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Response to Letter A 
 

Department of the Army, Therese O’Rourke 
December 8, 2008 

 
A-1 RDEIR Sections 2.3.1.4 and 2.3.2.2 discuss project impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and 

waterways. The proposed project would impact 0.037 acre of jurisdictional waters 
(ACOE/CDFG/RWQCB), and therefore a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ permit in 
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, among other permits, would be 
required for project approval.  

With implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-4, impacts to jurisdictional wetlands 
would be less than significant. On Page 2.3-18 of the RDEIR, M-BI-4 states: “Prior to 
impacts to 0.037 acre (0.04 acre when rounded) of ephemeral drainage under the 
jurisdiction of ACOE, CDFG and RWQCB, the County shall obtain the following 
permits: ACOE 404 permit, RWQCB 401 Water Quality Certification, and a CDFG Code 
1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement. Impacts shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio by 
creation or purchase of credits for the creation of jurisdictional habitat of similar 
functions and values. A suitable mitigation site shall be selected and approved by the 
resource agencies during the permitting process. The site shall be located within the 
vicinity of the drainage impact or within the watershed of the San Diego River. A 
conceptual wetland mitigation plan shall be prepared by the County and approved by the 
resource agencies as required by the applicable permits.” 

A-2 The comment describes circumstances under which an U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 
permit is required. As described in response to comment A-1, a U.S. Corps of Engineers’ 
Section 404 permit would be required for approval of the proposal project.  

A-3 The County will coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as applicable on this 
project, and will refer to the comment letter and SPL-2008-01183 in project 
correspondence, as requested. 
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Response to Letter B 

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts 
January 13, 2009 

B-1 This printout from the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s website 
indicates which State agencies received a copy of the RDEIR for review and 
acknowledges that the County has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.  
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Response to Letter C 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Al Shami 
January 5, 2009 

C-1 This comment restates information provided in the project description (Chapter 1) of the 
RDEIR, and does not raise any specific issues relative to the environmental analysis. The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control’s June 6, 2008, comment letter on the DEIR is 
included in this document; see responses to comments C-7 through C-13. 

 
C-2 Project construction will require soil excavation and filling. The project proposes to 

import soil to backfill areas excavated. Mitigation measure M-HZ-2b requires sampling 
to be conducted to ensure excavated soil is free of contamination.  Bid specifications for 
the project will require the contractor to demonstrate that import soils are not 
contaminated. 

 
C-3 The proposed project would not generate any hazardous waste. However, the proposed 

project would continue to use hazardous materials that are currently used at the existing 
LCDF, but no new chemicals or hazardous materials are proposed. Page 2.5-12 of the 
RDEIR describes the hazardous materials proposed to be stored on site for the project. 
All materials will be managed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations, as 
stated in mitigation measure M-HZ-4 & 5 on Page 2.5-17 of the RDEIR. 

 
C-4 See response to comment C-3.  Since no hazardous waste would be generated by the 

proposed project, coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency would not 
be necessary.  

 
C-5 The comment is noted; see response to comment C-3.  
 
C-6 The County notes DTSC’s request for an email address of the appropriate County contact 

person for the LCDF project.  
 
C-7 This comment restates information provided in the project description (Chapter 1) of the 

RDEIR, and does not raise any specific issues relative to the environmental analysis. 
Therefore, no additional response is provided. 

 
C-8 As identified in mitigation measures M-HZ-3a and M-HZ-3b on Pages 2.5-16 and 2.5-17 

of the RDEIR, if asbestos or lead-based paint are located during the surveys, an 
abatement work plan shall be prepared by County DEH in compliance with local, state, 
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and federal regulations for any necessary removal of such materials. However, the 
findings of such a work plan would not be incorporated into the LCDF EIR, because if a 
work plan is necessary, it would be prepared after the EIR is certified. However, as noted 
in mitigation measure M-HZ-3a and M-HZ-3b, the work plan shall include specifications 
for the proper removal and disposal of asbestos or lead-based paint. County DEH or its 
designee will monitor the asbestos abatement activities to ensure that proper controls are 
implemented and to ensure compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement 
contractor specifications. Any necessary asbestos sampling and abatement shall be 
carried out by a Cal/OSHA-certified asbestos consultant/contractor.  

 
C-9 The County agrees with DTSC’s comment regarding the protection of human health and 

the environment of sensitive receptors. Accordingly, as part of mitigation measures M-
HZ-2a on Pages 2.5-15 and 2.5-16, M-HZ-2b and M-HZ-3a and on Pages 2.5-16 and 2.5-
17, and M-HZ-3b on Page 2.5-17, the County will conduct additional investigations of 
hazardous wastes and materials in accordance with applicable regulations.  

 
C-10 See response to comment C-3. 
 
C-11 See response to comment C-10. The County will coordinate with DTSC to determine if a 

permit is required.  
 
C-12 See response to comment C-5.  
 
C-13 See response to comment C-6. 
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Response to Letter D 
 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, James Royle 
December 8, 2008 

 
D-1 The County acknowledges that this comment letter supersedes SDCAS’ June 9, 2008, 

comment letter on the DEIR. Both letters will be included in the administrative record. 
 
D-2 The County has not improperly segmented the project. The County prepared and 

circulated a Draft EIR for the demolition of all of the Edgemoor buildings (except for the 
Polo Barn). Because three of the Edgemoor buildings are located in the footprint of the 
LCDF project site (see RDEIR, Figure 2.1-1), the RDEIR for the LCDF project also 
includes an analysis of the impacts of demolishing those three Edgemoor buildings. 
However, the LCDF project and the demolition of Edgemoor are two separate projects. 
The Edgemoor demolition project is not dependent on any approvals related to the LCDF 
project. Likewise, the LCDF project has independent utility and does not rely on approval 
of the Edgemoor Demolition project in order to proceed. It is possible that one of the 
projects could be approved and implemented, while the other is not. The Board of 
Supervisors approved the Edgemoor demolition project on January 28, 2009; however, 
the Board has not yet considered the LCDF project. Because the separate CEQA 
evaluations are proper, it is not appropriate to prepare and circulate for public review a 
single DEIR for the two projects. 

 
D-3 A new 10-inch potable water main would be installed on County-owned property along 

the southern part of the project site, from Cottonwood Avenue to Magnolia Avenue. As 
stated in Section 2.1.2.1 of the RDEIR, the water line alignment would be routed to avoid 
historical resources on the Edgemoor property. The RDEIR, in Section 2.1.2.2, identifies 
potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources resulting from grading 
activities, including constructing the water line. Mitigation measure M-CR-2a requires 
the presence of archaeological and Native American monitors during all ground-
disturbing activities. Therefore, significant impacts are disclosed in the RDEIR, and 
mitigation is adequately provided in compliance with CEQA. 

 
D-4 The RDEIR, in Section 3.1.1, concludes that visual impacts of the overall project would 

not be significant. That conclusion is based on the project design features, including 
building height and landscaping, as described in Sections 1.2.1.1 and 1.2.1.5, and as 
shown conceptually on Figure 1-6. These design features include building setbacks and 
landscaping which would avoid significant visual impacts from the Edgemoor facility 
(east side of the proposed LCDF facility), including visual impacts from the four Poor 
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Farm Era buildings used as the County Mental Health Facility (Edgemoor Geriatric 
Facility). The visual analysis and conclusions do not assume that the Edgemoor facility 
will be demolished, and the proposed project includes features to avoid adverse visual 
effects from the Edgemoor facility.  

  
D-5 The County notes that SDCAS prefers adoption of the Camp Elliott Alternative and this 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

 
D-6 Being one mile from a bus route is not an objective of the LCDF project. The RDEIR, on 

Page 4-40, indicates that the Camp Elliott Alternative would not meet project objective 4 as 
it would inhibit implementation of SDSD’s inmate management philosophy and visitation 
program because public transportation to the site would not be readily available. The 
closest public bus transportation available to Camp Elliott for use by visitors is from MTS 
Bus Route 20, which is located approximately 1 mile to the east of the alternative site. No 
other public transportation is available within the vicinity of the site. With respect to the 
comment about providing a shuttle bus, the County Sheriff’s Department does not provide 
transportation for visitors for any of its detention facilities. Irrespective of the availability 
of shuttle service, the site would not provide as many public transit options as are 
available at the proposed project site. As noted on RDEIR Page 1-24, the presence of 
both trolley and bus lines would provide convenient access for staff (with the potential to 
reduce vehicle trips) and for visitors in support of the SDSD’s behavioral management 
philosophy for female inmates. RDEIR Page 4-40 states that it is important to maximize 
public transportation options at the new facility to encourage visitation. In addition, since 
the site is completely surrounded by MCAS Miramar, the statement that “future 
development in the vicinity may bring public transportation closer” is speculative. Also, as 
noted in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR, the Camp Elliot Alternative would result in greater 
impacts to biological resources when compared to the proposed project.  

 
D-7 The County concurs that highly qualified consultants have analyzed the historical 

resources, and that analysis was used as the basis for determining the significance of 
impacts of the proposed project. The project site is not located in the unincorporated area 
and is not proposed by a private developer. Consequently, the County’s Resource 
Protection Ordinance does not apply.  

 
D-8 See response to comment D-7. The comment that the County should hold “itself to the 

same standards to which it holds others” raises a policy issue that will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  
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Response to Letter E 

City of Santee 
January 9, 2009 

 
E-1 The County acknowledges this letter from the City of Santee (City). These introductory 

comments regarding land use impacts and the project’s impacts on the City are more fully 
developed later in this comment letter and therefore more detailed responses are 
presented later for each topic.  

 
The County concurs that additional detail has been provided in the RDEIR in response to 
the City’s comments on the DEIR. 

 
Based on the fact that full disclosure and analysis of all potential environmental effects of 
the project have been considered and documented in the RDEIR, the County disagrees 
with the assertion that the RDEIR “still fails to adequately define, analyze, or mitigate the 
Project’s impacts on Santee”. It is noted that the City of Santee does not support the 
proposed expansion of LCDF, and has incorporated language in its planning documents 
consistent with that policy direction. However, the fact that the project is inconsistent 
with the City’s planning documents and policies does not constitute a significant impact 
on the environment. Moreover, because this is a County project, the City’s planning 
documents and policies do not apply. 
 

E-2 The County disagrees with this comment. The project objectives for the LCDF expansion 
project are derived from needs identified by the experts who are responsible for law 
enforcement, incarceration, and rehabilitation of prisoners, and were developed based on 
the need for effective and efficient operation of the proposed facility. In assessing the 
project alternatives, the County appropriately considered the project objectives.  

 
E-3 This comment refers to an alternative site identified in the Las Colinas Detention Center 

Valuation and Alternative Land Development Analysis Prepared for the City of Santee, 
prepared by the London Group (July 2007) (“London Group Report”). That analysis 
identified four alternative sites: (1) East Otay Mesa Detention Facility, (2) an additional 
County-owned site in East Otay Mesa west of the East Otay Mesa Complex, (3) a 
County-owned site in San Pasqual Valley; and (4) a San Diego Unified School District-
owned site in the East Elliot area. All four of these alternatives were analyzed in the 
Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K of the RDEIR.  
 

 The East Otay Mesa alternatives identified in the London Group Report cannot 
accommodate the proposed project, as explained in response to comment E-49. Because 
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these alternatives were found to be technically infeasible, they were not further analyzed 
in the EIR for issues such as infrastructure.  

 
E-4 See response to comment E-2. The County has not “committed itself to the project.” The 

County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority for the proposed project, and will 
consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a decision 
on the project. No commitments have been made to approve or disapprove the project. 
Moreover, the County has fully complied with CEQA, including all applicable 
substantive and procedural requirements.  

 
E-5  The Reentry Program Facility Siting Agreement (Siting Agreement) between the 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) and the County of San 
Diego (County) requires the County to assist CDCR by providing information on the 
suitability of various potential sites in the County where a proposed State re-entry facility 
could be located.  The Siting Agreement does not obligate the County to construct the 
LCDF project at any particular location. The Siting Agreement does not obligate the State 
to give the County grant funds for the LCDF project.  Contrary to what the comment 
states, the Siting Agreement will not “inevitably” result in the construction of either the 
County’s LCDF project or the State’s re-entry facility. The Siting Agreement is included 
as Attachment E-1 at the end of response to this comment letter E. 

 
E-6 See responses to comments E-4 and E-5. By entering into the Siting Agreement, the 

County did not “commit” to constructing the LCDF project. Nothing in the Siting 
Agreement obligates the County to construct the LCDF project, and the Board of 
Supervisors has not yet considered or approved the LCDF project. Therefore, the County 
has not deprived Santee residents of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

 
E-7 The Siting Agreement has nothing to do with the LCDF project. Nonetheless, since the 

City submitted a number of comments alleging a connection between the Siting 
Agreement and the LCDF project, the County provides the following information about 
that agreement: The Siting Agreement requires the County to provide information to the 
State on up to three potential sites which the State will evaluate and consider for a State 
Re-entry facility. The Siting Agreement identifies two potential sites, one of which is in 
East Otay Mesa. The Siting Agreement does not identify this site as the “preferred site for 
the reentry facility.” Rather, it rates the sites to reflect the County’s information regarding 
the relative degree to which the sites constitute “Buildable Sites” as defined by the State.  
In its initial submission, the County rated the East Mesa Detention Facility site as site 1 
and the Donovan site as site 2 based on the fact that utilities were available at East Mesa, 
and an EIR had been prepared for the County’s East Mesa Detention Facility, which 
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could be supplemented if this site were chosen as a Buildable Site. After the County 
provided its primary due diligence information to the State on these sites, the State 
redefined its criteria for a “Buildable Site” and asked for a site with a ready-to-build pad. 
The County responded to the State’s revised criteria by explaining that the County would 
not be able to provide a “Buildable Site” at East Otay Mesa. The County’s letter to the 
State (“Implementation of AB 900 – Jail Reentry Site,” letter from W.F. Ekard (County 
of San Diego) to M. Cate (California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation), 
February 18, 2009) is included as Attachment E-2 at the end of response to this comment 
letter E. Furthermore, the County screened out the East Otay Mesa site as an alternative 
for the project for reasons unrelated to the site’s potential use for a re-entry facility. As 
more fully addressed in responses to comments E-47 and E-49, development of the 
project in the East Otay Mesa area is not feasible due to space and/or land area 
limitations. See also response to comment E-5. 

 
E-8 The State’s Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) developed the goals, 

program, and location requirements for re-entry facilities. A cursory review of the State’s 
“Final Conceptual Program Plan for Secure Reentry Correctional Facility – Prototype 
Facility Design Concepts” document reveals fundamental differences between the 
County’s project and the State’s re-entry facilities. Specifically, the State’s prototypes 
would provide 500 beds for adult male offenders requiring a maximum site area of 15 
acres. The target population is defined as male prisoners who are serving less then 12 
months of a state sentence or men who return to the state system due to a parole violation. 
The State will determine whether the East Otay Mesa is a buildable site for its re-entry 
facility.  
 
In contrast, the conceptual layout and space program for the proposed women’s detention 
facility project was developed by the County in conjunction with detention planning 
experts. The project will provide multi-custody housing (pre-arraignment through 
sentences up to 1 year) and programs for 1,216 female inmates, as well as booking 
facilities for local law enforcement. See response to comment E-49 regarding feasibility 
of the East Otay Mesa site for the proposed project. 

 
E-9 The County disagrees that the RDEIR fails to adequately consider other viable locations 

on County-owned land and reduced-size alternatives for the Project. The Alternatives 
Screening Report in Appendix K of the RDEIR presents an analysis of 43 alternatives 
that were considered for the RDEIR, including reduced-size alternatives. Two reduced-
size alternatives met the screening criteria and were analyzed in the RDEIR: the Mid-rise 
Alternative (RDEIR Section 4.2.1) and the 20-Acre Alternative (RDEIR Section 4.2.2). 
Based on the extensive consideration and analysis of alternatives provided through the 
alternatives screening process and in the RDEIR, a reasonable range of alternatives has 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-104 

 

been considered and analyzed in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). An EIR is not required to discuss every possible 
alternative or every alternative suggested by project opponents. 

 
It is assumed that the comment’s reference to a “facility in Otay Mesa that is currently 
being leased to a private contractor for federal inmates that would be available for the 
Project’s projected female inmates as soon as 2011” means the facility operated by the 
Corrections Corporation of America (CCA). The CCA site is one of the sites within the 
Otay Mesa Complex evaluated through the alternatives screening process, as documented 
in Appendix K of the RDEIR. The County needs the CCA facility to house male inmates, 
as described in the County of San Diego Sheriff’s Department System Master Plan 
(Carter Goble Lee 2001). Moreover, the proposed project was designed to meet the 
housing and program needs for female inmates, whereas the CCA facility was not 
designed to accommodate these programs.  

 
The comment does not quantify “multiple”. Regardless of this omission, an alternative 
encompassing multiple female detention facilities would not meet Project Objective 2, 
which calls for a single multi-custody facility. Furthermore, such an alternative would not 
meet Project Objective 4. Providing programs for 1,216 women inmates in multiple 
facilities would be infeasible from an operational and cost standpoint. Providing adequate 
housing and medical services that are separate from male inmates, and gender-
appropriate rehabilitation programs for a small number of inmates at multiple facilities is 
not cost-effective and would create unnecessary duplication of staffing (e.g., security, 
medical, processing, teachers, counselors) and space. The comment does not identify 
locations for the multiple facilities, so it is uncertain whether this alternative would meet 
Project Objective 3 (booking and transportation efficiencies). 
 
The County disagrees that the RDEIR requires significant revision and recirculation. As 
stated above, a reasonable range of alternatives has been considered and analyzed in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA, and significant new information has not 
been added since public notice of the RDEIR was made available. Additional information 
provided in these responses to comments or added to the Final EIR does not constitute 
significant new information under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 for which 
recirculation would be required.  

 
E-10 These comments are introductory in nature and describe the comments to be made in the 

comment letter. The comment does not raise specific issues relative to the RDEIR, and 
therefore no further response is provided. 
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E-11 This comment restates information contained in the RDEIR and does not raise specific 
issues relative to the RDEIR, and therefore no further response is provided.  

 
E-12 As stated in Section 2.2.1.3 of the RDEIR, the existing segment of Cottonwood that 

would be eliminated with the proposed project currently serves exclusively as access to 
the existing LCDF and old Edgemoor facilities and does not connect to Riverview 
Parkway. See RDEIR Page 1-24 and Figures 1-4 and 1-5. As noted in Section 2.2.1.3 of 
the RDEIR, the traffic analysis for the proposed project did not assume extension of 
Cottonwood Avenue from Riverview Parkway to Mission Gorge Road, and therefore 
correctly and accurately analyzes traffic impacts under the proposed project conditions. 

 
E-13 In response to the City’s statement that the project would “triple the size of the existing 

LCDF”, it should be noted that, while the land area would be roughly 3 times the land 
area used by the existing LCDF, the number of beds would be increased from 
approximately 810 beds to 1,216 CSA-rated beds, or roughly a 50% increase. 

  
E-14 The land uses listed are analyzed in the Land Use section of the RDEIR (Section 3.1.4.2); 

the RDEIR analyzes physical environmental effects that could result from 
implementation of the project adjacent to, or in close proximity to, these uses and 
concludes that the project would have no significant impacts. Moreover, the existing 
facility has been at this location since 1977, and the proposed project does not introduce a 
new land use at this site. 

 
E-15 The project description does not include a discussion of the Siting Agreement because the 

Siting Agreement and the State’s proposal for a re-entry facility are not part of the 
County’s LCDF project.  Moreover, the re-entry facility would have no effect on the 
environmental impacts of the County’s LCDF project. If the State decides to build a re-
entry facility, the State will have to prepare an environmental analysis for that project. 
Consequently, the County has not divided one large project “into component parts” that 
result in an underestimation of the environmental effects of the larger project. 

 
E-16 This comment provides information and quotes specific provisions of the CEQA 

Guidelines, but does not raise specific issues relative to the RDEIR, and therefore no 
further response is provided. 

 
E-17 The County disagrees with the City’s assertion that the project description contained in 

the RDEIR is inadequate and that the project objectives are skewed. See response to 
comment E-2. The project description contained in Chapter 1.0 of the RDEIR fully 
characterizes and describes the proposed project and its purpose, context, and project 
components. The environmental issues identified in the comment are fully addressed in 
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the RDEIR in the parenthetically noted sections: aesthetics (Section 3.1.1), biological 
resources (Section 2.3), hydrology and water quality (Section 2.6), land use and planning 
(Section 3.1.4), noise (Section 3.1.5), public services/public safety (Section 3.1.7), 
utilities and service systems (Section 3.1.8), and urban decay (Section 3.1.4.2). It is not 
clear what the comment means by “environmental justice” in the context of CEQA. 
“Environmental justice” is not a term defined in CEQA, nor is it an issue area that is 
specifically discussed or referenced in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines. It is possible that 
the comment refers to environmental justice as it is known under federal law promulgated 
pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 
1994). This is a federal standard typically analyzed under the National Environmental 
Policy Act, which does not apply to the proposed project. 

 
The County disagrees with the City’s assertion that the analysis of these issues is 
inadequate, or is based on flawed methodology. Additionally, the County disagrees with 
the City’s assertion that the RDEIR fails to consider adequate mitigation measures and 
project alternatives to reduce environmental effects. The RDEIR provides feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce significant effects in all but two issue areas to less than 
significant levels. The two issue areas where impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable are traffic and historical resources. In addition, the environmental analysis 
for the project included an extensive consideration of project alternatives, including a 
screening study of 43 potential alternatives. The RDEIR analysis and discussion of 
alternatives satisfies the requirements of CEQA to consider a “reasonable range” of 
project alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6). However, the comment lacks 
sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can be provided. Additional 
responses related to the issues raised in a summary fashion in this comment are provided 
in subsequent responses to more detailed comments.  

 
E-18 This comment contains information regarding the City’s planning effort for the Town 

Center project and does not raise issues relative to the RDEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

 
E-19 This County project is exempt from the Santee Town Center Specific Plan by virtue of 

the fact that the County is exempt from the City’s general plan. Under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(d), the Santee General Plan and Town Center Specific Plan are not 
“applicable” to the proposed project, and, therefore, there is no requirement to discuss 
inconsistencies with these documents.  

 
While the 1986 Town Center Specific Plan states that “the expansion or addition of new 
detention facilities are neither intended nor compatible uses within Town Center,” that 
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statement is a land use policy. The City’s own environmental analysis of the 2006 Town 
Center Specific Plan Amendment first acknowledges the expansion of LCDF on 45 acres 
within the Town Center Specific Plan, and then concludes that “Interface issues between 
Las Colinas and the office park are considered less than significant.” (Master EIR for the 
Santee Town Center Specific Plan Amendment (2006) (MEIR), Page 32). The MEIR 
further states that “No significant land use compatibility impacts with surrounding land 
uses have been identified for the proposed project.” (MEIR, Page 34). It is noted that the 
City of Santee does not support the proposed expansion of LCDF, and has incorporated 
language in its planning documents consistent with that policy direction. However, the 
City’s analysis concluded that there are no physical environmental effects associated with 
incompatibility or interface issues between Town Center uses and the detention facility 
use. 

 
Notwithstanding the conclusions of the City’s MEIR analysis of compatibility issues, the 
RDEIR considered all potential physical environmental effects, both direct and indirect, 
that could result from the proposed project on existing and proposed land uses adjacent to 
or near LCDF. Those effects include aesthetics, traffic, noise, and air quality, all of which 
are fully analyzed and documented in the RDEIR, as further detailed in subsequent 
responses to comments on those specific environmental topics.  

 
E-20 The comment is noted.  
 
E-21 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Nonetheless, the following response is provided. The Settlement Agreement 
applies only to the use of the “expansion project”, defined in the Agreement as the 
structures the County built in 1988/89 to house 600 male inmates. The Settlement 
Agreement does not apply to the portion of the proposed project that would be located on 
the Edgemoor property and outside of the “expansion project” area. With respect to the 
portion of the proposed project that would be located in the “expansion project” area, the 
Settlement Agreement requires the County to prepare a new environmental document, 
which Santee may challenge. The County has complied with this requirement by 
preparing this EIR. 

 
E-22 See response to comment E-21. The County has complied with the general provision in 

the Settlement Agreement that is referenced in this comment. Specifically, the County 
worked with the City of Santee on a master plan to develop the County’s surplus property 
in the Town Center area of Santee in accordance with the Settlement Agreement and 
Board of Supervisors’ Policy F-38, Edgemoor Property Development.  This policy states 
that the County will develop and implement the Edgemoor Master Plan in consultation 
and cooperation with the City of Santee. The Disposition and Development Agreement 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-108 

 

(DDA), executed in January 2004, between Ryan Companies US, Inc. (“Ryan”) and the 
County was the result of a Request for Qualifications and a Request for Proposal process 
that included input from the City of Santee and confirmation by the Santee City Council 
of the developer chosen by the County. Under the terms of the DDA, Ryan is obligated to 
prepare and develop a Master Plan for a 108-acre portion of the County’s surplus 
property in consultation with and subject to the approval of the County and City of 
Santee. The Master Plan was outlined in a Master Environmental Impact Report 
(“MEIR”) that was prepared for an amendment to the Santee Town Center Specific Plan.  
An attachment to the DDA which describes the land use and design framework for the 
Specific Plan Amendment was drafted by the City of Santee. In addition, the MEIR for 
the Specific Plan Amendment that the City of Santee certified on February 8, 2006, notes 
in several instances that the County has plans to reconstruct the Las Colinas facility on a 
site not to exceed 45 acres in the Town Center Specific Plan area. In addition, the County 
dedicated 55 acres of land to the City of Santee for purposes of developing a public park. 
These actions show the County’s good faith efforts to “work closely together to foster a 
development of the County’s land in Santee, in a manner that will be financially 
beneficial to the County, and will enhance development opportunities in the City, for the 
benefit of all citizens of the City and County.” 

 
E-23 Comments regarding County revenues do not raise a significant environmental issue to 

which a response is required. Specifically, whether or not a project represents “higher and 
better uses” is not a matter that requires analysis pursuant to CEQA. Furthermore, the use 
of County land is a policy decision, which is based on factors that are not exclusive to 
economics or revenue generation. The County disagrees with the City’s assertion that the 
project “could negatively affect the adjacent development of the office park”. See 
response to comment E-19 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2. 
 

E-24 This comment provides general background on the DDA between the County and Ryan, 
as well as the Cooperation Agreement among the County, City and Ryan, and does not 
raise specific issues relevant to the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
E-25 This comment provides information regarding the City’s 2000 Town Center Specific Plan 

Amendment, and does not raise a significant environmental issue. Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

 
E-26 See response to comment E-19. 
 
E-27 See response to comment E-19. It should be noted that Figure 2 of the 2006 Amendment 

to the Town Center Specific Plan shows the existing LCDF, and adjacent lands to the east 
that comprise the Edgemoor property, as blank, with no “Planning Area” designation. 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-109 

 

Figure 2 is included as Attachment E-3 at the end of response to this comment letter E. 
This indicates that the Specific Plan Amendment recognized the expansion of the LCDF 
facility. 

 
E-28 This comment is introductory in nature and more fully developed by subsequent 

comments to which responses are provided. All significant adverse environmental effects 
of the project have been fully addressed, documented, and, where feasible, mitigated. 

 
E-29 Regarding the City’s assertion that the County has narrowly interpreted project 

objectives, see response to comment E-2. The objectives identified for the LCDF 
expansion project are unique to the proposed project because they specifically relate to 
the purpose and need for rehabilitation of women inmates in San Diego County. 
Therefore, there is no “inconsistency” in applying project objectives to the proposed 
project, as compared to unrelated facilities with different purposes. Moreover, there is no 
“County philosophy” for siting detention facilities at any particular location.  

 
George Bailey Detention Facility, East Mesa Detention Facility, and Facility 8 are 
located in East Otay Mesa, but they do not require on-site booking facilities. Booking 
facilities for men are provided at the intake centers at San Diego Central Jail and Vista 
Detention Facility. Therefore, transportation times and distances for local law 
enforcement was not a consideration for siting those facilities. 

 
The County’s juvenile facilities in East Mesa (EMJDF) and Kearny Mesa (KMJDF) are 
operated by the Department of Probation and both provide on-site booking services for 
juveniles. However, the decision of where to book an underage offender who is taken into 
custody is left to the discretion of the arresting officer. The booking data reveal that, 
given the choice, the overwhelming majority of arresting officers will transport a detainee 
to KMJDF for processing because it is more centrally located. On average, “new” 
bookings (i.e., non-transfers) at EMJDF account for only 2% (an estimated 4 out of 175) 
of the juvenile bookings that are handled by the Probation Department every week.   

 
The needs that relate to an open-campus design for the proposed project are discussed in 
Sections 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, and 4.2.1.3 (Pages 4-8 and 4-9) of the RDEIR. Also refer to 
response to comment E-75 regarding the need for an open-campus design for the 
proposed project.  
 
While the County’s other detention facilities were planned and programmed to house 
men, there is one jail that also has a low-profile, campus-style layout – East Mesa 
Detention Facility (EMDF).  The layout of EMDF, where housing units are arrayed 
around central open space and security core, shares some similarities with the campus-
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style design of the proposed project. This facility houses only low-level offenders who 
circulate to centralized services within the campus. See response to comment E-8. 

 
E-30 The County’s entering into the Siting Agreement with the State has not committed the 

County to the LCDF expansion project or to the construction of a separate re-entry 
facility. The Board of Supervisors has not yet considered or approved the LCDF project. 
The County has not committed, and could not commit, to the construction of a re-entry 
facility since it would be a State project, not a County project. Construction of the State 
re-entry facility is not a prerequisite to the County’s receiving funding for the LCDF 
project. The County received preference points for its application for grant funds for the 
LCDF project by agreeing to cooperate with the State in locating a re-entry facility. The 
Siting Agreement provides information to the State on potential sites for the State’s 
consideration for a re-entry facility. 

 
E-31 See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, and E-15. The County’s entering into the 

Siting Agreement with the State has not committed the County “to a definite course of 
action that would lead to approval of the Project.” The Siting Agreement has not 
precluded an adequate consideration of alternatives in the EIR for the LCDF project. The 
fact that one of the potential sites identified in the Siting Agreement for a re-entry facility 
“overlaps with the site selected by Santee’s consultants (East Otay Mesa Alternative) for 
the LCDF expansion” in no way means that the analysis of alternatives in the LCDF EIR 
is inadequate. The LCDF EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by 
CEQA, including an alternative site in Otay Mesa (the Rabago site). See RDEIR, Pages 
4-13 through 4-31. 

 
E-32 The lead agency has discretion in determining significance thresholds for analyses 

conducted under CEQA. Additionally, there is no requirement in CEQA to “consistently” 
adopt any or all of the standards, ordinances, policies, or other requirements of a 
particular agency. Where applicable and appropriate, the County chose to incorporate 
standards contained in City ordinances into the significance thresholds used for the 
proposed project. Specifically, the RDEIR used the City’s Sound Level Limits contained 
in the City’s Noise Ordinance as significance thresholds, because they represented 
appropriate numerical standards by which to measure and evaluate noise impacts. For 
hydrology and water quality, the County also uses City ordinances to identify 
significance of impacts. Specifically, the City’s designation of flood hazards from the San 
Diego River is slightly different from the FEMA designation. Therefore, as a 
conservative measure related to flooding hazards, the County incorporated City flood 
designations into the significance thresholds for the proposed project. As noted in the 
RDEIR, design of the proposed project will incorporate design themes established in the 
Town Center Specific Plan. For example, the administration building, the building that 
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will be most visible to the general public, will be designed to conform with the 
architectural guidelines for massing/scale/form, and materials and colors, including the 
use of earthen tones. Mechanical equipment, storage areas, and maintenance areas will be 
screened from views from outside the secured perimeter, and all loading will occur on 
site and will be screened from streets in accordance with the guidelines. Finally, the 
RDEIR uses the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance to identify a significant impact on an oak tree 
that would be impacted by the project, based on general guidance in the CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G. However, the traffic analysis presented in Section 2.2 uses the 
County’s Guidelines because they contain more conservative and detailed significance 
criteria than are typically applied by the City and, hence, result in a more conservative 
and comprehensive analysis of traffic impacts (an analysis more beneficial to the City).  

 
E-33 See responses to comments E-17 and E-19. All significant adverse environmental effects 

of the project have been fully addressed, documented, and, where feasible, mitigated. 
 
E-34 See response to comment E-19. The RDEIR does not misrepresent an inconsistency with 

Santee’s Town Center Specific Plan. See RDEIR Pages 1-9, 1-10, and 3.1.4-3.  
 
E-35 See response to comment E-19. The RDEIR does not state that the MEIR for the Town 

Center Specific Plan Amendment amends the Town Center Specific Plan. However, as 
noted in response to comment E-27, the Specific Plan Amendment designates the land 
surrounding the LCDF facility and adjacent lands comprising the Edgemoor facility as 
“Planning Areas”. In contrast, the LCDF facility and adjacent lands comprising the 
Edgemoor facility are not labeled as “Planning Areas” in the Santee Town Center 
Amendment. 

 
E-36 See responses to comments E-19 and E-27. The RDEIR does not state that the MEIR 

“overrides” the Specific Plan, nor does it state that the MEIR “approved” the LCDF 
expansion. Rather, the RDEIR states that the MEIR considered and analyzed impacts 
based on the assumption that the LCDF facility would be expanded on a 45-acre site 
within the Specific Plan area. Moreover, the MEIR analyzed compatibility issues 
between the LCDF and Town Center, and found that “Interface issues between Las 
Colinas and the office park are considered less than significant.” (MEIR, Page 32). 
Further, acknowledging the existing and expanded LCDF facility in the project 
description of the MEIR, the MEIR states that “No significant land use compatibility 
impacts with surrounding land uses have been identified for the proposed project.” 
(MEIR, Page 34). Finally, in a response to a comment on the MEIR regarding 
compatibility issues related to a detention facility, the City’s MEIR states, “Compatibility 
issues are addressed through project design, to include decorative block walls high 
enough to prevent scaling, building setbacks and landscaping. These measures or features 
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would be applicable whether development occurred in accord with the ‘Office Park 
Overlay’ or with the underlying land uses which include ‘Office/Commercial’, ‘Civic 
Center’ and ‘Residential/Institutional’ to the south, east and north of the detention facility 
(MEIR Figure 1-4).” (MEIR, response to comment 14 from Sheriff Kolender).  

 
E-37 See response to comment E-19. As discussed in RDEIR Section 3.1.4, the proposed 

project would not substantially alter or introduce new land uses. Replacement of the 
existing LCDF does not constitute a new land use. The RDEIR considered all potential 
physical environmental effects, both direct and indirect, that could result from 
development of the proposed project adjacent to or near existing and proposed land uses. 
Those effects include aesthetics, traffic, noise, and air quality, all of which are fully 
analyzed and documented in the RDEIR, as further detailed in subsequent responses to 
comments on those specific environmental topics. See also response to comment E-36.  

 
E-38 The City’s Town Center Specific Plan does not apply to the proposed project, and, 

therefore, inconsistency with the City’s Town Center Specific Plan is not a significant 
physical environmental effect. However, the RDEIR addresses the physical effects of the 
proposed project, including aesthetic impacts (Section 3.1.1.2). Based on detailed visual 
simulations, the RDEIR concludes that the project would not result in significant impacts 
related to aesthetics.  

 
E-39  Sufficient information is available to analyze the project’s effects on the environment. 

The placement, height, and bulk of the proposed buildings are described and shown in 
graphic form in the RDEIR. The dimensions of the structures were used to create visual 
simulations, presented in Figures 3.1-1 through 3.1-6 of the RDEIR, which represent the 
“worst case” building envelope for the structures, and thereby present the maximum 
potential for adverse visual effects of the project. 

 
E-40 The RDEIR is not internally inconsistent. This comment lists three factors that allegedly 

demonstrate internal inconsistency. The first factor is accurate. The second factor is 
incorrect, as the proposed project would be more visually prominent only from KOPs 1 
and 3. The third factor draws the conclusion that the project results in a “substantial 
change in the visibility of the LCDF”. However, this is not a conclusion drawn in or 
supported by the RDEIR.  

 
The comment also concludes that the proposed project would result in a significant 
aesthetic impact. However, the comment provides no analysis or support for this 
conclusion. The RDEIR concludes that the project would not result in significant impacts 
related to aesthetics. This conclusion is supported by the analysis contained in the 
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RDEIR, including visual simulations, as well as further detail on project design and 
landscaping.  

 
E-41 The issues raised in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not 

issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e)).  
 
The comment includes no statistical support for the assertion that the City is unduly 
burdened by illegal activities perpetrated by released inmates. Pages 3.1.4-7 through 
3.1.4-9 of the RDEIR include a discussion supported by arrest and booking data (2007) 
that illustrates the lack of a nexus between recently released inmates and crimes 
committed in Santee. 
 
The County does house inmates who are arrested or reside in North County in Santee; 
however, the reverse is also true. North County inmates are housed at Las Colinas for a 
range of classification reasons (aside from just “gang issues”) such as separating inmates 
who are co-defendants in a criminal trial, providing adequate security for inmates 
involved in high-profile incidents, and giving pregnant and high-risk inmates access to 
medical care or other services. Most North County inmates who have been sentenced 
serve their time at the existing LCDF so they can participate in vocational and 
educational programs not provided at Vista Detention Facility. All of the County’s jails 
are regional facilities and must serve the detention needs of the entire County. 
 

E-42 See response to comment E-41. There is no direct or indirect relationship between the 
existing facility and any physical environmental effects on surrounding uses. Therefore, 
the issues raised in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not 
issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e)). Nonetheless, the following information is provided in response to this 
comment. As indicated in the RDEIR (Sections 1.2.1.4, 3.1.4, and 3.1.7), SDSD will 
provide for all security needs associated with the project. The proposed security plan 
incorporates a combination of architectural and operational features, including the 
provision of SDSD staff to monitor and manage the activities of inmates and patrol the 
campus perimeter. Other security measures include fencing, security electronics (e.g., 
alarms, Closed-Circuit Television (CCTV) monitoring, door controls), and site lighting. 
The facility perimeter will be secured using a system of double fences and a patrol ring 
road.  

 
 There has been just one recorded incident of a recently released inmate committing a 
crime (robbery of a convenience store) in Santee. Consequently, there is no reason to 
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expect that inmates released from the proposed expanded facility would result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts related to public safety.  
 
The project would not provide capacity above the proposed 1,216 CSA-rated beds per the 
RDEIR project description in Section 1.2. Therefore, impacts from housing more than 
1,216 inmates are not reasonably foreseeable, and no mitigation measure to restrict the 
facility to 1,216 beds would be necessary. 

 
E-43 The County disagrees with the City’s assertion that the RDEIR does not adequately 

address potential urban decay effects. Please refer to Section 3.1.4.2 of the RDEIR, and 
response to comment E-19. 

 
E-44 As discussed on Page 3.1.4-10 of the RDEIR, the goals and objectives of the Town 

Center Specific Plan Amendment related to office employment, jobs, and growth were 
developed in light of the fact that the County’s LCDF currently exists and would be 
reconstructed. Also, as noted on Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10 and shown on Figure 3.1-
8 of the RDEIR, the fact that proposed residential and commercial developments recently 
constructed, approved, and/or nearing approval by the City of Santee (e.g., Riverview 
Residential, Morningside Condominiums, Magnolia Town Homes, and Riverview Office 
Park as shown on Figure 1-9) are located or planned to be located near the existing LCDF 
supports the conclusion that the LCDF project is not an impediment to new development 
and would not cause urban decay, including the potential for increased vacancies. 
Furthermore, investment in these residential and commercial developments is an 
indicator of demand for housing and commercial growth. As such, it is not anticipated 
that the proposed project would have an indirect adverse effect on property values that 
would result in urban decay or other adverse physical effects. The above analysis, as 
presented on Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10 of the RDEIR, supports the conclusion that 
the property values in the area already reflect the fact that there is an existing women’s 
detention facility nearby.  

 
Furthermore, the LCDF facility has been an adult women’s detention facility at this 
location since 1977. Nonetheless, in 2003, Ryan and the County entered into a 
Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) for development on County land around 
the existing facility. The 2003 DDA contemplated development on 108 acres of land (a 
portion of which is currently being developed) within the 154-acre area, leaving 
approximately 45 acres for LCDF expansion. The fact that Ryan entered into the DDA 
even though the LCDF was to be expanded at this location and is developing some of the 
land pursuant to the DDA further supports the conclusion that the proposed project would 
not cause urban decay. See also responses to comments E-19 and E-253. 
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E-45 First, as noted in response to comment E-19 above, the Santee Town Center Plan does 
not apply to the proposed project. Second, “Environmental justice” is not a term defined 
in CEQA, nor is it an issue area that is specifically discussed or referenced in CEQA or 
the CEQA Guidelines.  

 
 It is possible that the comment refers to Environmental Justice as it is known under 

federal law promulgated pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations (February 1994). This is a federal standard typically analyzed under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, which does not apply to the proposed project.  

 
Under federal law, “environmental justice” typically focuses on a project’s potential 
impacts on minority and low-income communities. See Bass, R., Herson, A., and 
Bogdan, K., The NEPA Book, (2nd ed., 2001) pp. 148-149. No specific reference to 
minority populations and/or low income populations is made in the comment. The City of 
Santee does not contain a disproportionate concentration of minority and/or low-income 
populations, as compared to the region. If the comment is interpreted to imply that those 
populations would be affected, regional demographic data do not support such a 
conclusion. A comparison of recent (2007) population data by ethnicity and income for 
the City of Santee and the San Diego region as a whole is provided below. 
 
Ethnicity (percentage of total population) 
 

San Diego Region  City of Santee 
Hispanic  29%    13% 
Black   5%    2% 
American Indian 0.5%    0.6% 
Asian/Pac. Islander 10%    3% 
Other   3%    3% 
 
Median Household Income 
 
   San Diego Region  City of Santee 
   $68,388   $78,250 
   

Source: San Diego Association of Governments (www.sandag.org; accessed June 
20, 2008) 

 
As the data indicate, the City of Santee does not contain disproportionately high 
populations of minorities. In fact, the City of Santee has lower populations of minorities 
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in all categories but one. In addition, the median income in Santee is over 14% higher 
than the regional average. 

 
It is not the responsibility of the County, as the applicant and Lead Agency for the 
proposed project, to analyze other projects’ consistency with the City’s General Plan or 
other related plans and policies. Moreover, it is important to note that the proposed 
ENPEX Corporation project is not a County project and that the Sycamore Landfill is not 
a County facility. More importantly, the Sycamore Landfill has existed since 1962, 
Gillespie Field has existed since the mid-1940s, the Edgemoor Geriatric Hospital has 
existed since 1950, and the LCDF has existed since 1965 as a female juvenile facility and 
since 1977 as an adult female detention facility, whereas the City of Santee incorporated 
in December 1980. 
 
See also response to comment E-13. 

 
E-46 See response to comment E-45.  

 
E-47  The East Otay Mesa alternative, as described in Appendix K to the RDEIR, was 

eliminated from further consideration in the alternatives screening process due to 
infeasibility, failure to meet project objectives, and environmental criteria, as further 
explained below. However, the RDEIR does analyze the Otay Mesa (Rabago) site and, 
based on that analysis, concludes that the Rabago site does not meet project objectives 3 
and 4.  

 
The Alternatives Screening Report provides a complete discussion of how potential 
alternatives were identified and screened for consideration in the RDEIR. The screening 
process was guided by Section 15126(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states: 
 

An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of 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. 

 
Based on this guideline, the following evaluation criteria were established: 
 
1. Does the alternative allow the County to meet all, most, or some of their project 

objectives? 
 
2. Is the alternative feasible, from a legal, regulatory, and technical perspective?  
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3. Does the alternative have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the Proposed Project (including consideration of whether the 
alternative would create other significant effects potentially greater than those of 
the Proposed Project)? 

 
The Alternatives Screening Report applied these criteria to the East Otay Mesa site, and 
concluded that development of the proposed project using and/or expanding the County’s 
East Mesa complex does not meet the CEQA screening criteria. (RDEIR, Appendix K, 
Page 5-20). Therefore, the East Otay Mesa site was appropriately not advanced in the 
screening process for evaluation in the EIR. 
 
Regarding the Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) facility, see response to 
comment E-9.  
 

E-48 See responses to comments E-8, E-29, and E-47. RDEIR Appendix K, Page 5-19, 
provides an explanation of why a new facility or expansion of the existing facilities in the 
County’s East Otay Mesa Complex could not be designed to accommodate female 
inmates.  

 
E-49 The London Group Realty Advisors Report prepared for the City of Santee describes two 

alternatives in the East Otay Mesa vicinity: “Alternative #1, the East Otay Mesa 
Detention Facility”, and “Alternative #2, APN#646-40-00 /0/7/08/13/15/16/20 and APN 
#648-04-26-00.” Alternative #1 is similar to the alternative described in RDEIR 
Appendix K, Section 5.2.1 (hereafter referred to as the East Otay Mesa Alternative). 

 
 The London Group Report identifies the East Otay Mesa Complex as approximately 100 

acres of the mesa that have previously been identified exclusively for corrections uses. 
The London Group Report does not identify a specific alternative site within this 100-
acre area.  

 
In the East Otay Mesa Detention Complex Master Plan (County of San Diego, October 
2000, Volume 3), the County identified approximately 100 acres for corrections uses for 
East Otay Mesa, and at the time of the Master Plan’s publication in October 2000, 
approximately 50 of those acres were developed.  

 
The Master Plan identifies the “seven most feasible development sites” in East Otay 
Mesa. The largest site was 25.8 acres, and has since been developed for the East Mesa 
Juvenile Detention Facility (refer to Figure 5-2 in Appendix K). The next largest site was 
20 acres. This site is less than half the size needed for the proposed project, includes 
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challenging topography, and would require approximately 671,000 cubic yards of cut and 
669,000 cubic yards of fill to create a building site.  
 
Also, as shown on Figure 5-2 in Appendix K, the area surrounding the East Otay Mesa 
Alternative contains sensitive MHPA lands, the Otay River Valley to the north, O’Neal 
Canyon south and west, and Otay Mountain Conservancy Area park lands to the east. As 
a result, an alternative developed within the East Otay Mesa area would not meet the 
screening criteria for technical feasibility, because grading for the building pad, 
construction of access roads, and extension of utilities would adversely impact preserve 
lands, which contain sensitive species and habitats identified for protection under the 
MSCP.  
 
The East Otay Mesa Alternative is within the 100-acre corrections use area. Appendix K 
states that the East Mesa Complex (the 100-acre area identified in the Master Plan) is not 
equipped to accommodate women inmates, does not have adequate space to 
accommodate the proposed project, and, due to site suitability (steep slopes), cannot be 
expanded. For these reasons, as stated on Pages 5-19 and 5-20 of RDEIR Appendix K, it 
would not meet the screening criteria for project objectives, technical feasibility, and 
environmental criteria. Creating a 45-acre site needed for the proposed project would 
require substantial grading (cut and fill) to fill a canyon containing a tributary to the Otay 
River. Therefore, the East Otay Mesa Alternative would not be feasible.  
 
In response to additional comments related to access to the East Otay Mesa area, as well 
as construction and operational costs, the following additional details are provided. 
Access to East Otay Mesa is presently limited to Otay Mesa Road from SR-905, which is 
often congested. While the Southbay Expressway (SR-125) recently opened, it is not 
typically used by law enforcement or the Prisoner Transportation Detail and Detentions 
support services because there is no exemption from paying the toll for non-emergency 
situations. Deliveries and the regular transportation of inmates or detainees is not an 
emergency situation. 

 
The comment provides no data to support the assertion that the majority of females are 
arrested in the South Bay. If the comment is referring to statements in the LCDF Master 
Plan, that document states that the largest percentage of female offenders “originate” 
(reside) in the municipalities south of State Route 52, a much larger geographic area than 
the South Bay. The South Bay is generally understood to be comprised of National City, 
Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, and the San Ysidro area, whereas State Route 52 is 
significantly north of these cities and runs from Santee west to La Jolla. 
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Aside from the nominal construction savings that might result from co-locating a new 
system warehouse at East Otay Mesa with a new institutional warehouse at the women’s 
facility (the City’s consultant’s report estimates this at $850,000), no data or factual 
information is provided in the comment to support the assertion that there would be lower 
construction, operational, and transportation costs by locating the project in East Otay 
Mesa rather than in Santee. See RDEIR Section 4.2.3.3, Pages 4-25 through Pages 4-31. 
Also see responses to comments E-214 and E-253.  

 
The East Otay Mesa site would not be as close to courts (with the exception of the South 
Bay courthouse) and medical facilities as the location of the proposed project in Santee 
(see RDEIR Page 4-29).  
 

E-50 See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, E-15, E-30, and E-31. Contrary to what the 
comment alleges, it is not logical to conclude that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze 
the East Otay Mesa alternative because the County has already committed to the 
construction of a re-entry facility on that site. As noted in the RDEIR, Appendix K, as 
well as in response to comment E-49, alternative sites in East Otay Mesa do not meet the 
basic screening criteria for feasibility, and therefore were not advanced for consideration 
in the RDEIR.  

 
E-51  The Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) site is one of the sites within the Otay 

Mesa Complex evaluated through the alternatives screening process, as documented in 
Appendix K of the RDEIR. This alternative was not advanced in the screening process 
for evaluation in the EIR because of legal and regulatory issues. 

 
The County of San Diego (and specifically the Sheriff’s Department) has a mandate to 
provide detention facilities for County inmates (Penal Code Section 4000).  Complying 
with this mandate requires thoughtful and strategic planning to ensure sufficient housing 
based on objective classification procedures for the projected inmate population.  The 
County’s detention facility master plan (System Master Plan, Carter Goble Lee 2001) 
projected a severe shortfall in male bedspace over the next 20 years; therefore, the 
System Master Plan recommends that the CCA facility be used to house men when it 
reverts to the County or is acquired through a buyout provision. Following this 
recommendation would allow the County and the Sheriff’s Department to provide 
sufficient inmate housing and adequate detention facilities.  It is important to note that 
even with the addition of the CCA beds, there will still be a shortage of male bedspace by 
2020. Using the CCA bedspace to house women would only exacerbate the problem. 
 
The statement that the “CCA Otay Mesa Alternative would meet the project objectives” 
is incorrect.  The CCA Otay Mesa Alternative would not meet Project Objectives 3 or 4.  
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As noted in response to comment E-9, the CCA facility was based on the George Bailey 
Detention Facility prototype.  George Bailey Detention Facility is a men’s jail and, 
“women’s medical and familial needs are not met in jails designed to incarcerate men.  
[D]ifferent programming is needed for female offenders.”1 Similar to the Otay Mesa 
Alternative (Rabago), this CCA site would not be a suitable location for a female intake 
(booking) center. 

 
See response to comment E-47.  
 

E-52 While this comment correctly notes that the Otay Mesa Alternative was determined to be 
the environmentally superior alternative (RDEIR, Section 4.3), the comment incorrectly 
identifies the issue areas that were determined by the RDEIR analysis to have reduced 
environmental effects. Specifically, the RDEIR concludes that the proposed project 
would have significant effects only to historical resources and transportation/traffic. 
Therefore, the Otay Mesa Alternative would not reduce impacts to land use, aesthetics, 
public safety, urban decay, and environmental justice. This alternative would result in 
increased biological impacts over the proposed project. The RDEIR does not reject the 
alternative. 
  

E-53 Per Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the County, as lead agency, has included 
a statement of project objectives, which are presented in Section 1.1.3 of the RDEIR. The 
project objectives include the underlying purpose of the project, as required by Section 
15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. The project objectives for the LCDF expansion 
project are derived from needs identified by the experts responsible for law enforcement, 
detentions operations, and rehabilitation of prisoners, and were developed based on the 
need for effective and efficient operation of the proposed facility. The objectives were not 
drafted so that the Santee location “is the only viable proposal.”  

 
E-54 The RDEIR does not reject the Otay Mesa (Rabago Site) Alternative. These comments 

regarding inability to meet project objectives are introductory in nature and more fully 
developed by subsequent comments to which responses are provided. 

 
E-55 RDEIR Section 4.2.3.3 provides driving time analysis for law enforcement officers. The 

County disagrees that the analysis is insufficient or flawed. The comment does not 
explain how the analysis in the RDEIR is insufficient. The comment claims that the 
analysis is flawed because it does not take into consideration traffic congestion or other 
unidentified “factors”.  

                                                 
1 Bloom, Barbara, Ph.D., Barbara Owen, Ph.D., and Stephanie Covington, Ph.D. Gender-Responsive Strategies: Research, 
Practice, and Guiding Principles for Women Offenders. June 2003.  http://www.nicic.org/pubs/2003/018017.pdf 
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The time and distance calculations for the analysis summarized in Section 4.2.3.3 of the 
RDEIR were obtained from MapQuest (www.mapquest.com). MapQuest obtains data 
from various digital map database companies (e.g., NAVTEQ) who employ “field 
researchers” to verify information on the ground. A description of how MapQuest 
calculates distances and driving times is excerpted below for the purposes of 
demonstrating the reliability of the data used in the County’s analysis. 

 
“MapQuest's routing algorithm looks at all possible routes between two 
points and then picks one by weighing certain factors at each stage along 
the trip. The goal is to achieve the fastest, most direct route. It factors in 
characteristics such as what kind of road is involved (if it's between 
freeway or dirt, for example, it'll pick the freeway), how many turns are 
involved, how fast you can travel on the road and the number of 
intersections you'll encounter. Once it has chosen the ideal segment for 
each step of the way, it delivers a set of directions.  

 
MapQuest inputs all of this data into its own technology infrastructure to 
turn it into the maps and directions displayed on MapQuest.com.  
 
When the MapQuest routing servers generate a route, it also generates an 
estimated driving time. This driving time is based on travel speeds 
(typically posted speed limits) along each road segment and the amount of 
time it takes to navigate each intersection. According to Jim Greiner, 
MapQuest's Director of Marketing, intersection time is calculated "based 
on type of turn (left, right, crossing) and the number, type, and geometry 
of roads at the intersection." For example, the software assumes it takes 
more time to turn left from a minor road onto a major road than it takes to 
turn right from a major road onto a minor road.” 

 
Layton, Julia. “How MapQuest Works”. HowStuffWorks.com 

http://computer.howstuffworks.com/mapquest.htm/printable 
 
Various levels of traffic congestion occur throughout the urbanized areas of the San 
Diego region depending on a variety of factors, including day of week, time of day, and 
other considerations, the analysis of which would be speculative. However, the widening 
of SR-52 and the extension of that highway to SR-67 through Santee (both currently 
under construction) will only improve the accessibility of the proposed project to local 
law enforcement in times of heavy congestion.  
 
See response to comment E-229. 
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E-56 The County disagrees that there are inconsistencies between the alternatives analysis and 

the LCDF Master Plan. The Master Plan does state that the largest percentage of female 
offenders “originate” (reside) in an area that includes the municipalities south of Route 
52. However, the plan never identifies or refers to Otay Mesa as an “ideal” location for a 
women’s facility, as stated in the comment.  In fact, Page 3-4 of the Master Plan states: 

 
“The current Las Colinas Detention Facility site is 16.0 acres, while the 
current Edgemoor Skilled Nursing Facility Site is 42.3 acres.  This 
adjacent site is ideally suited for a new women’s facility after the 
relocation of the Skilled Nursing Facility to another tract.  The existing 
Edgemoor Site has access from the Magnolia Avenue and Cottonwood 
Avenue, which has many benefits for staff, and service access.  This entire 
site is recommended as the first choice for the correctional facility and 
supplemental uses.” [emphasis added] 

 
The statements in the Master Plan regarding female offenders are made in the context of 
(1) a discussion of the difficulties government typically faces when siting correctional 
facilities; and (2) the desirability of locating a women’s facility close to courts and to 
inmate support services, and where the facility would be accessible to family members.  
Taken in the proper context, the information in the Master Plan is consistent with the 
discussion in the RDEIR alternatives analysis on Pages 4-29 through 4-31.   

  
The County disagrees that there are inadequacies in the analysis. Moreover, siting the 
project in Otay Mesa would not result in just a “slight” increase in driving distance. See 
RDEIR Section 4.2.3.3. 

 
E-57 RDEIR Section 4.2.3.3 states that public bus transportation is available in Otay Mesa 

from the MTS bus stop located approximately 1.1 miles to the southwest of the 
alternative site. No other public transportation is available within the vicinity of the site. 
In contrast, the proposed project site includes convenient access to both bus and trolley 
service. Bus stops currently exist at Cottonwood and Mission Gorge Road on both sides 
of the street, as well as at other locations in close proximity to the site, including the 
transit station. Currently, the pedestrian route between the Otay Mesa alternative site and 
the bus stop does not have continuous sidewalks or street lighting for safe pedestrian 
access. The County Sheriff’s Department does not provide transportation for visitors for 
any of its detention facilities. The purpose of locating the facility in proximity to existing 
transit, including both bus and trolley lines, is to maximize the transportation options for 
visitors to the site. Visitation by family and friends is a key element in the project 
objective of reducing recidivism and enhancing rehabilitation.  
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E-58 The RDEIR does not assert that “proximity to public transit is paramount to site 

selection.” Project Objective 4 states that “the new facility should be located in close 
proximity to public transportation and should be easy to access from major roads and 
highways to facilitate these visits from loved ones.” The “2007 ridership statistics” 
referenced in this comment are not provided, and therefore it is not possible to respond to 
the comment regarding these statistics. However, as noted in Section 1.1 of the RDEIR, 
making it convenient for friends and family to visit the detainees is a component of 
Project Objective 4. The purpose of this objective is to build a women’s detention facility 
that supports gender-responsive programming aimed at reducing recidivism. The 
visitation program at the current facility is much smaller than the program to be 
implemented for the proposed project. Therefore, any ridership statistics from 2007 
would not apply to the proposed project. The four County adult detention facilities that 
lack public transit accessibility are men’s facilities that do not have the same visitation 
program needs as the proposed project.  

The purpose of RDEIR Section 2.2, Significance Threshold 5, is to determine if the 
project would create any impediments to policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation. In this context, the sentence referenced in the comment is 
intended to address infrastructure for alternative transportation, not demand for or use of 
alternative transportation. As a clarification, the Final EIR text has been modified to state 
that the project “would not generate the need for alternative transportation 
infrastructure”. The project objectives and rationale in support of those objectives have 
been clearly and consistently applied throughout the RDEIR. 

E-59 The County disagrees with the comment that there are “overwhelming environmental and 
economic benefits of locating the Project on Otay Mesa”. The Otay Mesa Alternative was 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative because the proposed project has 
unmitigable impacts to two resource areas: historical resources and traffic. However, the 
fact that the Otay Mesa Alternative site avoids impacts to these two resource areas does 
not provide “overwhelming” environmental benefits. Economic considerations may be 
used to determine that an alternative is infeasible, but CEQA does not require a decision 
maker to select a project alternative because of economic considerations. In addition, as 
noted in response to comment E-57, there are substantial benefits to locating the proposed 
expansion on and adjacent to the existing LCDF site. Consistent with Project Objective 4, 
the project seeks to rehabilitate female inmates and reduce recidivism. Connection to 
family and increased visitation by family members enhances rehabilitation and reduces 
recidivism. Therefore, the expanded LCDF facility seeks to maximize opportunities for 
family visitation. An important part of this objective is convenient access to public 
transit, including both bus and trolley, which are the two most frequently used and relied 
upon modes of public transit in San Diego County.  
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E-60 The Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K of the RDEIR presents an analysis of 

43 alternatives that were considered for the RDEIR. The range of alternatives considered 
in the report was identified through the CEQA scoping process and through supplemental 
studies and consultations that were conducted during the course of the alternatives 
screening process. The range of alternatives included those identified: (1) by the County 
Sheriff’s Department LCDF Development Plan (Carter Goble Lee 2003) and as 
subsequent refinements to the proposed Development Plan; (2) during the CEQA scoping 
process; and (3) by the County’s EIR Team in response to scoping comments and to 
avoid or minimize potentially significant adverse environmental effects of the Proposed 
Project. 

 
This comment refers to alternative sites identified in the Las Colinas Detention Center 
Valuation and Alternative Land Development Analysis Prepared for the City of Santee, 
prepared by the London Group (July 2007) (“London Group Report”). That analysis 
identified four alternative sites: (1) East Otay Mesa Detention Facility, (2) an additional 
County-owned site in East Otay Mesa west of the East Otay Mesa Complex, (3) a 
County-owned site in San Pasqual Valley; and (4) a San Diego Unified School District-
owned site in the East Elliot area. All four of these alternatives were analyzed in the 
Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K of the RDEIR.  
 

 The screening analysis determined that the East Otay Mesa locations, including 
development of a replacement facility within the existing East Otay Mesa Complex, as 
well as on land within the vicinity of the complex (alternatives 1 and 2 as noted above), 
would not meet technical feasibility criteria, and therefore were not advanced in the 
alternatives screening process. As discussed in Appendix K of the RDEIR and response 
to comment E-49, the County’s East Mesa Complex is not equipped to accommodate 
women inmates, does not have adequate space to accommodate the proposed project and, 
due to site suitability (steep slopes), cannot be expanded. Therefore, expansion of 
existing facilities to meet the needs of the project would not meet the screening criteria 
for technical feasibility. Alternatively, construction of a new facility separate from the 
existing facilities on East Otay Mesa would require substantial grading (cut and fill), in 
order to obtain the 45-acre site needed for the proposed project. Therefore, developing an 
entirely new 45-acre site would not likely meet the impact avoidance/reduction screening 
criteria due to substantial ground disturbance in environmentally sensitive areas.  

 
The Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) site is one of the sites within the Otay 
Mesa Complex evaluated through the alternatives screening process, as documented in 
Appendix K of the RDEIR. The current lease for the CCA facility runs through 2015, and 
the project need is more immediate (opening planned for 2013 – phase I). In addition, the 
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facility would not meet project objectives, and the County intends to use the facility for 
additional male inmate housing. 
 
The San Pasqual Valley site was also considered in Appendix K to the RDEIR, and the 
conclusion was that the site would not meet the environmental criteria. As noted in the 
Alternatives Screening Report, in 1999 the Board of Supervisors determined that the San 
Pasqual Valley was not a suitable site for a new juvenile detention facility because of 
concerns about environmental impacts and operational issues. Consequently, the County 
stopped all efforts to purchase the San Pasqual Academy for use as a future juvenile 
detention facility.  
 
The Alternatives Screening Analysis also examined reduced size alternatives, including 
increased density of buildings within a smaller land area on portions of the proposed 
project site. These alternatives were found to be infeasible because they could not 
accommodate the programs that are part of the proposed project. 
 
Based on the extensive consideration and analysis of alternatives provided through the 
alternatives screening process and in the RDEIR, a reasonable range of alternatives has 
been considered and analyzed in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). 
 
Under CEQA, construction, operation, and transportation costs are not a consideration in 
evaluating alternatives.  

 
E-61 Based on the extensive consideration and analysis of alternatives provided through the 

alternatives screening process and in the RDEIR, a reasonable range of alternatives has 
been considered and analyzed in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). In addition, during the scoping process, multiple female 
detention facilities were not suggested as a project alternative. As noted in response to 
comment E-9, multiple female detention facilities would not meet three project 
objectives. 

 
E-62 See responses to comments E-2 and E-53. 
 
E-63 See response to comment E-2 regarding the project objectives. Males represent 

approximately 87% of the County’s inmate population. The County does not have a 
single facility that would be large enough to house 4,300 inmates. Therefore, men are 
housed in numerous facilities throughout the County. In contrast, women represent 13% 
of the existing detention system population; therefore, constructing one centralized 
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facility to house 1,216 female inmates and provide comprehensive program space in 
support of a gender-responsive rehabilitation effort is a feasible and desirable goal. 

 
E-64 See responses to comments E-5, E-8, E-15, and E-29. With respect to centralized meal 

service and laundry, see response to comment E-253. The fact that male inmates are 
booked and then transported to and from detention facilities in East Otay Mesa does not 
diminish the importance of Objective 3 for the proposed project, which is to construct a 
women’s facility in a location that facilitates both the booking and transporting of 
inmates. 

 
E-65 The County screened out the East Otay Mesa Alternative in the Alternatives Screening 

Analysis (RDEIR Appendix K). The RDEIR does not “reject” the Otay Mesa (Rabago) 
Alternative.  See RDEIR Section 4.2.3 and responses to comments E-49 and E-52. 
 
The comment states that the RDEIR fails to provide any support for the inmate 
management philosophy proposed for the new women’s facility. In fact, the RDEIR 
references the Master Plan (Carter Goble Lee 2000) and Development Plan (Carter Goble 
Lee 2003) and notes in Section 1.1.3 that the project objectives are derived from needs 
identified by the experts who are responsible for law enforcement, incarceration, and 
rehabilitation of prisoners.  The County’s planning effort for this project was headed up 
by Carter Goble Lee, a firm with extensive experience both nationally and internationally 
in planning facilities and developing operational programs for women offenders.   
 
In addition to the knowledge gleaned from Carter Goble Lee’s principles and its 
subconsultants during the early planning stages of the proposed project, Sheriff’s 
Department staff researched gender-responsive strategies and industry best practices 
when drafting the proposed management philosophy for the new women’s facility. The 
foundation of this philosophy (and the project objectives) is an acknowledgement that the 
female inmate population is unique. “Women enter the criminal justice system with a 
host of unique medical, psychological, and financial problems and needs that distinguish 
them from male offenders. Addiction, poverty, unemployment, physical and mental 
illness, physical and sexual abuse, and homelessness, trap women in a cycle of 
hopelessness and crime.”2 It is generally recognized that relationships play a key role in 
the treatment and rehabilitation of female offenders, and “gender-responsive practice can 
improve outcomes for women offenders by considering their histories, behaviors, and life 
circumstances.”3   
 

                                                 
2 Barbara Bloom, Ph.D., Barbara Owen, Ph.D., and Stephanie Covington, Ph.D. Gender-Responsive Strategies: Research, 
Practice, and Guiding Principles for Women Offenders. June 2003.  http://www.nicic.org/pubs/2003/018017.pdf 
3 Ibid. 
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The comment calls into question two particular elements of the management strategy that 
respond to the unique needs of female offenders: adequate public transit to support 
visitation with dependent children, and the concept of a campus-style layout.  The need 
for access to public transportation to support a visitation program is discussed below, and 
the physical layout of the proposed facility is addressed later in the response. 
 
There are a multitude of studies that consider the plight of children with incarcerated 
parents. Surveys reveal that more than two-thirds of women offenders have dependent 
children, and many are single mothers whose dependents must be placed in temporary 
care for the period of incarceration. This separation can endanger efforts at rehabilitation, 
as noted in the following excerpts from a 2002 study on female offenders:   
 

“…separation from and concern about the well being of 
their children are considered to be among the most 
damaging aspects of [incarceration] for women, and the 
problem is exacerbated by a lack of contact.” 
 
“…one of the greatest differences in stresses for women 
and men serving time is that the separation from children is 
generally a much greater hardship for women than for men. 
For many incarcerated mothers, their relationship—or lack 
thereof—with their children can have a profound effect on 
how they function in the criminal justice system.”4 

 
The effects of separation on the children of incarcerated parents are widely 
acknowledged, with children often becoming the unintended victims of the criminal 
justice system. “Without intervention, these children are at greater risk for involvement in 
the justice system than their peers. Most mothers and their children will eventually 
reunite; therefore, correctional programs and policies that emphasize family reunification, 
parenting skills, and children's services are essential.”5 According to a 1995 report on this 
subject, inmate parent-child visitations are beneficial because such visits allow: 

 
− Children to express emotional reactions to separation, which they may not be 

permitted to do elsewhere; 
− Parents to work out their feelings about separation and loss, which better enables 

them to help their children with the same issues; 

                                                 
4 Covington, PhD, LCSW, Stephanie S.  2002.  A Woman’s Journey Home: Challenges for Female Offenders and Their 
Children.  
5 Female Offenders in the Community: An Analysis of Innovative Strategies and Programs. 
http://www.nicic.org/pubs/1992/010786.pdf 
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− Children to see their parents realistically, calming irrational feelings and 
unrealistic fantasies; 

− Parents to model appropriate interactions for children who are misbehaving, to 
provide support to the caregivers; and 

− Parents and children to maintain their existing relationships and, thereby, increase 
the chances of successful family reunification after prison.6 

 
The County’s proposed women’s facility includes a large innovative Visitation Center 
that will facilitate beneficial visits from supportive family members and dependent 
children. Ensuring that the Visitation Center is easy to access via private vehicles and 
multiple modes of public transit removes the potential barriers to visitation that 
economically disadvantaged families, who are disproportionately represented in the 
female inmate population, typically face. 
 
As noted previously in this response, the comment also questions the lack of support in 
the RDEIR for the open campus-style layout. The comment is incorrect. The RDEIR 
explains the rationale for a campus-style layout (Pages 1-4, 1-5, 4-8, and 4-9). The 
RDEIR specifically explains how the proposed configuration “establishes an environment 
particularly conducive to structured interaction between women offenders” and notes that 
social-behavioral science research consistently supports the concept (Page 1-5).   
 
A gender-responsive inmate management strategy (the core of Project Objective 4) 
recognizes that personal responsibility and relationships play a key role in the treatment 
and rehabilitation of female offenders. The proposed project’s open campus-style layout 
allows for some independent inmate movement to centralized services under appropriate 
supervision and facilitates supportive interaction between inmates and between inmates 
and staff, which can lessen the frequency of disciplinary incidents. 

 
E-66 The comment questions the validity of Project Objective 4. See response to comment E-2 

regarding the development of the project objectives. See response to comment E-65 
regarding the campus layout. Men’s facilities are typically designed with a focus on 
control and security—an environment that is easily created in a high-rise or mid-rise 
layout.  In contrast, women’s facilities should be designed to reflect a culture of treatment 
and should emphasize beneficial interaction, safety, and change. 
 
The comment asserts that “most male inmates are housed in modern high-rise facilities 
with air-conditioning and heating that are shielded from rain and inclement weather.” In 
fact, the 944 beds at the San Diego Central Jail (the County’s only high-rise facility), 
comprise just 18% of the existing detention system’s male capacity. 

                                                 
6 GAO/GGD-00-22. Managing Female Inmate Populations. 1999. 
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The comment’s description of the proposed facility is inaccurate. Consistent with the 
project description (RDEIR Section 1.2.1), the proposed open-style campus facility 
would not require inmates to be “shuffled along corridors resembling animal kennels.”  

 
It is unclear what the last sentence of the comment means, and therefore no further 
response is provided. 

 
E-67 Regarding the use of the bus stop near the existing LCDF and other detention facilities 

that lack reasonable access to public transit, see response to comment E-58. Regarding 
the location of the juvenile detention facility and the open-style campus design, see 
response to comment E-29. The lack of public transit access at the East Mesa Juvenile 
Detention Facility and other County adult detention facilities does not diminish the need 
for public transit access at the proposed facility. See Project Objective 4 on RDEIR Pages 
1-8 and 1-9. It is unclear what “industrial park due south of the Otay Mesa facilities” the 
comment is referring to. The RDEIR explained that there is one bus stop 1.1 miles 
southwest of the Otay Mesa (Rabago) Alternative site. The County contacted MTS on 
August 19, 2008, and MTS indicated it would likely not add a bus stop to serve a new 
detention facility on Otay Mesa. Furthermore, even if a bus route were to be extended 
closer to the Otay Mesa (Rabago) Alternative site, it still would not provide as many 
public transit options as are available at the proposed project site. As noted on RDEIR 
Page 1-24, the presence of both trolley and bus lines would provide convenient access for 
staff (with the potential to reduce vehicle trips) and for visitors in support of the SDSD’s 
behavioral management philosophy for female inmates. RDEIR Page 4-31 states that it is 
important to maximize public transportation options at the new facility to encourage 
visitation. 

 
E-68 As the project proponent, the County is entitled to develop the project objectives. See 

responses to comments E-2 and E-65. CEQA does not limit project objectives to legally 
required programs. There is nothing “inherently flawed” with Project Objective 4. 

 
E-69  This comment quotes excerpts from the RDEIR and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 

E-70 This comment misquotes and mischaracterizes the Master Plan and draws an erroneous 
conclusion. The Master Plan refers to an ideal location for the future facility as being 
closer to where the largest percentage of female offenders “originate” (reside). In this 
context, “originate” (reside) refers to an arrest that leads to a booking into LCDF. The 
Master Plan does not refer specifically to the City of San Diego, National City, and Chula 
Vista in this context, but identifies an area that includes the municipalities south of Route 
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52. This geographic area is large and includes the cities of La Mesa, El Cajon, Coronado, 
Lemon Grove, Imperial Beach, and portions of the City of Santee, in addition to National 
City, Chula Vista, and the most densely populated neighborhoods within the City of San 
Diego. It also includes unincorporated areas that are patrolled by the Sheriff’s 
Department. The Las Colinas Master Plan never refers to Otay Mesa in the context cited 
in the City of Santee’s letter. Therefore, the County’s documents do not support the 
position that, the “Otay Mesa Alternative (Rabago Site) — as well as other alternative 
sites in Otay Mesa are more ideal for the County’s female detention facility than adjacent 
to Santee’s Town Center.”  

 
See response to comment E-56. A detailed analysis of LCDF bookings for CY 2007 
reveals that the municipalities of National City and Chula Vista are actually responsible 
for very small percentages (5%) of bookings, whereas the cities of El Cajon, La Mesa, 
Santee, Lemon Grove, and the unincorporated areas in and around these communities 
were responsible for 14.5% of LCDF bookings in 2007.  See response to comment E-229 
and refer to the chart “Las Colinas Detention Facility Bookings by Arresting Agency 
with Travel Times and Distances,” included as Attachment E-4 at the end of response to 
comment letter E.  

 
E-71 This comment quotes excerpts from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues, 

therefore no further response is provided. 
 
E-72 The proposed facility is being constructed to meet the needs for the female inmate 

population in San Diego County. The County has no plans to house any male inmates at 
the proposed facility. 

 
E-73 In 2001, the SDSD completed a Master Plan that forecast the expected growth in the 

County’s inmate population and defines a long-range capital program to meet the 
projected local needs for male and female inmates (SDSD 2001). The proposed project is 
a result of a comprehensive study of the needs for San Diego County’s anticipated female 
inmate population through 2020. Therefore, the overcrowding that has occurred at the 
existing facility should not occur at the proposed facility. The psychiatric and medical 
services to be provided at the LCDF facility will serve only LCDF inmates. The 
maximum capacity of the LCDF facility will be 1,216 inmates.  

 
E-74 The project description is a facility for a maximum of 1,216 female inmates. The 

comment fails to identify a significant impact for which such a mitigation measure would 
be required.  
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E-75 RDEIR Pages 1-4 and 1-5 adequately explain why a campus-style facility is proposed 
and how it alleviates line-of-sight issues. The RDEIR addresses a Mid-rise Alternative 
and compares it to the objectives of the proposed project on Pages 4-7 through 4-9. 
 

E-76  The open-campus design would allow most inmates to walk to centralized services 
unescorted. However, inmates assigned to certain classification levels may require a 
Sheriff’s escort. See RDEIR Pages 1-4 and 1-5. 

 
E-77  A larger facility does not inherently create line-of-sight issues. In fact, line-of-sight issues 

can be better addressed by designing a new facility. Increased mobility privileges do not 
create increased security problems in a facility designed to minimize line-of-sight 
problems and provide efficient visual surveillance. See RDEIR Page 1-4.  

 
E-78  The State, not the County, is proposing a re-entry facility. The County is proposing only a 

female detention facility. See response to comment E-8. 
 

E-79 The County disagrees with the City’s assertion that the project description contained in 
the RDEIR is “insufficient”. These comments are introductory in nature and summarize 
subsequent comments. Responses to specific alleged deficiencies in the RDEIR are 
provided below.  

 
E-80  See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, E-15, E-30, and E-31. The sentence quoted 

from Page 1-11 of the RDEIR is correct. It is important to note, however, that the 
sentence does not say that the County intends to build the women’s detention facility at 
any particular location. 

 
E-81  This comment is incorrect for several reasons. First, the Siting Agreement does not 

designate a “preferred reentry facility site.” See response to comment E-7. Second, the 
Siting Agreement would not “inevitably” lead to an approval of the LCDF project. Third, 
the Siting Agreement does not legally bind the County “to go forward with the reentry 
facility.” Fourth, the re-entry facility is not a component of the LCDF project. The re-
entry facility is a separate project, proposed by a different agency (the State) at a different 
location that may or may not be built. See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-15, E-30, 
E-31, and E-80. 

 
E-82  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. 
 
E-83  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. 
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E-84  See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-15, E-30, E-31, E-80, and E-81. A Mitigated 

Negative Declaration was prepared for the new Edgemoor facility, and Santee did not 
submit any negative comments on that environmental document. The time for 
challenging that document has long since expired, and, more importantly, the new facility 
has been constructed. The Edgemoor Demolition project is a separate project for which 
the County prepared a separate environmental impact report. The Board of Supervisors 
certified the EIR and approved the project on January 28, 2009.  

 
E-85 See response to comment E-19. This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue; therefore, no further response is provided. 
 
E-86 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Nonetheless, refer to response to comment E-68.  
 
E-87 Section 1.1.2 of the RDEIR provides rationale for the need for the proposed project, 

including increased operational space and program needs. The current LCDF facility is 
not large enough to provide for all the program needs of the existing inmate population.  

 
E-88 In addition to the water and sewer infrastructure noted in this comment, the site is also 

served by Cottonwood Avenue, as well as infrastructure for electricity provided by 
SDG&E. The project description in the RDEIR includes demolition of the existing 
facility under Phase II of construction. See RDEIR Section 1.2.1.6. 

 
E-89 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Except for the No Project Alternative, any alternative would require demolition 
and transitioning the existing inmates to a new facility. 

 
E-90 This comment restates information contained in the RDEIR and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue for which a response is required. Nonetheless, the minor 
relocation of a water line is proposed to accommodate the physical layout and site 
planning needs of the project. However, basic water infrastructure is available to the site, 
and no additional capacity or other changes in water service are proposed. While 
improvements would be required, water service would be made available to the site 
without any significant impacts on the environment, as analyzed in Section 3.1.8.2 of the 
RDEIR.  

 
E-91 In Section 1.2.1.2 (Page 1-15) of the RDEIR, it is noted that it is possible that all or a 

portion of future Riverview Parkway will be built within right-of-way that has been 
dedicated by the County, prior to completion of construction of Phase I of the proposed 
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project. This is a reasonable assumption based on the fact that construction of the office 
park is already underway. In addition, Liberty High School is proposed to be constructed 
to the north of the proposed project, and involves construction of a two-lane road from 
the high school to Magnolia Avenue. However, the RDEIR acknowledges that if a road is 
not constructed by others prior to completion of construction of Phase I of the proposed 
project, then the County will construct a two-lane portion of the road needed for access to 
the facility (see RDEIR Figure 1-5). There is no basis for requiring the County to 
construct Riverview Parkway as a four-lane through street as described in the City’s 
General Plan Circulation Element. 

 
E-92 Page 2.2-13 of the RDEIR explains that the 2030 model run by SANDAG assumed that 

the proposed extension of Cottonwood Avenue would be eliminated. See also RDEIR 
Figures 1-4 and 1-5 and Appendix D, Pages 3-16 through 3-17. 

 
E-93 The comment is noted. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for 

which a response is required. 
 
E-94 See response to comment E-12. The County disagrees with the comment that the City 

“holds a public right-of-way in Cottonwood Avenue.” The City does not have any rights 
in Cottonwood Avenue where it passes through the County’s property north of Mission 
Gorge Road and west of Magnolia Avenue in Santee. Consequently, the County does not 
need Santee’s approval before implementing the proposed project through Cottonwood 
Avenue.  

 
 The County vacated this stretch of Cottonwood Avenue on June 22, 1925. The County 

also notes that Santee City Parcel Map 20177 recorded on December 21, 2006, shows 
Cottonwood Avenue ending at the south boundary of the County property and not 
extending through the County property. Moreover, the only purpose of this road is to 
provide access to old Edgemoor and LCDF, and the County owns the property on both 
sides. Therefore, this section of the road is a long driveway, and there is no “public right-
of-way” in this section of Cottonwood Avenue.  

 
E-95 This comment is introductory in nature and more fully developed by subsequent 

comments to which responses are provided.  
 
E-96 Regarding availability of infrastructure, refer to response to comment E-88. It is 

acknowledged that the primary purpose of Board Policy F-51 is to determine the 
disposition of surplus County property. The comment inappropriately characterizes 
Policy F-51 by implying that non-County use of County land has higher value and would 
have priority over County uses. That assertion is incorrect. In fact, as quoted in the 
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comment, Policy F-51 states, “Whenever a public use by the County is not imminent or 
a private use would contribute to the overall public benefit, revenue producing leases to 
the private sector shall be considered.” (Emphasis added). In this case, the public use is 
both existing (Edgemoor and LCDF) and imminent (proposed LCDF project).  

 
Moreover, on April 7, 2009, the Board of Supervisors revised Policy F-51 as part of a 
routine review of Board policies.  The sentence quoted above was replaced with the 
following sentence:  “It is the County’s intent to properly utilize surplus properties 
through development of lease revenues for public benefit, or to sell such properties to the 
private sector, or another public agency, when no current or prospective County use is 
envisioned.”  (Emphasis added.)   Again, in this case, a County use is both “current” 
(Edgemoor and LCDF), and a “prospective County use is envisioned” (proposed LCDF 
project). 

 
E-97 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Nonetheless, refer to responses to comments E-49, E-89, E-214, and E-253. 
 
E-98 See responses to comments E-47, E-48, E-49, and E-60.  
 
E-99 The issues raised in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not 

issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e)). See response to comment E-42.  

 
Inmates are permitted to post bail and be released 24 hours a day if they have made 
arrangements for transportation. Inmates who have not made transportation arrangements 
are provided with bus and trolley tokens if they do not have personal funds and are 
released between 7:30 AM and 11:30 PM.  Trolley and bus tokens are not provided to 
inmates between 11:30 PM and 7:30 AM. 
 

E-100 The County disagrees with the City’s assertions that the RDEIR fails to adequately 
consider environmental effects and mitigation measures. The environmental issues 
identified in the comment are fully addressed in the RDEIR in the parenthetically noted 
sections: cultural resources (Section 2.1), transportation/traffic (Section 2.2), biological 
resources (Section 2.3), hazards and hazardous materials (Section 2.5), hydrology and 
water quality (Section 2.6), urban decay (Section 3.1.4.2), aesthetics (Section 3.1.1), land 
use and planning (Section 3.1.4), noise (Section 3.1.5), public services (Section 3.1.7), 
and utilities and service systems (Section 3.1.8). With respect to environmental justice, 
see responses to comments E-45 and E-46. Additional responses related to the issues 
raised in a summary fashion in this comment are provided in subsequent responses to 
more detailed comments.  
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E-101 This comment restates information contained in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is provided. 
 
E-102 Three of the Edgemoor buildings are located within the proposed LCDF project site and 

therefore were evaluated in the LCDF RDEIR, as identified in Sections 1.2 and 2.1 of the 
RDEIR. As noted in Section 2.1 of the RDEIR, the County relied on the City’s 2006 
MEIR for the archaeological resources analysis. The County did not rely on the City’s 
2006 MEIR for an analysis of historical impacts that would result from the demolition of 
the three Edgemoor buildings. The County prepared a new analysis, the Heritage 
Architecture and Planning Historical Resources Evaluation Report (2008) (see Appendix 
B of the RDEIR), to analyze the impacts to historical resources from demolition of the 
Edgemoor buildings, including the three buildings to be demolished for the proposed 
project.  

 
E-103 The RDEIR does not rely on four environmental documents to evaluate the project’s 

impacts. The only environmental document this RDEIR relied on was the City’s Town 
Center Specific Plan MEIR for archaeological resources (Page 2.1-1), geology and soils 
(Page 2.4-1), and hydrology (Page 2.6-1). The MEIR was appropriately incorporated by 
reference in each of these RDEIR resource sections. See also response to comment E-
102. The County prepared one technical report for historical resources, the Heritage 
Architecture and Planning Historical Resources Evaluation Report (2008), to analyze the 
impacts of demolishing all of the Edgemoor buildings, including the three buildings 
located within the LCDF project site. This historical resources report is included as 
Appendix B of the RDEIR. 

 
The County has not improperly segmented the project. The new Edgemoor facility had a 
separate environmental document, and construction of the new facility is complete. In 
addition, the County prepared and circulated a Draft EIR for the demolition of all of the 
Edgemoor buildings (except for the Polo Barn). Because three of the Edgemoor buildings 
are located in the footprint of the LCDF project site (see RDEIR, Figure 2.1-1), the 
RDEIR for the LCDF project also includes an analysis of the impacts of demolishing 
those three Edgemoor buildings. However, the LCDF project and the demolition of 
Edgemoor are two separate projects. The Edgemoor demolition project is not dependent 
on any approvals related to the LCDF project. Likewise, the LCDF project has 
independent utility and does not rely on approval of the Edgemoor Demolition project in 
order to proceed. It is possible that one of the projects could be approved and 
implemented, while the other is not. The Board of Supervisors approved the Edgemoor 
demolition project on January 28, 2009; however, the Board has not yet considered the 
LCDF project. Therefore, no impacts are “downplayed.” 
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E-104 See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, E-80, and E-81. 
 
E-105 See response to comment E-32. 
 
E-106 See response to comment E-92. This comment states that because the extension of 

Cottonwood Avenue to Riverview Parkway is shown on the City’s General Plan 
Circulation Element and because the project would not allow for the extension, a 
significant traffic impact would result. That is not the case. As stated in RDEIR Section 
2.2.1.3 and Appendix D, Pages 3-16 through 3-17, the traffic analysis did not assume that 
Cottonwood Avenue would be extended to Riverview Parkway, and, therefore, no traffic 
was distributed to that segment of Cottonwood Avenue but was distributed to other roads 
in the Project survey area. Project traffic impacts were properly determined based on a 
traffic distribution that assumed no extension of Cottonwood Avenue. As explained in 
response to comment E-19, this County project is exempt from the City’s General Plan. 
Furthermore, the County has never intended to extend Cottonwood Avenue on its 
property. As noted in the County Sheriff’s comment letter on the Town Center Specific 
Plan MEIR, dated January 18, 2006, the Sheriff’s Department objected to the City’s 
proposal to extend Cottonwood Avenue between Town Center Parkway and Mission 
Gorge Road because it would be inconsistent with the County’s plans for the property. 
Therefore, it is not necessary to re-design the project to facilitate extension of 
Cottonwood Avenue or to provide a connection between Mission Gorge Road and 
Riverview Parkway.  

 
E-107 See response to comment E-106. The traffic analysis conducted for the RDEIR included 

impacts from the project and from cumulative development, including Fanita Ranch. The 
traffic analysis for 2030 modeled the future street network without the extension of 
Cottonwood Avenue (Appendix D, Pages 3-16 through 3-17). This is a reasonable 
assumption given the County’s proposed use of its property. Additionally, the County 
Sheriff’s Department objected to the City’s designation of Cottonwood Avenue 
connection between Town Center Parkway and Mission Gorge Road. In response, the 
City of Santee stated that “the City acknowledges the possibility of a new public safety 
center that may require the alignment of Cottonwood Avenue to be moved from its 
current location. Cottonwood Avenue’s placement and need depend on the actual future 
development traffic generation and layout associated with a specific project proposal.” 
(Final MEIR, letter of response to County Sheriff’s comment on the Draft EIR, dated 
January 18, 2006, Page 2, emphasis added). 

 
If the Fanita Ranch traffic consultant analyzed cumulative traffic assuming Cottonwood 
Avenue in a configuration that connects to Riverview Parkway in a study dated 
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November 14, 2007, their assumptions were inappropriate, given the conflict that such 
road extension would have with the County’s intended improvements. Therefore, the 
Fanita Ranch traffic study analysis was flawed. 

 
E-108 This comment raises similar traffic issues as comment E-107, but for different road 

segments. See response to comment E-107. 
 
E-109 The ADT of 22,497 was calculated from the SANDAG Santee Model for year 2030 (see 

RDEIR Appendix D, Page 3-16).  
 
E-110  In its comment, the City calculated the fair share percentages based on cumulative traffic 

conditions on opening day. This is not reasonable because the improvements would not 
be constructed within the opening day timeframe. Therefore, the LCDF Traffic Impact 
Analysis properly calculated the fair share percentages at 2030. 

 
  The fair share contribution identified in the RDEIR was calculated based on future traffic 

conditions because the City of Santee Transportation Improvement Master Plan does not 
identify a specific horizon year for the different improvements planned under the CIP 
program and identifies the different improvements planned as long-term projects. The 
future conditions were used for calculating fair share contribution since all the 
improvements will likely occur by 2030. The County’s use of 2030 ADTs is reasonable, 
because there is no evidence to suggest that the City will construct the improvements in 
the near term.  

 
It is unclear what the comment means by “weighted average”. However, it is reasonable 
to use a straight average to calculate the fair share contribution because the proposed 
improvements and cost estimate in the City’s Transportation Improvement Master Plan 
are for the entire intersection and not for each leg of the intersection.  

 
E-111 See response to comment E-107. The ADT projections for the proposed project are 

accurate and do not require re-analysis or revision. 
 
E-112 As noted in response to comment E-110, the fair share contribution identified in the 

RDEIR was calculated based on future traffic conditions because all the improvements 
will likely occur by 2030.  

 
E-113 See response to comment E-112. The version of the City’s Master Plan of Improvements 

which is currently posted on its website (accessed February 9, 2009) indicates an 
estimated cost for the referenced improvements of $382,000, not $412,000 (City Master 
Plan, Page B-4). However, the County is not obligated under CEQA to pay a fair share. 
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The future lane geometry at the intersection of Magnolia Avenue and Mission Gorge 
Road is assumed to include two through lanes southbound because, as noted in the City’s 
Master Plan, there is no space available to widen the intersection of Magnolia Avenue 
and Mission Gorge Road to three lanes southbound. Moreover, the City of Santee 
Circulation Element does not specify the number of lanes to be provided at this 
intersection. Therefore, the most reasonable assumption is that two southbound lanes will 
be provided. 

 
E-114 In response to this comment, the County re-evaluated the amount of construction traffic 

the project would be likely to generate. Construction traffic is anticipated to fluctuate 
throughout the various stages of project grading and construction, but the average daily 
traffic for the month with the greatest number of average daily trips during grading and 
construction is anticipated to be 423, with 47 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 51 trips 
during the p.m. peak hour. The estimates were prepared by the County’s consultant, 
Harris and Associates, based on updated geotechnical information, demolition estimates, 
and the square footage and number of the proposed buildings. The number of workers 
required (300 at the peak of construction) was calculated using a labor/material 
percentage ratio of 55:45. For the purposes of this estimate, it was assumed that an 
average of 36 workers per day would work on each housing component (building), and 
an average of 48 workers per day would work on all other building types.  For the peak of 
construction, it was estimated that seven buildings would be under construction 
simultaneously. The estimate assumed that workers would not use public transportation 
or other alternative transportation and would not carpool to commute to the job site.   

 
The estimated 423 trips per day, which includes both worker and truck trips (see response 
to comment E-115), is greater than the 95 total daily construction trips estimated in the 
RDEIR. However, the revised estimates do not change the conclusions of the RDEIR that 
construction traffic would not result in significant traffic impacts.  The Traffic Impact 
Analysis for the project (RDEIR Appendix D, Page 3-32, and RDEIR Pages 2.2-7 and 
2.2-8) analyzed construction traffic in comparison to operational traffic. The analysis 
concluded that although the proposed project would result in a temporary increase in 
traffic on local area roadways during construction, this short-term and limited traffic 
increase would not create a substantial impact on traffic volumes nor change traffic 
patterns in such a way as to result in unacceptable levels of service (LOS) (i.e., LOS D or 
worse) on local area roadways or intersections, or cause a roadway segment to fall below 
LOS D operating condition. This conclusion was based on the fact that construction 
traffic would be less than operational traffic, and the fact that the operational  traffic 
would have no significant direct impacts on roadway segments or intersections. 
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When the project is open and operating, it is projected to add 1,312 daily trips to the local 
roadway network, with 67 a.m. peak-hour trips and 87 p.m. peak-hour trips.  Even with 
the higher estimated construction traffic, the construction phase would generate 
substantially less traffic (889 fewer daily trips, with 20 fewer a.m. peak-hour trips and 36 
fewer p.m. peak-hour trips) than the operational phase of the project. The RDEIR 
describes the project to include all of the activities associated with project construction 
and operation.  Therefore, the conclusion that the project (either in its construction phase 
or its operational phase) would not result in significant direct impacts on traffic and 
circulation is accurate. 

 
Since the revised amount of construction traffic is still less than the amount of operational 
traffic (and would be temporary), no new or more severe impacts would result from the 
increased estimate of construction traffic. 

 
The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the additional detail and clarification provided 
in this response.  

 
E-115 Based on updated geotechnical information, as much as 336,000 cubic yards (cy) of 

material may need to be imported as backfill for unsuitable soils that could be 
encountered on the site and as fill to raise the site. This estimate of fill material needed 
for the project includes 203,006 cy for Phase 1, 96,006 cy for Phase 2, and an additional 
37,000 cy for grading of Riverview Parkway. The construction traffic estimates assume 
the use of haul trucks with a 19-cubic-yard capacity (typical two-trailer haul trucks).  
During the grading and site preparation phase, the County’s consultant estimates that the 
average number of truck trips will range between 75 and 135 trips per day. At the peak 
of project construction, there would be an average of 123 truck trips to deliver materials 
and equipment and haul-off of debris. As noted in response to comment E-114, it is 
assumed that seven buildings will be under various stages of construction simultaneously 
during this peak. 
 
This amount of fill material is greater than the estimate provided in the RDEIR; however, 
the revised estimates for construction traffic, including truck haul trips during the site 
preparation phase of construction, are below the number of estimated trips for the 
operational phase of the project.  See also response to comment E-114.  The Final EIR 
has been revised to reflect the additional detail and clarification provided in this response.   

 
E-116 The cross-reference to Section 2.2.1.4 was incorrect on Page 2.2-9 of the RDEIR; 

however, Section 2.2.2.2 states “the City’s General Plan does not include any specific 
policies related to alternative transportation”. 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-140 

 

E-117 See responses to comments E-19 and E-92. The County project is exempt from the City’s 
general plan. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), the Santee General Plan and 
Town Center Specific Plan are not “applicable” to the proposed project, and, therefore, 
there is no requirement to discuss inconsistencies with these documents.  

 
E-118 The purpose of the threshold is to determine if the project would create any impediments 

to policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. In this context, the 
sentence referenced in the comment is intended to address infrastructure for alternative 
transportation, not demand for or use of alternative transportation. As a clarification, the 
Final EIR text has been modified to state that the project “would not generate the need for 
alternative transportation infrastructure”. The project objectives and rationale in support 
of those objectives have been clearly and consistently applied throughout the RDEIR. 

 
E-119 See response to comment E-91. The assumption in the comment that constructing 

Riverview Parkway to four lanes would eliminate the project’s contributions to the near-
term cumulative impacts to the intersections of Cuyamaca Street/Mission Gorge Road 
and Prospect Avenue/Magnolia Avenue is incorrect (RDEIR, Pages 2.2-12 and 2.2-15). 
Therefore, building a four-lane road would not eliminate the project’s contribution to the 
near-term cumulative impacts. 

 
E-120  The comment is incorrect. The impact occurs from removal of the oak tree. The RDEIR 

correctly identifies the removal of the tree as the significant effect and requires mitigation 
which would reduce the significance of the environmental effect to a less-than-significant 
level. The City’s issuance of a permit to remove oak trees is not mitigation. No additional 
analysis or mitigation is required.  

 
E-121 The RDEIR identifies the potential for smooth tarplant to occur on the site as low 

(Appendix E of the Biological Resources Letter Report, which is Appendix E of the 
RDEIR). However, rare plant surveys were conducted in March 2008, during the time 
frame when smooth tarplant would have been observable, and the species was not 
observed. Therefore, consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the RDEIR, Section 
2.3, no impacts to smooth tarplant would result. No additional analysis is required under 
CEQA.  

 
E-122 This comment restates text from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
 
E-123 The Subarea Plan has not yet been approved, and there is no requirement under CEQA to 

analyze the project’s consistency with a draft plan. Nonetheless, as noted in Section 
2.3.2.5 of the RDEIR, Page 2.3-14, the project would not impact any plant or wildlife 
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species that would potentially be covered under the Santee Subarea Plan (i.e., that are 
currently covered under the MSCP framework plan). 

 
E-124 As noted on Table 2.3-3 of the RDEIR (Section 2.3), although suitable habitat for 

burrowing owl is present on the site, no potential burrowing owl burrows or sign of 
burrowing owl were observed during wildlife surveys of the site. Mitigation Measure 
MBI-1 (RDEIR, Section 2.3.5) states that if removal of habitat is to occur during the 
breeding season of nesting birds (which includes the burrowing owl), pre-construction 
surveys will be conducted. Therefore, the RDEIR provides for pre-construction surveys 
for burrowing owl to be conducted within 10 calendar days prior to start of construction.  

 
E-125 See response to comment E-123. The proposed project would not conflict with or 

preclude assembly of the MSCP Preserve, as the project site is located within an area 
designated in the Draft Subarea Plan as “developed”, or “Natural Vegetation with Santee 
Study Area Not Conserved”. The only habitat linkage identified by the Draft Subarea 
Plan in the vicinity of the project is the San Diego River (RDEIR Page 2.3-13), which 
would not be affected by the proposed project; therefore, impacts to the linkage are 
avoided.  

 
E-126 As discussed in Section 2.6.6 of the RDEIR, runoff from the project site would not 

exceed the capacity of existing storm water conveyance systems. Therefore, the project 
does not propose any modifications to the existing off-site drainage channel adjacent to 
the project site or the existing outfalls that are currently in place to serve the existing 
LCDF facility. Therefore, while on-site impacts to jurisdictional waters and 
corresponding mitigation are identified in the RDEIR, no impacts to off-site wetlands or 
other jurisdictional waters within the channel would result from implementation of the 
proposed project.  

 
E-127 As noted in response to comment E-126, the proposed project would not modify the 

channel, and no invasive species would be introduced to the channel as a result of the 
proposed project.  

 
E-128 The County acknowledges this comment and agrees to provide pre-construction surveys 

to the City, in addition to USFWS and CDFG. 
 
E-129 The MS4 permit issued for San Diego by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

includes as permittees, the County of San Diego, as well as the incorporated cities within 
San Diego County, which includes the City of Santee. Therefore, there is no separate 
permit, nor any differences in the requirements of the MS4 permit between the 
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jurisdictions. The proposed project will comply with the County’s MS4 permit (RDEIR, 
Sections 1.2.1.6, 2.6.1.3, and 2.6.2.1).  

 
E-130 As required by law, the project will comply with the NPDES permit in effect at the time 

of construction. Therefore, no additional EIR mitigation measures are necessary.  
 
E-131 State regulations address emergency procedures, including evacuation plans. California 

Code of Regulations (CCR), title 15, Subchapter 4, Minimum Standards for Local 
Detention Facilities, provides the operational regulations for adult detention facilities. 
Specifically, section 1029, Policy and Procedures Manual, requires each facility to 
develop and publish a manual of policies and procedures to address various issues, 
including emergency procedures for natural disasters, such as dam failures. There is an 
Evacuation Plan in place for the existing facility which addresses evacuation procedures 
for emergencies. The “Emergency Procedures Manual Inundation Maps and Flood 
Evacuation Plan, Las Colinas Detention Facility” identifies actions to be taken in the 
event of a dam failure and flood evacuation. The plan identifies various levels of threat 
related to water inundation, with attendant staff requirements for each threat level. The 
initial actions would involve moving inmates and staff to housing units farthest away 
from the river, with subsequent actions involving the possible transfer of all inmates to 
the Vista Detention Facility via buses. Security, medical, food and counseling services, 
and other services are also addressed in the plan. The new facility would prepare a similar 
Evacuation Plan, which would include evacuation procedures for dam failure and other 
natural disasters as required by State law as explained above. Following the evacuation 
procedures outlined in the new plan would reduce risks to human life to less-than-
significant levels by providing a means for efficient evacuation. Therefore, this potential 
impact would be less than significant as stated on Page 2.6-13 of the RDEIR.  

  
E-132 This comment describes information in the RDEIR, and therefore no further response is 

provided. 
 
E-133 This comment quotes specific provisions of the County’s guidelines, but does not raise 

specific issues relative to the RDEIR, and therefore no further response is provided. 
 
E-134 See response to comment E-131. The proposed project is not “typical” because it 

proposes a low-density campus-style layout, and the County will prepare an emergency 
evacuation plan for the facility, as required by state law. Facility administration presently 
conducts 16 emergency evacuation drills per year.  This practice will carry over to the 
new women’s facility, ensuring that a large number of people are not at risk in the event 
of dam failure. The comment’s statement that the evacuation plan may fail is speculative. 
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E-135 See response to comment E-131. The evacuation plan will be prepared based on the 
proposed facilities, and will ensure that risks are reduced to less-than-significant levels, 
regardless of the design of the facility. 

 
E-136 The County acknowledges the request to review and comment on the dam evacuation 

plan and will consider this request when the SDSD prepares the Evacuation Plan for the 
new facility. However, City review is not relevant to the significance of the impact, and, 
therefore, no new mitigation measures are required. 

 
E-137 See responses to comments E-45 and E-46. Regarding the replacement facility for the 

Edgemoor Geriatric Hospital, in its comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
prepared for the project, the City of Santee did not indicate that the Edgemoor relocation 
project was inconsistent with the City’s General Plan or Town Center Specific Plan, and 
provided no comments related to land use compatibility. The City did not object to the 
construction of the new hospital or state that it would cause any significant impacts on 
the City.  

  
E-138 These introductory comments regarding the project’s impacts to aesthetics, land use and 

planning, noise, and public services are more fully developed by the subsequent 
comments in this comment letter. Detailed responses to issues raised in subsequent 
comments are provided below. 

 
E-139 See responses to comments E-39 and E-40. The project’s site plan is at the initial design 

stage, and therefore details about the project’s proposed building design and landscaping 
are not fully developed at this stage. However, the RDEIR contains sufficient detail on 
design features and landscaping, including typical tree sizes and planting location relative 
to the proposed fence and building setbacks, for a project-level analysis under CEQA. 
The RDEIR also explains how the proposed project would incorporate the design themes 
established in the Town Center Specific Plan (RDEIR Pages 1-10, 1-11, and 7-12).  

 
E-140 See responses to comments E-39 and E-139.  
 
E-141 See response to comment E-140. Visual simulations presented in RDEIR Figures 3.1-1 

through 3.1-6 are intended to present the worst-case visual effects of the project. Security 
fencing is shown in the visual simulations, and is noted in the discussion of certain Key 
Observation Points. The pole-mounted lights and the building-mounted fixtures are not 
shown in the visual simulations, but the fixtures themselves would not be visually 
prominent. The lighting fixtures would be fully shielded to minimize glare (RDEIR Pages 
1-17 and 3.1.1-11). The light fixtures would be further shielded by the perimeter 
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landscaping that includes 25-foot trees at maturity, which would be taller than the 
proposed pole-mounted fixtures. 

 
E-142 The request to review architectural renderings is noted. See response to comment E-139. 
 
E-143 Not all of the statements and/or recommendations made in the 2003 report referenced in 

this comment have been incorporated into the project design. The need to avoid visual 
and community impacts resulted in project design modifications, including 
reconfiguration of the project and project site to avoid frontage along Magnolia Avenue, 
building/fencing design, setbacks, and landscaping that are intended to visually integrate 
into the surrounding visual environment. Also, as detailed in response to comment E-139, 
the project will be designed to incorporate the design themes established for the 
Riverview Office Park.  

 
E-144 The comment cites information contained in Section 3.1.1.2 of the RDEIR. While the 

RDEIR analysis acknowledges that the proposed facility would be larger, more 
prominent, and closer to certain viewers than the existing LCDF, the analysis concludes 
that impacts would be less than significant, for reasons fully disclosed in Section 3.1.1.2 
of the RDEIR. For example, RDEIR Pages 3.1.1-6 through 3.1.1-9 indicate that, while 
the project would be visible to viewers, the overall visual character or quality of the site 
would not be substantially degraded because the project is an expansion of an existing 
use, would be limited in height and scale, and would be screened by landscaping. 
Moreover, as noted on RDEIR Page 1-10, the proposed project incorporates design 
themes established in the City’s Town Center Specific Plan Design Guidelines. Overall, 
the project would not adversely affect a scenic vista; would be of a similar height, bulk, 
and scale when compared to the uses identified in the City’s Town Center Specific Plan; 
and would be screened with landscaping. Impacts would therefore be less than 
significant.  

 
E-145 As discussed in RDEIR Section 3.1.1.1, the City of Santee General Plan and the Town 

Center Specific Plan were used as a guide to establish baseline conditions for scenic 
vistas and scenic resources. The County disagrees with the comment that “two-thirds of 
the site is currently open space prominently visible in the heart of the Santee 
community.” (Emphasis added). As explained in Section 3.1.1.1 of the RDEIR, Page 
3.1.1-4, “Based on the topographic and land use patterns, few immediate vantage points 
of the project site are available because the existing site is set back from major roadways 
and public viewing areas. Views of the project site from greater distances are generally 
blocked or limited by existing development and vegetation.” It should be noted that 
approximately half of the site is currently developed. See response to comment E-144.  
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E-146 See response to comment E-32. 
 
E-147 Figure 3.1-6 (KOP No. 5) in the RDEIR shows a visual simulation of views from the 

proposed Town Center Office Park area immediately adjacent the project site. Additional 
simulations are not required. The view from KOP 5 represents the worst-case visual 
impact from the future Town Center development because of its close proximity to the 
proposed project. As shown in the figure, the existing LCDF is already highly visible 
from this location because the existing landscaping does not provide substantial screening 
of the facility. In contrast, with the inclusion of landscaping, the proposed facility would 
be substantially shielded. On Page 3.1.1-9, the RDEIR states that “while the project 
would [be] visible to viewers from this location, the overall visual character or quality of 
the site would not be substantially degraded because the type of use would not change 
and project landscaping would screen views of the proposed structures. The project 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or adversely affect a scenic 
vista and impacts of views from KOP No. 5 would be less than significant.”  

 
E-148  As noted in response to comment E-19, this County project is exempt from the City’s 

general plan. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), the Santee General Plan and 
Town Center Specific Plan are not “applicable” to the proposed project, and, therefore, 
there is no requirement to discuss inconsistencies with these documents.  

 
E-149 Regarding the direct physical effects of the project related to aesthetics, the County 

disagrees with the City’s assertion that the proposed project would result in significant 
unmitigable visual impacts. The RDEIR impact analysis in Section 3.1.1.2 concludes that 
aesthetics impacts would be less than significant. See also responses to comments E-19, 
E-40, E-139, E-144, and E-147. 

   
E-150 As shown in Figure 3.1-1 of the RDEIR, KOP 3 on Chubb Lane is close to the regional 

trail route identified for the San Diego River corridor. A visual simulation of the project 
from KOP 3 is included in RDEIR Figure 3.1-4. The RDEIR concluded that the visual 
impacts would not be significant. See Pages 3.1.1-8 and 3.1.1-9 in the RDEIR. As such, 
the RDEIR adequately considers visual impacts to regional trail users.  

 
E-151 The RDEIR does not “dismiss” the issue of security lighting. The environmental baseline 

presented in the RDEIR includes the existing LCDF, as presented in Chapter 1.0. The 
potential lighting impacts were evaluated in the RDEIR in Section 3.1.1.2. The comment 
does not explain how the analysis of parking lot lighting is “flawed”. 

  
E-152 This comment quotes excerpts from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
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E-153 The comment references a “parking facility”. The proposed project includes no parking 

facility; it includes parking lots. See RDEIR Page 2.2-10 and Figure 1-5. Page 1-17 of the 
RDEIR specifically states the height of building-mounted lighting fixtures would be a 
maximum of 15 feet above finished grade of the site. As stated on Page 3.1.1-11, all 
perimeter lighting would be fully shielded to reduce light spill onto adjacent properties. 

 
E-154 As stated in RDEIR Section 1.2.1.1, the project does not include guard towers or search 

lights. No mitigation measures to preclude guard towers and search lights are required. 
Section 1.2.1.4 of the RDEIR describes security to be provided for the project. The new 
facility is being designed to minimize line-of-sight issues. 

 
E-155 As described on RDEIR Pages 1-10 and 1-11, the proposed project incorporates design 

themes established in the City’s Town Center Specific Plan Design Guidelines. No 
mitigation measures to require compliance with these guidelines are required. As noted 
on RDEIR Page 3.1.1-8, the County will landscape one side of the frontage along 
Riverview Parkway in conjunction with the construction of the two-lane cul-de-sac west 
from Magnolia Avenue. As described in response to comment E-119, the County is not 
required to construct Riverview Parkway to four lanes. Therefore, the County is not 
required to landscape both sides of Riverview Parkway. The plant palette for project 
landscaping was taken from the plant palette in the City’s Town Center Specific Plan 
Design Guidelines. Some of species are considered to be drought-resistant.  

 
E-156 Short-term visual impacts, prior to landscaping reaching maturity, are addressed in the 

RDEIR in Section 3.1.1.2. The visual simulations presented in RDEIR Figures 3.1-2 
through 3.1-6 show short-term pre-landscape views, as well as views showing 
landscaping. As detailed in RDEIR Section 1.2.1.5, the landscape plan includes tree 
specimens of 36-inch box size with an approximate height of 10 feet, along the perimeter 
of the site, which would provide substantial screening at initial planting. This size 
container is consistent with the Riverview Parkway streetscape and drive entry standards 
of the Town Center Specific Plan Amendment. Additionally, the trees are expected to 
reach a height of 25 feet or more within a five-year period. Consequently, there would be 
no short-term significant visual impacts. Regarding the project’s potential conflicts with 
the Town Center Specific Plan, refer to response to comment E-19. Also refer to 
responses to comments E-40 and E-155 regarding the significance of aesthetic impacts. 

 
E-157  See responses to comments E-14, E-19, and E-178.  
 
E-158 The sentence quoted in the comment is correct because the project site is developed with 

the existing LCDF and Edgemoor facility, and the remainder of the project site has been 
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disturbed by agricultural use. Therefore, impacts to sensitive resources, such as biological 
resources, would be minimal.  

 
E-159 The analysis of the proposed project in the RDEIR, including the analysis of aesthetics 

and land use, is based on the proposed project, and is measured against baseline 
environmental conditions, in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. The baseline 
conditions include the existing LCDF facility and three Edgemoor buildings. The RDEIR 
analyzed the physical effects of the proposed project (see Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.4).  

 
E-160  The County disagrees that the proposed project “would be a detriment and an obstacle to 

additional urban development”. RDEIR Section 3.1.4 explains why the proposed project 
would not result in urban decay (Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10). With respect to the 
London Group Report, see also response to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253. In 
addition, the proposed project consists of reconstruction and expansion of a detention 
facility that has been in operation at this location since 1977. The proposed project would 
replace old structures that were built incrementally over time without a coherent design 
plan, with a new, modern facility that would be designed to better blend with surrounding 
developing commercial uses.  

 
The remainder of this comment provides detail on location of existing land uses relative 
to the proposed project. The comment does not explain how a new, replacement detention 
facility would have physical impacts on the uses in the area. Information and analysis 
related to surrounding land uses, including text and graphics, are provided in Sections 1 
and 3.1.4 of the RDEIR. With respect to proximity to uses identified as “sensitive 
receptors” in this comment, the RDEIR considered all potential physical environmental 
effects, both direct and indirect, that could result from existing and proposed land uses 
adjacent to or near LCDF, to determine the nature and extent of those effects. Those 
effects include aesthetics, traffic, noise, and air quality, all of which are fully analyzed 
and documented in the RDEIR.  

 
E-161 See response to comment E-19.  
 
E-162 This comment quotes excerpts from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
 
E-163 See responses to comments E-19 and E-32. Thresholds for impacts to land use and 

planning are based on the criteria provided in CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G (RDEIR 
Pages 3.1.4-4 and 3.1.4-5). 
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E-164 See response to comment E-19. It is noted that the City of Santee does not support the 
proposed expansion of LCDF, and has incorporated language in its planning documents 
consistent with that policy direction.  

 
E-165 See responses to comments E-36 and E-164. The RDEIR does not state or imply that 

“Santee has accepted the expansion of LCDF within its Town Center”. However, the 
MEIR for the Town Center Specific Plan clearly acknowledges that the County plans to 
reconstruct LCDF on 45 acres within 154.05 acres of the County’s property. Moreover, 
the MEIR did not identify any inconsistency between a new LCDF and the Town Center 
Specific Plan or any incompatibility between a new LCDF and the proposed uses in the 
Town Center Specific Plan.  

 
E-166 See response to comment E-19. 

 
E-167 Expansion of the LCDF facility, as proposed by the project, would not preclude the City 

from implementing “Smart Growth” planning, nor would it interfere with any 
“consistency” that the Town Center project may have with AB 32 or SB 375. The new 
LCDF facility would use 45 acres, leaving 108 acres of land within the Riverview Office 
Park portion of the Town Center for other commercial and mixed uses consistent with 
“Smart Growth” principles. Any “Smart Growth” principles and/or carbon emission 
reducing features that may be proposed now or in the future for Town Center can be 
implemented in the Town Center project. There is no evidence that Santee residents 
would be deterred from using the Town Center due to aesthetic or public safety issues. 
See response to comment E-178. 

 
E-168 RDEIR Pages 3.1.8-14 and 3.1.8-15 do not draw any conclusions regarding the project’s 

consistency with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. See response to comment E-
19. The RDEIR evaluated all potential physical effects of the proposed project.  

 
E-169 Regarding consistency with the General Plan, see response to comment E-19. The City is 

free to support a consolidated facility. The statement that “Santee never contemplated an 
expansion of the LCDF from 15 acres to 45 acres in the middle of its Town Center” is 
contradicted by the City’s MEIR for the Town Center Specific Plan, which plainly 
acknowledges that the Sheriff plans to build a new facility on 45 acres in the Town 
Center. See responses to comments E-21 and E-165.  

 
E-170 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Nonetheless, see response to comment E-167. 
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E-171 This comment quotes excerpts from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 
therefore, no further response is provided. The description in the RDEIR is correct. 

 
E-172 CEQA does not require an analysis of the project’s consistency with a draft plan.  
 
E-173 The proposed project is below the minimum height requirement that would require a Part 

77 “No Hazard Determination.” The proposed project will comply with all FAA 
regulations.  

 
E-174 This comment quotes specific provisions of the CEQA Guidelines, but does not raise 

specific issues relative to the RDEIR, and therefore no further response is provided. 
 
E-175 This comment restates information from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
 
E-176 This comment restates information from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
 
E-177 See responses to comments E-19, E-44, and E-178. The 2003 DDA between Ryan 

Companies and the County contemplated development on 108 acres of land within the 
154-acre area that was subsequently included as part of the City’s 2006 Specific Plan 
Amendment. As noted in responses to comments E-19 and E-27, the Specific Plan 
Amendment and its attendant MEIR acknowledge that, consistent with the DDA, 
approximately 45 acres of the 154-acre Specific Plan Amendment area is proposed for 
expansion of LCDF, leaving the remaining approximately 108 acres available for 
development.  

 
E-178 The comment references “a significant amount of public safety issues and other impacts” 

presumably resulting from land use incompatibility between the existing LCDF and 
surrounding land uses. Public safety concerns are social issues and are not issues that 
relate to physical effects on the environment (see CEQA Guidelines 15064(e)).  

 
There has been one recorded crime committed by a recently released inmate involving a 
robbery of a convenience store. This one incident does not support a conclusion that the 
existing facility causes significant public safety impacts. More importantly, no evidence 
of physical impacts related to public safety was presented in the NOP comment letters or 
in the incidents described in this comment.  

 
E-179 The comment about a released prisoner visiting the Chamber of Commerce office asking 

for “information on public transportation, for use of the phone, directions and other 
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basics” does not constitute evidence of a public safety hazard and more specifically does 
not even suggest a physical environmental effect.  

 
E-180 Upon release, inmates without funds are provided bus and trolley tokens to assist them in 

returning to their communities. Public safety impacts and urban decay effects were 
analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.1.4 and were found to be less than significant. There are no 
significant impacts for which mitigation would be required. 

 
E-181 As noted on RDEIR Page 3.1.4-8, there is no evidence that safety issues with respect to 

recently released inmates would cause adverse physical effects. Likewise, the comment 
does not claim that adverse physical effects have resulted from crimes committed by 
inmates released from LCDF.  Consequently, there is no reason to believe that increasing 
the size of the facility would result in any significant adverse physical environmental 
effects.  

  
The comment criticizes the RDEIR analysis for failing to consider crimes reported by 
businesses and residents in Santee. It is unclear what the comment means by “crimes 
reported by business and residents in Santee.”  It is assumed that the comment refers to 
calls for service that result in the Communications Center dispatching a deputy. A call for 
service does not necessarily mean a crime was committed. Generally, only one in five 
calls for service results in the Sheriff assigning a case number for a crime or arrest, and 
only about one in 10 calls for service is for an incident that is subsequently classified as 
an FBI index crime. FBI index crimes, also known as Part 1 crimes, include the more 
serious crimes that are used to determine crime statistics and rates (e.g., vehicle theft, 
robbery, rape, homicide).  
 
Reports of suspicious activity and crime cannot be attributed to a particular offender in 
the absence of an arrest, hence the selection of an arrest-based methodology to evaluate 
whether there is any nexus between inmates released from LCDF and crime in Santee.  
The analysis in the RDEIR used a statistically adequate sample size to evaluate whether 
there was any relationship between the release of LCDF inmates and criminal activity by 
females in Santee. The results of that evaluation (i.e., there is no relationship between 
releases and crime in Santee) do not merit further analysis.  

 
E-182 See responses to comments E-19, E-178, E-185, and E-253. There is no evidence that the 

existing facility has resulted in urban decay. The evidence is to the contrary, given the 
new development that has been approved, is being constructed, and is planned for this 
area. Likewise, there is no evidence that a new, modern, albeit larger, detention facility 
would cause urban decay. Existing uses in the area of the existing LCDF are part of the 
baseline conditions for the proposed project. The City offers no evidence that suggests 
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that legal businesses, such as bail bond businesses, have any direct or indirect substantial 
adverse physical impact on the environment. In addition, the City offers no evidence that 
the existing facility has attracted illegal businesses or that any such illegal businesses 
have caused a significant adverse physical effect on the environment. 

 
E-183 See responses to comments E-44, E-182, and E-253. The purported lack of construction 

of residential projects mentioned in this comment could be due to several factors 
unrelated to LCDF, such as inability to obtain financing because of nationwide credit 
issues or the substantial problems in the housing market. Similarly, the purported lack of, 
or a slowdown in, commercial leases could be due to high rents or the slowdown in the 
economy. On July 19, 2008, the San Diego Union Tribune Business Section included an 
article on office vacancy rates in San Diego County. The article stated, “San Diego 
County’s office market continued to soften in the second quarter, with vacancy rates 
reaching 16.1%, thanks to tepid demand and new construction adding to supply.” To put 
that vacancy rate into perspective, the article stated, “The last time the county’s overall 
office vacancy rate topped 16 percent was in 1995, according to CB Richard Ellis.” 
Lastly, the article stated that even though some companies are looking for large blocks of 
space, “overall, demand is not keeping up with supply from new construction and 
corporate downsizing. CB Richard Ellis reported that net absorption – which measures 
the amount of space leased versus the amount vacated – is negative 430,000 square feet 
so far this year.” Similarly, the February 4, 2009, San Diego Union Tribune Business 
Section includes an article titled “Offices’ vacancy outlook gloomy”. The article 
discusses a survey conducted by UCLA Anderson Forecast and real estate law firm Allen 
Matkins. The article notes that the office vacancy rate in San Diego County may exceed 
20% due to the current economic conditions.  

 
Consequently, the construction and leasing issues referenced in the comment are likely 
due to problems in the overall economy, but there is no evidence that any of the problems 
referenced in this comment are due to the presence of LCDF. 

 
E-184 See response to comment E-169. 
 
E-185 See responses to comments E-19 and E-178. In Section 3.1.4, the RDEIR analyzed the 

project’s potential to cause urban decay. As explained in response to comment E-253, the 
London Group Report does not demonstrate that the proposed project would result in 
economic impacts that would cause urban decay or other significant adverse physical 
effects.  
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E-186  The County disagrees with the comment’s assertion that the project would result in 
significant impacts related to urban decay. See RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-7 
through 3.1.4-10) and responses to comments E-44, E-182, E-183, and E-253. 

 
E-187 The uses listed in this comment⎯schools, religious facilities, hospitals, and parks within 

¼ mile of the proposed project⎯are identified on Page 3.1.5-2 and shown on Figure 3.1-
8 of the RDEIR. Noise measurements were taken near these sensitive receptors in order 
to estimate ambient noise levels, as well as the project’s worst-case noise impacts, which 
are presented in RDEIR Section 3.1.5.2. The analysis examines three general categories 
of noise impacts from the project: operational/traffic, operational/announcement system, 
and construction-related noise. For each of these categories, the analysis first examined if 
there was a substantial increase in noise levels over ambient levels, such that addition of 
project noise would be perceptible. If the increase in noise would be perceptible, the 
analysis then determined whether the noise would exceed the established standards from 
the City of Santee’s Municipal Code. Those standards relate to land use and take into 
consideration sensitivity of noise receptors based on type of land use.  
 
Noise measurement locations are shown on Figure 3.1-13 and projected noise levels at 
those locations are identified on Table 3.1.5-3 of the RDEIR. As shown in the figure, 
noise measurement location numbers 1, 2, and 3 were selected for their proximity to 
adjacent residences to the east and south. Noise measurement location number 3 was 
selected because it is the closest project location to the nearby church (or church/daycare) 
and residences. Noise measurement location number 4 is adjacent to senior housing, and 
numbers 5 through 7 are representative of sensitive biological receptors and include open 
space areas. Noise impacts to sensitive receptors are presented in Section 3.1.5.2, 
including Tables 3.1.5-3 and 3.1.5-6. Traffic noise impacts were estimated based on 
modeled noise from traffic generated by the proposed project, and, based on the traffic 
noise modeling, the projected noise levels would not exceed the decibel in volume, and 
therefore would not impact nearby sensitive receptors.  

 
E-188 As noted in the comment, the RDEIR includes an analysis based on both CNEL and 

SENEL methodologies.  
 

E-189 The announcement system was included in the noise analysis, as described in detail on 
RDEIR Pages 3.1.5-8 through 3.1.5-10. The purpose of the SENEL measurements, taken 
at the City’s request, was to measure single-sound events at the existing facility and 
establish the baseline announcement noise conditions. The methodology used in the 
RDEIR is not flawed. The SENEL approach measures peak noise levels resulting from 
the announcement system. The peak noise level does not change with the time of day or 
the number of announcements made. As noted on RDEIR Page 3.1.5-10, the project will 
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be designed to ensure that noise limits from single-sound events would not exceed the 
one-hour sound limits established in the City’s municipal code. 

 
E-190 The SENEL noise levels reflect absolute measurements of sound from the existing 

speaker system. The comment appears to imply that the single-event noise levels 
measured only the difference between the ambient noise level and the sound level of the 
announcement. That is not the case. The measurements included cumulative noise 
(ambient noise combined with announcement “noise”), which represents the worst-case 
condition. The performance standards established for the project are based on the sound 
limits for different times of the day that are established in the City’s municipal code 
(RDEIR Page 3.1.5-10).  

 
E-191 The comment erroneously associates helicopter noise with the LCDF. The Aerial Support 

to Regional Enforcement Agencies (ASTREA) helicopter base is located at Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon. ASTREA’s primary mission is to provide support to patrol units on the 
ground (vehicle pursuits, aerial searches for suspects, surveillance, and reconnaissance). 
The helicopters are also used for fire suppression and search and rescue missions. One of 
ASTREA’s lesser-known functions is with County Vector Control. Searching for green 
pools in the spring and summer frequently results in helicopters flying over residential 
neighborhoods. 

 
 The ASTREA helicopters fly inbound and outbound via runway 17/35, with the most 

common route requiring the helicopters to fly between Sycamore Canyon and the air 
field. This route regularly places the helicopters directly over the LCDF and residential 
and commercial areas within the City of Santee. 

 
 A Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) records search revealed 79 ASTREA calls for 

service from Santee in 2007 and 78 Santee calls for service in 2008. There were no CAD 
records indicating that ASTREA had been called in the last two years to assist in 
searching for an escapee from LCDF.  

 
As stated on RDEIR Page 3.1.5-10, “The operation at the new facility would not include 
the use of audible alarms, sirens, or helicopters. Therefore, no impacts related to these 
types of noise sources would result.”  

 
E-192 The RDEIR fully analyzes all aspects of project-related noise generation and 

appropriately concludes that the LCDF project would not result in a significant impact 
related to noise (Page 3.1.5-10) because noise levels from the announcement system will 
not exceed the sound level limits identified in the City’s municipal code for different 
times of the day. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
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E-193 The comment restates information from the RDEIR and suggests that larger deliveries 

will result in increased noise from delivery trucks idling, “waiting to enter and exit the 
project site”. The County disagrees with this assertion. Future loading and unloading will 
take place in substantially the same location as for the existing facility. The project site is 
large enough to allow for adequate access, queuing, and loading facilities. Therefore, it is 
not anticipated that delivery vehicles will be required to “wait” or “idle” outside of the 
detention facility boundary. Consequently, there would be no new impacts related to 
operational traffic noise, and no mitigation measures are required.  
 

E-194 The County disagrees with the assertion that the RDEIR fails to provide sufficient 
analysis of the County’s ability to provide adequate police protection for the project. Page 
3.1.7-4 of the RDEIR adequately addresses this topic in accordance with the requirements 
of CEQA. The RDEIR concludes that the LCDF project would not result in a significant 
impact related to the need for new or altered law enforcement facilities or service levels 
related to law enforcement services (Page 3.1.7-4), and, therefore, no mitigation measures 
are required.  

 
The comment appears to imply that the Santee Sheriff’s Station is responsible for all 
bookings at LCDF. That is not the case. Arresting officers from numerous law 
enforcement agencies within the County are responsible for booking suspects they bring 
to LCDF. Therefore, any increase in the number of bookings at LCDF would not affect 
response times or demand for police services from the Santee Sheriff’s Station. 

 
Additionally, the project is not dependent on a local police force since SDSD is 
responsible for maintaining facility security. The detention facility staff includes Sheriff’s 
deputies who are on site 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, and almost all incidents at the 
facility are handled by on-site deputies. On those rare occasions when law enforcement 
deputies are called, the response would be from the Sheriff’s Station on Cuyamaca Street 
in Santee. Police response times would not be substantially affected. Additional 
comments regarding ratio of officers to population in the City of Santee are not relevant 
to the proposed project, since as noted in the RDEIR and these responses, no additional 
demand for services, increased response times, or other effects on police services to the 
City of Santee would result from project implementation.  

 
E-195 See responses to comments E-178 through E-182. 
 
E-196 Based on coordination with, and the response from, the City of Santee Fire Department, 

RDEIR Page 3.1.7-4 determines that the significance criterion for fire protection services 
would not be exceeded and, therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Santee Fire 
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Station Number 4 is located immediately adjacent to the existing facility and the 
proposed project site on Cottonwood Avenue, as shown on RDEIR Figures 1-5 and 3.1-8. 
Emergency access to the project site would be readily available from Cottonwood 
Avenue on the south and Riverview Parkway on the north as shown on Figure 1-5. Fire 
Department response times should not change, because the location of the facility relative 
to the fire station would not change with the proposed project. Moreover, the Santee Fire 
Department confirmed that there would be no change in service levels at this fire station 
if the proposed project were built.  

 
The City’s comment regarding an inmate’s option to select an “alternative service 
provider” is correct. Penal Code Section 4023.6 authorizes a female inmate to “summon 
and receive the services of any physician and surgeon of her choice in order to determine 
whether she is pregnant”. If she is pregnant, she may also receive services from the 
physician or surgeon of her choice. However, Section 4023.6 states that, “Any expenses 
occasioned by the services of a physician and surgeon whose services are not provided by 
the facility shall be borne by the prisoner.”  In addition, the County allows inmates to 
select their own provider for any medical procedure (including emergency medical 
services) if the inmate pays for all expenses incurred, including transportation.  
According to the Supervising Nurse who is responsible for case management at the 
existing LCDF, requests for alternative medical services providers are “extremely rare” 
and were limited to 17 requests (for all medical procedures and services) over a two-year 
period (January 2007 to December 2008).  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the 
number of future inmate requests will also be minimal and should not result in a 
substantial increase in demand for or time spent on emergency medical services provided 
by the City fire department.  

 
E-197 Inmates at the existing LCDF who need medical services are treated on site. In certain 

cases in which treatment on site cannot be provided, the inmates are taken to the 
University of California, San Diego (UCSD) Hillcrest Hospital, which is under contract 
with SDSD to serve inmates. If the UCSD Hospital cannot take additional patients, 
inmates are taken to Grossmont Hospital.   Section 1.2.1.1 of the RDEIR explains that the 
proposed LCDF would provide expanded health services to inmates. As stated on RDEIR 
Page 1-12, “The LCDF medical services program includes four distinct components 
focused on meeting the needs of female inmates: a women’s clinic, medical infirmary, 
psychiatric services unit (PSU) support, and PSU housing.” The proposed project 
includes an expanded clinic and infirmary to treat inmates for minor health needs. With 
implementation of the project, SDSD would continue its contract with the UCSD 
Hillcrest Medical Center and Grossmont Hospital to provide emergency hospital services 
for LCDF inmates.  
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 For CEQA purposes, the issue is whether the proposed project would generate the need 
for new or altered hospital facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
impacts. See CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, section XIII.  It is unlikely that the project 
would result in the need for new or physically altered hospital facilities. Although the 
number of inmates would increase with the proposed project, the new facility would 
provide more medical services on site, thus reducing the need for hospital care. 
Consequently, any increase in the number of inmates needing hospital care should be 
small, and this increase should not result in the need for new or altered hospital facilities.  
In addition, it should be noted that the LCDF facility does not generate a need for 
hospital services.  Women who need hospital care need that care whether they are living 
at the LCDF facility or out in the community. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
E-198 Recycled water is currently not available to the project site (RDEIR Page 3.1.8-1). If it 

becomes available, the County will consider using reclaimed water.  
 
E-199 Construction and demolition debris resulting from the project is anticipated to be 

approximately 13,189 cubic yards, or 29,015 tons, including the three Edgemoor 
buildings. The RDEIR analysis does not rely on the proposed expansion of Sycamore 
Landfill. As stated in RDEIR Section 3.1.8.1, the current facility uses both the Sycamore 
Landfill and the Otay Landfill. Based on California Integrated Waste Management Board 
data, the Sycamore landfill has a permitted maximum disposal rate of 3,965 tons per day 
and, as of September 2006, had a remaining capacity of over 85 percent. The California 
Integrated Waste Management Board anticipates a closure date of December 31, 2031. 
The Otay Landfill in Chula Vista has a permitted maximum disposal rate of over 5,000 
tons per day and, as of November 2006, had a remaining capacity of over 31 percent. The 
California Integrated Waste Management Board anticipates a closure date of April 30, 
2021. The County’s construction and demolition debris recycling ordinance requires 90 
percent of inert and 70 percent of all other materials from a County construction and 
demolition project to be recycled (County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Sections 
68.510(b) and 68.513). Therefore, it is anticipated that only 10 percent of inert materials 
and 30 percent of the other materials generated by the demolition and construction would 
be taken to a landfill. Given the substantial capacity remaining in both landfills and the 
small percentage of the demolition and construction debris that would go to a landfill, the 
LCDF would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity. Based on these 
factors presented in the RDEIR, the analysis concludes that project-level and cumulative 
demolition and construction debris impacts would be less than significant.  

 
E-200 This comment cites sections from the CEQA Guidelines regarding alternatives and raises 

no issues relative to the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided.  
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E-201 This comment cites sections from the CEQA Guidelines regarding alternatives and raises 

no issues relative to the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided.  
 
E-202 See response to comment E-2.  
 
E-203 This comment restates information from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided.  
 
E-204 The comment misconstrues the discussion of alternatives contained in the screening 

analysis. The comment suggests that “general community character and support” was one 
of the criteria for evaluating the alternatives, when, in fact, it was one of the factors 
considered to identify alternative sites. The County considered all of the alternative sites 
identified by the City. Moreover, CEQA requires consideration of a reasonable range of 
alternatives, a standard which has been met by screening 43 project alternatives and then 
evaluating 5 alternatives, including 3 alternative sites, in the RDEIR.  

  
E-205 This comment restates information from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided. 
  
E-206 See responses to comments E-49 and E-60. As described on Page 4-13 of the RDEIR, 

several alternative locations in the Otay Mesa area were identified in the initial stage of 
alternatives development (see Table 4-1), but only this proposed alternative site (the 
Rabago property) met all of the screening criteria.  

 
E-207 See responses to comments E-49, E-51, E-60, and E-225. With respect to Alternative 

#11, the Alternatives Screening Analysis (Appendix K to the RDEIR) states the rationale 
for not carrying this site forward into the EIR for analysis. The rationale is “legal and 
regulatory restrictions” because the site is privately owned, is proposed for the CCA 
replacement facility, and has a Major Use Permit application on file with the County for 
the CCA facility. Furthermore, the RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as 
required by CEQA. 

 
E-208 The RDEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. An EIR 

need not analyze every possible alternative. Nonetheless, an alternative encompassing 
multiple female detention facilities would not meet Project Objective 2, which calls for a 
single multi-custody facility. Furthermore, such an alternative would not meet Project 
Objective 4. Providing programs for 1,216 women inmates in multiple facilities would be 
infeasible from an operational and cost standpoint. Providing adequate housing, medical 
services, and gender-appropriate rehabilitation programs for a small number of inmates at 
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multiple facilities is not cost-effective and would create unnecessary duplication of 
staffing (e.g., security, medical, processing, teachers, counselors) and space.  

 
E-209 This comment restates information from the RDEIR and does not raise additional issues; 

therefore, no further response is provided.  
 
E-210 The comment itself includes the explanation for the conclusion that facilities in the East 

Otay Mesa complex cannot accept women inmates due to space limitations and the 
inability to expand due to site constraints. Similarly, complete explanations as to why the 
various alternatives do not meet the other project objectives identified in the comment are 
also provided in the screening analysis and the RDEIR. See also response to comment E-
47. 

  
E-211 The RDEIR, including Appendix K, provides a complete analysis and rationale for 

eliminating the East Otay Mesa alternative from further consideration in the Draft EIR 
analysis. The re-entry facility is proposed by the State and has entirely different 
programming and space needs than the proposed project, which is why the East Otay 
Mesa site may be suitable for a re-entry facility, but is not suitable for the proposed 
project. See response to comment E-8.  The Siting Agreement does not identify East Otay 
Mesa as the “preferred site for the reentry facility.” See response to comment E-7. 
Furthermore, the County has not committed to that site for the re-entry facility. See 
responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, E-15, E-30, E-31, E-50, E-80, and E-81. 

  
E-212 See responses to comments E-49 and E-60.  
 
E-213 The alternatives screening report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) evaluated 43 alternatives. 

The County further analyzed 3 off-site alternatives in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. See also 
responses to comments E-2, E-52, E-53, and E-60. 

 
E-214 The County disagrees with the City’s conclusions that the East Otay Mesa alternative site 

“best satisfies the project objectives.” The East Otay Mesa site was eliminated at the 
alternatives screening stage as noted in responses to comments E-49, E-59, E-60, E-69, 
and E-253.  

 
E-215 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. The County notes, however, that the City apparently misunderstood the 
information that the Sheriff provided in response to the City’s supplemental Public 
Records Act request. The April 5, 2007, response to the supplemental request states in 
part, “With regard to fuel costs, for fiscal year 05-06, the fuel costs for all prisoner 
transportation was $282,802.05, as shown on the enclosed record.” The cost of prisoner 
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transportation for fiscal year 05-06 was not $282,802.05 as cited in the comment. This 
figure was the total fuel cost for inmate transportation that year. The spreadsheet 
provided in response to the Public Records Act Request (January 18, 2007) also included 
a line item for $372,871 in maintenance costs for these vehicles in FY 05-06. FY 07-08 
expenditures for these vehicles were $394,120 (fuel) and $414,145 (vehicle 
maintenance). These costs do not include salaries and benefits and other operational 
overhead for the Prisoner Transportation Detail. The Department does not keep records 
for inmate transportation costs for each individual facility.  

 
E-216 See responses to comments E-5, E-6, E-7, E-8, E-15, E-30, and E-31. 
 
E-217 As described in the RDEIR, Appendix K, the CCA alternative is appropriately analyzed 

as an alternative location – use of an existing detention facility.  
 
E-218 The CCA facility was analyzed in conjunction with other similar facilities, with similar 

functions, located adjacent to or in close proximity to one another. None of the facilities 
individually met the initial screening criteria, as fully described in RDEIR Appendix K, 
and specifically the CCA alternative is constrained both functionally, and by existing 
commitments, as further clarified in responses to comments E-9 and E-60.  

 
E-219 See responses to comments E-9 and E-51.  
 
E-220 The number of beds cited in the comment is incorrect. The CCA facility has capacity for 

1,000 federal male inmates, and the County manages 200 beds for County male inmates 
in a portion of the facility that was separated from CCA in 2006/2007.  The remainder of 
the comment cites provisions from the lease and does not raise significant environmental 
issues for which a response is required. 

 
E-221 The comment cites provisions from the lease and does not raise significant environmental 

issues for which a response is required. 
 
E-222 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. 
 
E-223 Except for the No Project Alternative, any alternative would require demolition and 

transitioning the existing inmates to a new facility. See responses to comments E-9, E-49, 
E-60, E-70, E-214, and E-253. 

 
E-224 The CCA alternative is constrained both functionally, and by existing commitments, as 

further clarified in responses to comments E-47 and E-60, and therefore does not meet 
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the screening criteria for feasibility. CEQA does not require analysis of alternatives found 
to be infeasible. See also responses to comments E-9 and E-208. 

 
E-225 See response to comment E-207. The comment incorrectly states that the County 

currently owns this site. The County does not own this site. The RDEIR evaluates an 
alternative site in Otay Mesa, the Rabago site. CEQA does not require evaluation of all 
possible alternative sites. 

 
E-226 The Otay Mesa Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative in 

Section 4.3 of the RDEIR. The comment restates information presented in Section 4.3 of 
the RDEIR and does not raise specific issues relative to the RDEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided.  

 
E-227 The comment is incorrect with regard to traffic impacts. The RDEIR acknowledges that 

this alternative would result in fewer traffic impacts (RDEIR, Page 4-20). See response to 
comment E-59. 

 
E-228 This comment restates information contained in the RDEIR and does not raise specific 

issues, and therefore no additional response is provided. 
 
E-229 The Sheriff’s Department bookings at LCDF are 24.8% of total bookings at LCDF. For 

details of individual Sheriff Station bookings, see chart “Las Colinas Detention Facility 
Bookings by Arresting Agency with Travel Times and Distances,” included as 
Attachment E-4 at the end of response to comment letter E. 

 
E-230 See response to comment E-55. The time and distance analysis referenced in the RDEIR 

on Pages 4-26 through 4-28 correctly assumed that SDPD practices in effect when the 
analysis was prepared would be in effect when the new women’s facility became 
operational. However, RDEIR Section 4.2.3.3 also discusses a proposed change in SDPD 
practices in an effort to provide full disclosure regarding that agency’s future plans and to 
analyze how the time and distance statistics might change if SDPD officers were given 
more discretion in their booking practices. The analysis appropriately estimates time and 
distance savings under both scenarios. 

 
E-231 See response to comment E-230. All SDPD Division Stations with the exception of the 

Southern Division Station are closer to Las Colinas than to an Otay Mesa Alternative. 
The Southeastern Division Station is 7 minutes and 7 miles closer to Las Colinas than to 
an Otay Mesa Alternative because the SDPD does not use the South Bay Expressway 
(SR-125 toll road) for the routine transportation of detainees. The statement in the 
RDEIR that SDPD Order 08-08 prohibits officers from using the toll road except for 
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emergency situations is correct. According to Assistant Chief Cheryl Meyers with the 
SDPD, only San Diego police officers on legitimate emergency responses and 
surveillances may use the SR-125 toll road. In addition, the City of San Diego Police 
Department has not acquired transponders. Therefore, the comment’s assertion that San 
Diego police officers can use transponders and the toll road as part of routine transport of 
inmates is not correct. 

 
E-232 The comment is incorrect. As explained on RDEIR Page 4-27, SDPD trips are estimated 

to be 6 minutes shorter and 4 miles closer to Santee than to a facility located in Otay 
Mesa. As stated on RDEIR Page 4-27, “The estimated comparative time/mileage savings 
for San Diego Police Department for bookings logged in 2007 is 1,300 hours and 55,000 
miles.” See responses to comments E-55 and E-56. Although six law enforcement 
agencies or Sheriff’s units are located closer to the Otay Mesa Alternative than to LCDF 
in Santee, these agencies were responsible for just 11% of the total bookings at LCDF 
(RDEIR, Page 4-28).  

 
E-233 See response to comment E-70. The comment combines quotes out of context from the 

Master Plan.  
 
E-234 The figures are not inconsistent. The figures in the chart on RDEIR Page 4-29 are for the 

Otay Mesa Alternative (Rabago) site. The figures in the text (27 miles / 36 minutes) are 
for male inmates at the East Mesa and George Bailey Detention Facilities, which are 
about two miles farther from the UCSD Medical Center.  

 
Male inmates from the detention facilities in East Otay Mesa are transported to USCD 
Medical Center for medical treatment that cannot be provided on site. UCSD Medical 
Center is the contract medical services provider for County detention facilities. As noted 
in the table on RDEIR Page 4-29, Scripps Mercy Hospital in Chula Vista is used to treat 
male inmates but only for life-threatening emergency conditions.  

 
E-235 Alternatives were chosen for their ability to reduce or avoid significant impacts of the 

project. With respect to the East Otay Mesa alternative, see response to comment E-210. 
There is no requirement to analyze why the Otay Mesa alternative may result in reduced 
transportation time and cost with respect to food service. Nonetheless, food would 
continue to be prepared at the central kitchen in East Mesa and would be transported to 
and re-heated at the new facility. The logistics and costs associated with transport of 
meals are not comparable to those associated with the more significant issues of inmate 
transport, decentralized booking facilities, and other considerations that were applied in 
developing the project objectives. See response to comment E-253. 
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E-236 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.  

 
E-237 As noted in Section 1.1 of the RDEIR, making it convenient for friends and family to 

visit the detainees is a component of Project Objective 4. The purpose of this objective is 
to build a women’s detention facility that supports gender-responsive programming 
aimed at reducing recidivism. Because the visitation program at the current facility is 
much smaller than the program to be implemented for the proposed project, any ridership 
statistics from 2007 would not apply to potential ridership related to the proposed project.  

 
E-238 See response to comment E-58. It is not known, nor can it be predicted with any 

reasonable degree of accuracy, what the existing or future level of transit use is by 
visitors to the LCDF. The lack of public transit access at the East Mesa Juvenile 
Detention Facility and other County adult detention facilities does not diminish the need 
for public transit access at the proposed facility. The Town Center Specific Plan does not 
apply to the proposed project (see response to comment E-19); consequently, there are no 
mitigation measures associated with the proposed project’s relationship to the Town 
Center Specific Plan. The Board of Supervisors will consider the project’s impacts and 
the project’s alternatives before making a decision on the project. The County contacted 
MTS on August 19, 2008, and MTS indicated it would likely not add a bus stop to serve a 
new detention facility on Otay Mesa. Furthermore, even if a bus route were to be 
extended closer to the Otay Mesa (Rabago) Alternative site, it still would not provide as 
many public transit options as are available at the proposed project site. As noted on 
RDEIR Page 1-24, the presence of both trolley and bus lines would provide convenient 
access for staff (with the potential to reduce vehicle trips) and for visitors in support of 
the SDSD’s behavioral management philosophy for female inmates. RDEIR Page 4-31 
states that it is important to maximize public transportation options at the new facility to 
encourage visitation. 

 
E-239 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. Nonetheless, see response to comment E-167.  
 
E-240 The Otay Mesa (Rabago) Alternative was analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.2.3. The Board 

of Supervisors will consider all project alternatives before making a decision on the 
project. Refer to responses to comments E-52, E-57, E-167, E-238, and E-239.  

 
E-241 Refer to response to comment E-60.  
 

The RDEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives and does not have to analyze all 
possible alternatives or all alternatives suggested by project opponents.  
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Nonetheless, the following response addresses Alternative #2 from the London Group 
Report identified as “APN #646-40-00 /0/7/08/13/15/16/20 and APN #648-04-26-00” in 
the Otay Mesa vicinity. The London Group Report suggests that, taken together, these 
parcels could be used as an alternative site for the LCDF. The following is a description 
of each of these parcels. Refer to the figure included as Attachment E-5 at the end of 
response to comment letter E, “Parcels Identified in the City of Santee's London Group 
Report,” for their specific locations. 

 
• APN #646-040-0700: This parcel is approximately 7.6 acres, is privately owned, 

and is located immediately west of the existing CCA Facility. The majority of this 
parcel is located within an unnamed canyon with steep slopes and likely containing 
riparian vegetation. 
 

• APN #646-040-0800: This parcel is approximately 2.5 acres, is privately owned, 
and is located immediately west of the existing CCA Facility. The majority of this 
parcel is located within an unnamed canyon with steep slopes and likely containing 
riparian vegetation. 
 

• APN #646-040-1300: This parcel is approximately 10.3 acres and located 
immediately west and north of the existing CCA Facility. The County owns this 
parcel. 
 

• APN #646-040-1500: This parcel is approximately 9.4 acres and located 
immediately west and north of the existing CCA Facility. It is owned by the 
County, and the southwesterly part of the parcel is located within the same 
unnamed canyon as APN #s 646-040-0700 and -0800 described above. 
 

• APN #646-040-1600: This parcel is owned by the Otay Water District, is 
approximately 0.9 acres, and is located immediately west of the existing CCA 
Facility.  
 

• APN #646-040-2000: This parcel is owned by the State of California and is 
approximately 401 acres. It includes the existing RJ Donovan Correctional Facility 
and is partially located within O’Neal Canyon. This canyon is approximately 0.3 
mile wide in the area immediately north of RJ Donovan Correctional Facility, and 
has an average width of 1,000 feet. It contains very steep slopes, and, based on a 
review of aerial maps, likely contains sensitive riparian habitat. Use of this parcel 
would require development in O’Neal Canyon or the unnamed canyon since the 
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existing RJ Donovan Facility occupies a substantial portion of the parcel, and much 
of the remaining land is within the canyons. 
 

• APN #648-040-0260: This parcel is owned by the State of California and is 
approximately 114.9 acres. The land is relatively flat and is accessed via Alta Road.  

 
As indicated above, of the listed parcels, only two (APN #646-040-1300 and -1500) are 
owned by the County. They total approximately 19.7 acres and are not contiguous. The 
County does not currently own the other parcels and would need to acquire an additional 
25.3 acres for a 45-acre alternative site for the LCDF, or use 45 contiguous acres from 
one of the State of California parcels. If the County attempted to assemble a 45-acre site 
using part of its currently owned parcels, at least part of the 25.3 additional acres of State 
land would be needed. Use of non-County-owned lands would require purchase from the 
State (if the State were willing to sell the land) and would result in grading, aesthetics, 
water quality, and biological resource impacts. 
 
Based on the facts presented above and in the RDEIR (Appendix K, Section 5.2.1.2), the 
County disagrees with the comment’s assertion that another suitable 45-acre alternative 
site exists or can be made available in East Otay Mesa. The County selected the Rabago 
site for detailed evaluation in the RDEIR since it contains adequate acreage (45 acres), 
does not rely on use of Alta Road for access, and is not located within MHPA or Otay 
Mountain Conservancy Area park lands. See also responses to comments E-47, E-56, and 
E-57.  

 
E-242 The RDEIR analyzed a Mid-rise Alternative as described in RDEIR Section 4.2.1. The 

Board of Supervisors will consider the project’s impacts and the project’s alternatives 
before making a decision on the project.  

 
E-243 For more information related to line-of-sight issues, see response to comment E-75. The 

County does not propose to construct a re-entry facility of any design. See response to 
comment E-8. Priorities related to project objectives have been thoroughly considered by 
the Sheriff’s Department, and the stated project objectives are consistent with the purpose 
and need for the facility. The Board of Supervisors will consider the project’s impacts 
and the project’s alternatives before making a decision on the project. See responses to 
comments E-19, E-53, and E-68.  

 
E-244 Sections 4.2.1.2 and 4.2.2.2 of the RDEIR provide rationale for land use effects of the 

Mid-rise and 20-Acre Alternative, respectively. The RDEIR provides a comparative 
analysis of these alternatives and the proposed project, as stipulated in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). A County project of any size or design located in the City 
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is not subject to the City’s general plan or zoning. Therefore, as with the project, each of 
these alternatives would not result in significant land use impacts. 

 
E-245 The RDEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. An EIR 

need not analyze every possible alternative. Nonetheless, see responses to comments E-9, 
E-61, and E-208. 

 
E-246 While the City could pursue the acquisition of the Cottonwood Avenue right-of-way, 

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), “The ‘no project’ analysis 
shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or 
if no Notice of Preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services.” Since the “right-of-way” is currently 
owned by the County and was owned by the County when the Notice of Preparation was 
published, the assumption of County ownership is accurately presented in the RDEIR. 
See also response to comments E-92 and E-94. While the current absence of right-of-way 
does not necessarily preclude the future extension of the road, an extension is not 
reasonably foreseeable. If the County did not agree to convey the land to the City, the 
City would have to seek to acquire the land by eminent domain. In an eminent domain 
action, the City would have the burden of proving that its proposed use of the property “is 
a more necessary public use” than the County’s use of the property. (Code of Civ. Proc, 
sections 1240.610, 1240.620, and 1240.660).  

 
E-247 The comment summarizes some of the provisions in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 

regarding recirculation of an EIR. The comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  

 
E-248 The County disagrees that the RDEIR contains an incomplete project description, skewed 

project objectives, and flawed environmental analyses for aesthetics, land use, public 
safety, urban decay, and environmental justice. Refer to responses to comments E-38, E-
40, E-42, E-44, E-45, E-69 through E-70, E-72 through E-75, E-79, E-85 through E-99, 
E-128, E-136, E-143, E-145, E-147 through E-149, E-155, E-172, and E-178. The 
County disagrees that the RDEIR requires recirculation. Significant new information has 
not been added since public notice of the RDEIR was made available. Additional 
information provided in the responses to comments or added to the Final EIR does not 
constitute significant new information under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 for 
which recirculation would be required.  
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 The County disagrees with the assertion that the RDEIR fails to incorporate feasible 
mitigation measures that would reduce significant project impacts. The RDEIR, in 
Sections 2.1 through 2.6, fully discloses significant impacts and mitigation measures that 
would reduce impacts to less than significant, when feasible; Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the 
RDEIR disclose that no feasible mitigation measures exist for significant impacts to 
cultural resources and transportation/traffic, respectively. 

 
 The County disagrees with the assertion that the alternatives analysis is inadequate, as a 

reasonable range of alternatives has been evaluated. Refer to responses to comments E-
60, E-206, and E-214. Significant new information has not been added to the alternatives 
analysis, and, therefore, recirculation of the RDEIR is not required. 

 
E-249 Refer to responses to comments E-19, E-27, and E-37. Recirculation is not required 

because significant new information is not required and has not been added to the land 
use analysis. 

 
E-250 Before deciding whether to approve the proposed project, the Board of Supervisors will 

consider all of the project’s potential environmental impacts and all of the comments on 
the RDEIR. The RDEIR, in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 identifies significant unmitigable effects 
to cultural resources and transportation/traffic, respectively, and discloses that no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce these impacts to below a level of significance 
(refer to Pages 2.1-11 through 2.1-13 and 2.2-16 through 2.2-18 of the RDEIR). 
Consequently, if the Board decides to approve the project, the Board will have to 
determine that mitigation measures for impacts to cultural resources and 
transportation/traffic are infeasible.  

 
E-251 The County acknowledges the City’s offer to work with the County in analyzing and 

discussing mitigation measures and project alternatives.  
 
E-252 The comment is noted; the County will keep the City informed of the progress of the EIR 

review process.  
 

E-253 Comment E-253 is The London Group Realty Advisors, Inc. report entitled “Las Colinas 
Detention Center Valuation and Alternative Land Development Analysis Prepared for the 
City of Santee” dated July 2007 (“London Group Report”).  The report indicates that the 
City of Santee commissioned the study to “address potential issues related to [the 
County’s] proposal” to replace the Las Colinas Detention Facility on a 45-acre site in 
Santee. The report further states that several independent analyses were preformed, 
including: a highest and best use analysis of the County-owned property; an opinion of 
the economic and development impact on surrounding property if the jail remains and is 
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expanded in Santee; an estimate of the current development value of the property; and an 
identification of alternative sites for the proposed project. The first three topics listed in 
the report and in the previous sentence do not a raise significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. With respect to the fourth topic, the RDEIR includes an 
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. See RDEIR Chapter 
4.0.  

 
Nonetheless, the following response addresses some of the issues raised in the report, 
including valuation and jail operational issues.  
 
VALUATION ISSUES 
 
General Response: 
 
The London Group Report is an analysis of potential land uses for the 45-acre Las 
Colinas/Edgemoor Hospital site, as of July 2007. It assumes that all streets, sewers, 
drainage, and building improvements have been constructed and the buildings are fully 
occupied. The report evaluates uses and development options without considering 
existing zoning, development costs, or market demand for those uses. According to 
Stephen Roach, who worked in conjunction with the London group, the purpose of the 
report “was to estimate the market value of the subject property subject to a hypothetical 
condition that the buildings are completed and occupied.”  

 
The London Group Report does not include any basis to support the conclusions in the 
report. For example, the London Group Report does not account for absorption rate 
(amount of space leased versus the amount vacated). A San Diego Union Tribune article 
on July 19, 2008, reported that office vacancy rates in the county are at 16.1%, the 
highest rate since 1995. In 2007, the vacancy rate was 12%. In the Poway/Rancho 
Bernardo area, the vacancy rate is at 25%. According to the article, brokerage CB 
Richard Ellis reported that the absorption of office space so far this year (2008) is a 
negative 430,000 square feet, that is, more office space was vacated than leased. A 
slowing economy leads to higher vacancy rates which result in longer absorption periods 
of available office space, which, in turn, causes new development to be delayed.  
 
A more recent article indicates that conditions have worsened since the summer of 2008. 
The February 4, 2009, San Diego Union Tribune Business Section article titled “Offices’ 
vacancy outlook gloomy” discusses a survey conducted by UCLA Anderson Forecast and 
real estate law firm Allen Matkins. The article notes that the office vacancy rate in San 
Diego County may exceed 20% due to the current economic conditions. In fact, in 
December 2008, Cushman and Wakefield released a report titled “Outlook 2009,” in 
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which the office vacancy rate for Santee is listed at 29.2%. Cushman and Wakefield is a 
commercial real estate firm with offices nationwide, including an office in San Diego. 
 
In addition, the London Group Report, which was prepared in 2007, fails to account for 
the substantial drop in property values that has occurred in the past 6 to 12 months or the 
substantial problems in the credit markets that have resulted in a severe reduction in the 
availability of credit. The London Group Report fails to consider these important factors.  

 
The London Group Report fails to describe the land in its existing, unimproved condition. 
Therefore, the London Group Report is an opinion of future potential values without a 
description of the projected time and cost to achieve the full build out and full occupancy. 
The London Group Report does not include an analysis of the current “as-is value” of the 
property.  

 
The values in the London Group Report are based on the erroneous assumption that all 
entitlements for development have been obtained. However, to achieve these values, the 
City of Santee must either change existing zoning to allow residential uses not allowed by 
right or issue Conditional Use Permits for the more lucrative residential uses. The current 
zoning of the 45 acre parcel is TC – Town Center, which is defined on the Santee zoning 
map as “…intended to provide the City with a mixed-use activity center which is oriented 
towards and enhances the San Diego River. This designation shall be developed under a 
master plan including community, commercial, civic, park/open space, residential uses 
and institutional use. The master plan for Town Center provides the City with a land use 
plan and appropriate development regulations that are consistent with the General Plan.” 
The City originally wanted to develop the Town Center with uses that would have jobs 
with above average salaries. To achieve this goal, the City proposed an office park 
consisting mainly of office uses that would need large parcels. Consequently, retail and 
residential uses were considered as ancillary to the office park development  

 
The London Group Report claims to evaluate the financial impact of the proposed jail on 
projected nearby development. However, the losses in value that the London Group 
Report lists as due to the properties’ proximity to and view of the jail have no support or 
basis. The Roach review states that “the values were estimated as if unaffected by the Las 
Colinas Detention Facility and as affected by an expanded detention facility.” There is no 
evidence in either the London Group Report or the Roach review to support the 
conclusion that property values would be affected by the proposed jail. 

 
Specific Comments 
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Page 3, paragraph 6. The London Group Report admits that the assumptions and 
projections will vary from actual marketplace experience. Most notably the London 
Group Report repeatedly draws conclusions based on the highest and best use (HABU) 
that assume the City of Santee will either change existing zoning to conform to the 
London Group Report’s conclusions, or that City of Santee will issue Conditional Use 
Permits that allow the uses on which the London Group Report’s conclusions are based. 
The Town Center designation permits residential use only as part of a master plan for 
development of the land. The current Master Plan, River View Office Park Town Center 
Master Plan adopted February 8, 2006, allows residential only as an ancillary use, and 
further restricts it to the mixed use parcel. All other areas of the Master Plan are planned 
for office uses. Most of the footprint of the proposed LCDF has not been included in the 
Master Plan, but the Office Park Overlay adopted August 2000 is shown on the LCDF 
site. Before private uses can be established in this area, a Master Plan would have to be 
approved by the City of Santee. 

  
Page 4, paragraph 1: The London Group Report claims that the County owns “hundreds 
of available acres” next to the County jails at Otay Mesa. However, there is not sufficient 
usable County-owned land there for a new women’s facility.  Refer to response to 
comment E-241.  

 
Page 4, 2nd bullet. The land values listed in this bullet relate to findings made in the report 
on page 6. Further comments on this range of values are made below.  

 
Page 4, 4th, 5th & 6th bullets. The London Group Report claims that the new jail will 
adversely affect the values of the adjacent County property, nearby residential and 
commercial and the economic growth of City of Santee. These conclusions are not 
supported by any evidence. In the 1990s, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), National 
Institute of Corrections issued an “Information Brief” that concluded that correctional 
facilities have no effect on values of the surrounding residential properties. The 
Information Brief studied seven correctional facilities in various states (Idaho, Arizona, 
Florida and Tennessee) and concluded that prisons generally had little or no effect on the 
value of residential property in the vicinity of the prisons. There is no reason to believe 
that the conclusion would be any different for the property values in the City of Santee 
around the proposed jail facility. This is particularly true given that the LCDF has existed 
at the current location since 1977, and there is no evidence to show that properties closer 
to LCDF have lower values. The proposed project would not add a new jail to a fully 
developed area that did not have a jail in the past.  

 
Page 4, 7th bullet: The London Group Report erroneously concludes that there is a 
County-owned jail site in Otay Mesa that could house the new jail with similar 
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construction costs. Sewer conveyance capacity is not available until the City of San 
Diego resolves funding of major upgrades to the existing infrastructure. Water 
availability is also limited and may require offsetting water conservation savings at a 
ratio of up to 4:1 (savings:new water service). See the County’s letter to the State 
(“Implementation of AB 900 – Jail Reentry Site,” letter from W.F. Ekard (County of San 
Diego) to M. Cate (California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation), February 
18, 2009), included as Attachment E-2 at the end of response to this comment letter E. 

 
Page 5, 4th bullet under Overall Conclusions. The County is not aware of any diminished 
value for the County property located next to the existing jail or proposed new jail. As an 
example, the Vista Detention Center has not reduced the values of the property 
surrounding that facility. A 25,310 square foot building was recently constructed at 465 
La Tortuga Drive in Vista, known as Hacienda Professional Center. This two-story office 
building is for sale for $9,850,000 (offering price after one year of lease). This price is 
$389 per square foot of building area. This property is located across the street from the 
Vista Detention Center. The site is mostly level, nearly rectangular in configuration, and 
situated at street grade. Before the building was constructed, the partially-improved 
property sold May 2007 for $1,367,000 or $16.52 per square foot. This property is in an 
area of professional offices and is similar to the LCDF parcel in terms of location and 
access. The $9,850,000 asking price compares favorably on a square-foot basis with 
similar buildings available for sale in other areas of San Diego County that are not near a 
jail.  
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Lease Comparables - District Attorney – Lease Agreement – 333 “H” Street, Chula Vista 
 
 

 
Lease Comparable 1 Comparable 2 Comparable 3 

Location 
 
 

Size 
Transaction Date 

333 “H” Street 
Suite 4000 
Chula Vista 
24,853 square feet 
--------- 

765 Third Avenue 
Suite 305 
Chula Vista 
8,100 square feet 
November 2006 

1061 Tierra Del Rey 
 
Chula Vista 
9,428 square feet 
February 2006 

333 H Street 
Suite 3010 
Chula Vista 
5,738 square feet 
August 2005 

Term Seven (7) years Ten (10) years 
 

Five (5) years Five (5) years 
 

Option to Extend Term Two (2) five-year options to extend Unknown Unknown Unknown 
Early Termination County may terminate the lease after to be effective at the 

end of the fifth year or sixth year of the term. Penalty 
applies.  

None None 
 

None 
 

Rent Adjustments Annual adjustment equal to 3.75% of the prior year lease 
rate. 

Unknown Annual 3.0% adjustment. Annual 3.0% adjustment 

Utilities Lessor pays Tenant pays Tenant pays Tenant pays 
Custodial Lessor pays Lessor pays Tenant pays Tenant pays 
Maintenance Lessor pays Lessor pays Tenant pays Tenant pays 
Parking 4/1,000 square feet (86 spaces) Unknown Unknown Unknown 
Monthly Cost per Square 
Foot 

 
Rent 
Utilities 
Custodial 
Maintenance 
TOTAL OCCUPANCY 
COST 

 
 
 
$71,328 ($2.87/sf) 
     -0-    ($0.00/sf) 
      -0-    ($0.00/sf) 
      -0-    ($0.00/sf)                                                             
$71,328  ($2.87/sf) 

 
 
 
$25,110  ($3.10/sf) 
    1,620  ($0.20/sf) 
      -0-     ($0.00/sf) 
      -0-     ($0.00/sf)             
$25,110  ($3.10/sf) 

 
 
 
$21,213  ($2.25/sf) 
    1,886  ($0.20/sf) 
       943  ($0.10/sf) 
       943  ($0.10/sf)             
$24,985  ($2.65/sf) 

 
 
 
$15,779  ($2.75/sf) 
    1,148  ($0.20/sf) 
       -0-    ($0.00/sf) 
       -0-  ($0.00/sf)     
$16,927 ($2.95/sf) 

 
COMMENTS 
 

 
Rent includes a tenant improvement allowance of $60/sf 
plus a $50,000 contingency. 

 
Effective rental rate over 
length of term. Space is 
0.75 miles from SBRC. 

 
$35.00/sf tenant improvement 
allowance is less than County 
allowance. Space is 3.7 miles 
from SBRC. 

 
Space is located in same 
building as the proposed 
District Attorney space. 

Approved by San Diego County Board of Supervisors January 30, 2007 (15) 
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Another example is property located across the street from the South Bay Detention Facility at 
the South Bay Regional Center. The property is located at 333 H Street in Chula Vista. The 
County leased new office space in the building at this location for $2.87 per square foot. 
Comparables 1 and 2 on the following page are located ¾ mile and 3.7 miles from the jail, these 
buildings rented for $3.10 per square foot and $2.65 per square foot. This illustrates that the jail 
at the South Bay Regional Center has no effect on the property values in that area. 
 
The LCDF will be adequately buffered and screened from adjacent private development with 
landscaping on the LCDF site. In addition, Figures L-11 and L-12 in the Amendment to the 
Town Center Specific Plan show a decorative block wall at least six feet high along the property 
line west of the LCDF site. Ryan Companies agreed to construct this block wall to buffer 
potential new development from the jail site. (Note: there will be no private development 
adjacent to the northern boundary of the LCDF.) 
 
Pages 6 and 7: The London Group Report includes a “Development Scenarios” Matrix on page 
6. The five categories (rising in value) are: 

 
• Commercial, $18,234,216;  
• Commercial & Residential Low Density, $45,926,200;  
• Commercial high and residential low density, $57,251,800; (most salable per London 

Group Report) 
• Residential Low Density $77,539,000;  
• Residential – High Density, $89,040,000.  

 
These are potential values as of July 2007 assuming that street, sewer, and other infrastructure 
improvements have been constructed and that there is a market demand for these uses. The 
London Group Report cites an Anderson & Brabant (A&B) study conducted on the same 45-acre 
site in June 2005, which concluded that the property had a potential valuation range of $17.4 to 
72.9 million, “…depending on whether the property was used for residential or commercial 
purposes.” (And again, assuming all infrastructure has been constructed.) The purpose of the 
Anderson report was to provide estimates of possible values for planning purposes. The 
Anderson report was “not an appraisal of the property”. 
 
The Anderson & Brabant study stated “…none of (those) values could be achieved without 
development approvals from the City of Santee.” (Anderson and Brabant “Analysis of 45-Acre 
Las Colinas Site Cottonwood Avenue & Magnolia Avenue, Santee, CA”, June 16, 2005, page 1). 
The valuation ranges in both the London Group Report and the Anderson and Brabant report are 
based on assumptions that have not occurred. Therefore, the values in both reports do not reflect 
the current value of the land since the improvements have not been constructed or occupied.  
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The London Group Report states, “If the midpoint estimated value of the site of $57,251,800 
ultimately becomes the salable value, this equates to an approximate value of $1.23 million per 
acre.” $1.23 million per acre is more than $28 per square foot, a figure that reflects neither the 
raw unfinished condition of the property, nor the current Office use limitations supported by the 
City of Santee. Residential uses are only allowed as ancillary uses according to the current 
Riverview Office Park Town Center Plan. The proposed LCDF area is not covered by this plan. 
Therefore, any new private development on this site would require a new Master Plan approved 
by the City of Santee.  
 
The valuation ranges, both London’s and Anderson and Brabant’s, are, at this point, merely 
speculation about the future value of the 45-acre parcel. However, unlike the London Group 
Report, the June 2005 Anderson report was careful not to mislead the reader by calling it an 
appraisal. The Anderson report stated, “This is not an appraisal of the property and the analysis 
was not completed in conformance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practice (USPAP).”  
 
 A more realistic indication of the “as is” property values for office uses in the area of the 
detention facility is the December 2006 sale of a 3.89-acre parcel for $1,432,000 or $8.45 per 
square foot. The property is located at the northwest corner of Civic Center Drive and Riverview 
Parkway. The County sold the property to Ryan Companies as is, and Ryan is installing the 
infrastructure and developing office condos. The sale was based on two appraisals, one obtained 
by the County and one obtained by Ryan.  
 
Another example is a long-term ground lease that commenced in 2003 for the Hartford Call 
Center in Santee. The Call Center was developed on 8.23 acres of County-owned land located at 
Mission Gorge Road and Center City Drive. The Ryan Development Company entered into a 
ground lease with the County for this property, and Ryan pays the County a 10% annual return 
based on a net land value of $5.70 per square foot.  
 
Pages 7 and 8, Disposition Strategies. Strategy 1, Sell the Land (29.9 acres to 46.4 acres) for $18 
to $89 million, does not represent current land values nor take into account the costs to obtain all 
development entitlements (e.g., subdivision map) and costs of $11.6 to $19.6 million to construct 
the infrastructure for the property. The estimated cost of the infrastructure is based on the cost 
for similar infrastructure that has been constructed for parcels near the LCDF project site. In fact, 
the property could not be sold in the current as-is condition for anything close to those amounts, 
based on the sales that have occurred and the cost of the infrastructure that would have to be 
constructed. Furthermore, the County would need to acquire a new site if it were to construct a 
new jail in Otay Mesa, thereby greatly reducing any possible construction savings. Thirty-five to 
50-acre industrial properties in Otay Mesa are currently listed between $21 million and $32 
million.  
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Page 11. The London Group Report states, “Regardless of how well the new jail is constructed 
and secured…suggests that the proximity of a jail detracts from the local area’s reputation and 
decreases the value of surrounding development.” No facts or analysis are provided to support 
this statement. Similarly, the statement, “If there is an incident at the jail …depending on the 
circumstances, it could affect the lease rates and occupancy of the Riverview project…” is not 
substantiated. In particular, even though the existing facility has been at this location since 1977, 
the London Group Report does not cite to any “incident” that occurred at the existing facility, 
nor explain why an “incident” would be likely to occur at a new facility that includes upgraded 
security.  
 
Page 12. The London Group Report does not cite any evidence to support the alleged reduction 
in property values of 10% for “Vicinity” and 20% for “View+Vicinity”. These loss percentages 
appear to be simply opinions without substantiation. 
 
Page 13. The London Group Report again uses the same unsubstantiated devaluation percentages 
of 10% and 20% for “View” and “View+Vicinity” respectively in this table. The table on this 
page assumes that all improvements have been constructed on the land, that all infrastructure 
related to the land has been constructed, and that the improvements (buildings) are fully 
occupied, none of which has occurred. Moreover, the total devaluation amount of $75,060,927 is 
not supported by any market data or analysis. 
 
Page 1 of Appendix B (Jones, Roach & Caringella Opinion Letter dated June 14, 2007). This 
letter states that it is “….for evaluating use and development options for the property...” and 
(that) “….there are no other intended uses or users of the report…” and (that) “…the report 
cannot be understood properly by others without additional information contained in the 
appraiser’s work file…” No “additional information” was provided with the opinion letter. 
 
The opinion letter also estimated “the market value of the subject property subject to a 
hypothetical condition that the buildings are completed and occupied.” Because the opinion letter 
is based on conditions that have not occurred, the values in the opinion letter are speculative. As 
explained above, the opinions do not take into account an absorption period for new 
development, and there is no explanation of the cost to construct the infrastructure needed to 
serve the property.  
 
Page 2 of Appendix B. The opinion letter states that “The method in which these values were 
calculated appears to be complete, adequate, relevant, appropriate, and reasonable.” It is 
misleading to publish these figures without a clear explanation that they are not “as is” land 
values. The London Group Report should have described the current condition of the land, i.e., 
that it is not in a ready-to-build condition, and should have explained that the development 
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entitlements for residential projects have not been obtained. In addition, the Report should have 
included market data or other information to substantiate the values given. 
 
 Page 6 and 7 of Appendix B (Riverview Office Building Tables). See comments on pages 11, 
12, and 13 above. The County notes, however, that page 2 of Appendix B states that the London 
Group Report analysis indicates that the value of the theatre property was not affected by the jail 
project.  
 
Page 7 of Appendix B, (Estimated Riverview Value Loss due to Impairment). The County’s 
comments on this issue are essentially the same as those for page 12 above. The London Group 
Report again uses the devaluation percentages of 10% and 20% for “View” and “View+Vicinity” 
respectively in this table. The table on this page assumes all improvements have been 
constructed and that all infrastructure is in place. The $75,060,927 devaluation is not supported 
by any market data. The amount is unsubstantiated. 
 
Summary 
 
In summary, the London Group Report is an economist’s broad-view opinion of how 
Santee competes with other communities in the County for a market share of land for office and 
residential uses. This broad view assumes that the following improvements have been built on 
and around the 45-acre project site: 
 

1.3 million square feet office and retail buildings; 
200 to 300 residential condominium units; and a 
theatre complex. 
 

Based on this assumption, the London Group Report concludes that the market value of the 45-
acre property in July 2007 (with no jail) was $499,000,000. This is not a market value based on 
the current “as-is” condition. This value assumes that all entitlements and improvements have 
been completed when, in fact, none have been completed. Completion of these improvements is 
years away, given current economic conditions. The current, raw, unimproved land has a far 
lower value than the values listed in the Report. The values listed in the Report are based on 
future, hypothetical “land-plus-infrastructure-plus-buildings” assumptions. The County has not 
found any information or analysis, nor is any provided in the London Group Report, to support 
the opinions of land values or the diminution of value in properties close to the jail.  
 
Authors of Response 
 
The valuation portion of this response was prepared by Cyril Flavin and N. Quentin Arvin. Both 
Mr. Flavin and Mr. Arvin are in the Real Estate Services Division of the County General 
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Services Department. Mr. Flavin is a Chief, and Mr. Arvin is a Project Manager. Mr. Flavin has 
nearly 19 years experience working in Real Property negotiations for San Diego County. He has 
completed numerous courses with the International Right of Way Association (IRWA), the 
Institute of Real Estate Management (IREM), and the Appraisal Institute. He also holds the 
SR/WA (Senior Member, Right of Way) designation within the IRWA organization.  
Mr. Arvin has worked in the appraisal field nearly 20 years, focusing primarily in the following 
areas of valuation: 

 
Right of Way/Eminent Domain 
Vacant land in virtually every corner of San Diego County – Commercial, 
Industrial, Residential & Special Purpose properties 
Office and Industrial Buildings 
Conservation/Mitigation Land/Ranches 
Single Family & Multi-family residences 

 
Mr. Arvin has completed all required courses, as follows, a core requirement for designation 
as a Member of the Appraisal Institute (MAI).  

• Introduction to Appraising Real Property  
• Applied Residential Property Valuation  
• Basic Income Capitalization  
• General Applications  
• Condemnation Appraising-Basic & Advanced  
• Highest and Best Use and Market Analysis 
• Advanced Income Capitalization  
• Advanced Sales Comparison and Cost Approaches  
• Report Writing and Valuation Analysis  
• Advanced Applications  

Mr. Arvin also passed the 15-hour Comprehensive Exam, another core requirement for MAI 
designation. 
 
OPERATIONAL ISSUES 
 
Appendix A to comment E-253 is entitled Jail Consultant Report, portions of which are 
summarized or paraphrased in the London Group Report. The Jail Consultant Report focuses 
primarily on cost and operational issues of a new jail. Comments about cost and operational 
issues do not raise significant environmental issues to which a response is required. Moreover, 
the initial screening of project alternatives (Appendix K to the RDEIR) included a review of the 
County’s East Otay Mesa Complex. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration 
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for failure to meet the screening criteria. Nonetheless, the County provides the following 
information in response to Appendix A.  
 
The Overview, Background, and Discussion sections of the report state the purpose of the 
analysis (to identify alternative sites and identify cost savings that could occur with redesign or 
relocation), provide historical information on the jail, and reference County and City planning 
efforts. The Discussion section implies that the proposed project has the “potential for increase in 
crime, increased traffic congestion, the potential for the decline of property values, and other 
unanticipated fiscal implications” without providing any data or support for this statement. 

 
The Analysis section of the report states that the new facility “would provide excess bed space 
for a number of years”, which would “open it [the County] to the possibility of importing 
prisoners from jurisdictions experiencing overcrowding issues, including the introduction of state 
prisoners.” See response to comment I-21. 

 
With respect to Issue #1, 43 project alternatives were identified and reviewed in the initial 
screening process. As a result of that process, five alternatives were analyzed in the RDEIR, 
including three alternative sites. See Chapter 4 of the RDEIR.  

 
With respect to Issue #2, the consultant’s construction cost estimates do not raise significant 
environmental issues. See CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(d), 15126.2, and 15378.  

 
With respect to Issue #3, the County's proposed plan for a new facility is based on current needs 
and the projected female inmate population. The proposed design supports the County’s goal to 
reduce recidivism. The basic operational and design objectives of the project are unchanged from 
those that were drafted in the Development Plan prepared by Carter Goble Lee in 2003. The 
County will continue to refine the program as it moves into the design stage.  

 
The Property Detail Report cited in the Analysis of the Las Colinas Site Relocation Study was not 
provided. The criteria used to review potential alternative sites were developed by Michael 
Lombardo with Criminal Justice Consultancy. These criteria differ from the criteria that were 
used in the Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K to the RDEIR. As noted in Mr. 
Lombardo’s study, the analysis “does not address environmental, zoning, engineering, land 
negotiation, and other construction related issues and is intended to provide a starting point to 
continue discussion relating to possible alternatives to the proposed construction of the Las 
Colinas Detention Facility in the City of Santee.” (Emphasis added). In contrast, the screening 
criteria used in Appendix K to the RDEIR are consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6(a) and (b).  
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With respect to Alternative #1: East Otay Mesa Detention Facility, see response to comment E-
49. The report attempts to justify the selection of an East Otay Mesa Alternative based on 
purported cost savings during construction and the elimination of “certain operational and 
administrative redundancies”.  

 
Food Service: Relocation of LCDF to East Mesa would not allow for a reduction in the size 
of the Food Services area and would not result in “substantial savings” during construction. 
The new facility will include a kitchen designed to “re-therm” (heat) meals that have been 
prepared at the Central Kitchen in Otay Mesa; it will not duplicate Central Kitchen 
operations. The new facility will also include central dining facilities for inmates and a larger 
staff dining room. Locating the new facility at East Otay Mesa would not change the food 
services program. The 20,000-gross-square-foot kitchen space is needed to serve the 
proposed facility and is not necessary due to the distance between East Otay Mesa and the 
present LCDF. Consequently, the assumption that the “size of the food service area could be 
significantly reduced if not eliminated entirely were LCDF to be relocated to the Mesa” is 
false.  
 
If the new facility were built in East Otay Mesa, only one leg of a larger food transportation 
truck run would be eliminated. A single-purpose truck trip from East Otay Mesa to Santee 
and back would not be eliminated. Furthermore, the total approximate annual cost for Food 
Services transportation (driver wages, fuel, and vehicle maintenance for the food services 
unit serving all County detention facilities) is estimated to be $181,000. Therefore, 
eliminating one leg of a refrigerated truck run would not save “several hundred thousand 
dollars per year”.  
 
Warehouse Service: Eliminating an expansion of the central warehouse in East Otay Mesa by 
constructing a larger warehouse at a new women’s facility on the Mesa could result in initial 
construction cost savings. There is insufficient area on the Mesa to accommodate the 
proposed women’s facility. Consequently, there is no room for both a women’s facility and 
an expanded warehouse.  
 
Transportation Services: With respect to prisoner transportation costs, see response to 
comment E-215.  

 
The London Group Report states that supplies, food, and other warehouse goods are 
transported from East Mesa to LCDF on a daily basis. This statement is incorrect. Food is 
transported once per day, five times per week, with weekend meals being delivered on 
Thursday and Friday. The Commissary in East Otay Mesa makes a delivery once per week, 
not “daily”. Also, the East Otay Mesa laundry does not make a daily delivery to LCDF. 
There are two laundry deliveries a week to LCDF, one on Tuesday and one on Thursday. 
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However, the new LCDF will include laundry services on site and will not require laundry 
deliveries. Therefore, there would be no co-location savings for laundry transportation. 
 
The report states that transportation savings for food, warehouse supplies, and other goods 
could “easily exceed $400,000”, but provides no basis for that estimate. As the annual cost 
for driver wages, fuel, and vehicle maintenance for these deliveries is presently estimated to 
be around $540,000 for the entire detentions system (George Bailey Detention Facility, East 
Mesa Detention Facility, LCDF, San Diego Central Jail, Vista Detention Facility, South Bay 
Detention Facility, and Descanso Detention Facility), co-locating a new facility in East Otay 
Mesa and eliminating trips to Santee would not result in anything close to $400,000 in 
savings.  
 
Facility Operations: The comment states co-locating the new LCDF with existing detention 
facilities at East Mesa creates an opportunity to consolidate functions and reduce staffing in 
the food services operation, departmental training, and security administration. As previously 
noted, neither the size of the food service operation nor the number of employees working in 
food service could be reduced by co-locating LCDF at East Otay Mesa. The Food Service 
operation for the new LCDF will be designed to continue the cook-chill production method 
in use today. The proposed staffing increases for the new facility are modest and correspond 
to the increase in the number of beds/inmates and not to a change in the type of food service 
operation. 
 
Department training functions could and may be consolidated at the new LCDF. The 
Department’s Detentions Training Unit (DTU) is a system-wide function, serving staff at all 
of the detention facilities and not just those within the East Otay Mesa complex. On-site 
training is provided at each individual facility, a practice that would continue, since the 
management of each facility is unique. Therefore, facility-specific training would not be 
combined if the men’s and women’s facilities were co-located in East Otay Mesa. 
 
Co-location would not result in shared security administration positions or a reduction in 
employee positions. A 1,216-bed multi-custody female booking and detention facility is 
much too large and too complex in classification and operational structure to share 
administrative functions with a men’s jail. It will require its own dedicated security 
administration.  
 
With respect to Alternatives #2, #3, and #4, see responses to comments E-49, E-60, and E-
241. 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-180 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

 
 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-181 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-182 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-183 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-184 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-185 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-186 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-187 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-188 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-189 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-190 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-191 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-192 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-193 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-194 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-195 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-196 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-197 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-198 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-199 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-200 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-201 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-202 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-203 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-204 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-205 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-206 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-207 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-208 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-209 

 
 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-210 

 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-211 

 
 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-212 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-213 

 



 Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report E-214 

 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



 Responses to Comments 
  
  

June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-1 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-2 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-3 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-4 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-5 

Response to Letter F 

Santee School District, Bill Clark 
January 7, 2009 

F-1 The County disagrees with the statement that the RDEIR is deficient in its analysis of 
impacts to the Santee School District. The RDEIR addresses impacts on school facilities 
on Pages 3.1.7-2, 3.1.7-5, and 3.1.7-6 of the RDEIR in compliance with the requirements 
of CEQA. These introductory comments regarding the project’s impacts on the safety and 
security of school campuses are more fully developed by subsequent comments, and 
more detailed responses are provided below. 

 
F-2 The County concurs with the District’s comment that the Sheriff’s Department was 

responsive to calls from the Santee Elementary School. However, the District provides no 
evidence of a connection between “cases of unauthorized visitors, theft, drug use, and 
intimidation within and on school property” and the detention facility. Further, there is no 
evidence that any such activity resulted in physical environmental effects associated with 
the proposed project.  

 
According to Sheriff’s Department executive staff with responsibility over the Santee 
Sheriff’s Station when the Santee Elementary School was in operation, the 
recommendation that staff “not work alone after hours or on non-school days” [without 
advising others of the intent to do so] was just one strategy in a crime prevention 
campaign meant to enhance safety and awareness throughout the City of Santee. Crime 
prevention presentations were made to schools and businesses throughout Santee by 
Sheriff’s Crime Prevention Specialists, and the campaign was reinforced by deputies 
assigned to the Community Oriented Policing detail. This program did not specifically 
target the Santee Elementary School staff due to the proximity of that school to the 
detention facility, as the comment implies.  

 
As noted in response to comment E-42, the issues raised in this comment related to public 
safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects 
(see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). Nonetheless, the impact of documented 
escapes is addressed in response to comment E-42.  

 
F-3 See response to comment F-2. The LCDF is not adjacent to the Santee Elementary 

School. The LCDF is 3 blocks north of the Santee Elementary School, across Mission 
Gorge Road, with intervening uses. There is no evidence provided in the comment to 



 Responses to Comments 
  
 

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report F-6 

support the assertion that LCDF is responsible for the closure of Santee Elementary 
School.  

 
F-4 There is no direct access between the two schools referenced in the comment and the 

proposed LCDF. There is no evidence that the existing facility affects those schools or 
that the proposed facility would affect them. Effects on the physical environment by the 
proposed project are addressed in the RDEIR. Other issues raised in the comment 
regarding the educational and emotional environment of the District’s school sites are 
social and economic effects under CEQA and, as such, need not be considered in an EIR. 
See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). Also refer to responses to comments E-42, E-99, 
and F-2.  

 
F-5 Refer to response to comment F-2. The RDEIR does not identify significant physical 

impacts to schools (Pages 3.1.7-5 and 3.1.7-6). Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. However, the County acknowledges the District’s invitation to coordinate on 
school safety and security issues with respect to the LCDF project. Alternatives are fully 
analyzed in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. 

 
F-6 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required.   
 
F-7 Refer to response to comment F-5 and RDEIR Pages 3.1.7-5 and 3.1.7-6. The County 

disagrees with the comment that the project will have a negative impact on the School 
District. The “will serve” letter dated May 15, 2007, that the County received from the 
School District related to the proposed project stated “This is a County Detention Facility 
- no student enrollment anticipated.” 

 
F-8 Refer to response to comment F-7.  
 
F-9 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required.  
 
F-10 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. 
 
F-11 See response to comment F-7 and RDEIR Pages 3.1.7-5 and 3.1.7-6.  
 
F-12 Refer to responses to comments F-5, F-7, and F-8. The County disagrees that the LCDF 

project would result in a significant impact related to the provision of school services as 
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explained on Pages 3.1.7-5 and 3.1.7-6, and consequently also disagrees that mitigation 
measures are required. 

 
F-13 Refer to response to comments F-4, F-5, and F-7. The County disagrees that the LCDF 

project would result in a significant impact related to the provision of school services. 
Therefore, no revisions to the RDEIR relative to school impacts are required. 
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Response to Letter G 

New Frontier Home Owner's Association, Roger D. Simpson 
January 9, 2009 

G-1 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

 
G-2 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. 
 
G-3 The opposition to expanding the existing LCDF is noted. Replacing the existing LCDF at 

its current location and on its current site is evaluated in the Appendix K to the RDEIR, 
and was screened out from detailed environmental review because it would not meet two 
of the project objectives and because it was determined to be infeasible.  

 
G-4 Off-site alternatives are analyzed in detail in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. 
 
G-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. RDEIR Figure 3.1-8 shows residential uses along Magnolia Avenue. 
 
G-6 The comment is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for the LCDF project. 
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Response to Letter H 

Pro Con Concrete, Baqi A. Hamid, Carol Welch, Denise Welch 
December 24, 2008 

H-1 The opposition to the proposed project site in Santee and the preference for the Otay 
Mesa Alternative are noted and will be included in the Final EIR for the LCDF project. 
Section 4.2.3 of the RDEIR evaluates the Otay Mesa Alternative.  

H-2 The RDEIR does not “find that the County should opt for the Santee site over an east 
Otay Mesa site”. Section 4.2.3.3 of the RDEIR provides the rationale for why the Otay 
Mesa Alternative would not meet project objective 3, including an analysis of driving 
time efficiency. As described in Section 4.2.3.3, driving times and vehicle miles traveled 
by local law enforcement were analyzed based on booking information from the existing 
LCDF facility in 2007, and the discrepancy in mileage and travel time between the 
proposed project and an Otay Mesa alternative is substantial.  With the Otay Mesa 
Alternative, officers transporting females arrested throughout the County would be 
required to drive to and from the Otay Mesa Alternative site for booking. An on-site 
booking facility at Otay Mesa would generally increase the amount of time a law 
enforcement officer would be required to leave his/her beat, due to additional time spent 
in transit to and from the Otay Mesa site (RDEIR Page 4-26). The public safety needs of 
the County are best served when law enforcement personnel spend more time patrolling 
the community and responding to calls for service and less time in transit to book persons 
taken into custody.  

The comment states that “the majority of arrests [are] made south of highway 52” and 
that “east Otay Mesa is just as close if not closer for detainees to be processed and 
housed”. The geographic area south of highway 52 is large and includes the cities of La 
Mesa, El Cajon, Coronado, Lemon Grove, Imperial Beach, and portions of the City of 
Santee, in addition to National City, Chula Vista, and the most densely populated 
neighborhoods within the City of San Diego. It also includes unincorporated areas that 
are patrolled by the Sheriff’s Department. As noted in the RDEIR (Page 4-28), six law 
enforcement agencies or Sheriff’s units are located closer to the Otay Mesa Alternative 
than to LCDF in Santee, but these agencies had only 11% of the total bookings at LCDF. 
The comment correctly notes that Santee has efficient public transportation systems, 
while Otay Mesa does not. The County disagrees that the project poses a risk to the 
property values in Santee. See RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 and responses to comments E-44, 
E-185, and E-253.      
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The County disagrees that the project would have negative aesthetic impacts. As 
analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.1.1.2, no significant aesthetics impacts would result due to 
implementation of the proposed project. 

As discussed in RDEIR Section 2.2, the project would not cause direct impacts to any 
roadway segment or intersection in the traffic study area. The project would have 
minimal contributions to cumulative traffic impacts.  

Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to public safety are social 
issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to comment E-42 and RDEIR Section 
3.1.4.2.   

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 
project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR submitted to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration. The Board will weigh 
fiscal considerations in its decision on the project. 
 
Regarding the project’s compatibility with surrounding land uses, this County project is 
exempt from the Santee Town Center Specific Plan by virtue of the fact that the County 
is exempt from the City’s general plan. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), the 
Santee General Plan and Town Center Specific Plan are not “applicable” to the proposed 
project, and, therefore, there is no requirement to discuss inconsistencies with these 
documents.  

 
The RDEIR considered all potential physical environmental effects, both direct and 
indirect, that could result from the proposed project on existing and proposed land uses 
adjacent to or near LCDF. Those effects include aesthetics, traffic, noise, and air quality, 
all of which are fully analyzed and documented in the RDEIR. 
 

H-3 The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 
project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR submitted to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

 
 Contrary to the comment’s statements, the RDEIR concludes that the proposed project 

would not result in a significant negative impact to the City’s Town Center. As noted in 
Section 3.1.4.2 of the RDEIR, the fact that proposed residential and commercial 
developments recently constructed, approved, and/or nearing approval by the City of 
Santee (e.g., Riverview Residential, Morningside Condominiums, Magnolia Town 
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Homes, Riverview Office Park, and Liberty Charter School, as shown on Figure 1-9) are 
located or planned to be located near the existing LCDF supports the conclusion that the 
LCDF project is not an impediment to new development and would not cause urban 
decay. Furthermore, investment in these residential and commercial developments is an 
indicator of demand for housing and commercial growth.  As such, it is not anticipated 
that the proposed project would have an indirect adverse effect on property values that 
would result in urban decay or other adverse physical effects.  See responses to 
comments E-44, E-185, and E-253.   
   

H-4 The comment is incorrect. The proposed LCDF would not be “directly adjacent to a 
preschool, a park, [and] a senior housing neighborhood”. See RDEIR Figure 3.1-8. There 
is no evidence to suggest that the release of inmates from the existing or proposed facility 
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts related to public safety. See response 
to comment E-42.  

 
H-5 See response to comment H-2. 
 
H-6 The County disagrees that the RDEIR’s analysis of alternative sites is inadequate. RDEIR 

Pages 4-1 through 4-3 describes how a reasonable range of alternatives was selected.  
 

The Alternatives Screening Report considered the East Otay Mesa site and concluded that 
“Development of the Proposed Project utilizing and/or expanding the County’s East 
Mesa complex does not meet the CEQA screening criteria for project objectives, 
feasibility and environmental considerations.” (RDEIR, Appendix K, Page 5-20). 
Therefore, the East Otay Mesa site was appropriately not advanced in the screening 
process to full evaluation in the RDEIR.  

The County disagrees that the proposed project would have “overwhelming negative 
impacts” on Santee. See response to comment E-52. 
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Response to Letter I 

Ryan Companies, Jeff Chine, Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
January 9, 2009 

I-1 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.   

I-2 The configuration of the proposed LCDF expansion project encroaches on approximately 
16 acres out of a total of 108 acres that are subject to the Disposition and Development 
Agreement (DDA) the County entered into with Ryan Companies USA, Inc. (Ryan).  The 
additional four acres referred to in the comment are, presumably, just east of the northeast 
corner of the proposed LCDF expansion project. In the Final Revised EIR, the project 
description has been changed to include a proposal to acquire the right to develop the 
area that is within the footprint of the proposed LCDF expansion project.  This change 
has no effect on the analysis or conclusions in the EIR because the EIR analyzed the 
potential impacts of the proposed detention facility expansion project on 45 acres which 
includes the 16 acres mentioned above.    

The comment that the DDA and RiverView development project are fundamentally 
inconsistent with the LCDF expansion project does not raise a significant environmental 
issue to which a response is required.  Nonetheless, the County notes that County staff 
discussed the configuration of the proposed Las Colinas expansion project with Ryan as 
early as November 2006.    

In addition, Ryan’s proposed RiverView development project is located in the Santee 
Town Center.  The January 2006 Final Master Environmental Impact Report for the 
Santee Town Center Specific Plan Amendment states,  

“In 2003, the Ryan Companies US, Inc. and the County of San Diego 
entered into a Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) to develop 
an office park and mixed uses. This area is owned by the County of San 
Diego. The total acreage of the site is 154.05 acres. However, the Las 
Colinas facility currently occupies approximately 15.23 acres of this site 
and this use is expected to remain at the location for an unknown period of 
years into the future. The Sheriff’s Department of the County of San 
Diego has plans to reconstruct Las Colinas on a site within the 154.05 
acres, not to exceed 45 acres. It is unknown at the present when this will 
occur or the precise amount or location of acreage that will be used for the 
rebuilt facility. The master plan contemplates that whatever acreage, 
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owned by the County of San Diego, which is not used for the new Las 
Colinas facility, will be available as a future phase of the office park.  
Therefore, the entire site is included in this analysis so that full 
environmental review may be comprehensively completed for all land, 
which may eventually be available for office and related uses.” (Final 
Master Environmental Impact Report, January 2006, p. 15.)   

Furthermore, the Santee Final Master EIR also states, “Interface issues between Las 
Colinas and the office park are considered less than significant.” (Final Master 
Environmental Impact Report, January 2006, p. 32.)  

Lastly, the Board of Supervisors must consider the LCDF project first and determine its 
footprint.  

I-3 The comment that the LCDF Expansion Project “isolates approximately 11 acres in the 
north-east portion of RiverView” does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. Nonetheless, the County notes that these 11 acres are 
located north and east of the proposed Las Colinas Detention Facility expansion site and 
across River View Parkway, a proposed four-lane road with a median.  In addition, a new 
charter high school is being built on three acres of this 11-acre area. Consequently, the 
“isolation” does not appear to have inhibited the development of the site.  

The comment also states that the LCDF expansion project “increases the interface 
between RiverView and LCDF.” It is unclear what assumptions are included in this 
statement. The proposed project would increase the “interface” only if Ryan acquired 
rights to develop the County property east of the project site (old Edgemoor property).  
However, Ryan previously indicated that it was not interested in this property.  
Otherwise, the configuration of the proposed project would result in a decrease in the 
“interface” between RiverView and the proposed project.    

Furthermore, the RDEIR for the proposed Las Colinas expansion project analyzed the 
potential impacts of the new facility and determined that most impacts would not be 
significant. (Only cumulative traffic impacts and cultural resources impacts would be 
significant and not mitigable.) This conclusion is consistent with the January 2006 Santee 
Town Center Specific Plan Amendment Final Master Environmental Impact Report, 
which concluded that “interface issues between Las Colinas and the proposed office park 
are considered less than significant.” (Santee Town Center Specific Plan Amendment 
Final Master Environmental Impact Report, January 2006, p. 32.) 
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I-4 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. See responses to comments I-2 and I-3.   

I-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. Nonetheless, the configuration of the proposed Las Colinas expansion project 
will change the configuration of some of the land subject to the DDA. The character and 
quality of the remaining “RiverView land” would not change significantly primarily 
because the LCDF has been at its current location since 1977 and because the Sheriff has 
been planning to expand the jail in this general location for some time.  See response to 
comment I-2.  Lastly, a reduction in square footage of development resulting in the need 
for less new infrastructure means that potential impacts would be reduced accordingly.   

I-6 It is not entirely clear what this comment means. The comment apparently means that the 
RDEIR erroneously assumes that Ryan will still construct roads that would have served 
areas designated for Ryan’s development but that are now within the footprint of the 
proposed LCDF project. Assuming this is what the comment means, the comment is 
incorrect. The RDEIR does not assume that Ryan will construct any road to serve the 
LCDF expansion project. The RDEIR explains that the LCDF project description 
includes construction of a portion of RiverView Parkway. The portion to be installed is a 
two-lane cul-de-sac west from Magnolia Avenue to serve project. (RDEIR, Pages 1-15 
and 1-16).   

The statement in the comment that “the County should pay its fair share for any 
infrastructure associated with RiverView” which benefits the County does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. Nonetheless, if the 
County constructs a portion of RiverView Parkway to serve the proposed project, the 
County will have “paid its fair share.” If RiverView Parkway has already been built by 
the time the County constructs the proposed LCDF expansion project, the road will have 
been constructed as part of Ryan’s development under the DDA, in which case, the 
County would have no obligation to pay a fair share of the cost. No additional analysis or 
mitigation is necessary. It should be noted that Ryan is presently constructing a portion of 
RiverView Parkway (two-lane cul-de-sac west from Magnolia Avenue to serve the new 
charter high school). See RDEIR, Pages 1-15 and 1-16.  

I-7 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.  Under CEQA, financial effects are not significant effects on the environment.  
In addition, see response to comment I-2.    

I-8 The comment claims that the LCDF expansion project “will significantly hinder the 
ability of the City of Santee to implement the Town Center Specific Plan.” However, the 
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comment fails to provide any specifics on why or how the LCDF expansion project 
would hinder implementation of the Town Center Specific Plan or development under the 
DDA. The comment also ignores the fact that the existing LCDF has been at this location 
since 1977, the fact that the City of Santee acknowledged that the Sheriff plans to expand 
the LCDF on 45 acres at this general location, and the fact that the City’s Master EIR for 
the Santee Town Center Specific Plan Amendment concluded that “interface issues” 
between LCDF and the proposed office park would be less than significant. See response 
to comment I-2.   

The comment also states that “the expansion of LCDF on property over which the County 
enjoys land-use jurisdiction will adversely impact land within the jurisdiction of the City 
of Santee, including the development contemplated by the DDA.” (Italics in original.)  
The comment criticizes the EIR for “ignoring” this fact. The comment is incorrect. The 
City of Santee has land use jurisdiction over the land subject to the DDA only if Ryan 
acquires or leases the land under the terms of the DDA, but the DDA does not require 
Ryan to acquire or lease the land.    

Moreover, it is unclear what the point of this comment is. The RDEIR analyzed the 
proposed project’s impacts. In addition, the fact that Ryan has a contractual right under 
the DDA to acquire and develop some land that is within the footprint of the proposed 
LCDF project is not a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  
Nonetheless, see response to comment I-2.   

The County disagrees that the RDEIR is inadequate as an informational document.   
Information will be added to the Final EIR to explain that the configuration of the 
proposed project would encroach on 16 acres of land that are subject to the DDA with 
Ryan. This “omission” is hardly “glaring” and does not render the RDEIR inadequate as 
an informational document. The purpose of the document is to describe the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. (CEQA Guidelines, 
section 15121(a)). The RDEIR fulfills this purpose. The addition of the information 
regarding the 16 acres does not change any analysis or conclusion in the RDEIR.  

I-9 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.  Nonetheless, the comment mischaracterizes the statement in the e-mail.   

I-10 This comment raises no significant environmental issues for which a response is required.    

I-11 Responses are provided below to the comments that Ryan submitted on the original Draft 
EIR. See responses to comments I-13 through I-54. 
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I-12 The comments submitted by Ryan do not raise any deficiencies in the RDEIR that would 
necessitate recirculating the document. None of the factors listed in CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5(a)(1)-(4) that trigger recirculation are present here. Therefore, 
recirculation is not required. 

I-13 See response to comment I-1. 

I-14 See response to comment I-2. 

I-15 See response to comment I-2. 

I-16 See response to comment I-9. 

I-17 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

 
I-18 The County disagrees that approving the proposed project would be bad public policy. 

None of these comments raise significant environmental issues for which a response is 
required.  The County disagrees with the London Group Report. See response to 
comment E-253. The RDEIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives as required by 
CEQA. 

 
I-19 This comment provides extensive citations of case law, and raises the following issues 

relevant to the RDEIR: (1) it asserts that the project description is incomplete; (2) it 
asserts that conclusions are not supported with substantial evidence; and (3) it asserts that 
the project objectives are defined too narrowly. It finally concludes by asserting that the 
RDEIR should be revised and recirculated. 

 
The County disagrees with all of the assertions in this comment, on the following bases: 
 
1) The project description contained in Chapter 1.0 of the RDEIR fully characterizes 

and describes the proposed project and its purpose, context, and project components. 
The comment does not provide any additional specific information to which a more 
detailed response could be provided. 

2) The conclusions in the RDEIR are all based on substantial evidence, as noted and 
documented throughout the RDEIR. However, the comment does not provide any 
additional specific information to which a more detailed response could be provided. 

3) The project objectives for the LCDF expansion project are derived from needs 
identified by the experts who are responsible for law enforcement, incarceration, and 
rehabilitation of prisoners, and were developed based on the need for effective and 
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efficient operation of the proposed facility. The application of the objectives to the 
alternatives is indeed based on facts contained in the RDEIR. However, the comment 
does not provide any additional specific information to which a more detailed 
response could be provided. 

 
The RDEIR complies with all informational requirements of CEQA. The County 
disagrees with the assertion that the RDEIR should be revised and recirculated.  

  
I-20 The comment describes some of the law as it relates to the project description in an EIR. 

No response is necessary.  
 
I-21 The proposed project is a result of a comprehensive study of needs to serve the 

anticipated increase in San Diego County’s female inmate population through 2020 as 
part of SDSD’s 2001 Master Plan. The fact that the County engaged in comprehensive 
planning to avoid overcrowding conditions does not reasonably imply that any interim 
capacity beyond current needs would be used for other inmates. The County has no 
intention of housing inmates from outside of San Diego County, or housing male inmates 
at the proposed LCDF. The 1989 case referenced in the comment is not applicable. The 
project description in that case was defective because it did not define “temporary” in 
relation to the proposed temporary expansion of the women’s detention facility. Here, in 
contrast, the project is described in detail. See RDEIR, Pages 1-9 through 1-24.  

 
I-22 See responses to comments I-21 and E-73. Per Page 1-9 of the RDEIR, the project 

includes a total of 1,216 CSA-rated beds, not 1,256. Although the Master Plan states that 
unused beds could be contracted to other jurisdictions, the County does not intend to 
house inmates or prisoners from out-of-County jurisdictions, including those under State 
or Federal jurisdiction (RDEIR Page 1-9).  

 
I-23 The County disagrees with the assertion that the project description contained in the 

RDEIR is incomplete and inadequate. The County has no intention of housing inmates 
from jurisdictions outside of San Diego County, or housing male inmates, and, therefore, 
such actions are not reasonably foreseeable. The project description was revised. See 
RDEIR Page 1-9. 

 
I-24 The County disagrees that the land use impact analysis is incomplete and contains 

erroneous information, or that the conclusions are not supported by substantial evidence. 
This comment restates information contained in the RDEIR and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  
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I-25 The comment inaccurately states that the LCDF project site will border Magnolia 
Avenue; the project site is shown in RDEIR Figure 1-4, and RDEIR Figure 1-5 shows the 
eastern site boundary to be approximately 635 feet to the west of Magnolia Avenue. The 
RDEIR acknowledges the proximity of the project to various land uses, as shown on 
RDEIR Figure 3.1-8. 

 
I-26 The RDEIR accurately identifies the project site’s location in relation to the proposed 

Riverview development in several instances, including Pages 1-9 and 1-10, and Figures 
1-9 and 3.1-8. Regarding land use conflicts, see response to comment E-19. As noted in 
that response, the RDEIR considered all potential physical environmental effects, both 
direct and indirect, that could result from existing and proposed land uses adjacent to or 
near LCDF, to determine the nature and extent of those effects. Those effects include 
aesthetics, traffic, noise, and air quality, all of which are fully analyzed and documented 
in the RDEIR. 

 
I-27 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required. See responses to comments I-1 through I-12. 
 
I-28 In regard to the asserted conflict with the Santee Town Center Specific Plan and 

Amendment, see response to comment E-19. Furthermore, Page 32 of the Town Center 
Specific Plan Amendment MEIR states that “Interface issues between Las Colinas and 
the office park are considered less than significant.”  

 
I-29 The issues raised in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not 

issues that relate to physical environmental effects. See CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e). However, the following information is provided in response to this comment. 
Regarding potential inmate escapes, see RDEIR Pages 3.1.4-7 and 3.1.4-8. 

 
 The September 25, 2007, incident was a reported LCDF escape, which turned out to be 

unfounded. The SDSD event report shows Santee Patrol advising Rio Seco School of the 
potential danger, and they were put in lockdown as a precautionary measure. School 
lockdowns are not unique to Santee School District or to schools in communities with 
detention facilities, and are generally not due to searches for “escapees” from local 
detention facilities. Most often they are implemented as a precautionary measure in 
response to any potential threat to student safety.  

 
 The comment also refers to a detainee escaping from “County Sheriff’s custody” on June 

9, 2008. This was a male detainee attempting to escape from San Diego Police 
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Department custody at the SDPD at 1401 Broadway in downtown San Diego. It was not 
an escape from the LCDF.  

 
The other articles in this comment’s footnote refer to: (1) June 9th-- a male suspect in the 
custody of SDPD at SDPD headquarters (not Sheriff’s Dept. custody outside the 
detention facility, as stated in the comment); (2) the escape of 3 male inmates from 
George Bailey Detention Facility; (3) the escape of a male inmate from Sheriff’s Court 
Services Bureau (not Detention Services Bureau) custody at the downtown courthouse 
during his trial (R. Tuite). None of the cited incidents were escapes from the LCDF. 

 
I-30 The County disagrees with the assertion that the RDEIR’s analysis of land use impacts is 

inadequate. Refer to RDEIR Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-9 and response to comment E-
19. There is no evidence of a direct or indirect relationship between the existing facility 
and any physical environmental effects on surrounding uses. Therefore, the issues raised 
in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)).    
 

I-31 See response to comment E-19. The RDEIR considered all potential physical 
environmental effects, both direct and indirect, that could result from the proposed 
project on existing and proposed land uses adjacent to or near LCDF. Those effects 
include aesthetics, traffic, noise, air quality, and lighting, all of which are fully analyzed 
and documented in the RDEIR. 

 
I-32 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 

no longer relevant. See response to comment E-19.  
 
I-33 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 

no longer relevant. See response to comment E-19. The DEIR was revised and 
recirculated. 

 
I-34 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 

no longer relevant. The revised analysis is contained in the RDEIR. See RDEIR Section 
3.1.4.2. The County disagrees with the London Group Report. See response to comment 
E-253.  

 
I-35 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 

no longer relevant. The revised analysis is contained in the RDEIR. As explained in 
RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2, the County disagrees with the assertion that the project would 
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cause physical deterioration. The County disagrees with the London Group Report. See 
response to comment E-253. 

 
I-36 The hazards section of the RDEIR properly analyzed the potential impacts of hazardous 

materials, airport conflicts, etc., as required by CEQA. The issues raised in this comment 
related to public safety “from crime or related factors” are social issues, and are not 
issues that relate to physical environmental effects, as noted in the analysis contained in 
RDEIR Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-9. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e).   

 
I-37 This comment inaccurately states the requirements of the City Municipal Code, Section 

8.12.050.B, by selectively quoting from that section. In fact, Section 8.12.050.B states: 
 

“In the absence of objective measurement by use of a sound level 
meter, additionally it is unlawful for any person to make, continue, or 
cause to be made or continued, within the limits of the city, any disturbing, 
excessive or offensive noise which causes discomfort or annoyance to 
reasonable persons of normal sensitivity residing in the area” (emphasis 
added).  
 

This provision is intended to address situations that cannot be measured against the noise 
limitations addressed in Section 8.12.040 of the Municipal Code. These situations are not 
applicable to this project, since objective measurement of noise levels is possible and was 
applied to the project. The RDEIR, in Section 3.1.5.2, analyzes noise impacts of the 
proposed project, including noise impacts potentially resulting from the announcement 
system. The RDEIR indicates that with the limited occurrences and durations of 
announcements, the noise level limits established in the City’s Municipal Code Section 
8.12.040 would not be exceeded. Noise thresholds for stationary sources are regulated 
through Section 8.12.040 of the City’s Municipal Code which includes sound level limits 
for non-construction activities (RDEIR, Page 3.1.5-5).  

 
I-38 The project does not propose the use of helicopters, nor would operations of the proposed 

project result in substantial helicopter overflight. See RDEIR Page 3.1.5-10 and response 
to comment E-191.  It appears that some of the helicopter overflights may be related to 
helicopter operations from MCAS Miramar. See comment K-2. 

 
I-39 The County disagrees with this comment. The RDEIR includes an analysis to support the 

conclusion that the project would not cause significant noise impacts (Section 3.1.5). 
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I-40 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 
no longer relevant. The revised analysis is contained in the RDEIR. See Pages 3.1.1-10 
and 3.1.1-11.Furthermore, the County is not aware of any complaints from nearby 
residences and businesses about “lighting and glare from the existing facility.”    

  
I-41 The RDEIR does not dismiss the Otay Mesa Alternative. The RDEIR evaluates the 

ability of the alternative to meet the project objectives. The remainder of the comment 
discusses CEQA case law with respect to alternatives and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
I-42 The RDEIR does not reject the Otay Mesa Alternative. This comment correctly notes that 

the Otay Mesa Alternative was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative 
in the RDEIR (Pages 4-49 and 4-50).  

 
I-43 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 

no longer relevant. The RDEIR does not exclude the Otay Mesa Alternative from 
consideration. The RDEIR evaluates the ability of the alternative to meet the project 
objectives.  

 
I-44 This comment correctly notes that the Otay Mesa Alternative would meet project 

objectives 1 and 2 and would not meet project objectives 3 and 4 (RDEIR, Page 4-25 
through 4-31). It should be noted that the Otay Mesa Alternative was identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative and was analyzed in the RDEIR. 

 
 It is not clear what point is being made by quoting CEQA Guidelines (Section 

15126.6(f)). The RDEIR did not eliminate the alternative from the analysis. In fact, the 
RDEIR examined the environmentally superior alternative (in this case, the Otay Mesa 
Alternative) even though it “would impede to some degree the attainment of project 
objectives”. Therefore, the RDEIR complies with CEQA.  
 

I-45 This comment refers to analysis in the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is 
no longer relevant. The County disagrees with the assertion that the RDEIR “excluded” 
the Otay Mesa Alternative based on an overly narrow definition of project objectives 3 
and 4. See responses to comments E-52, E-53, E-56, E-57, E-59, and E-69 for detailed 
responses regarding the relationship of project objectives to operational efficiencies.  The 
project objectives for the LCDF expansion project are derived from needs identified by 
the experts who are responsible for law enforcement, incarceration, and rehabilitation of 
prisoners, and were developed based on the need for effective and efficient operation of 
the proposed facility. Specifically, related to Project Objective 3, the County Sheriff’s 
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Department has determined that the location of the alternative site in the southern portion 
of the project’s service area does not provide operational efficiencies related to: (1) 
transport of female inmates from throughout the County; and (2) centralized booking 
facilities. In addition, related to Project Objective 4, and based on the County Sheriff’s 
Department stated objective to reduce recidivism and enhance rehabilitation, the Otay 
Mesa alternative’s location does not facilitate access by family members. Visitation is a 
key component in rehabilitation.  

 
 Furthermore, the County disagrees with the statement that the project objectives are 

defined “too narrowly and results in a self-serving bias toward selection of the project”. 
In fact, the RDEIR’s Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K identified several 
alternatives that had the potential to meet all of the project objectives but were not 
feasible for other reasons.  

 
I-46 The RDEIR acknowledges that the existing Vista Detention Facility serves North San 

Diego law enforcement on Pages 1-1 and 1-6. However, the presence of a north County 
facility does not change the need for the project or any of the analysis or conclusions 
relative to the Otay Mesa Alternative.  

 
I-47 The Las Colinas Master Plan identifies the area south of Route 52 as the origination point 

(or residence) for the majority of female offenders.  It should be noted that the area south 
of Route 52 is a very large geographic area that includes the cities of La Mesa, El Cajon, 
Lemon Grove, Coronado, Imperial Beach, and portions of the City of Santee, in addition 
to National City, Chula Vista, and some of the most densely populated neighborhoods 
within the City of San Diego.  While the Master Plan does not specifically identify an 
“optimal” location for the new women’s facility, it does recommend the old Edgemoor 
property, “as the first choice for the [proposed] correctional facility.” (Las Colinas Master 
Plan, Final Report (October 2000), Volume 2, Page 3-4).  

 
I-48 See responses to comments E-56 and I-47. The Las Colinas Master Plan does not provide 

“evidence” that an Otay Mesa site would meet Project Objectives 3 and 4 and, in fact, the 
Master Plan never refers to Otay Mesa as a site for a new women’s detention facility.  As 
discussed in the alternatives analysis (see RDEIR, Pages 4-29 and 4-30), the travel time 
and distance between support services and an Otay Mesa location is greater than the 
travel time and distance between these services and a Santee location.  Furthermore, Otay 
Mesa does not have access to multiple modes of public transit, and the only freeway that 
currently provides access to this region is SR 905 (SR 125 is a toll road south of SR 54).   
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I-49 While food preparation will continue to be centralized in the Otay Mesa area, laundry 
services for LCDF would be located at the new LCDF. If the new facility were built in 
East Otay Mesa, only one leg of a larger food transportation truck run would be 
eliminated. A single-purpose truck trip from East Otay Mesa to Santee and back would 
not be eliminated. Furthermore, the approximate annual cost for Food Services 
transportation (driver wages, fuel, and vehicle maintenance for the food services unit 
serving all County detention facilities) is estimated to be $181,000. Therefore, 
eliminating one leg of a refrigerated truck run would not result in substantial savings. As 
further noted on RDEIR Page 4-30, locating the facility in Otay Mesa would result in 
increased operational costs. Furthermore, the County Sheriff’s Department does not 
provide transportation for visitors for any of its detention facilities.   

 
The County contacted MTS on August 19, 2008, and MTS indicated it would likely not 
add a bus stop to serve a new detention facility on Otay Mesa. Furthermore, even if a bus 
route were to be extended closer to the Otay Mesa (Rabago) Alternative site, it still would 
not provide as many public transit options as are available at the proposed project site. As 
noted on RDEIR Page 1-24, the presence of both trolley and bus lines would provide 
convenient access for staff (with the potential to reduce vehicle trips) and for visitors in 
support of the SDSD’s behavioral management philosophy for female inmates. RDEIR 
Page 4-31 states that it is important to maximize public transportation options at the new 
facility to encourage visitation.  

  
I-50 The RDEIR, in Sections 2.1 through 2.6, fully discloses significant impacts and feasible 

mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to less than significant; Sections 2.1 and 
2.2 of the RDEIR explain that no feasible mitigation measures exist for significant 
impacts to cultural resources and transportation/traffic, respectively.  RDEIR Section 4 
analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. 

 
I-51 This comment correctly notes that the Otay Mesa Alternative would avoid the identified 

significant impacts of the proposed project (Page 4-50). However, as explained on 
RDEIR Pages 4-25 through 4-31, this alternative would not meet project objectives 3 and 
4. The County disagrees that the Otay Mesa alternative can “be easily adjusted” to meet 
all of the project objectives. See responses to comments I-45, I-47, I-48, and I-49.  

 
I-52 The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 

project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). See responses to comments I-45 through I-49. The 
County disagrees that other sites are more operationally efficient. See response to 
comment E-253 and RDEIR Pages 4-25 through 4-31. 
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I-53 In Section 4.3, the RDEIR acknowledges that alternatives exist that would result in 

reduced environmental impacts and also identifies the Otay Mesa Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative. The support for the Otay Mesa Alternative is 
acknowledged and will be included in the information submitted to the Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. However, the County disagrees with the assertion that 
additional analysis of the Otay Mesa alternative is needed, since as noted in the RDEIR 
and these responses to comments, a thorough analysis of the alternative was provided in 
the RDEIR, as required per Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 
 The Las Colinas Detention Center Valuation and Alternative Land Development Analysis 

was prepared for the City of Santee by the London Group in July 2007. The County 
disagrees with the London Group Report. See response to comment E-253.  

 
I-54 This comment refers to the DEIR that has been revised, and the comment is no longer 

relevant. Full disclosure and analysis of all potential environmental effects of the project 
have been considered and documented in the RDEIR. 
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Response to Letter J 

Santee United Methodist Church, Bill Grill 
January 6, 2009 

J-1 This comment to reconsider the proposed project will be included in the Final EIR for 
review and consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

The project site encompasses a total of 45 acres of County-owned property located within 
the City of Santee. While the land area would be roughly 3 times the land area used by 
the existing LCDF, the bed capacity would be increased from approximately 810 to 1,216 
CSA rated beds, or roughly a 50% increase.  

J-2 The County disagrees that the facility would be a “danger” to children walking to school 
near the jail. Regarding potential public safety impacts, see response to comment E-42. 
RDEIR Pages 1-16 and 1-17 describe the security features of the proposed facility.   

J-3 Regarding the efficiency of the Santee location, refer to response to comment E-55. With 
respect to the comment “the majority of arrests [are] made south of highway 52, Otay 
Mesa would be a better fit”, see response to comment H-2. Public transit will not 
disappear if the project is constructed. As discussed in RDEIR Section 2.2, the project 
would not cause direct impacts to any roadway segment or intersection in the traffic study 
area. The project would have minimal contributions to cumulative traffic impacts.       

J-4 The preferences for the stated priority of alternatives to be considered are noted and will 
be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the Board of Supervisors.  
As stated in Section 4.1, Pages 4-1 through 4-3, a reasonable range of alternatives was 
analyzed in the RDEIR, including County-owned sites outside of Santee, alternatives 
located on the same footprint as the existing LCDF, and reduced size alternatives. While 
a 25-acre alternative was not specifically evaluated, a 20-acre alternative “tucked away” 
from Magnolia Avenue was analyzed in Section 4.2.2 of the RDEIR.   
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Response to Letter K 

Diann L. Albert 
January 8, 2009 

K-1 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue, and therefore no 
additional response is provided. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about 
the community of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site 
since 1977. 

K-2 The comment’s concern for the expansion of the LCDF is acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

There is no evidence to suggest that the release of inmates from the proposed facility 
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts related to public safety. See response 
to comment E-42.  RDEIR Pages 1-16 and 1-17 describe the security features of the 
proposed facility.   

K-3 The comment’s concern about visitation privileges for inmates is acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. The importance of visitation to the proposed project is explained on RDEIR 
Pages 1-8 and 1-9. 

K-4 The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by CEQA (RDEIR 
Section 4).  



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report K-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 
 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-1 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-2 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-3 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-4 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-5 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-6 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-7 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-8 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-9 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-10 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-11 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-12 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-13 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-14 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-15 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-16 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-17 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-18 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-19 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-20 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-21 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-22 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-23 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-24 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-25 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-26 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-27 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-28 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-29 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-30 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-31 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-32 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-33 



 Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-34 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report L-35 

Response to Letter L 

Jim Albright 
December 14, 2008 

L-1 These introductory comments reference material and opening remarks and do not raise a 
significant environmental issue. Therefore, no response is necessary. 

L-2 The County Grand Jury was not contacted as part of the RDEIR process; however, the 
County Grand Jury Reports from 2000 through 2008 were reviewed during preparation of 
the RDEIR. 

L-3 This comment and the attached previous comments to the County Grand Jury will be 
included in the record for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
The Edgemoor Facility Demolition Project is not being considered by the County Board 
of Supervisors as part of the LCDF project. The Edgemoor Facility Demolition Project is 
a separate project that has a separate EIR, and the Board considered and approved it on 
January 28, 2009. 

L-4 These “Appendix A” comments include reference material, and do not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

L-5 While Mr. Conklin was not specifically contacted during preparation of the RDEIR, 
appropriate personnel at the County, including Sheriff’s Department staff, have been 
extensively involved in the project. 

L-6 The statement regarding the role of Mr. Conklin is noted. Appropriate personnel at the 
County, including Sheriff’s Department staff, have been extensively involved in the 
project. The statements regarding Mr. Albright’s correctional philosophy are 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors. These comments do not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

L-7 The comment’s statements regarding correctional philosophy are acknowledged and will 
be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. These comments do not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

L-8 These “Appendix B” comments include reference material, and do not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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L-9 The County cannot speak for Ms. White at the City of Santee regarding previous 
correspondence.  The comments do not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  

L-10 The comment and attachments will be included in the Final EIR for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

L-11 Comments regarding funding opportunities are acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. Also refer to 
response to comment L-3 regarding the Edgemoor Facility Demolition Project. 

L-12 Refer to response to comment L-3 regarding the Edgemoor Facility Demolition Project. 

L-13 The statements regarding the correctional philosophy are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the appropriate decision 
makers. The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

L-14 These “Appendix C” comments include reference material, and do not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  
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Response to Letter M 

Rhonda Anderson 
December 31, 2008 

M-1 The comment’s opposition to the project is acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

M-2 The comment’s support for the Otay Mesa Alternative is acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors.  

M-3 The comment is noted. See also response to comment E-13.  

M-4 See response to comment H-2. 

M-5 See response to comment H-3. 

M-6 See response to comment H-4. 

M-7 As discussed in RDEIR Section 2.2, the project would not cause direct impacts to any 
roadway segment or intersection in the traffic study area. The project would have 
minimal contributions to cumulative traffic impacts. 

M-8 See response to comment H-6. 

 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report M-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report N-1 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report N-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report N-3 

Response to Letter N 

Sharon Arnaiz 
December 27, 2008 

N-1 The comment’s opposition to the project is acknowledged and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

N-2 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17.  

N-3 It is unclear how the proposed project would be on a walking path for students attending 
Santana High School, which is located at the corner of Magnolia Avenue and Mast 
Boulevard. The proposed project is set back 635 feet west of Magnolia Avenue. 
Regarding the project’s traffic impacts, see response to comment M-7. 

N-4 The comment’s support for an east Otay Mesa site is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter O 

Laura Baase 
December 23, 2008 

O-1 The comment’s opposition related to the LCDF project is acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

O-2 See response to comment N-2. The comment notes that Santee is “growing and thriving”, 
which has occurred with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. There is no evidence to 
suggest that the release of inmates from the proposed facility would result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts related to public safety. See response to comment E-41.   

O-3 The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 
project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

O-4 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

O-5 The comment’s support for an alternative site is acknowledged and will be included in 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter P 

Christine Bailey 
January 9, 2009 

P-1 The opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

P-2 RDEIR Pages 1-8 and 1-9 describe the importance of access to public transit for the 
proposed project. Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to 
public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental 
effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to comment E-42 and 
RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2. 

P-3 See response to comment H-4. 

P-4 See response to comment H-3 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2. 

P-5 Regarding the comment’s assertion that the project would result in declining property 
values, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2. 

P-6 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter Q 

Arthur Ballantyne 
January 8, 2009 

Q-1 The comment’s support for an alternative site at Otay Mesa or Camp Elliott is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors. 

Q-2 Page 1-9 of the RDEIR states “The project site is located within, and is surrounded by 
land uses within the City’s Town Center Specific Plan Amendment area.”  The Riverview 
development is included as part of the City’s Town Center Specific Plan.  The Town 
Center Specific Plan is discussed in RDEIR Sections 3.1.4.1 and 3.1.4.2.  

Potential economic impacts do not relate to physical environmental impacts, as noted on 
RDEIR Page 3.1.4-7.  

See responses to comments I-1 through I-10. 

Q-3 The brown features in Figure 3.1-4 are a simulation of the proposed LCDF buildings, not 
a wall. As indicated in the RDEIR on Page 1-16, a 15-foot-high chain-link fence is 
proposed rather than a wall.  The fencing is shown in the foreground of Figure 3.1-4. As 
such, the visual analysis presented in Section 3.1.1 of the RDEIR is accurate. 

Q-4 Regarding potential urban decay effects, see response to comment E-253.  

Q-5 The proposed Liberty Charter School is acknowledged in the RDEIR is Table 1-3 (Page 
1-56), and shown on Figure 1-9, as a cumulative project.  The school is not identified as 
an existing land use because it is still a proposed project and not yet constructed. The 
Liberty Charter School is proposed to be built in close proximity to the existing LCDF 
and proposed project, which indicates that the school proponents did not consider the 
existing or proposed facility to be an impediment to the new school. 
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Response to Letter R 

Theresa Basnight 
December 23, 2008 

R-1 The opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 
project may cause, not to analyze the potential financial implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  
 

R-2 Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to public safety are social 
issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e)). Regarding the project’s increased and updated security 
measures, see response to comment E-42. 

Regarding the comment’s assertion that the project would result in declining property 
values, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253. 

Regarding the project’s unavoidable traffic impacts, see response to comment M-7.   

RDEIR Page 3.1.4-10 describes new land uses that are located or planned to be located 
near the existing LCDF, which appears to demonstrate that the existing detention facility 
has not deterred major development in this area. 
 

R-3 The comment’s desire for the project site to be used for another type of land use is noted 
and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board 
of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter S 

Bill (dstroke@cox.net) 
December 23, 2008 

S-1 See response to comment H-2. 

S-2 See response to comment H-3. 

S-3 See response to comment H-4. 

S-4 See response to comment M-7. 

S-5 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter T 

Bill (dstroke@cox.net) 
January 5, 2009 

T-1 See response to comment H-2. 

T-2 See response to comment H-3. 

T-3 See response to comment H-4. 

T-4 See response to comment M-7. 

T-5 See response to comment H-6. 

 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report T-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report U-1 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report U-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report U-3 

Response to Letter U 

Tom and Carole Brandon 
January 7, 2009 

U-1 The opposition to the proposed project and support for alternative sites such as Otay 
Mesa are noted, and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors. 

 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report U-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report V-1 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report V-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



Responses to Comments 
  
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report V-3 

Response to Letter V 

Eric C. Chamberlin 
January 8, 2009 

V-1 The comment’s concerns and opposition to the proposed project are noted and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of 
Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

V-2 Regarding potential effects to home values and new businesses, see responses to 
comments E-44 and E-253 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2.  

The RDEIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with the 
requirements of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). 
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Response to Letter W 

Mary Prendergast (CheerMomRN03@aol.com) 
January 15, 2009 

W-1 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17.  

Regarding the comment of “needing to keep the safety of our most vulnerable citizens”, 
see response to comment H-4. 

W-2 The comment’s support for the Otay Mesa Alternative is noted and will be included in 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

W-3 Regarding the comparative efficiency of locating the detention facility in Santee or Otay 
Mesa, refer to responses to comments E-55 and E-253.   

W-4 Regarding the project’s impacts to traffic, see response to comment M-7. Regarding the 
importance of access to public transit for the project, see response to comment E-57.  

For a discussion of cost savings of the proposed project compared to the Otay Mesa 
Alterative related to driving times and vehicle miles traveled by local law enforcement, 
see response to comment E-55 and E-253. 
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Response to Letter X 

A.P. Chlad 
November 28, 2008 

X-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   
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Response to Letter Y 

Arlen Chlad 
January 7, 2009 

Y-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   
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Response to Letter Z 

John F. Cipro 
January 8, 2009 

Z-1 See response to comment H-3.  

Z-2 See response to comment H-4. 

Z-3 Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253.  The comment notes that the community of Santee has made “leaps and bounds”, 
which has occurred with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 
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Response to Letter AA 

Patti Cipro 
January 8, 2009 

AA-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   

AA-2 The comment indicates that the project would result in a negative impact, but does not 
specify the impact.  The RDEIR discloses all significant impacts of the proposed project 
in accordance with CEQA.  
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Response to Letter AB 

Suzanne Coleman 
December 23, 2008 

AB-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. Regarding 
potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253.   

AB-2 Regarding potential property value effects and the potential for the project to attract 
undesirable businesses, refer to responses to comments E-44, E-182, and H-3. Regarding 
the potential for the project to result in an increase in crime, refer to response to comment 
E-41.  

AB-3 The R.J. Donovan Correctional facility site was considered as an alternative site, as 
identified in Appendix K (Alternatives Screening Report) to the RDEIR, but because it 
did not meet any of the project objectives, feasibility criteria, or environmental criteria 
(Table 4-1 of the Alternatives Screening Report), it was eliminated from detailed 
environmental evaluation. 

AB-4 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  
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Response to Letter AC 

Yvette Conner 
December 30, 2008 

AC-1 See response to comment H-1. 

AC-2 See response to comment H-2. 

AC-3 See response to comment H-3. 

AC-4 See response to comment H-4. 

AC-5 See response to comment M-7. 

AC-6 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter AD 

Katherine and Roddy Dambrino 
December 23, 2008 

AD-1 See responses to comments E-191 and H-1. 

AD-2 See response to comment H-2. 

AD-3 See response to comment H-3. 

AD-4 See response to comment H-4. 

AD-5 See response to comment M-7. 

AD-6 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter AE 

Donna Daum 
December 31, 2008 

AE-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AF 

Palmer and Carol Davidson 
December 23, 2008 

AF-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253. 

Many cities throughout the United States have jails; jails are necessary criminal justice 
facilities. Locally, for example, the cities of Vista, San Diego, and Chula Vista all have 
jails in their business districts. 

AF-2 The existing LCDF facility was built as a juvenile facility in the 1960s and was converted 
to a women’s detention facility in the late 1970s.  Male inmates were housed in the 
northern portion of the jail for a short period of time.  However, when the facility was 
established at this location in 1977, it was never described as “temporary”. 

AF-3 The comment’s support of an alternative location next to the R.J. Donovan facility is 
noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

AF-4 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  The 
comment does not provide any specifics about the alleged escape, and therefore it is not 
possible to provide a response. However, regarding the potential for inmate escape, see 
RDEIR Page 3.1.4-8.     
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Response to Letter AG 

Steve Delancy 
January 6, 2009 

AG-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

AG-2 The comment is noted. 

AG-3 See response to comment M-7. 

AG-4 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AH 

Karen Denning 
January 9, 2009 

AH-1 The comment is noted. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the 
community of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 
1977.  

AH-2 On Page 1-7 of the RDEIR, the County has included a project objective to build a 
women’s detention facility in a location that facilitates both the booking process for 
female offenders arrested throughout the County and the transporting of inmates to Court 
facilities and other providers.    As stated on Page 1-7, a detention and pre-arraignment 
facility should be located for the convenience of regional law enforcement personnel who 
must transport women for booking and court appearances. Therefore, a fairly central 
location and proximity to highways and major arterial roads is important when 
considering prospective sites. The public safety needs of the County are best served when 
police officers and deputies spend more time patrolling the community and responding to 
calls for service and less time in transit to book persons taken into custody. 

Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253. Regarding public safety, see response to comment E-42. 

AH-3 The East Otay Mesa and South Bay areas were evaluated as potential alternatives in 
Appendix K (Alternatives Screening Report) to the RDEIR, but were eliminated based on 
project objectives, feasibility criteria, and/or environmental criteria (see Table 4-1 of the 
Alternatives Screening Report). 
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Response to Letter AI 

Carolyn Downing 
January 6, 2009 

AI-1 The comment’s concern over the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The comment is incorrect. The proposed LCDF would not be “directly adjacent to a 
preschool, a park, [and] a senior housing neighborhood”. See RDEIR Figure 3.1-8.    

 
The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of 
which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

AI-2 See response to comment E-42 regarding potential public safety effects. There is no 
evidence to suggest that the release of inmates from the existing or proposed facility 
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts related to public safety.  

There is no evidence to suggest that the release of inmates from the existing or proposed 
facility would result in reduced property values. Regarding potential property value 
effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2. 

AI-3 Regarding potential economic effects on development in the City’s Town Center, see 
response to comment H-3. The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives in 
accordance with CEQA. 
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Response to Letter AJ 

Sandrine and Michael Fitzgerald 
January 7, 2009 

AJ-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17.  
 

 Regarding the importance of access to public transit for the project, see response to 
comment E-57.      

 
The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of 
which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

 
AJ-2 The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 

project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
AJ-3 The comment’s support for an alternative location is noted and will be included in the 

Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AK 

Alex Genov 
January 6, 2009 

AK-1 See response to comment H-1. 

AK-2 See response to comment H-2. 

AK-3 See response to comment H-3. 

AK-4 See response to comment H-4. 

AK-5 See response to commentM-7. 
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Response to Letter AL 

Dale E. Genschaw 
January 8, 2009 

AL-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

AL-2 See responses to comments E-250 and H-2 through H-4.  

AL-3 The comment is incorrect. The proposed LCDF would not be “directly adjacent to 
schools, churches, YMCA, parks, or new thriving businesses”. See RDEIR Figure 3.1-8. 
See response to comment E-42 regarding potential public safety effects.  

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17.  

The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of 
which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report AL-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report AM-1 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report AM-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report AM-3 

Response to Letter AM 

Tonia Gombold 
January 8, 2009 

AM-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AN 

Timothy Griggs 
January 6, 2009 

AN-1 Regarding potential economic impacts, see response to comment H-3. 

Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to public safety are social 
issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to comment E-42. 

 Regarding the potential for the project to result in an increase in crime, see response to 
comment E-41 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2.  

The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of 
which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

AN-2 Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253. The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AO 

Linda Haar 
December 23, 2008 

AO-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. See response 
to comment H-2. 

AO-2 See response to comment H-3. 

AO-3 See response to comment H-4. 

AO-4 See response to comment M-7. 

AO-5 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter AP 

Sheri Harrod 
December 23, 2008 

AP-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  See 
response to comment E-250. 

AP-2 See response to comment H-3. 

AP-3 See response to comment H-4. 

AP-4 See response to comment M-7. 

AP-5 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter AQ 

Thomas Hootman 
January 3, 2009 

AQ-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

Regarding the potential for the project to result in an increase in crime, see response to 
comment E-41. Regarding potential economic impacts, see response to comment H-3. 

AQ-2 The comment’s preference for a location in the desert or east of Sunrise highway is noted 
and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board 
of Supervisors. The Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix K of the RDEIR presents 
an analysis of 43 alternatives that were considered for the RDEIR. The RDEIR analyzes a 
reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). 

AQ-3 See response to comment H-2.AQ-4 See response to comment H-2. The comment notes 
a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of which have 
developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

AQ-5 See response to comment H-3. 

AQ-6 See response to comment H-4. 

AQ-7 See response to comment M-7. 

AQ-8 See response to comment H-6. The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives in 
accordance with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)). 
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Response to Letter AR 

Gina Jackson 
January 5, 2009 

AR-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. With regard 
to the comment that the expansion would be “three times the current size”, see response 
to comment E-13. 

AR-2 See response to comment H-2. 

AR-3 See response to comment H-3. 

AR-4 See response to comment H-4. 

AR-5 See response to comment M-7. 

AR-6 See response to comment H-6. 

AR-7 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AS 

jhgibs 
January 8, 2009 

AS-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

AS-2 The comment that inmates released from LCDF asked Santee residents for money is 
noted. However, there is no evidence that any such activity resulted in physical 
environmental effects that could be associated with the proposed project. 

AS-3 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 

AS-4 The comment’s support for alternative locations is acknowledged and will be included in 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. See 
responses to comments E-44 and H-3. With regard to office vacancy rates, see response 
to comment E-253.  

AS-5 See response to comment M-7. Regarding the importance of access to public transit for 
the project, see response to comment E-57. See RDEIR Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-9.  

AS-6 The comment’s support for alternative locations is acknowledged and will be included in 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
Regarding the project’s effects on property values, see responses to comments E-44, E-
185, and E-253. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community 
of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

AS-7 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AT 

Noel Kean 
January 8, 2009 

AT-1 The comment’s preference for alternative locations for the project is noted and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. See response to comment H-2. The comment notes a number of positive 
attributes about the community of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF 
existing at this site since 1977. 

AT-2 See response to comment H-3. 

AT-3 See response to comment H-4. 

AT-4 See response to comment M-7. 

AT-5 See response to comment H-6. The comment’s opposition to the project is noted and will 
be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AU 

Jennifer Kirk 
December 30, 2008 

AU-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See responses to 
comments E-17 and H-3.  

The issues raised in this comment related to public safety are social issues, and are not 
issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e)).  See response to comment E-42.  
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Response to Letter AV 

Tiong Liem 
January 6, 2009 

AV-1 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17.  

AV-2 The comment’s opinion that the project does not make optimum use of the property is 
noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors.  

AV-3 The comment fails to explain how the proposed facility would “pose safety hazards to 
nearby schools and residents”. Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised 
related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to physical 
environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42.  

See response to comment M-7. 

AV-4 The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA, including a 
County-owned site in Campo.  

The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

AV-5 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AW 

Mary Loeza 
January 9, 2009 

AW-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

AW-2 See response to comment H-1.  

AW-3 See response to comment H-2. 

AW-4 See response to comment H-3. 

AW-5 See response to comment H-4. 

AW-6 See response to comment M-7. 

AW-7 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter AX 

Lori 
December 23, 2008 

AX-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AY 

Michael Lou 
December 29, 2008 

AY-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

AY-2 Regarding the project’s potential economic impacts, refer to response to comment H-3. 

AY-3 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter AZ 

Nancy McDaniel 
December 31, 2008 

AZ-1 See response to comment H-2. 

AZ-2 See responses to comments H-2 through H-6. 

AZ-3 See response to comment H-2. 

AZ-4 See response to comment H-3. 

AZ-5 See response to comment H-4. 

AZ-6 See response to comment M-7. 

AZ-7 See response to comment H-6. The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is 
noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BA 

Jeff McGreevy 
January 2, 2009 

BA-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BB 

Jeff McGreevy 
January 9, 2009 

BB-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BC 

Julia Michelmore 
January 6, 2009 

BC-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

BC-2 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BC-3 See response to comment H-2. 

BC-4 See response to comment H-3. 

BC-5 See response to comment H-4. 

BC-6 See response to comment M-7. 

BC-7 See response to comment H-6. The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and 
support for alternative locations, is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review 
and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BD 

Rick Michelmore 
January 6, 2009 

BD-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   

Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to public safety are social 
issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See RDEIR Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-9. 

Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253. 

BD-2 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the 
record of the Final EIR and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. The 
RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by CEQA. Also, an 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) was prepared, which included 
analysis of 32 alternative locations.  

BD-3 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BD-4 See response to comment H-2. 

BD-5 See response to comment H-3. 

BD-6 See response to comment H-4. 

BD-7 See response to comment M-7. 

BD-8 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BE 

Jonathan D. Miller 
January 8, 2009 

BE-1 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BE-2 See response to comment H-2.  

BE-3 See response to comment H-3. 

BE-4 See response to comment H-4. 

BE-5 See response to comment M-7. 

BE-6 See response to comment H-6.  

The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BF 

Pamela Molohon 
January 5, 2009 

BF-1 The senior citizen’s residential area, the church, and the daycare are not “right on the 
boundaries of the proposed expansion”. The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on 
surrounding land uses. See response to comment E-17. 

Regarding fiscal aspects, the purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical 
impacts that the proposed project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal 
implications of the project. See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this 
comment will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

BF-2 Regarding the comment on “fiscal responsibility,” the purpose of an EIR is to analyze the 
potential physical impacts that the proposed project may cause, not to analyze the fiscal 
implications of the project. See CEQA Guidelines, section 15064(e). However, this 
comment will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors.  

The comment’s linking of the proposed project to a prison health facility in Otay Mesa is 
incorrect. The proposed project has no connection to a prison health facility. The federal 
receiver that took control of the state prison health system mandated the construction of 
certain new prison health facilities. One such facility is proposed at the site of the state’s 
Donovan prison in Otay Mesa. The County is neither funding nor building that facility.    

If the comment meant to refer to a state re-entry facility, the comment would still be 
incorrect. The state grant funds for the LCDF expansion project are not contingent on the 
County’s committing to funding or building a state re-entry facility. See responses to 
comments E-5, E-6, E-7, and E-30. 

BF-3 See response to comment BF-2.  Regarding the project’s effects on property values, see 
responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253. 

BF-4 See response to comment BF-2.   

BF-5 See response to comment BF-2.   

BF-6 See response to comment E-9. The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted 
and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board 
of Supervisors.   
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Response to Letter BG 

Tammy Morgan 
December 26, 2008 

BG-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   

BG-2 The comment is noted. 

BG-3 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BG-4 See response to comment H-2. 

BG-5 See response to comment H-3. 

BG-6 See response to comment H-4. 

BG-7 See response to comment M-7. 

BG-8 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BH 

Karen Morrison 
December 31, 2008 

BH-1 The comment’s support for the Otay Mesa Alternative is acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of 
Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

BH-2 Regarding potential effects to the City’s Town Center, see response to comment H-3. 
With respect to office vacancy rates, see response to comment E-253. See also response 
to comment E-182. 

BH-3 Regarding the project’s traffic impacts, see response to comment M-7.   

Regarding the potential for the project to result in an increase in crime, see response to 
comment E-41. 

BH-4 Regarding potential property value effects, see responses to comments E-44, E-185, and 
E-253. 

Regarding potential public safety impacts, issues raised related to public safety are social 
issues, and are not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to comment E-42.  
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Response to Letter BI 

Stephen Norquist 
December 23, 2008 

BI-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  The 
comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community of Santee, all of 
which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977. 

BI-2 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. As stated in 
Section 4.1, Pages 4-1 through 4-3, a reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in the 
RDEIR.  

BI-3 See responses to comments H-1 and E-13. 

BI-4 See response to comment H-2. 

BI-5 See response to comment H-3. 

BI-6 See response to comment H-4. 

BI-7 See response to comment M-7. 

BI-8 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BJ 

Stephen Norquist 
January 8, 2009 

BJ-1 See responses to comments BI-1 through BI-8. 
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Response to Letter BK 

Leah and Chris Olney 
January 5, 2009 

BK-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

BK-2 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BK-3 See response to comment H-2. 

BK-4 See response to comment H-3. 

BK-5 See response to comment H-4. 

BK-6 See response to comment M-7. 

BK-7 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BL 

Wendy Ormsby 
December 23, 2008 

BL-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. With respect 
to urban decay, see RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10) and response 
to comment E-253. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the 
community of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 
1977. 

BL-2 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 

BL-3 See response to comment H-2. 

BL-4 See response to comment H-3. 

BL-5 See response to comment H-4. 

BL-6 See response to comment M-7. 

BL-7 See response to comment H-6. 
 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BL-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BM-1 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BM-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BM-3 

Response to Letter BM 

Kellie Pilchen 
January 6, 2009 

BM-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

BM-2 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The comment is incorrect. The proposed LCDF would not “sit next to” a church, 
preschool, or parks. See RDEIR Figure 3.1-8. The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts 
on surrounding land uses. See response to comment E-17.  See also response to comment 
H-2. 
 

BM-3 Regarding public safety effects, see response to comment E-42.  The comment provides 
no evidence that Trolley Square would be “ruined”. 

BM-4 The proposed project does not propose access via Magnolia Avenue, as shown in Figure 
1-5 of the RDEIR. 

BM-5 Regarding potential property value effects, see RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-7 
through 3.1.4-10) and responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253.      

BM-6 Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42.  

BM-7 As stated on Page 1-6 of the RDEIR, project objective 1 would correct the deficiencies at 
the existing LCDF by replacing old structures with modern facilities.  Section 1.1.2 of the 
RDEIR provides additional detail on the need for the replacement. The comment’s 
disagreement with this project objective is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

BM-8 The comment’s support for alternative locations is noted and will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BM-4 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BN-1 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BN-2 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments 
  

 
June 2009 5302-04 
Las Colinas Detention Facility Environmental Impact Report BN-3 

Response to Letter BN 

Stephen Prendergast 
January 9, 2009 

BN-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
BN-2 The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential physical impacts that the proposed 

project may cause, not to analyze the potential fiscal implications of the project. See 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). However, this comment will be included in the Final 
EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

 
The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 

 
BN-3 The County disagrees that siting the facility in East Mesa is “more sensible”. See RDEIR 

Section 4.2.3.3 (Pages 4-25 through 4-31) and response to comment E-253. 

BN-4 The comment does not specify how the RDEIR “ignores or downplays many negative 
aspects of this project.”  In compliance with CEQA, the RDEIR discloses the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
where feasible.  Regarding the East Mesa alternative site, the Alternatives Screening 
Report (Appendix K to the DEIR) considered the East Otay Mesa site and concluded that 
“Development of the Proposed Project utilizing and/or expanding the County’s East 
Mesa complex does not meet the CEQA screening criteria for project objectives, 
feasibility and environmental considerations.” (RDEIR, Appendix K, Page 5-20). 
Therefore, the East Otay Mesa site was appropriately not advanced in the screening 
process to full evaluation in the RDEIR. The RDEIR analyzes an alternative site at Otay 
Mesa (Rabago) in Section 4.2.3. The decision on the project has not yet been made; the 
County Board of Supervisors will consider the Final EIR in making its decision. 

BN-5 The comment’s support for the East Mesa Alternative is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BO 

Sandy Pugliese 
December 29, 2008 

BO-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 
 

BO-2 Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42.  

BO-3 The comment is incorrect with regard to parks. There will be no parks “directly adjacent 
to the Colina’s facility”. Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are 
not issues that relate to physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(e)). See response to comment E-42. 

BO-4 The County disagrees with the comment that the RDEIR only analyzed a limited number 
of alternatives. A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.0. 
An Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) analyzed five alternative 
site plans, 32 alternative locations (10 related to an increase or expansion of existing 
facilities, and 22 related to new sites identified through public scoping, private owners, 
and the Department of General Services), three adaptive reuse of non-detention facility 
alternatives, and three no build program alternatives. Once the alternatives were 
identified and defined, CEQA screening criteria were applied to each alternative to 
determine which were appropriate for further consideration and evaluation in the RDEIR. 
Of the 43 alternatives analyzed in the alternatives screening report, six met the CEQA 
screening criteria. Those six alternatives were fully analyzed in Section 4.0 of the 
RDEIR, including three alternative locations.  As such, the RDEIR has evaluated a 
reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with CEQA, and investigation of 
additional alternative locations is not warranted. 

 
The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support for alternative locations, 
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BP 

Laura Roske 
December 23, 2008 

BP-1 See responses to comments E-13 and H-1. 

BP-2 See response to comment H-2. 

BP-3 See response to comment H-3. 

BP-4 See response to comment H-4. 

BP-5 See response to comment M-7. 

BP-6 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BQ 

Bonnie Russell 
November 28, 2008 

BQ-1 It is unclear what the comment means by “original plan”. The comment will be included 
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BR 

Adele Sandberg 
December 29, 2008 

BR-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

The County disagrees that the County has “failed to analyze the impact of the facility on 
Santee and its residents.” In compliance with CEQA, the RDEIR discloses the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
where feasible.   

The County disagrees with the comment that the RDEIR’s analysis of alternatives is 
inadequate.   A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.0. An 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) analyzed five alternative site 
plans, 32 alternative locations (10 related to an increase or expansion of existing facilities 
and 22 related to new sites identified through public scoping, private owners, and the 
Department of General Services), three adaptive reuse of non-detention facility 
alternatives, and three no build program alternatives. Once the alternatives were 
identified and defined, CEQA screening criteria were applied to each alternative to 
determine which were appropriate for further consideration and evaluation in the RDEIR. 
Of the 43 alternatives analyzed in the alternatives screening report, six met the CEQA 
screening criteria. Those six alternatives were fully analyzed in Section 4.0 of the 
RDEIR, including three alternative locations.  As such, the RDEIR has evaluated a 
reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with CEQA, and investigation of 
additional alternative locations is not warranted. 

BR-2 The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. See also RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Page 3.1.4-10) and response to 
comment H-3. 

BR-3 Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42.  

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 
 
See also response to comment M-7. 
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BR-4 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project, and support of alternative locations, is 
noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BS 

Terry Scott 
January 10, 2009 

BS-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

Regarding the project’s effects on property values, see RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 
3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10) and responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253.  

Additional comments do not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 
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Response to Letter BT 

Ruth Sewell 
Letter Date Not Available 

BT-1 The comment’s support for a larger facility and suggestions regarding various programs 
are noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors.   
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Response to Letter BU 

Lian Shoemake 
January 9, 2009 

BU-1 The comment’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the Final EIR 
for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. Regarding the 
project’s effects on property values, see RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-7 through 
3.1.4-10) and responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253. 

BU-2 The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives in Section 4.0. See also response 
to comment H-1.  

BU-3 See response to comment H-2. 

BU-4 See response to comment H-3. 

BU-5 See response to comment H-4. 

BU-6 See response to comment M-7. 

BU-7 See response to comment H-6. The comment’s opposition to the project is noted and will 
be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BV 

Mary Snyder 
January 10, 2009 

BV-1 The comment’s opposition to the project, and support for alternative locations, is noted 
and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board 
of Supervisors. The comment notes a number of positive attributes about the community 
of Santee, all of which have developed with LCDF existing at this site since 1977.  

The RDEIR analyzes the project’s impacts on surrounding land uses. See response to 
comment E-17. 

BV-2  See response to comment E-41 regarding the release of “criminals in the heart of a 
town”. 

 
 The comment’s support for an Otay Mesa location is noted and will be included in the 

Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. The RDEIR 
analyzed an alternative site at Otay Mesa (Rabago) in Section 4.2.3. The R.J. Donovan 
Correctional Facility is a State detention facility for male inmates. The proposed facility 
is for female inmates, as explained on RDEIR Pages 1-8 and 1-9. Regarding the 
importance of access to public transit for the project, see responses to comments E-57 
and E-65. 

BV-3 Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42.  

 As described on Page 1-11 of the RDEIR, the project will not include guard towers or 
search lights, as these features are not required for operation of the proposed project. 

 
Regarding the project’s effects on property values, see responses to comments E-44, E-
185, and E-253 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-7 through 3.1.4-10). 

  
BV-4 The comment is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration 

by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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Response to Letter BW 

D. Stout 
January 7, 2009 

BW-1 The comment’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the Final EIR 
for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

Issues raised related to public safety are social issues, and are not issues that relate to 
physical environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). See response to 
comment E-42. Regarding the project’s effects on future development of the City, see 
responses to comments E-44, E-185, and E-253 and RDEIR Section 3.1.4.2 (Pages 3.1.4-
7 through 3.1.4-10). In addition, as the comment notes, good development has occurred 
with the existing LCDF at this location.  

 
BW-2 A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.0. An Alternatives 

Screening Report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) analyzed five alternative site plans, 32 
alternative locations (10 related to an increase or expansion of existing facilities, and 22 
related to new sites identified through public scoping, private owners, and the 
Department of General Services), three adaptive reuse of non-detention facility 
alternatives, and three no build program alternatives. Once the alternatives were 
identified and defined, CEQA screening criteria were applied to each alternative to 
determine which were appropriate for further consideration and evaluation in the RDEIR. 
Of the 43 alternatives analyzed in the alternatives screening report, six met the CEQA 
screening criteria. Those six alternatives were fully analyzed in Section 4.0 of the 
RDEIR, including three alternative locations.  See response to comment H-2. 
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Response to Letter BX 

Becca Webster 
December 30, 2008 

BX-1 See response to comment H-2. 

BX-2 See response to comment H-3. 

BX-3 See response to comment H-4. 

BX-4 See response to comment M-7. 

BX-5 See response to comment H-6. 
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Response to Letter BY 

Gina Wiggins 
January 9, 2009 

BY-1 The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is acknowledged and will be included 
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.   

BY-2 A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.0. An Alternatives 
Screening Report (Appendix K to the RDEIR) analyzed five alternative site plans, 32 
alternative locations (10 related to an increase or expansion of existing facilities and 22 
related to new sites identified through public scoping, private owners, and the 
Department of General Services), three adaptive reuse of non-detention facility 
alternatives, and three no build program alternatives. Once the alternatives were 
identified and defined, CEQA screening criteria were applied to each alternative to 
determine which were appropriate for further consideration and evaluation in the RDEIR. 
Of the 43 alternatives analyzed in the alternatives screening report, six met the CEQA 
screening criteria. Those six alternatives were fully analyzed in Section 4.0 of the 
RDEIR, including three alternative locations.   
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