
 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 125 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W-1 The City does rely on a toolbox of options for addressing 

archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties.  
Improvements are made to these options as new information is 
gleaned or new technologies are developed.  The proposed General 
Plan addresses surveys, nominations, districts, curation, mitigation, 
and other issues in the Historic Preservation Element policies. 
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W-2 Ministerial projects are not subject to CEQA.  The Historical 

Resources Guidelines of the Land Development Code requires the 
City to determine the need for a site specific survey for both 
discretionary and ministerial projects, based on the Historical 
Resource Sensitivity Maps.  Maintenance activities can be either 
ministerial or discretionary depending on the scope of the 
maintenance and location of the project. 

 
W-3 Comment noted.  The City of San Diego Land Development Code 

Section 143.0252 requires all feasible measures to protect and 
preserve any traditional cultural property be included as a 
condition of development, except as may be approved through the 
deviation process (Section 143.0260). 

 
W-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  A 

table of existing policies of the Progress Guide and General Plan 
with a reference to the proposed General Plan has been provided to 
the commenter separately and is available on request. 

 
W-5 The proposed General Plan discussion of state laws is not intended 

to be all inclusive.  Additional general language addressing the 
comment has been added to the discussion. 

 
 
 
W-6 Comment noted.  It does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. 
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W-7 Additional general language addressing the comment has been 

added to the proposed General Plan discussion. 
 
W-8 Additional language addressing the comment has been added to the 

proposed General Plan Policy HP-A.2.b. 
 
W-9 Comment noted.  The recommended changes to the proposed 

General Plan have been made. 
 
W-10 As stated on Page 3.6-9 of the General Plan EIR, Section 3.6.4 

provides a Mitigation Framework  (Section 3.6.4) which includes 
goals, policies and recommendations combined with other federal 
and state laws to ensure project level historical resources 
mitigation for future discretionary projects.  This section includes 
examples of project level mitigation in accordance with CEQA and 
the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines.  Project level 
mitigation would be developed based on the results of technical 
studies prepared by qualified historical resources consultants in 
accordance with the City’s Guidelines. 

 
W-11 The term “myths” has been revised to read “Creation Story” in the 

first paragraph of the Prehistoric Period discussion on Page 3.6-1 
of the EIR as recommended. 

 
W-12 The Threshold statement comes directly from the City’s Initial 

Study Checklist.  The term “indirect” has been added to the 
referenced bullet under Section 3.6.2, Thresholds of Significance 
on Page 3.6-7 of the EIR. 

 
W-13 Please see response to comment V-5.  Additional language has 

been added to the Mitigation Framework Section (specifically 
within Steps 1and 2) encouraging the use of non-invasive field 
methods during the initial archeological investigation phase. 
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W-14 The City agrees that in some cases the potential still exists for 

archaeological resources to be encountered in previously excavated 
or graded areas.  As such, language has been added to the second 
paragraph on Page 3.6-8 addressing the need for further review of 
projects located within recorded archaeological sites or identified 
as traditional cultural properties in areas that have been previously 
excavated and/or graded. 

 
W-15 The Mitigation Framework within the Historical Resources Section 

of the DEIR includes a series of steps to be followed by 
environmental staff to determine the likelihood for a proposed 
project site to contain historical resources.  These steps provide the 
necessary tools (including archaeological sensitivity maps, survey 
and testing results reports, etc.) for City staff to identify potential 
issues related to archaeology and the built environment early in the 
CEQA process.  Confidential archaeological site data is also 
available from qualified City staff which is used to assist the 
environmental analysts in determining the need for additional 
investigative work on the project site.  Tribal concerns referenced 
in the comment letter are being addressed by the Mayor’s Office. 

 
W-16 Please see response to comments W-13 and V-5. 
 
W-17 The Initial Evaluation has been revised to include the 

recommended sources for background information when 
conducting initial archeological evaluations, and the requirement 
that individuals conducting any phase of the archaeological 
program must meet the qualifications in accordance with the City’s 
Historical Resources Guidelines. 

 
W-18 The requirement for Native American participation in all phases of 

the archaeological program is supported by the City and has been 
included in the General Plan and EIR.  The Historical Resources 
Guidelines will also be revised to reflect this commitment by the 
City. 

 
W-19 Step 2 – Testing has been revised to include a statement indicating 

that the testing program may require reevaluation of the proposed 
project in consultation with the Native American representative 
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which could result in a combination of project redesign to avoid 
and/or preserve significant resources as well as mitigation in the 
form of data recovery and monitoring (as recommended by the 
qualified archaeologist and Native American representative). 

 
W-20 The Data Recovery discussion on Page 3.6-16 has been revised to 

incorporate the recommended language regarding Native American 
participation in all phases of the archaeological program.  The 
Historical Resources Guidelines will also be revised to reflect this 
commitment by the City. 

 
W-21 The Data Recovery discussion on Page 3.6-17 has been revised.  

The word “reburied” will be replaced with “repatriation” as 
recommended and the words “upon consultation” and “in 
accordance with state regulations” will be stricken from the 
sentence.  The Historical Resources Guidelines and Mitigation, 
Monitoring and Reporting Program will also be revised, where 
applicable to ensure consistency. 

 
W-22 Staff has reviewed the 2006 revisions to Section 5097.98 of the 

Public Resources Code (PRC) and concurs with the recommended 
revisions regarding notification, access and recommendations by 
the MLD within the 48 hour time period.  As such, the EIR, 
Historical Resources Guidelines and Mitigation, Monitoring and 
Reporting Program will be revised, where applicable to ensure 
consistency.  According to Section 5097.98(e) of the PRC, the 
requirement for recording the burial site with the Native American 
Heritage Commission is necessary only when the following 
situation occurs:   

 
Whenever the commission is unable to identify a descendant, 
or the descendants identified fail to make a recommendation, 
or the landowner or his or her authorized representative 
rejects the recommendation of the descendents and the 
mediation provided for in subdivision (k) of section 5097.94. if 
invoked, fails to provide measures acceptable to the 
landowner, the landowner or his or her authorized 
representative shall inter the human remains and items 
associated with Native American human remains with 
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appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further and future subsurface disturbance. To protect these 
sites, that landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the commission or the 
appropriate Information Center. 

(2) Utilize an open-space or conservation zoning 
designation or easement. 

(3) Record a document with the county in which the 
property is located. 

 
W-23 Staff has reviewed the 2006 revisions to Section 5097.98 of the 

Public Resources Code and concurs with the recommended 
revisions.  As such, the EIR, Historical Resources Guidelines and 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program will be revised, 
where applicable to ensure consistency with state law. 

 
W-24 Language has been added to the MMRP under the Post 

Construction section “Handling of Artifacts” indicating that the 
cost of curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

 
W-25 As stated on Page 3.6-9 in the Historical Resources Section of the 

EIR, implementation of the policies identified in the Historical 
Preservation Element and compliance with the Historical 
Resources Regulation and Guidelines would reduce direct and/or 
indirect impacts, there is no guarantee that all future project level 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated to below a level of 
significance.  Therefore, the Mitigation Framework Section 
provides examples of project level mitigation that is currently 
being applied to projects which result in significant impacts to 
historical resources.  In addition, improvements to the procedure 
for staff review of projects where historical resources have a 
likelihood to be located is intended to provide an early tool toward 
reducing impacts through project redesign, preservation in place 
and/or avoidance in accordance with local and state regulations.  
Please see also response to comment W-15. 
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W-26 The PEIR Historical Resources Section 3.6.4 has been revised to 
include language which clearly states that all future project 
submittals will be subject to site specific review in accordance with 
the Historical Resources Regulation and Guidelines. 

 
W-27 The referenced section has been updated to include additional 

regulatory sources as recommended. 



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 132 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X-1 – X-5   While the issues raised in these comments do not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document, the following responses 
are provided as a courtesy to the commenter.  
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X-6 According to the State of California Guidelines, General Plan 

Guidelines, “Different policies must be balanced and reconciled 
within the plan.” (12, 2003) The General Plan policies carry equal 
weight and create an integrated, internally consistent and 
compatible statement of policies.  Consistency between General 
Plan policies and adopted land use plans is discussed in the PEIR 
Environmental Analysis section 3.8, page 3.8.26-3.8.29.  The 
City’s Threshold of Significance required the General Plan to 
analyze potential “conflicts with the environmental goals of 
adopted community plans, land use designations or any other 
applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of state or federal 
agencies with jurisdiction over the City.”  As part of the General 
Plan, community plan policies carry equal weight with policies in 
the General Plan.  As stated in the PEIR, page 3.8-28, “[t]he 
adopted community plans have been and will remain the authority 
for land use, density and site specific recommendations.  Where 
community plans are silent on policy issues, the General Plan 
policies will apply.”  The General Plan provides the overall policy 
framework and the community plans provides site specific 
direction. 

 
To clarify this point, Policy LU-C.1 has been revised to include 
sub-item “b” as follows: Rely on community plans for site-specific 
land use and density/intensity designations and recommendations. 

 
An additional policy has been drafted to address policy 
inconsistencies between a community plan (or a proposed 
amendment to a community plan) and the General Plan, as follows: 
Maintain consistency between community plans and the General 
Plan, as together they represent the City’s comprehensive plan.  In 
the event of an inconsistency between the General Plan and a 
community plan, action must be taken to either: 1) amend the 
community plan, or 2) amend the General Plan in a manner that is 
consistent with the General Plan’s Guiding Principles. 
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X-7 and X-8  The Carmel Valley plan differentiates between natural open 

space and community open space (such as manufactured slopes, 
landscaped corridors etc.), and that the current General Plan draft 
does not contain the term “community open space”.  However, the 
General Plan policies address all types and roles of open space, 
both natural and man-made, despite not using the same term used 
in previous drafts.  The General Plan policy is not requiring that 
community open space provide a conservation benefit, it states that 
[community] open spaces have been designated in plans because of 
their many conservation benefits.  The General Plan recognizes the 
protection of community plan designated open space through the 
Urban Design Element policy UD-A.1 which states: “Preserve and 
protect natural landforms and features” and sub-policy “a” which 
states: “Protect the integrity of community plan designated open 
space.”  These statements address open space primarily in 
relationship to proposed development.  The General Plan also 
recognizes that community plan open space is multi-functional and 
may vary from community to community.  For this reason, policies 
have been added to the Urban Design, Recreation, and 
Conservation Elements to capture the variety of roles of open 
space.  The policy modification from past General Plan drafts to 
the current draft regarding community plan open space offers a 
broader policy perspective by addressing community plan open 
space in multiple elements and by providing cross references to 
similar policies.  Additional cross references to these policies have 
been added since the October 2006 General Plan draft. 

 
X-9. The list of Recommended Community Plan Designations on Table 

LU-4 of the General Plan is intended to establish a common 
nomenclature to describe similar land uses and create internal 
consistency.  These land uses are then used in conjunction with site 
specific recommendations to identify the individual needs of the 
community.  See Policy LU-B.1.  Also see Appendix B, LU-2, of 
the General Plan, Community Plan and General Plan Land Use 
Designation Table, which lists and groups the existing community 
plan land use designations under the recommended land use 
designations provided in the General Plan. 

 



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 136 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X-10. This comment is correct.  The City’s adopted land use plans 
provide guidance and set the framework for the implementing 
regulations found in the Land Development Code.  Zoning will be 
reviewed and changed as appropriate to implement General Plan 
policies.  

 
 
X-11. This comment is correct. 
 
 
X-12. The Carmel Valley Signage Guidelines will not be rescinded with 

the adoption of the General Plan.  The General Plan signage 
policies are intended to provide general guidelines for signage and 
do not replace existing, more specific signage policies and 
requirements that may be located in community plans and/or 
adopted as an ordinance. 

 
X-13. A rescission of the Carmel Valley Signage Guidelines is outside 

the scope of the General Plan and PEIR.  The scope of the General 
Plan PEIR analysis does not address the Carmel Valley Signage 
Guidelines.  Any action directly related to the Carmel Valley 
Signage Guidelines would require separate review and 
environmental analysis that is not part of this project. 

 


