary responsible or trustee agencies that may have 
an interest in the CPU is provided below. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  The USACE has jurisdiction over development in or 
affecting the navigable waters of the United States, pursuant to two federal laws: The 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1889 and the Clean Water Act, as amended.  A “navigable 
water” is generally defined by a blue line as plotted on a United States Geological 
Survey (USGS) quadrangle map.  Projects that include potential dredge or fill impacts to 
waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Aggregate 
impacts to waters of the U.S. (defined as direct fill or indirect effects of fill) greater than 
one-half acre require a permit.  All permits issued by the USACE are subject to 
consultation and/or review by the USFWS and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Acting under the federal Endangered Species Act 
(ESA), the USFWS is responsible for ensuring that any action authorized, funded, or 
carried out by a federal agency (such as the USACE) is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species or modify their critical habitat.  Accordingly, the 
USFWS would provide input to the USACE as part of the Section 404 process. 

Within areas covered by the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the role of the 
USFWS is limited with respect to species covered under the Subarea Plan.  For species 
covered by the Subarea Plan, the USFWS has granted take authorization to the City for 
listed species in accordance with the requirements of the MSCP Implementing 
Agreement, executed between the City, the USFWS, and the CDFW in 1997. However, 
the City does not have “take” authority for any wetland species. In April 2010, the City 
relinquished coverage of seven vernal pool species under the City’s Endangered 
Species Act, Section 10 Incidental Take Permit (ITP). The seven covered vernal pool 
species are: San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, Otay mesa mint, California Orcutt 
grass, San Diego button celery, San Diego mesa mint, and spreading navarettia. For 
future projects that are consistent with the City’s MSCP, the City, therefore, has authority 
to grant permits for take of covered species and a separate permit is not required from 
the wildlife agencies.  For listed species not included on the MSCP covered species list, 
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the wildlife agencies retain permit authority.  In addition, the USFWS along with CDFW 
must approve MHPA boundary line adjustments. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife:  The CDFW has the authority to reach an 
agreement with an agency or private party proposing to alter the bed, banks, or floor of 
any watercourse/stream, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the State Fish and Game 
Code.  The CDFW generally evaluates information gathered during preparation of the 
environmental documentation, and attempts to satisfy their permit concerns in these 
documents.  Where state listed threatened or endangered species not covered by the 
City’s MSCP occur on a project site, the CDFW would be responsible for the issuance of 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to ensure the conservation, enhancement, 
protection, and restoration of state listed threatened or endangered species and their 
habitats.  Along with the USFWS, the CDFW must approve any MHPA boundary line 
adjustments. 

California Department of Transportation:  The CPU area is bisected by two major 
freeway routes (i.e., State Route 905 [SR-905] and SR-125). Caltrans approval would be 
required for any encroachments into Caltrans right-of-way by future projects. 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District:  The County Board of Supervisors sits as the 
Board of the APCD, which is an agency that regulates sources of air pollution within the 
county.  This is accomplished through an integrated monitoring, engineering, and 
compliance operation, each of which is a separate division and each is designed to 
protect the public from the adverse impacts of polluted air.  The APCD would be 
responsible for issuing permits for construction and operation of future projects.  

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority:  The San Diego County Regional 
Airport Authority (SDRAA) operates the airports and plans for the region's air 
transportation needs. The Airport Authority also serves as San Diego County's Airport 
Land Use Commission, responsible for land use planning concerning public safety 
surrounding airports. The Airport Authority updated the Brown Field Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) in December 2010.  As a responsible agency, the Airport 
Authority will review future development proposals within the CPU area and make 
“consistency determinations” with the provisions and policies with the ALUCP for Brown 
Field.  Section 132.1550 of the City's Municipal Code provides further guidance 
regarding reviews within the purview of the SDRAA. 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board: The San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board regulates water quality through the Section 401 certification 
process and oversees the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit No. CA 0108758, which consists of wastewater discharge requirements. 
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1.3 Purpose and Use of Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) 

1.3.1 PEIR Purpose  
The purpose of this PEIR is to:  

• Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; 

• Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; 

• Prevent significant, unavoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when 
the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 

• Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved a 
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are 
involved.  

1.3.2 Intended Uses of the PEIR 

1.3.2.1 Inform and Disclose 

As Lead Agency, the City has determined that a PEIR shall be prepared for the CPU 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168).  This PEIR provides decision-
makers, public agencies, and the public with detailed information about the potential 
significant adverse environmental impacts of the CPU. By recognizing the environmental 
impacts of the CPU, decision-makers will have a better understanding of the physical 
and environmental changes that would accompany the approval of the CPU. The PEIR 
includes recommended mitigation measures which, when implemented, would lessen 
impacts and provide the Lead Agency with ways to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant effects of the CPU on the environment, whenever feasible. Alternatives to the 
CPU are presented to evaluate alternative development scenarios that can further 
reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the CPU. 

1.3.2.2 Environmental Review for Future Actions 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a PEIR may serve as the EIR for subsequent 
activities or implementing actions, including future development of public and private 
projects, to the extent it contemplates and adequately analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of those subsequent projects.   
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Subsequent implementing actions associated with the CPU may include, but are not 
limited to, amendments to the PFFP, rezoning, subdivision maps, specific plans, planned 
development permits, site development permits, development agreements, Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) boundary line adjustments, establishment of public facilities 
financing mechanisms, formation of community facilities districts, and infrastructure 
improvement plans. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), when subsequent 
activities within the CPU area are proposed, the Lead Agency will examine those 
activities to determine whether the effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR.  
If the Lead Agency determines that the activity is within the scope of the program 
examined in the PEIR, that no effects not already examined in the PEIR could occur, 
and that no new information shows that new mitigation measures or alternatives are 
required, the agency may approve the activity as being within the scope of the PEIR, 
and no additional environmental documentation would be required [14 CCR 15168(c)(1)-
(2)].  If the subsequent activities would have effects not analyzed in the PEIR, then 
further environmental review would be required pursuant to the CEQA Statues and 
Guidelines.  The determination of the appropriate type of environmental documentation 
would be made by the Lead Agency.  The PEIR may be used as a basis for future Initial 
Studies to evaluate potential impacts of future activities.  In addition, it may be used as a 
first-tier EIR for later environmental documents, thereby focusing later review of projects 
on specific environmental effects of those projects that were not fully evaluated in the 
PEIR.  It may also serve as a database for the environmental setting, cumulative 
impacts, project alternatives, and other sections of later, project-specific environmental 
documents.  In this way, the PEIR will streamline and focus future project-specific 
environmental documents on just those impacts that were not previously analyzed.   

Community Plan implementation would require subsequent approval of public or private 
development proposals (referred to as “future development” in this PEIR) to carry out the 
land use plan and demonstrate compliance with policies presented in the CPU. The 
process for accomplishing environmental review for individual future development 
projects would include submittal of additional information in accordance with the 
supplemental regulations of CPIOZ Type A to determine if biological, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources are present on a project site, or if a specific use exceeds the 
traffic generation threshold. If not, the project can proceed through the ministerial 
process. If a future action does not meet the CPIOZ Type A, then the project would be 
processed under CPIOZ Type B application, which requires preparation of an initial 
study in accordance with CEQA to screen for consistency with the development 
regulations and the CPU, and to determine whether the potential impacts of the 
development were anticipated in the PEIR analysis. Depending on the conclusions of the 
initial study, a determination would be made as to whether the project is consistent and 
can rely on the PEIR or if a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration; or 
Addendum, Supplemental or Focused EIR would be required for the project.  
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Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the certified PEIR would satisfy 
CEQA requirements for subsequent activities if the following conditions can be met: 
 
 Pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new mitigation 

measures would be required (Section 15168(c)(2)); and 
 All feasible mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the Program EIR will 

be incorporated (Section 15168(c)(3)). 
 
Section 15162(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines allows a previous EIR to be used in 
approving a subsequent activity addressed in the previous EIR, as long as none of the 
following conditions apply: 
 
 Substantial changes are proposed to the project which will require major 

revisions to the EIR due to the involvement of new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts 
(Section 15162(a)(1)); 

 Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions to the previous EIR due 
to the involvement of new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant impacts (Section 15162(a)(2)); or 

 New information of substantial importance is identified, which was not known and 
could not have been known at the time the original EIR was certified, and that 
information shows any of the following (Section 15162(a)(3)): 

• Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
original EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); 

• Significant effects previously identified will be substantially more severe 
than identified in the previous EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(B)); 

• Mitigation measures or alternatives determined to be infeasible in the 
previous EIR would now be feasible, and the applicant declines to 
implement them (Section 15162(a)(3)(C)); or 

• Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different from 
those identified in the previous EIR, would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects, and the applicant declines to implement them 
(Section 15162(a)(3)(D)). 

 
Preparation of project-level technical studies may be required when certain conditions 
apply to project-specific activities under the CPU, as described in this PEIR and 
Mitigation Framework within Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP).  Any required project-specific technical studies would be used to determine 
whether such activity is within the scope of the PEIR and whether the PEIR adequately 
describes the activity for CEQA purposes. 
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1.4 PEIR Review Process 

The PEIR review process occurs in two basic stages.  The first stage is the Draft PEIR, 
which offers the public the opportunity to comment on the document, while the second 
stage is the Final PEIR.   

1.4.1 Draft PEIR 
The Draft PEIR is distributed for review to the public and interested and affected 
agencies for a review period for the purpose of providing comments “on the sufficiency 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment 
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated” 
(Section 15204, CEQA Guidelines).  In accordance with Sections 15085 and 
15087 (a) (1) of the CEQA Guidelines, upon completion of the Draft PEIR a Notice of 
Completion is filed with the State Office of Planning and Research and Notice of 
Availability of the Draft PEIR is issued in a newspaper of general circulation in the area.   

1.4.2 Final PEIR 
Following the end of the public review period, the City will provide written responses to 
comments received on the Draft PEIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and will 
consider all comments in making its decision.  Detailed responses to the comments 
received during public review, a MMRP, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for impacts identified in the Draft PEIR as significant and unavoidable will 
be prepared and compiled as part of the PEIR finalization process.  The Final PEIR will 
be made available for public review at least 14 days prior to the first public hearing in 
order to provide the public and those that commented on the DEIR the opportunity to 
review the written responses to their comment letters. The culmination of this process is 
a public hearing where the City Council will determine whether to certify the Final PEIR, 
and adopt the MMRP, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Consideration as 
being complete and in accordance with CEQA.   

1.5 Scope, Content, and Organization 

1.5.1 PEIR Scope and Content 
The scope of analysis for this PEIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result 
of scoping meetings during a public outreach process that began in 2002, and 
responses to the third Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated October 1, 2010.  The NOP, 
associated responses, and comments made during the scoping meeting are included as 
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Appendix A of this PEIR. Through these scoping activities, the CPU was determined to 
have the potential to result in the following significant environmental impacts: 

• Land Use 
• Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 
• Air Quality/Odor 
• Biological Resources 
• Historical Resources 
• Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials  
• Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Geology/Soils 
• Energy Conservation 
• Noise 
• Paleontological Resources  
• Transportation/Circulation  
• Public Services  
• Utilities  
• Water Supply 
• Population and Housing 
• Agricultural/Natural Resources 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The intent of the analysis section of this PEIR is to determine whether implementation of 
the CPU would have a significant effect on the environment through analysis of the 
issues identified during the scoping process.  A significant effect on the environment is 
defined as a “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the 
physical conditions within the area affected by the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15382).   

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, all components of the CPU are considered 
in this PEIR when evaluating its potential impacts on the environment.  Impacts are 
identified as direct or indirect, short-term or long-term, and assessed on a plan-to-ground 
basis.  The plan-to-ground analysis addresses the changes or impacts that would result 
from implementation of the CPU compared to existing ground conditions.  

1.5.2 Type of EIR 
This Program EIR contains a programmatic level analysis of the CPU described in 
Section 3.0, Project Description. Pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a Program EIR is prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 
as one large project and related either: 
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• Geographically, 
• As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 
• In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria 

to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 
• As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 

regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can 
be mitigated in similar ways. 

In accordance with CEQA, this PEIR examines the environmental impacts of the CPU, 
which entails a series of actions.  The combined actions that would result from 
implementation of the plan can be characterized as one large project for the purpose of 
this study and will be used, to the extent feasible, to avoid duplicative review.  
Consequently, the PEIR focuses primarily on the physical changes in the environment 
that would result from implementation of the CPU, including all phases of planning, as 
well as anticipated general impacts that could result during future construction and 
operational activities.  

1.5.3 PEIR Organization 

1.5.3.1 Chapter Summary 

The chapter organization and content of this PEIR follow the direction in the City’s EIR 
Guidelines.  A brief overview of the various sections of this PEIR is provided below: 

• Executive Summary.  Provides a summary of the PEIR, a brief description of 
the CPU, identification of areas of controversy, and inclusion of a summary table 
identifying significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and impact rating 
after mitigation. A summary of the analyzed alternatives and comparison of the 
potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the CPU is also provided. 

• Section 1.0, Introduction.  Contains an overview of the legal authority, purpose, 
and intended uses of the PEIR, as well as its scope and content.  It also provides 
a discussion of the CEQA environmental review process, including public 
involvement. 

• Section 2.0, Environmental Setting.  Provides a description of the regional 
context, location, and existing physical characteristics and land use at the CPU.  
Available public infrastructure and services, as well as relationship to relevant 
plans, is also provided in this section. 

• Section 3.0, Project Description.  Provides a detailed discussion of the CPU, 
including background, objectives, key features, and environmental design 
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considerations.  The discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and a 
chronicle of project changes, are also included. 

• Section 4.0, History of Project Changes.  Describes the physical changes that 
have been made to the CPU in response to environmental concerns raised 
during review of the project. 

• Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis.  Provides a detailed evaluation of 
potential environmental impacts for several environmental and land use issues. 
Section 5.0 begins with the issue of land use, followed by the remaining issues. 
Each environmental issue area includes: a description of the existing conditions 
and regulations relevant to each environmental topic; presentation of threshold(s) 
of significance for the particular issue area under evaluation, based on the City’s 
2011 Significance Determination Thresholds; identification of an issue statement; 
an assessment of any impacts associated with implementation of the CPU; a 
summary of the significance of any project impacts; mitigation measures to avoid 
or reduce potentially significant adverse environmental impacts; and a conclusion 
of significance after mitigation for each significant issue area.   

• Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts.  Identifies the impact of the CPU in 
combination with other planned future development in the region. 

• Section 7.0, Growth Inducement.  Evaluates the potential influence the CPU 
may have on economic or population growth within the CPU area as well as the 
region, either directly or indirectly. 

• Section 8.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant.  Identifies all of the issues 
determined in the scoping and preliminary environmental review process to be 
not significant, and briefly summarizes the basis for these determinations. 

• Section 9.0, Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects/Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes.  Discusses any significant unavoidable 
impacts of the CPU, which would remain significant and unavoidable even after 
project mitigation.  This section also describes the potentially significant 
irreversible changes that may be expected with development of the CPU and 
addresses the use of nonrenewable resources during its construction and 
operational life.  

• Section 10.0, Alternatives.  Section 10.0 includes a discussion of alternatives 
which could avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the CPU.  Alternatives addressed in the EIR 
include a No Project Alternative, a Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and a 
Reduced Density Alternative.  Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the adopted 
1981 community plan (as amended to reflect implementation of Precise Plans 
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and the MSCP) represents the No Project Alternative.  These alternatives 
provide the range of alternatives, which will enable the decision makers to select 
any one of the alternatives or a hybrid of them.   

• Section 11.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  Documents all 
the mitigation measures identified in the PEIR and required as part of the CPU. 

• Section 12.0, References Cited.  Lists all of the reference materials cited in the 
PEIR. 

• Section 13.0, Individuals and Agencies Consulted.  Identifies all of the 
individuals and agencies contacted during preparation of the PEIR. 

• Section 14.0, Certification Page.  Identifies all of the agencies, organizations, 
and individuals responsible for the preparation of the PEIR. 

1.5.3.2 Technical Appendices 

Technical reports, used as a basis for much of the environmental analysis in the PEIR, 
have been summarized in the PEIR, and are included as appendices to this PEIR.  The 
technical reports and their location in the PEIR are listed in the table of contents. 

1.5.3.3 Incorporation by Reference 

An extensive base of environmental review is relevant to the PEIR for the CPU.  These 
documents are listed below.  They are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety 
and are available for review at the City of San Diego’s Development Services 
Department, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101. 

• City of San Diego General Plan (2008) and Strategic Framework Element (2002)  

• Final Program EIR for the City of San Diego General Plan (2008)  
(SCH #2006091032) 

• Strategic Framework Plan Final EIR (SCH #2001061069)  

• Housing Element (FY 2013-2020) 

• Otay Mesa Community Plan and Final PEIR (April 1981) 

• MSCP Subarea Plan (1997) 

• State Route 905 Final EIS/EIR (SCH # 95031031)  

• Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer Final EIR (SCH #2004071167) 

• Otay Valley Regional Park Trails Project MND (SCH #2006041064) 
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• Program EIR for the Otay Water District Water Resources Master Plan Update 
(SCH #2008101127) 

• Precise Plans (California Terraces, Dennery Ranch, Hidden Trails, Riviera Del 
Sol, Remington Hills, Robin Ridge, Santee Investments, Otay International 
Center) 
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2.0 Environmental Setting 

2.1 Regional Context 

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,30200 acres located in the southeastern 
portion of the City of San Diego just north of the United States International Border with 
Mexico (Figure 2-1). Multiple jurisdictions govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including 
but not limited to City of San Diego, City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City 
of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico. Additionally, federal and state facilities exist within 
and adjacent to the CPU area (Figure 2-2). As described below, the topography, land 
use, transportation, and infrastructure are entwined among these jurisdictions.  

2.2 Project Location 

The CPU area is bounded by the Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the 
north; an unincorporated area of San Diego County to the east; the U.S. International 
Border and the City of Tijuana on the south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west. The 
communities of San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and the Tijuana River Valley in the City 
of San Diego are located west of the CPU area (see Figure 2-2). In addition, the Nakano 
property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay Mesa, south of the 
Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU. This property is within 
the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but and is only shown on figures throughout 
within this chapter of the PEIR for context and is delineated with dashed lines.    

2.3 Existing Physical Characteristics 

The environmental setting of the CPU area is briefly described below.  Section 5.0 of this 
PEIR provides additional, more specific information relating to Otay Mesa’s current 
environmental and regulatory setting pertaining to agriculture, mineral resources, air 
quality, biological resources, historical resources, land use, transportation, visual and 
neighborhood character, geology/soils, hazards, hydrology, noise, paleontological 
resources, population and housing, public services and facilities, utilities, water supply, 
and water quality.  
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2.3.1 Geography/Topography 
Otay Mesa is characterized as a flat mesa or “tableland” broken by irregular bluffs and 
canyons, along with smaller finger canyons that drain north into the Otay River Valley 
and south to the Tijuana River. The Otay River flows from the San Miguel Mountains to 
the west through Upper and Lower Otay reservoirs and empties into the San Diego Bay. 
The Otay River floodplain is located just north of the CPU area (Figure 2-3). The 
moderate slopes of the Otay River Valley become steep bluffs near the mesa inside the 
CPU area. Several major canyons, such as O'Neal, Johnson, and Dennery, drain into 
the Otay River. Moody Canyon and Spring Canyon serve as the major drainage system 
into the Tijuana River to the southwest. The Tijuana River flows mainly through Mexico, 
crosses the border into the City of San Diego, and empties into the Pacific Ocean in an 
estuary in the City of Imperial Beach. The Tijuana River Watershed Urban Runoff 
Management Program (County of San Diego 2008) and San Diego Bay Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management Program (San Diego Unified Port District 2008) addressed 
threats to water quality and beneficial uses. (See Section 5.7 for further discussion of 
hydrology and water quality and an exhibit of the watersheds.)  

As described above, Otay Mesa is characterized by flat terrain cut by canyons that drain 
either north to the Otay River or south to the Tijuana River. The CPU area gradually 
increases in elevation from approximately 330 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the 
west side to more than 600 feet AMSL at the east side. Steeply sloping canyons rim the 
mesa on the north (O’Neal, Johnson, and Dennery) and west (Moody, Spring). In 
addition, several finger canyons are offshoots to these major canyons and further dissect 
this area. The eastern portion of the CPU area is characterized by low gently rolling hills 
that increase in elevation (Figure 2-4).  

2.3.2 Land Use  

2.3.2.1 On-site Land Use  

Existing land uses in the CPU area include residential communities in the northwest 
portion of the CPU area and a few dispersed residences throughout the CPU area. 
Brown Field, a general aviation airport operated by the City of San Diego, is situated in 
the central portion of the CPU area north of Otay Mesa Road and SR-905. 
Industrial/commercial uses and automobile salvage yards are concentrated in an area 
west of Brown Field. The International Border with Mexico and Otay Mesa Point of Entry 
(POE) are located in the southeast portion of the CPU area. Other institutional uses 
include the San Ysidro High School and elementary and middle schools in the 
northwestern portion of the CPU area. Southwestern College operates a new Higher 
Education Center in the southeast portion of the CPU area.  
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FIGURE 2-4

Otay Mesa Community Plan Area Location on USGS Map

Map Source: USGS 7.5 minute topographic map series, OTAY MESA  & IMPERIAL BEACH quadrangles
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Historically, Otay Mesa was used for agriculture and livestock grazing purposes. 
However, developments such as the maquiladora program in the 1960s and opening of 
the POE in 1985 have contributed toward the changing land use in Otay Mesa over the 
past few decades. The maquiladora program allows manufacturing plants in Mexico to 
import raw material and parts from the U.S. and then export products, relying on lower-
cost Mexican labor for assembly and manufacturing of goods (subsequently further 
influenced by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) ratification and 
implementation). Businesses in the United States serve as a base of operations for 
maquiladora industries. This has contributed to the economic development of the San 
Diego-Tijuana region.  

A significant number of the industrial establishments provide critical support to more than 
700 production-sharing companies in Tijuana, including electronic, automotive, furniture, 
and medical supplies. In addition, some non-Mexico-related manufacturers and 
distributors have begun relocating to Otay Mesa from other parts of southern California 
because of the comparatively lower land costs and industrial lease rates. Recent 
examples include Factory-2-U, Crower Cams & Equipment, Coast Citrus, Trepco West, 
Golden Oak Furniture, and NASSCO.  

The opening of the Otay Mesa POE in 1985 further enhanced trade in Otay Mesa when 
northbound commercial traffic was directed to the Otay Mesa POE. After the Mexican 
government decided in 1994 to move all southbound commercial cargo to the Otay 
Mesa POE, the Otay Mesa POE became the largest commercial land crossing between 
California and Mexico and handles the third largest volume of trucks with more than 
1.4 million truck crossings per year along the United States–Mexico border.  The Otay 
Mesa POE is the twenty-fifth busiest port in the United States. This movement of goods 
and truck traffic has an important influence on the development of industry and 
transportation patterns in the area. 

To help meet future growth in the area, a new Otay Mesa East POE and SR-11 freeway 
link are planned to be located in the unincorporated area of the county about 2 miles to 
the east of the Otay Mesa POE. With an anticipated opening in 2015, this new POE will 
provide an alternate entry for commercial traffic that currently is limited to the Otay Mesa 
POE.   

There are two airports of regional importance in the Otay Mesa area: Brown Field in the 
City and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana. Brown Field is a 
general aviation airport and serves as a POE for private aircraft entering the U.S., as 
well as a base for Customs and Border Protection aerial patrols of the border. Brown 
Field is owned and operated by the City of San Diego and is located in the CPU area. 
General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport, operated by a private Mexico-based 
company, is a passenger and cargo airport located just south of the International Border 
in Mexico.  
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Although Otay Mesa has primarily been associated with the POE and industrial 
businesses (as described above) that comprise much of the central and eastern portion 
of the community, Otay Mesa has also seen a significant growth in its residential 
population within the last decade. From 2000 to 2010, the total residential population of 
Otay Mesa increased from 1,740 to 13,446 and now comprises approximately one 
percent of the City’s population of 1.3 million residents. This significant population 
increase has been the result primarily of single-family residential development in the 
western portion of the community. The developments in the western portion of the CPU 
area have been implemented via seven precise plans and one Planned Residential 
Development Permit (approved since 1981), as illustrated on Figure 2-5, and described 
below: 

• California Terraces Precise Plan comprises approximately 665 acres within the 
northwest portion of Otay Mesa. At buildout, California Terraces will contain 
4,002 residential dwelling units and approximately 20 acres of commercial 
development.  

• Dennery Ranch is the northern-most precise plan within Otay Mesa. The 
approximately 268-acre site is located east of I-805 and north of Palm Avenue. 
The plan allows for the development of 509 single-family and 820 multi-family 
residential dwelling units.  

• The Hidden Trails Precise Plan area is comprised of approximately 208 acres 
that is bounded by the Dennery Ranch Precise Plan area to the north, the 
Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area to the east, and the California Terraces 
Precise Plan area to the south and west. The plan allows for the development of 
205 single-family and 224 multi-family dwelling units. 

• The Riviera Del Sol Precise Plan is located to the west of California Terraces 
and south of the Palm Plaza Walmart, totaling 103.6 acres of development. 
There are 123 single-family and 630 multi-family residential dwelling units in 
Riviera Del Sol developed across 79 acres. The Precise Plan also designates 
3 acres for industrial use, which is occupied by a self-storage facility along the 
plan’s western edge. The remaining acreage is dedicated for parks and open 
space. 

• Remington Hills is located south of Riviera Del Sol and south of SR-905. 
Through a Planned Residential Development Permit, the approximately 100-acre 
area is developed with 252 single-family residential dwelling units.  
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Adopted Precise Plan Areas
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• The Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area comprises 278 acres located directly 
north of the Otay Corporate Center. The plan includes 486 single-family and 
433 multi-family residential dwelling units, as well as a 6-acre park site, 
approximately 3 acres of commercial land, and approximately 5 acres of 
industrial lands.  

• The Santee Investments Precise Plan area is located south of the SR-905 and 
encompasses approximately 130 acres. The residential and commercial 
components of the plan have not been developed, while the approximately 47-
acre site for the senior high school is developed and operating as San Ysidro 
High School.  

• The Otay International Center Precise Plan located in the POE area surrounds 
the Otay Mesa International Border crossing station. The Otay International 
Center consists of industrial and commercial development on approximately 470 
acres situated adjacent to the Mexico border in the south-central portion of the 
CPU.  

While development has been occurring in the CPU area, many parcels still remain 
vacant. The pace and sequence of development envisioned by the adopted community 
plan has not been realized, as industrial uses have been slower to develop with many 
interim uses occurring. Residential development in the western portion of the CPU area 
has increased more rapidly in recent years. Overall, land use in the CPU area consists 
of a mixture of business, industrial, warehousing, manufacturing, residential, open 
space, agriculture, and public facilities. Existing land uses are described in Section 5.1, 
Land Use, illustrated on Figure 5.1-1 and enumerated in Table 5.1-1. Prior to adoption of 
the MSCP, projections in the adopted community plan estimated 18,200 housing units 
and 40,000 industrial-related jobs (City of San Diego 1981). The MSCP reduced the 
estimated units to approximately 12,400.  According to current estimates (2012), the 
CPU area contained a resident population of 15,323 with 2,745 single dwelling units and 
1,468 multiple dwelling units (San Diego Association of Governments [SANDAG] 
2012b).  

Most of the undeveloped areas within the CPU area designated for development are 
currently zoned for agricultural uses (A-1-10) with the exception of Brown Field, which is 
unzoned. Small areas are zoned for residential use (R-1-5) and various commercially 
zoned areas are located in the western portion of the CPU area. 

2.3.2.2 Surrounding Land Use 

The communities of Otay Mesa-Nestor and San Ysidro are adjacent to the CPU area’s 
western border.  Much of the development in proximity to the CPU is single-family 
residential. 
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Much of the CPU area’s northern border is located in the Otay Valley Regional Park 
(OVRP).  The OVRP extends about 13 miles inland from the southeastern edge of the 
salt ponds at the mouth of the Otay River, through the Otay River Valley, to the land 
surrounding both Lower and Upper Otay lakes.  The City of Chula Vista lies beyond the 
OVRP to the north of the CPU.  

Land to the east of the CPU area is within the unincorporated area of San Diego County 
and is mostly undeveloped.  Located on 780 acres of unincorporated land northeast of 
the CPU area, in the County of San Diego, is the Richard J. Donovan Correctional 
Facility, a state-operated medium-high security facility.  Also located in the vicinity is a 
County-operated detention facility.    

To the south of the CPU area is the International Border and the City of Tijuana, Baja 
California, Mexico.   

2.3.3 Transportation 

2.3.3.1 Freeways and Regional Access 

Three highways provide regional access to the CPU area, along with a fourth highway, 
currently being planned. Currently, I-805 on the western border of the CPU area 
provides access in a north/south direction to Otay Mesa. The South Bay Expressway is 
an extension of SR-125 from SR-54 in Spring Valley to SR-905 in Otay Mesa. The South 
Bay Expressway operates as a toll road under SANDAG. SR-905 connects the Otay 
Mesa POE with regional freeways I-5 and I-805.  In concert with the future Otay Mesa 
East POE, Caltrans is planning for SR-11, a four-lane freeway which would connect the 
future Otay Mesa East POE with SR-905 and SR-125. In Mexico, this corridor would 
connect the new POE to the Tijuana-Tecate and Tijuana-Ensenada free and toll roads. 
The new POE and 3-mile four-lane segment of SR-11, which connects the U.S./Mexico 
border to SR-905, is scheduled to be completed in 2015.  

2.3.3.2 Roadways  

The CPU area’s basic grid system consists of several major corridors that provide 
transit, connect activity centers, and service the Otay Mesa POE.  The major north-south 
corridors include Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road, which are designated truck 
routes that service the international industries and the POE on a daily basis.  The east-
west major corridors include Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road.  
Airway Road is considered the spine of the community, currently providing two 
discontinuous east-west segments for Otay Mesa that incorporate transit and bike routes 
to service the residential and workforce population of Otay Mesa.  Otay Mesa Road is a 
busy six-lane street that parallels SR-905.  Beyond the major corridor system, the 
existing network follows a development pattern that incorporated pocketed 
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neighborhoods throughout the canyon systems in the northwestern portion of the CPU 
area. 

2.3.3.3 Alternative Transportation 

Otay Mesa is currently served by Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) local bus service 
routes 933/934 in the northwestern CPU area and 905/905A along Otay Mesa Road, 
Britannia Boulevard, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road. MTS also provides trolley 
service along I-5 to the west of the CPU area. 

In addition to MTS service, bikeways and pedestrian sidewalks exist within CPU area.  
There are existing bikeways along Old Otay Mesa Road, portions of SR-905, Dennery 
Road, Ocean View Hills Parkway, Del Sol Boulevard, portions of Siempre Viva Road, 
Heinrick Hertz, Paseo de las Americas, a portion of Enrico Fermi Drive, and Roll Drive 
within the CPU area.  Sidewalks exist within the residential developments in the western 
CPU area, and are located along some commercial and industrial property frontages. 
Informal trails exist throughout the CPU area; however, these trails are not designated 
and often are on private property.   

2.3.4 Historical Resources 
Habitation sites, temporary camps, lithic scatters, quarry, shell middens, and non-sites 
are resource types defined for the CPU.  Three of these site types dominate the CPU 
area: habitation sites, artifact scatters/temporary camps, and lithic scatters.  There are a 
total of 262 historic and prehistoric sites/structures recorded within the CPU area 
boundaries.  Seven of the 262 recorded structures/sites within the CPU have been 
designated as Historical Landmarks by the City of San Diego Historical Resources 
Board (HRB). In addition, there are 56 isolates filed at the South Coast Information 
Center (SCIC).  These isolates consist of one or two prehistoric artifacts.  There is no 
evidence of a sacred site or burial within the CPU area and there are no known human 
remains in the CPU area. 

2.3.5 Biological Resources 
Undeveloped portions of the CPU area are part of a diverse biological area containing 
habitats of limited distribution, supporting endangered and threatened plant and animal 
species. There are 13 vegetation communities and land cover types present in the CPU 
area: riparian scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pool, basin with fairy shrimp, coastal sage 
scrub, native grassland, maritime succulent scrub, non-native grassland, southern mixed 
chaparral, developed/ornamental, disturbed, agriculture, and eucalyptus woodland.  
Vernal pools, which are highly specialized habitat that support sensitive species, are 
found in portions of the CPU area. The canyon areas contain maritime succulent scrub 
and coastal sage scrub vegetation communities which are also of limited distribution in 
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the region. These canyons serve as wildlife corridors that form a network extending to 
the Otay River Valley, a biological resource of regional importance. For the most part, 
the canyons are part of the City’s MHPA. Sensitive resources in the CPU area are 
described in Section 5.4.  

2.3.6 Geology and Paleontology 
Based on review of published geologic documents and geotechnical reports, and soil 
and geologic features observed during the field reconnaissance, the CPU area is 
underlain by three surficial soil deposits and three geologic formations. The geologic 
formations include Pleistocene Very Old Paralic Deposits (formerly the Lindavista 
Formation), Upper Pliocene San Diego Formation, and Pliocene Otay Formation.  The 
surficial soils include artificial fill (unmapped), topsoil/colluvium (unmapped), and 
alluvium. 

Large complex landslide deposits have been mapped along the southwest, west, and 
northwest edges of Otay Mesa, and on both sides of the International Border with 
Mexico. Suspected landslides, inferred from topography, along canyon sidewalls were 
also mapped during field reconnaissance.  The Very Old Paralic Deposits geologic 
formation has moderate paleontological resource sensitivity.  Both the San Diego and 
Otay formations have high paleontological resource sensitivity.  Other soils found in the 
CPU area (undocumented fills, topsoil, slopewash, and alluvium) are considered to have 
a low potential for paleontological resources.  

2.3.7 Drainage  
Most of the CPU area drains to the south across the border with Mexico and eventually 
into the Tijuana River. A small portion flows north into the Otay River, and the far 
western part of the CPU area flows to the west through San Ysidro and then into the 
Tijuana River.  The three drainage areas found in the Otay Mesa Study Area are Otay 
Valley, San Ysidro, and Water Tanks. Otay Valley covers north of Otay Mesa around the 
Otay River, San Ysidro covers west of Otay Mesa, and Water Tanks covers south of 
Otay Mesa. Otay Valley and Water Tanks are subdivided into east and west areas, 
respectively. The CPU area is subdivided into five drainage areas, which includes all of 
the CPU area except for the far northwest portion, which is fully developed. The 
drainage area boundaries are not well defined because much of the CPU area is very 
flat.  There are very few defined natural drainage paths, with much of the runoff sheet 
flowing across the CPU area.  The five drainage areas which comprise the CPU area, 
and their approximate acreages, are listed below: 

• Otay Valley East (827.5) 
• Otay Valley West (1,378.4) 
• San Ysidro (1,226.1) 



  2.0 Environmental Setting 

Page 2-17 

• Water Tanks East (3,380.2) 
• Water Tanks West (2,488) 
• West Perimeter Drainage Area (258 acres) 
• West Drainage Area (2,190 acres) 
• North Perimeter Drainage Area (590 acres) 
• East Drainage Area (3,864 acres) 
• Border Crossing Drainage area (223 acres) 

The existing drainage system throughout the CPU area comprises a combination of 
storm drains, improved channels, and detention basins, which in many areas discharge 
to natural drainages.   

2.3.8 Water Quality 
According to the 2010 State Impaired Water Bodies 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 
Segments, several impaired water bodies exist with the CPU area.  The Tijuana River 
Basin 911.1 is listed as an impaired water body for eutrophic, indicator bacteria, low 
dissolved oxygen, pesticides, phosphorus, sedimentation/siltation, selenium, surfactants, 
solids, synthetic organics, total nitrogen, toxicity, trace elements, and trash. The Otay 
River Basin 910.2 is listed as an impaired water body for chloride, sulfates, total 
dissolved solids, selenium, and toxicity.  

2.3.9 Air Quality/Climate 
The CPU area is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) about 6 miles east of the 
Pacific Ocean. The CPU area, like the rest of San Diego County’s coastal areas, has a 
Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The 
dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone, 
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow 
pollutants away from the coast toward the inland areas. Consequently, air quality near 
the coast is generally better than that which occurs at the base of the coastal mountain 
range.   

The CPU area is currently a source of anthropogenic greenhouse gases, with emissions 
generated by vehicular traffic and by the energy use, water use and solid waste disposal 
practices of the existing buildings.  
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2.4 Infrastructure and Public Services 

2.4.1 Water and Sewer Infrastructure 
The primary wholesale water supplier to the southern California metropolitan area is the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California.  Within San Diego County, the 
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is the regional wholesaler to the various 
retail water agencies, including the City of San Diego and Otay Water Districts. The City 
of San Diego Public Utilities Department (PUD) provides water to the western portion of 
the CPU area. The eastern section of the CPU area is served by the Otay Water District 
(OWD), which also supplies water in the unincorporated areas of the County and in the 
City of Chula Vista. (See Sections 5.14 and 5.15, Utilities and Water Supply, 
respectively, for additional information and exhibit of service areas.) 

The OWD Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) outlines a comprehensive program for 
the orderly and phased development of potable and recycled water supply, storage, 
transmission, and distribution through ultimate buildout of the land within the OWD, 
according to local land use approvals and planning. The improvement identified in the 
WRMP consist mostly of pipelines, reservoirs, and pump stations that are needed based 
on population projections, OWD criteria for the adequacy of facilities, and specific 
development plans in the OWD’s service area. The OWD water model was updated in 
November 2010 as part of the 2010 WRMP Update to include increased potable water 
demands from the CPU. The WRMP Update determined that the increased potable 
water demands associated with the CPU would not warrant transmission main upgrades 
above those previously identified for the forecasted growth in the area. 

The City PUD is responsible for wastewater service within the CPU area. Wastewater 
service to the CPU area is currently provided through the Otay Mesa sewer collection 
system via the Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer, the Otay Valley Trunk Sewer (OVTS) system, 
and Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro). The Metro facilities include the San Ysidro 
Interceptor, the South Metro Interceptor, and the City’s wastewater treatment facilities.  
The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer has been planned for expansion to accommodate growth 
in the CPU area.  

The wastewater from the eastern portion of the Otay Mesa Drainage Basin is currently 
collected via sewer pipelines ranging from 6 to 33 inches and conveyed to a 30-inch 
main in Siempre Viva Road.  The 7.3-mile-long OVTS conveys flows from Heritage 
Road, along Otay Valley Road, to I-805, along local roads to the South Metro Receptor.  
The OVTS bottleneck in Heritage Road has a capacity of 4.3 million gallons per day 
(mgd) and is nearing capacity.   

The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer (OMTS) has been partially constructed to relieve the OVTS 
capacity.  Currently the OMTS includes the 27- and 30-inch gravity sewer in Siempre 
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Viva Road that is pumped to the OVTS on an interim basis via Pump Station 23T.  In 
addition, a 42-inch gravity sewer in Old Otay Mesa Road connects to a 10-inch main in 
Old Otay Mesa Road on an interim basis.  SR-905 includes pipeline sleeves at Cactus 
Road to allow for future upgrades of this system.   

2.4.2 Public Services 
Existing public facilities, including parks, recreation centers, libraries, schools, fire, and 
police, serve the project area. The following provides a brief discussion of the existing 
and planned services and facilities that serve the community. The locations and capacity 
of these facilities are discussed in more detail in Section 5.13, Public Services and 
Facilities. 

2.4.2.1 Fire Protection Services 

Fire protection services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Fire-
Rescue Department (SDFD). SDFD Fire Station Number (No.) 43, located on the 
eastern end of Brown Field at 1590 La Media Road, serves the eastern portion of the 
plan area. As of 2011, the western portion of the community, north of I-905, is served by 
Fire Station No. 6, located in the adjacent Otay Mesa-Nestor community planning area. 
The remaining portion of the CPU area, south of I-905, is served by Fire Station No. 29, 
located in the San Ysidro community planning area. In addition, the CPU identifies the 
planned construction of Fire Station No. 49, which would provide emergency response 
coverage to the west end of the CPU area. Each fire station is equipped with at least one 
engine and four firefighters per day, per shift. In addition, Emergency Medical Services 
of the SDFD has ambulances, paramedics, and emergency medical technicians who 
respond to emergency calls.  

A fire services deployment planning study was prepared for the City to further refine the 
findings of the Regional Fire Service Deployment Study conducted for the County of San 
Diego, analyze whether the SDFD performance measures are appropriate and 
achievable given the risks, topography and special hazards to be protected in the City, 
and review existing SDFD deployment staffing models for efficiency and effectiveness 
and determine how and where alternative deployment and staffing models could be 
beneficial to address current and projected needs (Citygate Associates LLC 2011). 

2.4.2.2 Police Protection Services 

Police services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Police 
Department (SDPD). The CPU area is within Beat 713 of the Southern Division. The 
Southern Division is located at 1120 27th Street and serves the neighborhoods of Otay 
Mesa, Otay Mesa West, Tijuana River Valley, San Ysidro, Border, Egger Highlands, 
Nestor, Palm City, and Ocean Crest. There are 84 sworn personnel at the Southern 
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Division and 1 civilian employee. The current patrol strength is 79 uniformed officers. 
The SDPD does not staff individual stations based on population ratios. The current 
citywide staffing goal and budgeted staffing ratio for police officers to population is 
1.48 officers per 1,000 residents. 

2.4.2.3 Schools 

Three school districts serve the CPU area: the Sweetwater Union High School District, 
the San Ysidro School District, and the Chula Vista Elementary School District. As of 
2013, there are four schools operating within the CPU area: Ocean View Hills School (K-
8), Vista Del Mar Elementary School (opened in 2012, K-5), San Ysidro High School 
(grades 9-12), and Southwestern Community College Higher Education Center.  San 
Ysidro Middle School (grades 6-8) and Beyer Elementary School (K-5) are located 
outside of the CPU area to the west, but those living in the CPU area may attend these 
schools. 

2.4.2.4 Library Services 

The City operates a central library located in downtown San Diego and 34 branch 
libraries in neighborhoods throughout the City. There are currently no branch libraries 
within the CPU area. Primary library service is provided by the Otay Mesa-Nestor 
Branch Library located at 3003 Coronado Avenue, west of I-805. This library is 15,000 
square feet.  Library service is also provided by the San Ysidro Branch Library, located 
at 101 W. San Ysidro Boulevard.  

2.4.2.5 Parks and Recreation 

The City’s Park and Recreation Department maintains more than 40,000 acres of 
developed and undeveloped open space and parkland categorized as population-based 
parks, resource-based parks, and open space. As of 2012, there are 2,678 acres 
combined of parkland and open space (98 and 2,580 acres, respectively) within the CPU 
area.  This acreage is comprised of neighborhood, community, and resource-based 
parks, as well as open space lands which provide recreation opportunities, as discussed 
below. 

Currently, there are two existing neighborhood parks within the CPU area: Vista Pacifica 
and Ocean View Hills. Vista Pacifica is a 6.9-acre park located in the Robinhood Ridge 
Precise Plan area of the CPU. Ocean View Hills is a 5.1-acre park located on Ocean 
View Hills Parkway. As discussed in Section 5.13, the adopted PFFP identifies three 
neighborhood parks within the northwestern portion of the CPU area that are planned for 
construction: Dennery Ranch, Riviera del Sol, and Hidden Trails (City of San Diego 
2006a).    
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There is one recently developed community park in the CPU area. The approximately 
15-acre Pacific Breezes Community Park is located adjacent to the 5-acre joint use area 
within the Ocean View Hills School, north of SR-905, and consists of a 17,000-square-
foot recreational building, skate park, comfort station, and swimming complex. In 
addition, there is one community park planned for future construction in the CPU area. 
Beyer Community Park is scheduled for completion in 2018 and will provide 7.5 usable 
acres of recreation. Although the Beyer Community Park would be located in the 
adjacent San Ysidro community, it would serve both the communities of Otay Mesa and 
San Ysidro.  

The Ocean View Hills School (K-8) site contains a 5-acre joint use recreation facility 
which includes turfed, multipurpose sports fields.  This facility is available for community 
use pursuant to a 25-year Joint Use Agreement, which expires in 2030, with the San 
Ysidro School District.  

OVRP is an important resource-based park located in the northwest portion of the CPU 
area. Approximately 206 acres of OVRP are within the CPU area. OVRP provides 
recreational opportunities ranging from playing fields and picnic areas to hiking, biking, 
and horse trails. At the same time, the park protects open space, wildlife, historic, 
agricultural, and archaeological resources. There are plans for multi-use areas and an 
extensive trail system within the park’s boundaries. 
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