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A1	 Your concurrence regarding the proposed mitigation concept for the Minor 
Amendment and burrowing owl is acknowledged.  Upon further review and in 
response to this comment, a small portion (0.4 acre) of the Major Amendment 
area was inadvertently impacted by slope grading.  In response to this comment, 
the applicant has pulled the grading back on Lots 17 and 18 to avoid any impacts 
to the Major Amendment area (refer to Figures 3.1-3 and 3.1-4).  The Final 
SEIR clarifies that no Major Amendment areas will be impacted by the proposed 
project.  Please see Chapter 1.5 under the MSCP subheading and Chapter 3.1.1 
(page 3.1-9) of the Final SEIR.  Additionally, impact and mitigation numbers 
have been revised throughout Chapter 3.1 of Final SEIR to reflect the reduced 
grading.

A2	 The project is proposing to modify the MSCP boundary to include one 63-acre 
parcel (APN 277-050-23) referred to as the Martz property into hardline preserve. 
The project shall be conditioned to obtain a Major Amendment for any mitigation 
site outside the boundaries of the approved MSCP Plan. As stated throughout 
the Draft SEIR and project BTR, the proposed project footprint impacts only 
Minor Amendment areas; therefore the project also will proceed forward with the 
request for a Minor Amendment for the project footprint impacts.  . 

A3	 Comment noted.

A4	 The Draft SEIR relied on the most current survey information available; the 
surveys included the offsite roadway and utility improvements.  Focused rare 
plant and animal surveys were conducted in 2009 by consultants for Caltrans 
addressing all sensitive species with the potential to occur within the State Route 
11 study area which included the entire Otay Crossings project area and its off-
site improvement areas.  Focused surveys included wet season and dry season 
fairy shrimp surveys.  The results of these surveys have been provided to the 
County and are consistent with the survey results presented and analyzed in the 
Draft SEIR.  The 2009 surveys have been added in their entirety as Appendix E 
to Appendix F of the Final SEIR.

A5	 The Resource Management Plans for on-site and off-site conservation lands 
require preparation of a Property Analysis Record (PAR) or similar cost estimating 
tool to determine management costs for open space parcels.  Mitigation Measure 
BM-1 has been modified in the Final SEIR (pages S-21, 3.1-23, and 8-5) 
clarifying this requirement.
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A6	 The language for Mitigation Measure BM-10 has been clarified in the Final 
SEIR Summary, Chapters 3.1 and 8.0 to state that no grading will occur during 
the breeding season without concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies, and that 
eviction or passive relocation of owls will not be allowed during the breeding 
season.

A7	 The project applicant has worked with the County and Wildlife Agencies 
in developing the mitigation plan proposed by the project as confirmed in 
Comment A1.  The “Strategy for Mitigating Impacts to Burrowing Owls in 
the Unincorporated County” (Burrowing Owl Strategy) has been completed 
and is Attachment A of the County’s Report Format and Content Requirements 
for Biological Resources.  The Burrowing Owl Strategy was developed in part 
based on the mitigation provided by the Otay Crossings Commerce project.  As 
the project has also received Minor Amendment concurrence from the Wildlife 
Agencies, the project will be conditioned to mitigate impacts to Burrowing Owl 
as described in mitigation measure BM-10.  Therefore, the condition requested 
by this comment is no longer applicable.    

A8	 Page 3.1-8 of the Final SEIR has been revised to identify the golden eagle and 
white-tailed kite as State Fully Protected species and a footnote has been added to 
Table 3.1-10, and text has been added to Mitigation Measure BM-12, clarifying 
that no direct take of State Fully Protected species will occur.  Mitigation Measure 
BM-13 and BM-14 already address indirect impacts to nesting locations for 
tree-nesting raptors, which would include the white-tailed kite.  These measures 
require buffering of any tree-nesting raptor with a 500 foot setback.  Chapter 
3.1.3.4 of the SEIR addresses direct impacts to golden eagle foraging habitat.  
The white-tailed kite has been added to Chapter 3.1.3.4 and direct impacts to 
foraging habitat are addressed.  Chapter 3.1.3.6 of the SEIR addresses indirect 
impacts to raptors, including tree-nesting raptors which would address the white-
tailed kite.    

A9	 See responses to comments A10 through A14 regarding these specific comments 
on the Draft SEIR.

A10	 The requested text has been added on page 3.1-10 in Chapter 3.1.1 of the Final 
SEIR..

A11	 Table 3.1-5 is an impact table and no changes are necessary.  Tables 3.1-8 and 
3.1-10 do state that the grassland mitigation ratio is 1:1.  A footnote has been 
added to Table 3.1-8 noting that the 1:1 ratio is required to meet burrowing owl 
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mitigation requirements.  Mitigation Measure BM-10 has been modified in the 
Final SEIR (pages S-27, 3.1-25 and 8-8) to clarify that a 1:1 mitigation is required 
for occupied burrowing owl habitat.

A12	 The correct dates for golden eagle have been added to Guideline 11 on page 3.1-
13 in the Final SEIR.
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A13	 The correct dates for golden eagle have been added to Guideline 13 on page 3.1-
13 in the Final SEIR.  

A14	 The Draft SEIR determined that impacts to raptor foraging habitat would be 
significant based on Significance Criteria 13 and 14 (BI-12).  Significance Criteria 
13 on page 3.1-13 has been modified in the Final SEIR to provide the 900-foot 
avoidance area for the northern harrier which is included in Ground-dwelling 
raptors.  The 300-foot requirement for Cooper’s hawk is already included within 
the 500-foot requirement for tree-nesting raptors.  No other revisions to the SEIR 
are warranted as a result of this comment.  

A15	 The Draft SEIR concludes that the project site does not function as a local or 
regional corridor, and the project site was identified on page 3.1-10 as a BRCA.  
The discussion in Chapter 3.1.3.5 has been expanded to further support the SEIR 
conclusion that no local or regional corridors exist on site.  However, loss of 
raptor foraging habitat was identified as a significant impact in the Draft SEIR 
and appropriate mitigation was proposed and has been required of the project.  
Mitigation for the loss of raptor foraging habitat will also benefit non-raptor 
avian species.

A16	 There is a minimum setback of 100 feet from Otay tarplant and a minimum 
setback of 300 feet for variegated dudleya.  A description of the setbacks has 
been added to the first paragraph of Chapter 3.1.3.3 of the Final SEIR.   

A17	 A more detailed analysis of the engineering constraints to relocating the planned 
alignment of Lonestar Road to avoid impacts to rare plants is provided by 
Stevens Cresto Engineering as an attachment to Appendix F of the Final SEIR.  
Appendix F of the SEIR (Biological Resources Reports) included an On-site 
Grassland and Barrel Cactus Mitigation Plan and an On-site Revegetation Plan 
that provide detailed information on proposed restoration for both barrel cacti 
and marsh elder.  Mitigation Measure BM-6 has been modified in the Final SEIR 
(pages S-23, 3.1-23, and 8-7) to state that an On-site Grassland and Barrel Cactus 
Mitigation Plan be prepared by the applicant and approved by the County prior to 
initiating impacts, and that the translocation effort be completed by the applicant 
prior to initiating impacts.  Mitigation Measure BM-7 has been revised to state 
that direct impacts to 138 San Diego marsh-elder individuals shall be mitigated 
at a 2:1 ratio through acquisition of habitat supporting at least 276 individuals 
in Marron Valley Mitigation Bank or through restoration of a minimum of 276 
individuals within the off-site mitigation location for Corps and CDFG WUS/
streambed as determined through the permitting process.  County staff determined 
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that the proposed 2:1 offsite mitigation requirement was more appropriate than 
transplantation, considering that Marsh Elder is not a good candidate species for 
transplantation due to low success rates.

A18	 Sewer Option A was studied in the Draft SEIR and is an alternative to Alignments 
B-1/B-2 that would avoid the additional impacts cited in this comment.  The 
applicant has indicated they will proceed with Sewer Option A; thus, the impacts 
mentioned in this comment will be avoided by the proposed project.   

A19	 The language in Mitigation Measure BM-10 (pages S-27, 3.1-27, and 8-8) has 
been modified to include review and approval by the Wildlife Agencies of any 
relocation or eviction proposals for the burrowing owl..

A20	 Loss of raptor foraging habitat was identified as significant as noted in the 
paragraph immediately following the paragraph referenced by the commenter.  
The specific reference to Significance Guideline 10 and the loss of 20 percent 
pertains to impacts to federally or state endangered or threatened species and was 
incorrectly applied to the golden eagle in the Draft SEIR.  The golden eagle is 
not listed as endangered or threatened and, therefore, Significance Guideline 10 
does not apply to that species. This is also true for red-tailed hawk, loggerhead 
shrike, northern harrier, ferruginous hawk, burrowing owls, and white-tailed 
kite.  Changes to the Final SEIR have been made on page 3.1-16 to clarify this 
point.

A21	 The language in Mitigation Measure BM-4 (pages S-22, 3.1-25, and 8-6) has 
been revised as requested in the Final SEIR..
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A22	 No trails are proposed by the project applicant or are required by or planned by 
the County in this area.  No changes to the Final SEIR are warranted as a result 
of this comment.

A23	 All brush management/clearing will occur within the proposed project 
development limits analyzed in the Draft SEIR.  Please see page 1-7, 1st  full 
paragraph of the Draft SEIR and Figure 3.1-3 which shows the project impact 
area with a dotted pattern.  Mitigation Measures BM-12 and BM-13 require 
avoidance of avian species/nests during the breeding season for clearing and 
grading activities.  No changes to the Final SEIR are warranted as a result of this 
comment.

A24	 The language in Mitigation Measure BM-10 has been modified in the Final SEIR 
(pages S-27, 3.1-25, and 8-8) to include these text changes, along with prior 
changes contained in comments A6 and A19..

A25	 The Burrowing Owl Strategy is not a “project” needing to be included in the 
Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SEIR; rather, it is a mitigation program 
that was reviewed by the Wildlife Agencies and is now Attachment A of the 
County’s Report Format and Content Requirements for Biological Resources.  
The Burrowing Owl Strategy was developed in part based on the mitigation 
provided by the Otay Crossings Commerce project, which was developed as 
a collaborative effort between the applicant, County and Wildlife Agencies.  
Therefore, the project is consistent with the Strategy.  No changes to the Final 
SEIR are warranted as a result of this comment..

A21 
cont.
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B1	 The alignment for the SR-11 that was assessed within the Draft SEIR is based on 
files provided by Caltrans of the proposed Western Alignment.  No revisions to 
the SEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.  

B2	 The County is in the process of updating the County’s Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) 
to include changes needed for the County’s General Plan update.  The County 
may evaluate the potential inclusion of additional state facilities (such as SR-11) 
as part of the TIF program update.  It should be noted that the Otay Crossings 
Commerce Park project is not relying on the completion of the SR-11, and thus 
no impacts have been identified that would require the SR-11 as a mitigation 
measure.  No revisions to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.

B3	 It is the policy of the County that all projects need to mitigate for each of the 
identified project impacts.  Furthermore, the County does coordinate with 
projects within the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area to ensure that the mitigation 
measures from one project do not conflict with mitigation requirements of other 
projects.  No revisions to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.
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B4	 The Otay Crossings Commerce Park Project was originally designed based on 
information made available by Caltrans as part of the State Route 11 (SR-11) and 
the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Phase I Environmental Impact Statement (Tier I EIR/EIS), which was 
certified in August 2008.  Since that time, and subsequent to the public review 
period for the SEIR for the proposed Project, Caltrans published a Draft Tier 
II Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Tier II Draft 
EIR/EIS), which was circulated for public review in December 2010.  The Tier 
II Draft EIR/EIS identifies a more precise footprint for the POE facility and the 
right-of-way of the SR-11 facility than was provided in the Tier I EIR/EIS.  In the 
circulated document, three alternatives were evaluated, two of which would cross 
through the project site.  The SR-11 alternative that includes a half interchange at 
Siempre Viva Road would result in approximately 15.6 acres of additional ROW 
take within the project site, which would include take of portions of several lots 
within Units 1, 3 and 4.  The SR-11 alternative that includes a full interchange at 
Siempre Viva Road would result in approximately 29.4 acres of additional ROW 
take within the project site, including take of portions of several lots within Units 
1, 2, 3 and 4.  Unit 5 of the proposed project has always been considered ROW 
take for the POE.  In March of 2011 Caltrans announced that their preferred 
alternative for the design of the interchanges is the two interchange alternative 
with a full interchange at Enrico Fermi Drive and half interchange at Siempre 
Viva Road.  Thus, an additional 15.6 acres of ROW take may occur within the 
project site as compared to the ROW footprint currently shown on the Otay 
Crossings tentative map.

 	  The SEIR for the Otay Crossings Commerce Park Project evaluates the proposed 
project as a stand-alone project capable of moving forward on its own.  Because, 
it is not known which SR-11 interchange alternative might ultimately be selected 
or when the Tier II EIR/EIS will be certified, no revisions to the proposed project 
are proposed or warranted at this time.  The County acknowledges that if the POE 
and currently identified preferred alternative for SR-11 alignment are approved 
and implemented, appropriate revisions to the project’s Tentative Map would 
be required to accommodate the POE and/or SR-11 facility, and such revisions 
would be subject to additional analysis under CEQA.

B4 
cont.
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B5	 The traffic study and page 2.1-9 of the Final SEIR have been revised to indicate 
that Phase 2 of the State Route (SR-905) project is now funded as stated in the 
comment.  The County recommends that Caltrans update their Fact Sheet for the 
SR-905 project, as the February 2010 Fact Sheet mentions only the Funding for 
Phases 1A and 1B of the freeway project, which was the basis for the information 
in the traffic study and Draft SEIR.

B6	 The East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (EOMSP) provides for public transportation 
(see Chapter 2.2.7).  As identified in the EOMSP, “the development for public 
transportation facilities, while highly desirable for East Otay Mesa, will take place 
over a period of time.  The County will continue to work with SANDAG to extend 
public transit facilities into East Otay Mesa.”  In addition, SANDAG is currently 
refining the transit network for the South Bay and plans to include a bus rapid 
transit (BRT) line to serve Otay Mesa.

	 The EOMSP places parking restrictions along the following internal roadways 
within the Otay Crossings Commerce Park site which will allow for the 
accommodation of future bus stops, if needed, once the transit plan for East Otay 
Mesa has been established: Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, Siempre Viva Road, 
Alta Road, and Lone Star Road.  Additionally, all other non-circulation element 
internal roadways with the Otay Crossings Commerce Park site have adequate 
street width and right-of-way to accommodate future bus stops, if needed, once 
the transit plan for East Otay Mesa has been established.

.

.
B7	 The County had an initial meeting with Caltrans on July 29, 2010 and is making 

arrangements to schedule another meeting to further discuss coordination of the 
Otay Crossings Commerce Park DSEIR and the SR-11 Tier II EIR/EIS after the 
Caltrans document is published for public review.      
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C1	 Comment noted; the information stated in this comment is based on information 
contained in the Summary of the Draft SEIR.   

C1

C2
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C2	 A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the proposed 
project by Marc Boogay, Consulting Engineer.  As part of the ESA, the project 
site and adjacent properties were reconnoitered on March 29, 2007 to document 
existing conditions and potential hazards/hazardous materials concerns.  
In addition to the visit, the consulting engineer reviewed historical aerial 
photographs and reviewed questionnaires to assess previous on-site uses.

	 Pertinent federal, state and local hazardous material databases were searched, 
including NPL, Cal-Sites (i.e., Envirostor), RCRIS, CERCLIS, SWIS, San Diego 
County HE17 Permits, and others.  Database searches were based on search radii 
varying between 0.125 and 1.0 mile, depending on individual list criteria.  The 
project site was not listed within the prescribed search distance on any of the 
searched databases.

	 The assessment revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions 
and concluded that Phase II efforts were not warranted.  A discussion of the 
results of the ESA has been added to Chapter 4.2.2 of the Final SEIR.

C3	 The Phase I ESA completed for the proposed project concluded that there 
was no evidence of recognized environmental conditions and that Phase II 
studies would not be necessary.  As a result of these conclusions, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials are discussed in Chapter 4.2, Effects Found Not to be 
Significant During Review of Previously Approved Environmental Document, 
of the Draft SEIR.  As discussed in Chapter 4.2, the East Otay Mesa Specific 
Plan Final EIR requires that industrial development adjacent to residential uses 
submit a Hazardous Materials and Management Plan (HMMP) to the County 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) for approval and any transportation 
of hazardous substances must be conducted in accordance with the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR) and the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  These 
measures would mitigate impacts associated with development under the East 
Otay Mesa Specific Plan Final EIR, but are not applicable to the project since no 
residential uses exist adjacent to the project site.  No additional investigation or 
remediation is required.  No revisions to the SEIR were made as a result of this 
comment.

C2 
cont.
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C4	 As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, the project 
site is currently undeveloped; all roads on site are unpaved and dirt. No structures, 
asphalt or concrete paved surface areas exist that would be demolished.  Thus, 
there is no potential for Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMs) or Lead-based 
Paint (LBP) on site.  No revisions to the SEIR were made as a result of this 
comment

C5	 Comment noted.  All proper procedures will be followed during project grading 
operations to ensure soil is free of contamination.  There is no evidence that any 
onsite soils contain contaminants.  No revisions to the SEIR were made as a 
result of this comment.

C6	 Potential air toxics impacts to existing sensitive receptors were evaluated in 
the Draft SEIR and presented in Chapter 2.2.3.5 of the report.  A health risk 
assessment was prepared which focused on potential health effects of diesel 
particulate exhaust emissions from heavy-duty construction vehicles.  From that 
analysis, it was determined that the maximum incremental residential cancer risk 
would be below the County’s threshold and less than significant impacts would 
occur.  Thus, no revisions to the SEIR were made as a result of this comment.

C7	 Comment noted.  Should future industrial operations produce hazardous wastes, 
they would be managed in accordance with all applicable regulations enforced by 
the County Department of Environmental Health, the local CUPA.  Conditions 
of future site plan approvals will require all appropriate measures for compliance 
with applicable hazardous waste regulations.  No revisions to the EIR were made 
as a result of this comment

C8	 Comment noted.  As there is no evidence of existing contamination on site, there 
is no anticipated need to conduct clean-up operations during project construction.  
No revisions to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.

C4 
cont.
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D1	 Although the City’s guidelines technically require an analysis of an existing 
plus cumulative plus project scenario, per discussions with County staff it 
was determined that since Phases 1A and 1B of SR-905 are currently under 
construction and are anticipated to be completed prior to the opening of most of 
the cumulative projects, including the proposed project, (Phase 1A is scheduled 
to be completed by late 2010 and Phase 1B is scheduled to be completed by 
summer 2012), it was reasonable to consider that Phases 1A and 1B of SR-905 
are completed in the cumulative (2020) study scenario.  The County contacted 
the commenter, who indicated that the City is agreeable to this approach as long 
as a mechanism is in place to ensure that traffic impacts do not occur prior to 
the opening of Phases 1A and 1B of SR-905 to traffic.  Therefore, the applicant 
would need to be conditioned to delay issuance of building permits for the project 
until Phases 1A and 1B of SR-905 are open to traffic.  The County is working 
on the final conditioning language for the project such that the applicant will not 
be able to obtain building permits until Phases 1A and 1B of SR-905 are open to 
traffic.

	 Per the County’s discussions with the City, the City indicated that they would 
like to see a comparison of the Cumulative with and without project conditions 
to help assess direct impacts.  Therefore, the traffic study contained in Appendix 
B has been updated to provide a comparison between the Cumulative with SR-
905 (Phases 1A and 1B) with Project Scenario to the Cumulative with SR-905 
(Phases 1A and 1B) without Project Scenario.  This scenario identifies, discloses 
and proposes mitigation to impacts within the City.  No changes to the previous 
conclusions reached in the Draft SEIR resulted from this additional analysis (see 
the revised traffic study contained in Appendix B of the Final SEIR).

	 An expanded discussion on the differences between the County and City’s 
methodology for determining direct impacts was added to Section IV (Page 39) 
of the Traffic Study.  In addition, County and City staff met on September 14, 
2010 to discuss the different methodologies for determining direct impacts.  At 
that time, County staff noted the direct impacts would not occur for most projects 
on the cumulative list because the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan requires all 
development to include a Site Plan prior to building permits.  

  
 

D2	 With regard to Mitigation Measure TI-3 (Airway Road between SR-905 and 
Sanyo Avenue) the project traffic engineer prepared an exhibit in response to 
this comment which illustrates that the restriping for the segment of Airway 
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Road between SR-905 and Sanyo Avenue can be completed within the existing 
roadway width.  This exhibit is now included in Appendix P of the Traffic Study.

	 With regard to Mitigation Measure TI-15 (Airway Road/Paseo De Las Americas), 
the mitigation for the Airway Road/Paseo De Las Americas intersection 
requires the installation of a traffic signal, rather than restriping as suggested in 
this comment.  No changes to the existing lane configurations are required or 
proposed.  The traffic signal will be designed in accordance with the City’s Street 
Design Manual and County of San Diego requirements.

	 No roadway widening is required to implement the above mitigation measures 
and as shown in this response the improvements are feasible.

D3	 At this time, Caltrans has not identified nor are they installing meters at the ramps 
on SR-905 at its interchanges with La Media Road and Britannia Boulevard.  
Therefore, ramp meter analysis is not required.  No revisions to the SEIR were 
made as a result of this comment.

D4	 The Draft SEIR already analyzed the segments of SR-905 and SR-125 where the 
project would add more than 50 peak hour trips.  See Tables 2.1-1, 2.1-5a, 2.1-5b, 
2.1-11, and 2.1-14.  No additional analysis is needed.  No revisions to the SEIR 
were made as a result of this comment.

D5	 Since Otay Mesa Road functions as an arterial roadway with closely spaced 
signalized intersections, it was determined that the peak hour HCM arterial 
analysis would be a better determination for determining project significance 
than daily capacity.  Therefore, it was concluded that if the HCM arterial analysis 
found that the roadway segment operated acceptably during the AM and PM 
peak hours, and the intersection analysis found that the signalized intersections 
at both ends of the segment operated at LOS D or better, the project would not 
have a significant impact on this roadway segment.  The County met with City 
Staff regarding this issue on September 14, 2010, and the City indicated that they 
were agreeable to this approach.  No revisions to the EIR were made as a result 
of this comment.

D6	 No changes to the footnotes are required; see response to comment D-5..

D7	 No changes to the text regarding the discussion of significant impacts to the 
roadway segments are required; see response to comment D-5..

D3 
cont.
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E1	 See response to comment B-2.

E2	 See response to comment B-5.

E3	 See response to comment B-3.  Each of the projects the County is processing 
must be able to proceed independently.  Therefore, each project must mitigate for 
its own impacts, separately from the others.  No changes were made to the SEIR 
as a result of this comment.

E4	 The portions of the property within the future SR-11 corridor are designated as 
Mixed Industrial within the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan.  As discussed with 
Caltrans, the County will condition the proposed project and any subsequent 
site plan(s) to only allow interim uses and will not allow the construction of any 
permanent buildings within the future right-of-way for SR-11.  Please also see 
the response to comment B-4.    

E5	 The Otay Crossings Commerce Park project is not relying on the completion of 
the SR-11, and thus no impacts have been identified that would require the SR-11 
as a mitigation measure.  Also see response to comment B-2

E6	 A greenhouse gas emissions analysis was conducted on the proposed project.  The 
analysis is presented in Chapter 2.2 of the Draft SEIR and detailed in Appendix 
E (Global Climate Change Evaluation).  The analysis evaluates energy and water 
conservation measures that the project applicant is proposing for the Tentative 
Map.  More detailed review of energy and water conservation measures will be 
conducted when site plans are submitted to the County for development of the 
industrial lots.  No revisions to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.  

E1
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E7	 Comment noted.E7
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F1	 Comment noted.   

F1
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G1	 The project has received MSCP Minor Amendment concurrence from the 
Wildlife Agencies (March 31, 2011) including a 1:1 mitigation ratio for the 
occupied burrowing owl habitat, and additional measures to avoid harming owls 
both during and outside of the breeding season.  The project has been found to be 
consistent with the BMO and overall goals of the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan.  
Additional mitigation is not warranted.  Additionally, the off-site component of 
mitigation in Ramona is considered appropriate given the high quality grassland 
within the Ramona Grasslands.  No revisions to the EIR were made as a result of 
this comment. 

From: Dan Silver [dsilverla@me.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 2010 9:59 AM 
To: Rosenberg, Daniella 
Subject: DEIR for Otay Crossings Commerce Park, TM 5405 
June 3, 2010 

Daniella Rosenberg 
DPLU  
5201 Ruffin Rd, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 

RE:  Otay Crossings Commerce Park, TM 5405

Dear Ms Rosenberg: 

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project.  Our primary concern 
is consistency with the MSCP for this Minor Amendment Area.  We understand that the applicant and the County have 
been working with the state and federal wildlife agencies on the amendment process, which is supported by EHL.  We 
note, however, that the project would impact at least 4 pair of burrowing owls.  Mitigation for impacts to the annual 
grassland habitat of this species is proposed at only a 1:1 ratio.  As you know, a 1:1 ration results in a net loss of 50% 
of the habitat.  Given the dire situation of burrowing owl populations, annual grassland used by owls should be 
mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.  In addition, mitigation should occur on Otay Mesa rather than in Ramona, a markedly 
different ecological community. 

Sincerely,

Dan Silver, Executive Director 
Endangered Habitats League 
8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592 
Los Angeles, CA  90069-4267 

213-804-2750 
dsilverla@me.com
www.ehleague.org
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