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DEIR Tribal RTC-1 

D-T1-1

D-T1 – Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

D-T1-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments and the 
cultural sensitivity of the Jamacha region within which the Project is located. 
Please see the responses below that address specific comments raised in this 
letter related to the Proposed Project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural 
resources (TCRs) and the noted cultural landscape. 
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D-T1-2 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. Existing conditions, methodology, and evaluation of potential 
Project impacts to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources are addressed in 
EIR Subchapter 2.3, Cultural Resources, and Subchapter 2.6, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, respectively; and Appendix D, Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment. The Project proposes sand mining activities on 251 acres of the 
approximately 280-acre Project site. The EIR and Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment acknowledge that Native American cultural sites are present within 
the Project area, and that the Project has been noted by the Native American 
community/Kumeyaay people to be within a culturally significant area. Following 
a record search and field investigations conducted by an archaeologist and 
Kumeyaay Native American Monitor from Red Tail Environmental, archaeological 
testing was undertaken for the three previously recorded prehistoric resources 
within the Project site. Testing did not identify intact subsurface components at 
these sites, which were determined to contain poor integrity due to the 
construction and ongoing maintenance and restructuring of the golf course. The 
County determined that the archaeological investigations conducted at the 
Project site satisfy CEQA requirements and constitute a good-faith effort to 
identify and evaluate cultural resources on site to determine significant effects on 
the environment. The County recognizes the importance of a cultural landscape 
and the analysis in the EIR considered the significance of impacts that may occur 
with implementation of the Project in relationship to the larger cultural context.   
 
The Commenter disagrees with the mitigation identified in the EIR to address 
potential impacts to culturally sensitive resources. Mitigation measures were 
developed based on guidance from the County Guidelines for Determining 
Significance for Archaeological and Historic Resources and through the AB 52 
consultation process. Due to the cultural sensitivity of the Project region and the 
alluvial setting of the Project site, the Project is being conditioned with mitigation 
measures to identify, evaluate, recover, and protect unidentified resources that 
may be present. A Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation 
Plan, Pre-Grade Survey and Data Recovery Program, and Archaeological 
Monitoring Program are proposed to address unknown resources that have the 
potential to be discovered during Project implementation. The Cultural Resources 
Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan would be prepared in consultation 
with the culturally affiliated Kumeyaay Native American tribe(s) to ensure proper 
handling, treatment, and preservation of cultural resources that may be impacted 
by the Project. 
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D-T1-2 (cont.) The Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and 
Preservation Plan would incorporate and expand upon elements specified in 
mitigation measures M-CR-2 and M-CR-3 in FEIR Subchapter 2.3 and Section 7.1.2, 
Mitigation for Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources. The Plan would 
include (1) parties entering into the agreement, (2) responsibilities of the property 
owner or their representative, Principal Investigator, archaeological monitors, 
Kumeyaay Native American monitors, and consulting tribes, (3) requirements of 
the archaeological monitoring program including unanticipated discoveries, 
(4) requirements for tree removal monitoring, (5) identification of areas for 
archaeological and Native American monitoring during earth-disturbing activities, 
(6) treatment of identified Native American cultural materials, (7) treatment of 
Native American human remains and associated grave goods, (8) confidentiality of 
cultural information, (9) negotiation of disagreements should they arise during 
the implementation of the Plan, and (10) regulations that apply to the Proposed 
Project. The timing for the preparation of the Cultural Resources Treatment 
Agreement and Preservation Plan would be prior to any ground disturbing 
activities. The Plan would serve as a legally binding agreement between the 
County, Project Applicant, and the involved tribes.  
 
D-T1-3 The County acknowledges the Tribe’s comments regarding 
confidentiality and commitment to continued consultation. Pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, consultation under AB 52 has 
been ongoing since January 2019 with all the tribes who requested consultation. 
Field trips to the Project site were conducted on April 11, 2019 and April 16, 2019 
with consulting tribes, which included attendance by Kristie Orozco, Sycuan 
Culture Center, Kumeyaay Resource Specialist representing Sycuan. The County 
has continued AB 52 consultation with Sycuan to discuss this comment letter and 
potential designation of the site as part of a cultural landscape TCR. As noted in 
the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment (p. 37), TCRs have not been 
identified during consultation or by the Native American monitors during 
fieldwork for the Project. After receipt of this public comment letter, the County 
contacted Sycuan to request information needed to make the determination that 
TCR(s) are present on site, specifically the geographic location of known TCR(s), 
the function and/or use of the TCR(s), and the significance of the resource to each 
tribe, as applicable. To date, the requested information has not been provided for 
the County to make such a determination.   
 
D-T1-4 Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding 
to Comments, as well as the responses below to specific comments raised in this 
letter where specified “errors, omissions and other failures” are addressed.  
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D-T1-5 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-8 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
D-T1-5 Regarding the depth of the analysis, the Project’s Archaeological 
Inventory and Assessment was prepared pursuant to the County Report Format 
and Content Requirements, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and Historic 
Resources and in compliance with the County RPO, PRC Section 21083.2, and the 
CEQA Guidelines. This included a review of previous studies of the Project site, a 
record search conducted at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC), a review 
of historic aerial photographs and maps, Sacred Lands File search, Native 
American outreach, field surveys of the Project site, and archaeological testing 
(refer to FEIR Sections 2.3.1.1, Methodology, in cultural resources Subchapter 2.3, 
and 2.3.1.1, Methodology, in TCR Subchapter 2.6).  Based on input from the tribes 
through continued AB 52 consultation and the DEIR public review process, 
additional cultural resources background information has been added to 
Subchapters 2.3 and 2.6 and Appendix D of the FEIR. Regarding the geographic 
scope of the analysis, in Section 2.6.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, the EIR 
acknowledges that prehistoric settlement patterns can be very broad and that a 
large study area of the Sweetwater River valley was considered in the geographic 
context of the cumulative study area. The Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment describes the cultural environment in Section 1.2.1.2, from the 
prehistoric period with documented sites of the San Dieguito Tradition dating to 
over 9,000 years ago through the 1970s as the temporal scope of analysis.   
 
D-T1-6 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-2, which describes the 
mitigation proposed to address potential impacts to cultural resources. The DEIR 
concluded that potential impacts are less than significant with implementation of 
the proposed mitigation measures. The proposed mitigation is not “insufficient 
and speculative” but would be a Project condition of approval required to be 
implemented prior to commencement of extraction operations. The County as the 
lead agency must make a good faith effort to incorporate tribal recommendations 
or develop mitigation measures that could reduce the impact, even if complete 
avoidance is not possible. If the Project is approved, the Cultural Resources 
Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan, Pre-Grade Survey and Data 
Recovery Program, and Archaeological Monitoring Program are proposed to 
ensure that agreed-upon mitigation measures are properly carried out during the 
Project's implementation. Mitigation measure M-CR-2 includes reasonable efforts 
to preserve (avoid) unique cultural resources or Sacred Sites; the capping of 
identified Sacred Sites or unique cultural resources and placement of 
development over the cap if avoidance is infeasible; and data recovery for non-
unique cultural resources. The preferred option is preservation (avoidance).  
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D-T1-7 The analysis of cultural resources was not confined to individual 
sites; please see Response to Comment D-T1-5 regarding the depth of analysis. As 
noted in the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment (p. 37), TCRs were not 
identified during consultation or by the Native American monitors during 
fieldwork for the Project, which included representation from Sycuan. Designation 
of the site as a cultural landscape TCR should be conducted in consultation with 
the culturally affiliated consulting tribes. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-
3, which describes the information needed for the County to make the 
determination that TCR(s) are present on site. To date, the requested information 
has not been provided for the County to make such a determination.   
 
D-T1-8 Information related to tribal settlement patterns discussed in this 
comment is described in Section 1.2.1.2, Cultural Environment, of the 
Archaeological Inventory and Assessment (p. 4-5). Additional information has 
been added to this section based on the reports referenced in this comment to 
provide additional background information referenced in the evaluation of 
potential impacts to archaeological resources. While the Archeological Inventory 
and Assessment provides background information and the basis for evaluating 
potential impacts to archaeological resources and evaluated by a qualified 
archaeologist, TCRs are identified based on information provided by the tribes 
during consultation, as well as through archaeological surveys, historical records, 
and other cultural studies. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-3, which 
describes the information needed for the County to make the determination that 
TCR(s) are present on site. Please also see Response to Comment D-T1-7 for 
discussion of the evaluation of cultural landscapes.  
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D-T1-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-11 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-T1-9 Information related to the Jamacha village complex is noted and has 
been updated as applicable in FEIR Subchapter 2.3 and the Archaeological 
Inventory and Assessment (FEIR Appendix D). Please refer to Section 1.2, Existing 
Conditions, of the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment for detailed 
background information on the Project site and surrounding area, which is more 
briefly summarized in the EIR.  
 
 
 
 

 
D-T1-10 Information related to the tribal settlement patterns discussed in 
this comment is noted and has been updated as applicable in FEIR Subchapter 2.3 
and the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment (FEIR Appendix D). Please refer 
to Section 1.2 of the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment for detailed 
background information on the Project site and surrounding area, which is more 
briefly summarized in the EIR.  
 
 
D-T1-11 Information regarding the cultural significance of the Jamacha 
region is noted; however, it is unclear how the information provide infers an 
association with important indigenous agricultural management specifically within 
the Project site. Additional background information on the region has been 
included in FEIR Subchapter 2.3 and the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment 
(Appendix D). Please refer to Section 1.2 of the Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment for detailed background information on the Project site and 
surrounding area, which is more briefly summarized in the EIR. 
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D-T1-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
D-T1-12 This comment cites the thresholds of significance for archaeological 
resources presented in DEIR and FEIR Sections 2.3.2.1 through 2.3.2.4 and 2.6.2.1, 
as referenced in PRC Section 21083.2, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and the 
County’s RPO. FEIR Section 2.3.1.2, Regulatory Setting, summarizes the statutory 
requirements of CEQA (Section 15064.5) used to evaluate the significance of 
cultural resources and TCRs and potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project. These thresholds are referenced as an introduction to the subsequent 
comments, which are addressed in the responses below.   
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-13 The County acknowledges the background information and 
discussion of the regional historic significance provided in this comment. The 
Archaeological Inventory and Assessment does not minimize the likelihood of 
sensitive cultural resources within the Project site, but rather states the fact that 
the site has been previously disturbed through development of the existing golf 
course. As the comment suggests, the EIR and Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment disclose the potential for the Project to significantly impact buried 
TCRs, particularly within the alluvial soils of the Sweetwater River floodplain.   
Note that an inquiry was submitted to the SCIC to request the following 
documentation related to the 1982 report cited in this comment:  
 
• APS/SDG&E Interconnection Project System Environmental Study Phase II 

Corridor Studies Native American Cultural Resources, Wirth Associates, 1982  
 
• APS/SDG&E Interconnection Project Transmission System Environmental 

Study Phase Two Corridor Studies Cultural Resources: Archaeology 
Appendices, Wirth Associates, 1980  

 
This documentation has been reviewed, and relevant information has been added 
to FEIR Subchapter 2.3 and the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment 
(Appendix D).  

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-8 

 

 
 

D-T1-13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-15 
 
 
 

  
 
 

 
D-T1-14 This comment references documented burial and cremation sites 
within the Project area due to known midden soil deposited throughout the 
region and Project site. The patterns of land use and inhabitation referenced in 
the F. Shipek report are noted. Based on the record search conducted for the 
Project, none of the archaeological resources on file at SCIC indicate the presence 
of midden soils recorded within the Project site. The Archaeological Inventory and 
Assessment states: “numerous bedrock milling features, campsites, and 
habitation areas have been recorded within the project vicinity, primarily within 
the hills surrounding the project site. It is likely that prior to the development of 
the golf course, the banks of the Sweetwater River within the project area 
contained a wide-spread scatter of artifacts, as documented by the archaeological 
surveys conducted in the areas surrounding the project site.” No midden soils or 
bone fragments were observed on site during the survey or testing investigations. 
The Archaeological Inventory and Assessment does not claim that midden soil was 
“washed in” or suggest that the presence of scattered cultural resources on the 
site surface lessens the likelihood that resources would be significantly impacted 
by the Project. 
 
Although the DEIR states that no on-site significant cultural resources were 
located during site surveys, potential for on-site impacts to subsurface deposits or 
features that are currently not recorded were identified as a cumulatively 
considerable potential impact. The analysis of potential Project impacts to human 
remains evaluated in Section 2.3.2.3, Human Remains, states that the general 
area of the Project is sensitive in terms of archaeological resources and is within a 
tribally culturally significant area, consistent with the Archaeological Inventory 
and Assessment. As such, the potential remains for subsurface cultural deposits 
that could not be seen during the survey (Impact CR-2). Mitigation measure M-CR-
2 outlines the procedures to be conducted upon the identification of human 
remains. The Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan 
identified in mitigation measure MCR-1 to be developed between the County, 
Project Applicant, and culturally-affiliated Kumeyaay Native American tribes 
would include measures to address treatment of Native American human remains 
and associated grave goods. Please also see Responses to Comments D-T1-2 and 
D-T1-13. 
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D-T1-15 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-T1-15 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-2, which describes the 
Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan proposed to 
mitigate potential significant impacts to sensitive cultural resources, and 
Response to Comment D-T1-6, which describes the reasonable efforts to preserve 
(avoid) unique cultural resources or Sacred Sites included in proposed mitigation.   
 
 

 
D-T1-16 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-14 regarding evaluation of 
the significance of cultural resources and TCRs present within the Project site. 
While the potential remains for subsurface cultural deposits to be present, the 
actual presence of subsurface cultural deposits is currently unknown until earth-
disturbing activities proceed. Per M-CR-2: “ground disturbance operations in the 
area of any discovery may be diverted or temporarily halted.” If cultural resources 
are determined to be significant, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program 
shall be prepared by the Project Archaeologist in consultation with the Kumeyaay 
Native American monitor and approved by the County Archaeologist. The 
program shall include reasonable efforts to preserve (avoid) unique cultural 
resources of Sacred Sites; the capping of identified Sacred Sites or unique cultural 
resources and placement of development over the cap if avoidance is infeasible; 
and data recovery for non-unique cultural resources. The preferred option is 
preservation (avoidance). The FEIR concludes that with implementation of M-CR-
1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3, impacts to potential buried archaeological resources and 
human remains would be less than significant. A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for impacts to cultural resources and TCRs is not required.  
 
D-T1-17 Per 2007 County of San Diego Report Format and Content 
Requirements, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and Historical Resources, 
“Reports … shall be prepared by the criteria set forth in this document and shall 
be tailored to the resource(s) under evaluation (e.g., archaeological, historic, 
traditional cultural property, rural landscape, district).” The Historic Resources 
Evaluation Report evaluated two resources: the Cottonwood Golf Course, and the 
on site residence located at 3629 Willow Glen Drive, both developed in the mid-
20th century. A such, the setting in the report reflected the historic development 
of the valley. The cultural environment of the Project study area is provided in 
Section 1.2.1.2, ranging from the prehistoric period dating to over 9,000 years ago 
through the early 2000s. 
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-18 Mapping of previously recorded sites was reconciled and addressed 
in the Archaeological Inventory and Assessment (FEIR Appendix D). As described 
in Section 3.3 (p. 20), one site, CA-SDI-5468, that was previously identified as 
partially within the Project site was determined through desktop research to be 
inaccurately mapped within the Project area. This site was mis-plotted at the SCIC 
as within the Project site, but according to locational information provided in the 
site record and survey report is located approximately 2,500 feet south of the 
mapped location on file with SCIC, placing it adjacent to, but outside of, the 
Project site. One previously recorded archaeological site within the Project area, 
CA-SDI-17943, a prehistoric lithic scatter, was reidentified during the 2018 survey. 
 
Of the remaining three previously recorded resources, prehistoric site CA-SDI-
4765 was found to be adjacent, but not within the Project area; the portion of 
historic site, CA-SDI-14767, that once crossed the Project area has been 
destroyed; and prehistoric isolate P-37-027625 could not be reidentified. These 
and other resources adjacent to the Project site were appropriately disclosed in 
the DEIR. As described in Section 3.3.1.1, CA-SDI-4765 (P-37-004765), of Appendix 
D, a check of the online list of curated collection at the San Diego Archaeological 
Center indicates that artifacts from CA-SDI-4765 are contained in collection SDAC 
50. In a response letter to the DEIR received from James W. Royle, Jr., on behalf of 
the San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., it is indicated that the 
collection includes material excavated by Archaeological Consulting and 
Technology during the 1981 testing effort. The noted mapping errors do not 
dismiss the existence of these resources or result in new potentially significant 
impacts not disclosed in the DEIR. Implementation of MCR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 
would still apply.  
 
D-T1-19 The statement that the report does not consider the resources on 
the property that have yet to be recorded is incorrect. The cultural sensitivity of 
the area and the potential for discovery of unknown resources is evaluated in the 
analysis. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-2, which details the methodology 
used to evaluate potential impacts, including literature and record search, field 
survey, archaeological testing, and tribal consultation. The analysis was conducted 
pursuant to County Guidelines and provides adequate information for the County 
to base an informed decision. Regarding previous disturbance of the site, use of 
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D-T1-19 (cont.) the Project site since the 1940s is described in Section 1.5.2, 
Project Site, of the FEIR and referenced in the relevant analyses. The Project site 
has been subject to on-going disturbance, including commercial ranching and 
agricultural uses prior to the 1940s, mineral extraction activities east of Steele 
Canyon Road in the 1960s and 1970s with the development of the golf course and 
associated facilities, and continued sand extraction activities as recently as 2016 
to create water hazards and expanded fairways as part of golf course 
improvements. The Sweetwater River and associated floodplain have previously 
been severely modified as a result of golf course development. The river channel 
has been channelized through the site and its current width has been unnaturally 
constricted to allow for the development of golf course fairways. These 
disturbances reflect the lack of integrity of existing known resources on site, but 
do not eliminate the potential for significant unknown resources to be discovered 
during implementation of the Project.   
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D-T1-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-22 
 
 
 
 

  
D-T1-20 Information related to previous sand mining that has occurred on 
site since 1964 is described for disclosure and not to excuse pre-project analysis 
from, “better understanding the connection between known cultural articles, the 
site, the regional context, and the likelihood of additional resources,” or limiting 
the geographic scope of evaluating potential impacts within the Project site. This 
comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-21 Although the quoted language is not included in the Archaeological 
Inventory and Assessment, this comment appears to be referencing Figure 14, 
Areas Recommended for Monitoring, which shows the recommended pre-survey 
and monitoring areas with previous mining areas excluded. As stated in mitigation 
measure M-CR-1, the Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation 
Plan would include identification of areas requiring archaeological and Native 
American monitoring during earth-disturbing activities related to sand extraction 
operations. These areas would be identified in consultation with the culturally-
affiliated Kumeyaay Native American tribe(s) prior to the commencement of sand 
extraction operations, including the removal of any trees or vegetation. Please see 
Response to Comment D-T1-16 regarding the proposed mitigation. 
 
D-T1-22 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-21, which states that 
although previously mined areas are not preliminarily recommended for 
monitoring, the extent and location of monitoring will be determined in 
consultation with the culturally-affiliated Kumeyaay Native American tribe(s). All 
previous sand mining permits and related documents are cited under “Existing 
Land Entitlements” in FEIR Section 1.4, Project Background. Associated 
documentation may be requested for review and are part of the administrative 
record for the Project.  
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-25 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-23 Background information regarding presence of cultural resources 
within alluvial plains is noted; however, this comment does not raise an issue 
concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-24 The County recognizes the importance of a cultural landscape and 
the analysis in the EIR considered the significance of impacts that may occur with 
implementation of the Project in relationship to the larger cultural context. Please 
see Responses to Comments D-T1-14 and D-T1-16 regarding evaluation of the 
significance of cultural resources and TCRs present within the Project site. Based 
on the information detailed in the responses above, the County has not 
minimized the pre-project investigation of on-site cultural resources or limited the 
potential for avoidance of potential impacts to significant cultural resources 
within the Project site. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-6 and Mitigation 
measure MCR-2, which includes reasonable efforts to preserve (avoid) unique 
cultural resources or Sacred Sites in addition to other methods of mitigation.  
 
D-T1-25 Background information regarding traditional tribal use of water and 
the recognized beneficial use is noted. The San Diego RWQCB has included Tribal 
Beneficial Use definitions in its basin plan, but designation of waterbodies or parts 
of a waterbody with Tribal Beneficial uses is still in process. Thus, this was not 
evaluated in the DEIR. Note that the existing Sweetwater River low-flow channel 
would be maintained throughout the life of the Project, preserving the on-site 
water resource and associated wetlands. Construction of the golf course resulted 
in the conversion of previous habitat, which primarily consisted of wetland- and 
riparian-associated habitat along the Sweetwater River, to non-native vegetation 
and developed areas associated with the current commercial uses of the site. 
Potential impacts associated with wetland resources were evaluated in the FEIR  
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D-T1-25 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-27 
 
 

 D-T1-25 (cont.) and RDEIR in Section 2.2, Biological Resources. 
Implementation of the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) and 
Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) would restore approximately 120 
acres of upland and wetland/riparian habitat within the Project site to provide 
additional, higher quality habitat and improve wildlife linkage and corridor 
functions. Impacts to biological resources were determined to be less than 
significant with implementation of Project mitigation measures.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-26 This comment references the agriculture and forestry resources 
discussion in FEIR Section 3.2.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, which was 
evaluated in the CEQA Initial Study that was circulated with the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, included in Appendix A to the FEIR. The analysis does 
not overlook the agricultural history of the region, but reflects the requirements 
for analysis per the CEQA Guidelines and County Guidelines for the Determination 
of Significance, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Potential impacts to 
agricultural resources are evaluated based on whether the project would 
adversely affect existing agricultural uses or designated areas by:  
 

a. Converting Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
or Local Importance (Important Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, or other agricultural resources, to non-
agricultural use.  

b. Conflicting with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract.  
 

The evaluation of potential impacts to agricultural resources is based on the 
existing use, zoning, and designation of the Project site. The Project site is not an  
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D-T1-27 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-28 
 
 
 

 D-T1-26 (cont.) active agricultural operation; nor does it have a history of 
agricultural production for over 60 years. The Project area is not identified as 
containing Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance; and is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract or specifically zoned 
for agricultural use. Therefore, the Project would not result in impacts relative to 
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.  
 
D-T1-27 Background information regarding traditional tribal agricultural 
practices is noted. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-26 regarding the 
adequacy of the agricultural and forestry resources impact analysis. 
 
The Archaeological Report was prepared pursuant to the 2007 County of San 
Diego Report Format and Content Requirements, Cultural Resources: 
Archaeological and Historic Resources. Implementation of M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and 
M-CR-3 provide for a Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation 
Plan, Pre-Grade Survey and Data Recovery Program, and Archaeological 
Monitoring Program to reduce impacts to potential buried archaeological 
resources to less than significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-28 Please refer to the above responses to comments related to the 
disclosure of background information and evaluation of potential impacts to 
cultural resources and TCRs included in the EIR. The Archaeological Report was 
prepared pursuant to the 2007 County of San Diego Report Format and Content 
Requirements, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and Historic Resources and has 
been updated as part of this FEIR with additional details shared in this comment 
letter. The analysis is not incomplete or intentionally misleading.   
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D-T1-28 
cont. 

 
 
 
 

D-T1-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-T1-29 This comment references the attached additional comments, which 
are responded to in Responses to Comments D-T1-31 through D-T1-145. As 
demonstrated in the EIR and discussed below, impacts to all resource categories 
except aesthetics would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through the 
implementation of mitigation measures.  
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-30 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. As described in Response to Comment D-T1-29, impacts to all 
resource categories except aesthetics would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels through the implementation of mitigation. As such, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations for impacts to biological, cultural, and human resources 
is not required. The purpose of the EIR is to analyze and disclose the potential 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. While the County will consider 
Project benefits when considering whether to approve the Proposed Project, the 
purpose of the EIR is not to analyze or identify Project benefits. If the County 
adopts the Project, the County will be required to adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, which would identify the benefits of the Project and 
weigh them against the Project’s environmental impacts.   
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D-T1-31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-32 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-33 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-34 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-T1-31 Under CEQA, impacts to nonrenewable resources that cannot be 
readily replenished once they are consumed or extracted are evaluated by 
analyzing how a project might deplete or otherwise affect such resources in an 
irreversible manner that could be considered significant. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(d) defines an irreversible change to nonrenewable resources as depletion 
of resources such as energy, water, or minerals resulting from project 
development or operation that cannot be reversed or restored. This includes the 
long-term use or commitment of these resources in a way that could prevent their 
availability for future generations. As described in FEIR Subchapter 2.7, Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes Resultant from Project Implementation, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15127 requires the evaluation of irreversible changes 
specifically for projects that involve the adoption, amendment, or enactment of a 
plan, policy, or ordinance by a public agency. This is because these types of 
projects have the potential to set long-term framework for land use, 
development, and resource management that could have far-reaching effects on 
the long-term commitment of nonrenewable resources. Subchapter 2.7 concludes 
that evaluation of irreversible environmental changes is not required per CEQA. 
Nonetheless, the EIR thoroughly evaluates the potential environmental impacts 
resulting from conversion of the existing golf course use to a 10-year mining 
operation and the subsequent reclamation and restoration of the site to an end 
use of open space that could support future land uses allowed by the existing land 
use designation and zoning classifications. Potential impacts resulting from the 
removal of aggregate materials are evaluated relative to project-specific and 
cumulative impacts on local ecosystems, water resources, hydrology and water 
quality, and soil stability. In evaluating potential alternative locations to the 
Project in Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives, Section 4.5.1 describes how alluvial 
sand that could serve as high-quality aggregate product is generally located within 
the main river drainages of the County, and that much of this land has either been 
placed in open space preserves or previously mined, citing the locations of four 
closed mines located throughout the County. Thus, there are limited locations 
where future sand mining would be an option within the County. As 
demonstrated, implementation of the Project would not affect the environment 
in a way that would significantly contribute to broader regional depletion of sand 
resources.   
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D-T1-32 Please see Topical Response 2 and 11, Consistency with Plans and 
Policies, as well as the responses to comments in this letter related to specific 
issues raised. The EIR has been prepared for the public and decision makers to 
have access to thorough and accurate information to evaluate potential impacts 
of the Project. The Project would implement a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) containing the mitigation measures, project design 
features, and applicable conditions of approval that would define the 
implementation, monitoring, and reporting actions and responsibilities to ensure 
compliance and verification.  
 
D-T1-33 The County acknowledges the noted concerns about information 
and data omissions from the DEIR; however, it is unclear from this comment the 
specific omissions the Commenter is referring to. This comment does not raise a 
specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR, 
which provides a comprehensive and accurate analysis of potential environmental 
impacts that may result from implementation of the Project. Please see the 
responses to comments in this letter related to specific issues raised.  
 
D-T1-34 The County disagrees that the proposed mitigation measures are 
speculative or are being improperly deferred or delegated. CEQA requires that 
mitigation measures be clearly defined, feasible, and enforceable at the time of 
project approval. The use of phrases like "will be developed" or "would be 
prepared" is intended to indicate the future implementation of specific mitigation 
that would be implemented at certain Project milestones (e.g., prior to 
commencement of sand extraction operations, upon completion of all extraction 
activities, etc.) or when specific conditions arise (e.g., in the event that cultural 
resources are identified). Use of such statements is not arbitrary or speculative, 
but rather reflects the phased implementation of mitigation measures as outlined 
and committed to within the FEIR and MMRP. As detailed in the MMRP, the 
County and other regulatory agencies are responsible for enforcing the 
implementation of these measures and ensuring they are not deferred. The 
MMRP identifies the responsible party and timing requirements for each 
mitigation measure, where measures such as preparation of monitoring reports 
for mitigation components such as a Research Design and Data Recovery Program 
only be prepared as needed should resources be discovered on site.   
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D-T1-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

D-T1-35 The County acknowledges the background information regarding 
technical requirements for preparation of a project description; however, this 
comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR.   
 
D-T1-36 Please see Topical Response 11 regarding evaluation of Project 
consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and ordinances contained in 
the County of San Diego General Plan, Valle de Oro Community Plan, and the 
County Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance, including goals related to 
community character. As noted in the comment, the existing zoning designations 
on the Project site are S80 (Open Space), S90 (Holding Area), and S88 (Specific 
Planning Area). Extractive uses, such as those proposed as part of this Project, are 
permitted within areas of S80 and S90 zoning designations. The Project’s 
proposed extractive use also is allowed within areas designated in the County of 
San Diego General Plan as Open Space (Recreation) with the issuance of an MUP. 
Private property owners may propose any legal use for their property, and the 
County must then evaluate the proposal in the light of applicable law (including 
CEQA requirements) and County ordinances and planning documents. 
 
In evaluating a project’s consistency with applicable planning documents, a 
project does not need to be consistent with all goals, objectives, and policies, but 
must align with the overall intent. A project is consistent with a general plan if, 
“considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the general 
plan and not obstruct their attainment.”  (San Francisco Tomorrow v. City and 
County of San Francisco (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 498, 513-514.)  State law does not 
require conformity with each and every individual goal and policy of a general 
plan prior to a finding that a project is generally consistent and compatible with 
the general plan.  (Ibid.)  Here, the County has determined that the Project is 
consistent with 55 goals and policies of the General Plan, and in the long-term will 
be compatible with the remaining three.  Despite non-permanent visual impacts 
to select viewers as mining proceeds across the Project Site in 30-acre subphases, 
the Project does not obstruct the attainment of any goal or policy of the San 
Diego County General Plan, including COS-11, COS-11.1, and COS 11.2, and 
therefore is consistent with the San Diego County General Plan. The Project is 
consistent with uses allowed by existing General Plan land use designations and 
zoning classifications for the site, and conforms to Valle de Oro long-term 
community character goals, as described in FEIR Appendix B on page B-39. 
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D-T1-38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-40 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-T1-37 The Project Description does not discuss extending mining activity 
beyond the 10-year operation that is planned. Please see Topical Response 4, 
Reclamation Process, Timing, and Final Use, for an accurate description of the 
timing of the implementation of the reclamation plan, which would be phased 
with mining operations. As described in FEIR Section 1.2.1, Project’s Component 
Parts, the total duration of mining operations that would be authorized by the 
MUP would be 10 years, with reclamation anticipated to last two additional years. 
Mining phases would be separated into subphases, which are detailed in Table 1-
2, Mining Phases. Additional detail related to removal of existing facilities and 
construction of new uses related to the mining operations are provided in Table 1-
3, Existing and Proposed Facilities and Structures. As part of the reclamation 
process, revegetation monitoring would continue for a minimum of five years for 
each subphase area or until revegetation standards are met. The durations of 
each phase and type of activity are not speculative, but clearly outlined based on 
operational assumptions as referenced. Given the Project would occur in smaller 
subphases progressively across the site, the entire Project site would not be 
disturbed for the entire 12-year time horizon and potential impacts are evaluated 
accordingly.  
 
D-T1-38 It is unclear from the comment why the Project Reclamation Plan 
has been assessed as “vague, uncertain and speculative.” The Reclamation Plan, 
which is shown in Figures 1-6a and 1-6b of the FEIR and can be found on the 
County’s website for the Cottonwood Sand Mine Project, details the 
characteristics for each phase and component of mining operations and 
reclamation of the site. The Reclamation Plan has been prepared per County and 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) guidance and performance 
standards, including Articles 1 and 9 (commencing with Sections 3500 et seq. and 
3700 et seq., respectively) of Chapter 8 of Division 2 of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations commencing with Section 2710 et seq.  Through enforcement 
of the Reclamation Plan, the Project Applicant takes full responsibility for 
reclamation of all mined lands. 
 
Regarding provision of “higher quality habitat” in areas created by the 
reclamation plan, please see Topical Response 9, Wildlife Corridors and Species 
Connectivity Impacts. As detailed throughout Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and DEIR Appendix C), proposed mining 
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D-T1-38 (cont.) activities would primarily occur within disturbed and 
developed portions of the Project site which have previously been disturbed by 
golf course development and operations. Of the 216.74 acres that would be 
impacted by Project implementation, a small portion, 2.34 acres (one percent), 
would occur to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities. In 
contrast, the Project would preserve 0.7 acre of existing sensitive upland habitat, 
13.85 acres of existing wetland and riparian habitat, and would preserve and 
rehabilitate 7.36 acres of existing disturbed wetland and riparian habitat (refer to 
Figure 1-10 of the RDEIR). The Project would ultimately contribute approximately 
150.7 acres of preserved, rehabilitated, revegetated, and restored habitat to the 
preserve system through placement of these areas within a biological open space 
(BOS) easement. 
 
D-T1-39 Details regarding reclamation activities and associated performance 
standards are provided in the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan and 
Conceptual Revegetation Plan prepared for the Project (Appendices N and O of 
the Biological Resources Technical Report). Please see Response to Comment D-
A2-27 regarding the identification of corrective measures should performance 
standards not progress toward the restoration/revegetation goals identified in the 
Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan and Conceptual Revegetation Plan. The 
Project would implement a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
containing the mitigation measures, project design features, and applicable 
conditions of approval that would define the implementation, monitoring, and 
reporting actions and responsibilities to ensure compliance and verification.  
 
D-T1-40 As described in Section 1.2.1.1 of the Project Description under 
“Aggregate Processing,” materials mined at the Project site would be processed 
on site and removed directly from the site by end-users purchasing the material. 
This comment is incorrect in stating that the materials “would not rely on delivery 
from the facility”; the Project Description specifies that customer haul trucks 
would be loaded with finished products from stockpiles by a front-end-loader and 
transported off-site. Although it is not anticipated that the Project would be 
conditioned such that material sales could solely be used for San Diego County 
customers, the market economics and cost of sand transport are anticipated to 
result in the extracted materials being used locally. Please see Topical Response 8, 
Traffic Impacts, under Congestion and VMT, which describes the methodology 
used to evaluate the Project’s VMT impacts. 
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D-T1-44 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-41 As noted in the comment, portable conveyors used to transport 
materials to and from the processing area would be relocated as mining activity is 
concluded in each phase. Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, for 
discussion on the various prominent noise sources associated with the Project’s 
mining activities that were considered in the analysis, including the portable 
conveyors. The excavation of specific areas of the Project site up to a maximum 
depth of 40 feet and construction of a conveyor are aspects of the Project that 
were included in the Project Description and were therefore analyzed throughout 
the DEIR. Impacts related to noise and traffic are addressed in the DEIR in Sections 
2.4, Noise, and Section 3.1.7, Transportation/Traffic. The analysis found in Section 
3.1.7 of the DEIR concluded that impacts to transportation and traffic would be 
less than significant. Through implementation of mitigation measures presented 
in the DEIR, impacts associated with noise were determined to be less than 
significant, as noted above. 
 
As described in Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical Reports, 
additional analysis was conducted for the second conveyor belt, plus the 
additional truck trips associated with the transport of backfill material. The slight 
increase in noise levels from the second conveyor belt and additional truck trips, 
in combination with the other Project noise sources (e.g., processing plant 
equipment and material extraction equipment) and cumulative Project traffic 
along Willow Glen Drive, warranted an increase in the height of the previously 
proposed barrier adjacent to residential group 5 from 8 feet to 12 feet. This is not 
the only area where a barrier would be installed. As specified in mitigation 
measure NOI-1, barriers would be provided along much of the Project site 
boundary to provide noise attenuation for nearby noise-sensitive land uses 
(NSLUs) and reduce noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Please see 
Topical Response 7 regarding the efficacy of the proposed mitigation. Please also 
see Topical Response 3 for a discussion of the updated noise, air quality (dust and 
pollution), and GHG emissions analyses confirming that impacts remain consistent 
with the findings in the DEIR.  
 
D-T1-42 Please see Topical Response 4 and Responses to Comments D-T1-37 
and D-T1-38 regarding the Project timeline and reclamation of the site. The 
Project was intentionally phased to occur over areas of less than 30 acres at a D-
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T1-42 (cont.) time so that areas where mining activity has been completed 
can be progressively reclaimed as mining progresses across the site. Following a 
one- to two-year reclamation process, revegetation would be monitored over a 
five-year period, or however long it takes to achieve the success criteria identified 
in the Reclamation Plan, Conceptual Revegetation Plan, and Conceptual Wetland 
Mitigation Plan.   
 
D-T1-43 As noted in the comment, the Project would be required to comply 
with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding hazardous 
substances. As discussed in FEIR Section 3.1.4.2 under “Hazardous Substance 
Handling,” a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) would be prepared for 
the Project, as required by Sections 25500-25532 of the California Health and 
Safety Code (H&SC), to implement a plan for emergency response to a release or 
threatened release of a hazardous material. The HMBP would be reviewed by 
applicable regulatory agencies before permits are granted to the Project 
proponent by the County. Areas for vehicle and equipment cleaning, fueling, and 
maintenance are specified in the Project plot plan and Stormwater Quality 
Management Plan for Priority Development Projects (PDP SWQMP; Appendix P to 
the FEIR). Enforcement of construction and industrial best management practices 
(BMPs) identified in accordance with County and Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) requirements is specified in the PDP SWQMP. Please see 
Response to Comment D-A6-5 regarding the enforceability of proposed mitigation 
measures that would be included as Conditions of Approval in the MUP Decision 
and shown on Project plans, as well as Project compliance with applicable federal, 
State, and local regulations.  
 
D-T1-44 Please see Topical Response 4 and Responses to Comments D-T1-37, 
D-T1-38, D-T1-39, and D-T1-42 regarding the Project timeline and reclamation of 
the site. As described in Topical Response 4, before mining can begin, the 
operator must provide a Financial Assurance Mechanism, usually in the form of a 
surety bond, to demonstrate that the costs of reclamation can be covered. The 
amount is calculated in a Financial Assurance Cost Estimate (FACE) and is required 
to be updated annually to account for current prices and site conditions. The FACE 
is reviewed and approved by both the local lead agency and the California 
Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Reclamation. The Financial 
Assurance Mechanism cannot be released back to the operator until they have 
met standards of the approved reclamation plan, including the revegetation plan. 
As the CEQA Lead Agency, the County is responsible for ensuring that mitigation is 
completed in accordance with the stated requirements and performance 
standards that have been identified to achieve the proposed post-reclamation 
habitat.  
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D-T1-45 As described in Section 1.2.1.1 of the Project Description under 
“Aggregate Processing,” materials mined at the Project site would be processed 
on site and removed directly from the site by end-users purchasing the material. 
The impacts of off-site processing of mined materials are not analyzed in the EIR 
as off-site processing is not proposed. CEQA does not require lead agencies to 
analyze speculative impacts or impacts that are unlikely to occur and are not 
reasonably foreseeable.   
 
 
 

D-T1-46 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-22 regarding background 
information presented in Chapter 1.0. Please refer to Section 1.2 of the 
Archaeological Inventory and Assessment for detailed background information on 
the Project site and surrounding area, which is briefly summarized in the EIR.  
 
 
 
D-T1-47 Please see Topical Response 11 and Response to Comment D-T1-36 
regarding evaluation of Project consistency with applicable land use plans, 
policies, and ordinances contained in the Valle de Oro Community Plan, including 
goals related to community character.  
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D-T1-48 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-49 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-50 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-48 The Commenter’s interpretation of aesthetic value and agreement 
with the significant and unmitigable conclusion assessed in the EIR is noted; 
however, the County disagrees that aesthetics impacts were understated in the 
DEIR. The Visual Resources Report (FEIR Appendix H) was prepared pursuant to 
the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format and 
Content Requirements for Visual Resources, which provide guidance for 
evaluating adverse environmental effects that a proposed project may have to 
visual resources. The Project analysis complies with these guidelines and 
evaluates aesthetics impacts in the context of CEQA. 
 
D-T1-49 If the County adopts the Project, the County will be required to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which would identify the 
benefits of the Project and weigh them against the Project’s environmental 
impacts. The Statement of Overriding Considerations is typically shared with the 
public when the Final EIR is released as the County is preparing to make a decision 
on a project. This occurs after the Draft EIR has been circulated and public 
comments have been received and addressed. The public will have the 
opportunity to review the Statement of Overriding Considerations and provide 
comments before a final decision is made.   
 
D-T1-50 The County notes that this comment letter was received during the 
public review and comment period on the DEIR. As explained in Topical Response 
1, Reason for the Recirculation of the DEIR and the Recirculated DEIR Process, the  
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D-T1-51 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-52 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-T1-50 (cont.) biological resources analysis contained in the DEIR was 
significantly revised and recirculated as part of the RDEIR. The revised biological 
resources analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original 
biological resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Therefore, responses to these 
comments are not required. Please refer to the content of the RDEIR (Subchapter 
2.2), the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as Appendix C, and 
responses to comments received during public review of the RDEIR. Where 
applicable, responses to general comments are provided below.  
 

 
D-T1-51 Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15357, temporary impacts are 
defined as environmental impacts that are short-term in duration, localized to a 
specific area, and occur during a specific phase of a project. While temporary 
impacts may be significant, they are not permanent and typically cease once the 
activity causing them is completed. Temporary impacts can often be reversed or 
mitigated through restoration or other measures once the activity causing them is 
completed. Per the noted CEQA Guidelines Section 15358, the EIR evaluates direct 
and indirect temporary impacts. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-37 
regarding the phased implementation of the Project.   
 
D-T1-52 Please see Topical Response 4 and Responses to Comments D-T1-38, 
D-T1-39, and D-T1-44 regarding implementation of the Project Reclamation Plan. 
Provision of “higher quality habitat” in areas created by the reclamation plan also 
is addressed in Response to Comment D-T1-38.  
 
D-T1-53 Please see Topical Response 1; the revised biological resources 
analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original biological 
resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Please refer to the content of the RDEIR 
(Subchapter 2.2), the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as 
Appendix C regarding mapping of on-site vegetation communities and land use 
cover types. Section 2.2.1.1 of the RDEIR and Section 1.4 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR describe the existing 
condition of the Project site, which has been heavily altered by past human 
disturbances and habitat modification associated with the development of the 
golf course. 
 
Regarding classifying habitat in the abandoned golf course as disturbed habitat 
rather than non-native grassland, the vegetation in this area is characterized by 
ruderal vegetation that is subject to maintenance mowing. Bermuda grass 
installed as a turf grass for the golf course has naturalized in the abandoned golf 
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D-T1-53 (cont.) course, along with other ruderal and disturbance-tolerant 
species. The County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological 
Resources state that “vegetation on disturbed land (if present) will have a high 
predominance of non-native and/or weedy species that are indicators of surface 
disturbance and soil compaction” and “although non-native grasses may be 
present on disturbed land, they do not dominate the vegetative cover” and goes 
on to say, “where the vegetative cover is greater than 10 percent, there is soil 
surface disturbance and compaction, and the presence of building foundations 
and debris (e.g., irrigation piping, fencing, old wells, abandoned farming or mining 
equipment) resulting from legal activities (as opposed to illegal dumping).” While 
succession to grassland from disturbed habitat can occur, the mapping in the 
RDEIR accurately reflects the species composition and description of disturbed 
habitat observed in the baseline condition. 
 
The County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources 
reference the Draft Vegetation Communities of San Diego County for definitions 
of vegetation communities and land use cover types (Oberbauer et al. 2008). 
Developed land is generally defined as land that has been altered from its natural 
state for human use. This includes areas where natural vegetation has been 
cleared or modified for urban development, agriculture, or other human 
activities. The Project site has been severely modified by previous golf course 
development. The Sweetwater River has been channelized through the site and its 
width has been constricted to allow for the development of golf course fairways. 
The river channel transitions between low-growing herbaceous species and open 
sandy areas, and generally lacks substantial shrub and tree cover excluding the 
southwestern patch of riparian habitat. Portions of the Project site containing 
higher value habitat that provide breeding and foraging habitat for resident 
species are discussed throughout the RDEIR and Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR and are generally located along the Project’s 
southern boundary where existing patches of riparian habitat that would be 
preserved within the Project’s BOS. 
 
Please refer to Topical Response 9 for discussion of the Project’s impact analysis 
regarding habitat linkages and wildlife movement. As described in the County’s 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan, habitat linkages 
provide connectivity between Biological Resource Conservation Areas (BRCAs) 
and provide breeding and foraging habitat for resident species. Figure 2.2-6 of the 
RDEIR and Figure 14 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated 
with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C) depict the identified habitat linkage 
and BRCAs within and adjacent to the Project site. As stated in the County’s MSCP  
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D-T1-53 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-T1-53 (cont.) Subarea Plan, “The Wildlife Agencies Core and Linkage Map 
(Attachment 1, Figure 1-2) is one possible configuration of core and linkage areas 
that would be consistent with the County’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance 
[BMO].” As such, the depicted habitat linkage is conceptual and not all lands 
within the identified linkage contain suitable habitat that provides connectivity 
between core areas and breeding and foraging habitat for resident species. The 
overall condition of the habitat linkage is summarized in Section 2.2.2.1 (Guideline 
7) of the RDEIR and Section 2.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR as follows, “Though its current function is likely 
constrained by the site’s historic and ongoing human-related disturbances 
associated with the golf course development, ongoing maintenance, and 
operations, local wildlife still utilizes the site for foraging and dispersal activities”. 
This conclusion is compatible with the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan description 
the habitat linkage, which is described as follows: “Sweetwater Reservoir to 
McGinty Mountain, a highly fragmented area. The southern part of this linkage is 
narrow and highly constrained by development.”  
 
The majority (94 percent) of the 280-acre Project site is outside of designated Pre-
Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMA). As described in Section 2.2.1.1 of the RDEIR 
and 1.4.1 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR 
(FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), only 16.4 acres of the 280-acre Project site is 
designated as PAMA; refer to RDEIR Figure 2.2-1 and Biological Resources 
Technical Report Figure 4. As detailed in Secon 2.2.2.5 (Guidelines 29 and 30) of 
the RDEIR and Section 7.2.1 of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR, only 9.8 acres of Project impacts would occur to lands 
designated as PAMA. Furthermore, most of these impacts (8.8 acres) would occur 
to disturbed and developed land uses. 
 
Project impacts to PAMA would be mitigated in accordance with the MSCP 
Subarea Plan mitigation ratios, and implementation of the Project’s Conceptual 
Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR) would restore approximately 120 acres of upland and 
wetland/riparian habitat within the Project site. The Project would ultimately 
provide additional, higher quality habitat for special status species documented to 
occur within the Project site, as well as increased cover and foraging opportunities 
for wildlife, providing opportunities for live-in habitat and connectivity for wildlife 
movement.  
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D-T1-54 Please see Topical Response 9, which summarizes additional biological 
resource surveys and updated Project impact analyses that were included in the 
RDEIR (Subchapter 2.2 of the RDEIR) and Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), in response to comment 
letters received during the public review and comment period, including from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  As addressed in detail in Topical Response 
9, these additional surveys included the deployment of motion-activated cameras 
to document wildlife presence, use, and movement throughout the Project site, 
and further analyze the Project’s impacts on wildlife connectivity. Additional 
surveys for the noted species also were conducted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-55 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-53 regarding habitat 
mapping conducted for the Project, which is consistent with the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources and the Draft 
Vegetation Communities of San Diego County definitions of vegetation 
communities and land use cover types (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Existing vegetation 
communities and land uses are described further detail in Section 1.4.5 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR, and also 
summarized in Table 4 and depicted on Figure 10. Mining activities would 
predominately occur within portions of the site previously disturbed and 
developed by the golf course development. Prior mining areas include portions of  
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 D-T1-55 (cont.) the golf course developed for water features, as well as the 
southern and southwestern portions of the site that are located outside of the 
proposed mining areas. The latter areas that were subject to reclamation have 
been mapped as predominantly southern cottonwood-willow scrub, southern 
cottonwood-willow riparian forest, southern willow scrub (disturbed) and open 
water (see Figure 2.2-8, Vegetation and Sensitive Resources/Impacts, including 
areas identified for impacts and those excluded from mining). The comment that 
the reclaimed areas of former sand mining are almost universally disturbed 
habitat is incorrect. Additionally, of the 216.74 acres of the Project site that would 
be impacted by Project implementation, a small portion, 2.34 acres (one percent), 
would occur to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities. 
 
The Sweetwater River channel throughout the developed and disturbed portions 
of the Project site is mapped as disturbed wetland. Contrary to what is stated in 
the comment, areas mapped as southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest are 
concentrated outside of Project impact areas at the southern and southwestern 
areas of the site (see Figure 2.2-8). Removal of on-site trees is addressed and 
acknowledged in the RDEIR on page S-18. 
 
The comment additionally references the importance of “subterranean alluvial 
flow” related to riparian systems. Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and 
Updated Technical Reports, under “Appendix S – Sediment Load Analysis,” which 
describes the Streamflow Infiltration to Groundwater Technical Memorandum 
that was prepared to address streamflow infiltration to groundwater during water 
transfers and potential impacts to surface water or groundwater as a result of 
proposed sand mining and reclamation activities (FEIR Appendix R2). The noted 
removal of sediment does not represent a significant factor in the larger context 
of regional groundwater storage or recharge in the 230 square mile watershed or 
groundwater basin. Less than significant impacts related to the removal of 
sediment have been identified in the analyses conducted in Appendix R 
(Groundwater Investigation Report), as well as the Streamflow Infiltration to 
Groundwater Technical Memorandum (FEIR Appendix R2) and evaluated in the 
EIR in Section 3.1.5.3.  
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D-T1-56 As described in Topical Response 1, the revised biological resources 
analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original biological 
resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Please refer to the content of the RDEIR 
(Subchapter 2.2), the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as 
Appendix C, and Topical Response 9 regarding raptor foraging and habitat 
linkages. Additional detailed discussion of the Project’s compliance with MSCP 
design criteria for linkages and corridors is provided in response to detailed 
comments received on the RDEIR, including Responses to Comments R-O7-20 and 
R-O7-21. 
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D-T1-57 As described in Topical Response 1, the revised biological resources 
analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original biological 
resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Please refer to the content of the RDEIR 
(Subchapter 2.2) and the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as 
Appendix C regarding the evaluation of significant biological resources impacts, 
including direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species. Please see Topical 
Response 4 and Response to Comment D-A6-5, which describes the enforceable 
actions and PDFs that would be implemented as conditions of the Project MUP 
and Reclamation Plan, as well as the permits and associated conditions required 
to ensure compliance with current federal, State, and local regulations and 
success of the proposed reclamation plan.   
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-33 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-57 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-34 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-57 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-35 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-57 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-36 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-59 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-60 
 
 
 

 D-T1-58 As described in Topical Response 1, the revised biological resources 
analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original biological 
resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Please refer to the content of the RDEIR 
(Subchapter 2.2) and the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as 
Appendix C regarding the evaluation of significant biological resources impacts, 
including indirect impacts to sensitive species. Potential indirect impacts related 
to noise, fugitive dust, domestic predators, and pests are addressed in Section 
2.2.2.1, Special Status Species, under “Indirect Impacts/Edge Effects (Guideline 
8).” See also Topical Response 7 under “Noise Impacts on Wildlife Species.” Please 
see also Response to Comment D-T1-37, which describes the timeline of the 
phased mining activities and implementation of the reclamation plan, which 
would be phased with mining operations. 
 
D-T1-59 Please refer to Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, for discussion on 
the efficacy of the proposed mitigation for reducing noise impacts to nearby 
NSLUs, as well as to the Responses to Comments that follow regarding the 
significance conclusions contained in the DEIR. The DEIR does not minimize the 
NSLUs located within the vicinity of the Project, which are described in 
Subchapter 2.4, Section 2.4.1.4, Existing Noise-sensitive Land Uses; labeled in 
Figure 2.4-2, Receivers and Residential Groups; and evaluated for potential 
impacts from the Project. 
 
The Noise analysis is not dependent on overall Project duration; 
thresholds/standards are based on daily noise levels. The assessment of potential 
noise impacts from the Project’s mining operations on surrounding residences 
was based on the 60 decibel (dB) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) limit, 
specified in the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance, Noise, which is a 
daily limit. Please refer to Topical Response 7 for further discussion on why this is 
the appropriate limit to use. As such, separate assessment of sustained multi-day 
noise is not warranted in the DEIR. It also should be noted that the noise levels 
presented in the DEIR consider a scenario where the excavation equipment is 
located at the closest point to each individual receptor location. For most of the 
Project’s duration, equipment would be located further away, and noise levels 
would be less than what is presented in the DEIR. 
 
D-T1-60 Evaluation of noise impacts to sensitive species is addressed in 
Section 2.2.2.4 (Guideline 22) of the RDEIR and Section 6.2.1 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix 
C). Please also see Topical Response 7 under “Noise Impacts on Wildlife Species.” 
Noise impacts would be less than significant.  
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D-T1-61 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on noise impacts to 
surrounding areas and the efficacy of the proposed mitigation to reduce noise 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. Section 2.4.2.3 of the DEIR considers the 
Project’s operational noise sources (including both on-site and off-site sources) in 
combination with existing traffic noise levels. Section 2.4.3.1 considers the 
Project’s operational noise sources in combination with existing traffic noise levels 
and cumulative traffic noise levels. Mitigation measure M-N-1 would reduce 
impacts under both these scenarios to less-than-significant levels by attenuating 
noise from the Project’s on-site sources. Please see the Addendum to the 
Acoustical Site Assessment Report, which is included in Appendix F to the FEIR, for 
additional discussion on combined and cumulative off-site noise impacts and the 
associated mitigation.  
 
D-T1-62 During the Project’s 10-year mining duration and backfilling 
associated with reclamation of the Project site, mitigation would be implemented 
that would reduce noise levels at residences and wildlife habitat to below 
applicable noise limits. Following the completion of mining and reclamation 
activities, the site would be restored to an end use of open space, which would be 
a land use that would minimize noise to the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods and wildlife habitat. As described in Topical Response 7 and 
Response to Comment D-T1-61, the Project’s noise analysis considers both mobile 
and stationary noise sources. Through implementation of mitigation, noise levels 
from the Project’s mining operations at residences and wildlife habitat would be 
reduced to below a level of significance based on the applicable County 
Guidelines. 
 
Episodic noise, also known as single-event or impulsive noise, was not specifically 
considered in the noise analysis because the Project does not include sources that 
would result in substantial single-event noise. Single-event noise includes events 
that last one second or less, such as a gunshot or explosion. Although a truck pass-
by might be short in duration, the noise from the truck would be audible for 
longer than one second and is not considered impulsive. 
 
Trucks would utilize Willow Glen Drive west of the processing plant for site access 
and hauling of materials. Regarding noise from Project-related traffic and hauling, 
as shown in FEIR Table 2.4-1, noise from the trucks along Willow Glen Drive would 
not result in an exceedance of applicable noise thresholds at adjacent residences. 
The analysis considers noise from processing plant, material extraction, and 
grading, in addition to noise generated by on-road trucks.  
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D-T1-63 As described in FEIR Section 2.4.1.5, Regulatory Setting, the Project’s 
noise generation would be subject to noise-land use compatibility standards of 
the Noise Element in the General Plan at off-site residential properties and Noise 
Ordinance standards related to construction and operational noise levels at the 
Project site’s property lines. The County’s numerical thresholds for evaluating 
noise impacts were developed to control disturbing, offensive, and excessive 
noise depending on the receiving land use(s). If a project’s noise is below these 
thresholds, then the project is considered not to create disturbing, offensive, and 
excessive noise for the receiving land use and would be consistent with the Noise 
Ordinance. Section 36.404 of the County Noise Ordinance provides performance 
standards and noise control guidelines for determining and mitigating non-
transportation (stationary) noise source impacts. The FEIR analysis relies on the 60 
dB CNEL exterior noise limit as the applicable threshold. 
 
Consistent with Section 36.408 of the County’s Noise Ordinance, trucking would 
occur between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. during the week; no loading or 
trucking activities would be permitted to commence before 7:00 a.m. The Project 
would be consistent with this section of the Noise Ordinance, which prohibits the 
operation of construction equipment between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. 
 
D-T1-64 As described in Response to Comment D-T1-62, episodic noise was 
not specifically considered in the noise analysis because the Project does not 
include sources that would result in substantial single-event noise. Single-event 
noise includes events that last one second or less, such as a gunshot or explosion. 
Although a truck pass-by might be short in duration, the noise from the truck 
would be audible for longer than one second and is not considered impulsive. 
Please see also Topical Response 7.   
 
D-T1-65 The Project’s Acoustical Site Assessment Report and Addendum to 
the Acoustical Site Assessment Report (FEIR Appendix F) were prepared in 
conformance with the County Guidelines for Determining Significance – Noise 
(County 2009a) and the County Report Format and Content Requirements – Noise 
(County 2009b). Please see Topical Response 7 under “Noise Thresholds” for a 
discussion of the appropriateness of the thresholds used to evaluate potential 
noise impacts.  
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D-T1-66 Please see Topical Response 7 under “Noise Impacts on Wildlife 
Species,” which addresses the evaluation of the effects of construction and 
operational noise on various sensitive wildlife species, including nesting birds and 
raptors.  
 
D-T1-67 As described in Topical Response 7 under “Operational Noise 
Analysis,” the Project noise analysis considered the various prominent noise 
sources associated with the proposed mining activities, including the conveyor 
belt. Please see also Topical Response 3 for a discussion of the updated noise 
analysis confirming that noise-related impacts remain less than significant, with 
the additional truck trips associated with import of backfill material and second 
conveyor, consistent with the findings in the DEIR. Subchapter 2.2 of the FEIR has 
been revised to provide additional clarification on noise associated with the truck 
trips and conveyor.   
 
D-T1-68 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion of the methodology 
used to evaluate potential noise impacts to surrounding areas and the efficacy of 
the proposed mitigation to reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
The analysis evaluates potential impacts to adjacent NSLU receptors with the 
potential for exposure to the highest noise levels from the Project’s operations 
based on proximity to the Project site. This is consistent with the County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Noise, which do not require temporal 
evaluation (i.e., “depiction of anticipated noise levels at each location adjacent to 
the Project on no less than a monthly interval throughout the duration of the 
Project”) of noise impacts as suggested in the comment. 
 
As described in the Project Description, materials mined at the Project site would 
be processed on site, and removed directly from the site by end-users purchasing 
the material. The impacts of off-site processing of mined materials suggested in 
this comment are not analyzed in the EIR. CEQA does not require lead agencies to 
analyze speculative impacts or impacts that are unlikely to occur and are not 
reasonably foreseeable. 
 
D-T1-69 Please see Topical Response 7 under “Noise Impacts on Wildlife 
Species,” which addresses the evaluation of the effects of construction and 
operational noise on various sensitive wildlife species and the methods proposed 
to mitigate the potential impacts that Project noise would have on sensitive 
species. Project biologists were consulted in the evaluation of potential impacts 
and development of appropriate mitigation measures identified to reduce 
potential noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
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D-T1-70 As described in this comment, the evaluation of the potential 
presence for paleontological resources relied on the Soil and Geologic 
Reconnaissance report prepared for the Project (FEIR Appendix G). The EIR 
acknowledges that the Project could result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources from the excavation of previously undisturbed deposits 
exhibiting low resource potential (i.e., Quaternary alluvial deposits) and identifies 
mitigation measures M-PAL-1 and M-PAL-2 to address potential impacts should 
paleontological resources be identified during mining activities. On-site geologic 
conditions were identified based on review of public geologic maps, geotechnical 
reports for nearby developments, and geologic reconnaissance conducted by 
Geocon Incorporated. The additional information described in this comment as 
referenced in the APS/SDG&E anthropological report does not affect the 
conclusions of the FEIR or applicability of the identified mitigation measures.  
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D-T1-71 This comment is informational and does not raise an issue 
concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. No response is 
required. 
 
D-T1-72 This comment states that the Project site contains layers of alluvial 
deposits dating to the Quaternary and Pleistocene periods and that the likelihood 
of significant paleontological resources occurring within the Project site is high. 
These conclusions are not based on scientific evidence or supporting data related 
to the Project site, but reliance on information related to the San Luis Rey River 
valley, located over 40 miles away. The Project site’s underlying geologic deposits 
are identified as having a low likelihood of containing paleontological resources. 
In addition, the absence of data or previous discoveries in the Project area further 
supports the assessment that the potential for encountering resources is low. As 
described in Response to Comment D-T1-70, the Project would implement 
mitigation measures to address potential impacts should paleontological 
resources be identified during mining activities.  
 
D-T1-73 Contrary to what is implied in this comment, the EIR does not 
attempt to justify implementation of the Proposed Project in order to further 
knowledge and discovery of paleontological resources. The purpose of the Project 
is to extract construction aggregate resources and reclaim the site to a usable 
condition for beneficial end uses consistent with those allowed under the current 
General Plan and zoning designations for the site. As described in Response to 
Comment D-T1-72, the likelihood of significant paleontological resources 
occurring within the Project site has been assessed as low. Mitigation measures 
M-PAL-1 and M-PAL-2 are consistent with Section 87.430 of the County’s Grading 
Ordinance, which outlines the requirements for paleontological resources 
monitoring during grading activities. The goal of the proposed mitigation and 
monitoring of grading activities is to actively identify and recover paleontological 
resources should they be excavated during implementation of the Project. 
Mitigation measure M-PAL-1 specifies that grading/mining activity would be 
halted if fossils are encountered, and monitoring, recovery, and subsequent work 
would be completed by or under the supervision of a Qualified Paleontologist to 
ensure that discoveries are handled in a scientifically responsible manner. Thus, 
the identified mitigation measures are consistent with County requirements for 
the protection of paleontological resources and would adequately resolve 
potentially significant impacts.   
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D-T1-74 Section 2.5.3, Cumulative Impacts Analysis, of the FEIR clarifies that 
development of a cumulative project list for this topic is not practical because of 
the geographic extent of potential paleontological resources associated with the 
geologic units that occur under the Project site that are present in many other 
areas of the San Diego region. Thus, the cumulative impact analysis evaluates 
project-related impacts relative to implementation of Projects throughout the San 
Diego region, which also would be subject to similar requirements for 
paleontological resources, pursuant to CEQA and County requirements. Please see 
Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, which further describes the process of 
identifying the projects evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis.   
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D-T1-75 This comment references mitigation measure M-PAL-2, which has 
been identified as a complementary measure to ensure proper documentation 
and reporting of paleontological monitoring activities stipulated in mitigation 
measure M-PAL-1. The purpose of the paleontological monitoring reporting is to 
provide a clear record of compliance with the County’s Grading Ordinance and 
allow the County to review and verify the effectiveness of the monitoring 
program. 
 
As referenced in this comment, if the County adopts the Project, the County will 
be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which would 
identify the benefits of the Project and weigh them against the Project’s 
environmental impacts. Impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to 
less-than-significant levels through the implementation of mitigation. As such, no 
significant unavoidable impacts would occur, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for impacts to paleontological resources is not required.  
 
D-T1-76 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-70 through D-T1-76, which 
describe the known conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR to reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a 
less-than-significant level.   
 
D-T1-77 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-77 and Topical Response 3 
regarding the revisions to the air quality analysis since public circulation of the 
DEIR. As discussed in FEIR Section 3.1.1, Air Quality, the conclusion that the 
Project would result in less than significant air quality impacts is based upon a 
detailed review of projected Project-related emissions and comparison of 
emission volumes against approved state and federal thresholds. Please see FEIR 
Tables 3.1.1.7 and 3.1.1.8 for numerical data on projected air quality emissions 
from the various specified sources during construction and operational periods, 
respectively, and where those emissions fall relative to regulatory thresholds. An 
addendum to the Air Quality Technical Report has been prepared to provide 
additional clarifications and refinements to the assumptions and methodology 
that address comments raised during public review of the DEIR. The addendum is 
included as part of Appendix I to the FEIR. Please see Topical Response 6, Public 
Health Effects, for additional explanation regarding potential air quality impacts at 
nearby land uses and for more details on potential health effects, including valley 
fever.  
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D-T1-78 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-77 and Topical Response 3 
regarding the revisions to the air quality analysis since public circulation of the 
DEIR. As discussed in FEIR Section 3.1.1, Air Quality, and described in Topical 
Response 6, the Project would implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan as a project 
design feature, a draft of which is attached as Appendix A to the Appendix I Air 
Quality Technical Report and includes each of the applicable regulations and 
operational thresholds. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan was developed to ensure 
compliance with SDAPCD and County rules and regulations. 
 
D-T1-79 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-78 regarding the evaluation 
of fugitive dust and implementation of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to address 
potential impacts. Windblown dust, including high wind events and related 
“climate conditions” referenced in this comment, was accounted for in the 
emissions inventory developed for the Air Quality Technical Report included as 
Appendix I to the DEIR. Dispersion modeling of toxic air contaminants (TACs) 
contained within fugitive dust was conducted using three years of meteorological 
data with hourly wind readings from the nearby El Cajon monitoring station as 
provided by SDAPCD. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan requires that all mining 
activities be suspended when sustained wind speeds instantaneously exceed 25 
miles per hour or when the wind speed averaged over 15 minutes is greater than 
15 miles per hour. Stockpiles would be stabilized to ensure that sedimentation 
would not occur and fugitive dust control measures would include watering, use 
of wind barriers as necessary, and coverage with polyethylene tarps.  
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D-T1-80 The County disagrees that commitment to compliance with 
applicable regulations addressing air quality is inadequate to address potential 
impacts related to air quality. The air quality impact analysis was conducted based 
on the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Air Quality, which 
evaluate impacts based on quantitative thresholds for air pollutant emissions, 
consistency with applicable air quality plans, and potential health risks associated 
with TACs. If impacts are potentially significant, the guidelines suggest design 
considerations to reduce them, including measures such as dust control and 
vehicle and equipment emissions control, both of which are proposed for the 
Project even though impacts were assessed as less than significant. Design 
considerations for air quality are presented in FEIR Section 7.2.4 and will be 
conditions of approval for the Project. Related to the comment that the air quality 
analysis “limits the review to only light, daytime winds,” as noted in Response to 
Comment D-T1-79, the impact analysis considers windblown dust from high wind 
events in assessing potential impacts, as noted in the existing conditions 
described in Section 3.1.1.1 of the EIR.  
 
D-T1-81 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-79 and D-T1-80 regarding 
consideration of “episodic impacts” and high wind events in the evaluation of air 
quality impacts for the Project. Please see Topical Response 6 regarding 
evaluation of health effects, which were adequately analyzed in the EIR.  
 
D-T1-82 This comment references evaluation of air quality impacts relative to 
Guideline 1, if the Project would conflict with or obstruct the implementation of 
the SDAPCD’s Attainment Plan and/or applicable portions of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). It is unclear from the comment what is being 
referenced when stated that “it is critical that all factors are considered in these 
projections if cumulative impact conclusions are to be made.” As stated in FEIR 
Section 3.1.1.2, the Attainment Plan relies on information from the CARB and 
SANDAG, including projected growth in the County, mobile, area, and all other 
source emissions in order to project future emissions and determine from that 
the strategies necessary for the reduction of stationary source emissions through 
regulatory controls. Project consistency with the growth projections from the 
plans used in the development of the Attainment Plan and the SIP is evaluated in 
detail in the air quality analysis and not simply “assumed.” 
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D-T1-83 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-82 regarding the source 
emissions factored into the analysis of Project compliance with implementation of 
the San Diego Attainment Plan and applicable portions of the SIP. This comment 
states that the DEIR relies on vehicle trends that do not encompass all possible 
emissions sources or fully encompass the range of traffic trends, but does not 
provide evidence or explanation to support this claim. No further response is 
required. Please see the subsequent responses to comments related to energy 
GHG emissions, and transportation/traffic impacts generally referenced in this 
comment. 
 
D-T1-84 No direct consumer access would be allowed as part of the Project; 
therefore, this business model was not evaluated in the EIR. Assessment of mobile 
emissions are adequately evaluated in FEIR Section 3.1.1.2 based on Project VMT.  
 
D-T1-85 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, under “Congestion 
and VMT,” which describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s 
transportation impacts using VMT. Note that as explained in Topical Response 1, 
the quantity of truck trips contained in the DEIR was significantly revised and 
recirculated as part of the Project Description of the RDEIR. The VMT analysis also 
has been updated accordingly. This comment incorrectly states that the DEIR 
relies on information from 2014 and 2017 to evaluate sand import demands; the 
San Diego County Construction Aggregate Market Study Dated February 2020 is 
the report utilized in the Project Transportation Impact Analysis in developing 
assumptions related to VMT. Please see Section 5.3 of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis, included as Appendix V to the FEIR, which describes the conservative 
assumptions utilized to evaluate VMT impacts.   
 
D-T1-86 Please see Topical Response 6, regarding concerns related to health 
effects, including diesel fuels, silica, and dust and effects related to children. 
 
D-T1-87 Please see Topical Response 6, regarding concerns related to health 
effects. As detailed in Section 3.1.1, ozone is a secondary pollutant formed 
through the photochemical reaction of the precursor pollutants reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX). Emissions of these precursor pollutants 
are addressed in Section 3.1.1 and found to be less than significant, thus not 
hindering the SDAPCD from achieving attainment of the national and California D-
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T1-87 (cont.) ambient air quality standards for ozone. Relative to health 
effects from ROG and NOx emissions, as described in FEIR Section 3.1.1.2 under 
“Impacts to Sensitive Receptors,” existing models have limited sensitivity to small 
changes in criteria pollutant concentrations; attempting to correlate the amount 
of project-generated criteria pollutants to specific health effects or additional 
days of nonattainment would not yield meaningful results. Consequently, an 
analysis of impacts on human health associated with project‐generated regional 
ROG and NOX emissions is not included in this assessment. Based on current 
standard practice, the analysis of health effects to the noted sensitive receptors 
focuses only on those pollutants with the greatest potential to result in a 
significant, material impact on human health, which are TACs (including diesel 
particulate matter and respirable crystalline silica) and locally concentrated 
carbon monoxide (CO) (i.e., CO hot spots). 
 
D-T1-88 The noted typographical error has been corrected from 541700 to 
41700 in the FEIR. This comment correctly summarizes the FEIR conclusions 
related to odors during construction and operation of the Project. The County 
acknowledges this comment. No further response is necessary.  
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D-T1-89 Based on the County Guidelines for the Determination of 
Significance for odors, a potentially significant impact would occur if the Project 
would generate objectionable odors or place sensitive receptors next to existing 
objectionable odors that would affect a considerable number of persons or the 
public. Pedestrians and recreationalists are considered sensitive receptors to 
potential odor impacts and were considered in the evaluation. Based on the 
transitory nature of pedestrian and recreationalist, in addition to the intermittent 
nature of odors based on the mobile nature of mining activities, impacts 
associated with odors were assessed as less than significant. Please also see 
Figure C of the Addendum to the LMA (Appendix W to the RDEIR and FEIR), which 
depicts the existing pedestrian activity observed in the Project study area as part 
of the inventory conducted in July 2022 as being low.  
 
D-T1-90 Please see Topical Response 6 under the heading “Valley Fever” for 
information on why Project area soils do not favor the occurrence of Coccidioides 
fungus, as well as dust control measures to be implemented under the Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan is enforceable as it was 
developed to ensure compliance with SDAPCD and County rules and regulations. 
Both disturbance from the golf course activities and on-site soil conditions (not 
alkaline, sandy, excessively drained, low in salinity, and well aerated) make it 
unlikely that fungus is present at the Project site.  

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-49 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-91 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-92 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-93 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-94 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-95 
 
 

  
 
D-T1-91 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-90 and Topical Response 6 
regarding valley fever. Regarding evaluation of the COVID-19 pandemic, while 
public health is a consideration, CEQA analyses typically address direct 
environmental impacts, not broader public health crises like pandemics. Where 
effects of the pandemic may have indirectly affected aspects of the 
environmental analysis (e.g., changes in traffic patterns, public services, etc.), 
these effects have been addressed in the FEIR.  
 
D-T1-92 The County disagrees with the claims in this comment. Please see 
Responses to Comments D-T1-77 through D-T1-91, which describe the adequacy 
of the air quality impact analysis conducted for the Project. A draft of the Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan draft is attached as Appendix A to the Appendix I Air Quality 
Technical Report and includes each of the applicable regulations and operational 
thresholds with which the Project would comply. 
 
D-T1-93 This comment claims that the energy impacts section is missing 
critical information, does not factor in implementation of temporary power poles, 
or consider how environmental changes will impact energy production and 
demand for electricity. This introductory statement is noted. Please see the 
following responses to comments for more detailed discussion.   
 
D-T1-94 In Section 3.1.2.2, Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to 
Significance, it is stated that construction and operation of the Project would 
require the use of diesel fuel, gasoline, and other fuels, with specific quantities of 
each estimated in Tables 3.1.2-3, Construction Energy Use, and Table 3.1.2-4, 
Operational Energy Use. As shown in the tables, on-road vehicles (i.e., motor 
vehicles) are assumed to operate using gasoline and off-road vehicles (i.e., heavy 
equipment utilized on site) are assumed to operate using diesel. The quantities 
are estimated on an annual basis (i.e., million British thermal units per year for 
diesel and gasoline use and megawatt-hours per year for electricity use). 
Following completion of mining activities, gasoline and electricity use would be 
substantially reduced compared to during operation of the mine, as the 
predominant consumer of energy—on-road vehicle travel of aggregate delivery 
trucks—would cease. Therefore, the conclusions cited in the FEIR consider 
potential impacts for both the operations of the mine and reclamation activity. 
 
D-T1-95 No direct consumer access would be allowed as part of the Project; 
therefore, this business model was not evaluated in the EIR. 
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D-T1-101 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-T1-96 Please see Topical Response 8, under “Congestion and VMT,” as well 
as Response to Comment D-T1-85, which describe the methodology used to 
evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts.  
 
D-T1-97 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-94 regarding energy use 
during reclamation.  
 
 
 
D-T1-98 Please see Topical Response 8, under “Congestion and VMT,” as well 
as Response to Comment D-T1-85, which describe the methodology used to 
evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts. Please see the following responses 
to comments for more detailed discussion of GHG emissions.  
 
D-T1-99 Please see Topical Response 8, under “Congestion and VMT,” as well 
as Response to Comment D-T1-85, which describe the methodology used to 
evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts. While the analysis acknowledges 
the potential reduction in GHG emissions from reduced regional VMT, the 
significance conclusion does not rely on this reduction. Emissions are quantified 
for the vehicle trips associated with the Project for inclusion in the Project’s GHG 
emissions inventory before compared with the applicable threshold. The Project’s 
emissions would not exceed the threshold applied to the analysis. 
 
D-T1-100 No direct consumer access would be allowed as part of the Project; 
therefore, this business model was not evaluated in the EIR.  
 
D-T1-101 It is unclear what this comment is referring to by saying there is a 
“large gap of missing data by assuming traffic control will be consistent with on-
the-ground measures, and failing to account for redirection of vehicles due to 
external factors.” Please refer to Topical Response 8 regarding the methodology 
used to evaluate transportation impacts. Regarding accounting for trucks needed 
to complete the project in the “future development,” no future planned 
development is currently proposed, known to be proposed in the future, and no 
future planned development would be permitted with approval of this Project. 
CEQA does not require that speculative future impacts be analyzed in an EIR.  
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D-T1-105 
 
 
 
 

D-T1-106 
 
 
 

  
 
 
D-T1-102 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-99 regarding the GHG 
emissions impact analysis. As discussed in FEIR Section 3.1.3.1, at the time the 
Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR were circulated for public review, there was 
no approved CAP or applicable plan for reducing GHG emissions in San Diego 
County that could be used to determine the significance of a project’s cumulative 
GHG emissions impacts; therefore, this analysis is based on guidance provided in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines to evaluate cumulative GHG impacts. As 
described in Section FEIR 3.1.3.2, the Project would result in a reduction in 
regional truck VMT, and the Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of GHG reduction plans including the SANDAG Regional Plan and 
the CARB Scoping Plan. While the analysis acknowledges the potential reduction 
in GHG emissions from reduced regional VMT, the significance conclusion does 
not rely on this reduction. Emissions are quantified for the vehicle trips associated 
with the Project for inclusion in the Project’s GHG emissions inventory before 
being compared with the applicable threshold. The Project’s maximum annual 
GHG emissions would not exceed the applicable screening threshold, regardless 
of the assumed reduction in regional VMT associated with transport of aggregate 
materials and impacts would be less than significant. Please see also Topical 
Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, which details the methodology used to 
evaluate cumulative impacts for the Project.  
 
D-T1-103 The evaluation of hazards and hazardous materials impacts under 
CEQA involves assessing whether a proposed project may create significant risks 
to public health or the environment due to the presence, use, or release of 
hazardous substances. This includes evaluation of potential impacts related to the 
Project’s use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials (e.g., 
chemicals, fuels, toxic substances), including whether the Project could result in 
spills, leaks, or accidental releases of these substances; whether the Project could 
increase the likelihood of accidents or upset conditions that could expose people 
or the environment to hazardous materials; and if the Project site is on or near a 
contaminated site. Evaluation criteria considers proximity to sensitive receptors, 
including those noted in the comment, what could be adversely affected by 
hazardous conditions or materials, as well as compliance with applicable 
regulations governing hazardous materials management, storage, and disposal. 
Evaluation of potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials 
included in FEIR Section 3.1.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, complies with 
County and CEQA guidelines. Please see the following responses to comments for 
more detailed discussion of potential impacts related to hazards.  
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D-T1-104 The comment states that the impact analysis associated with 
removal of existing on-site hazardous materials is too brief, but does not provide 
specific reasoning to support this claim. Disposal of existing on-site hazardous 
materials is evaluated in Section 3.1.4.2 under “Removal of Existing Hazardous 
Substances.” With the closure of the golf courses upon approval of the Project 
MUP, all hazardous materials currently utilized at the Project site would be 
removed from the property and disposed of in accordance with State and County 
regulations. Existing structures would be surveyed for asbestos containing 
materials (ACMs) and addressed per County standards. No further response is 
required.   
 
D-T1-105 As discussed in FEIR Section 3.1.4.2 under “Hazardous Substance 
Handling,” and acknowledged in this comment, a Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan (HMBP) would be prepared for the Project, as required by Sections 25500-
25532 of the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC), to implement a plan for 
emergency response to a release or threatened release of a hazardous material. 
The HMBP would be reviewed by applicable regulatory agencies before permits 
are granted to the Project proponent by the County.   
 
D-T1-106 The EIR acknowledges that Jamacha Elementary School is located 
within 0.25 mile of the Project site. Impacts related to the use of hazardous 
substances are assessed as less than significant since (1) the Project’s use of 
standard equipment materials during construction, operation, and reclamation 
(e.g., fuels, lubricants, and solvents), would be handled in accordance with 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulations, in addition to all 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations associated with hazardous 
materials; (2) the Project would not involve the use of hazardous materials in 
amounts that exceed the applicable significance thresholds; and (3) the majority 
of equipment maintenance and associated hazardous materials use would occur 
within the area where the processing equipment is located in the northern 
portion of the Project site along Willow Glen Drive, greater than 0.25 mile from 
Jamacha Elementary School. Impacts are not assessed as less than significant due 
to the distance of the school from the Project site.   
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D-T1-107 The reference distance of 0.25 mile from a school is established as a 
precautionary measure to ensure that projects involving hazardous materials do 
not pose significant risks to schools and their occupants. Under CEQA, if a project 
site is located within 0.25 miles of a school and involves the use, storage, or 
release of hazardous substances, the lead agency must carefully evaluate the 
potential impacts on the school. Please see Response to Comment D-T1-106 
regarding the assessment of impacts as less than significant.  
 
D-T1-108 Pesticides, fungicides, and fertilizers are acknowledged as being 
used in the overall landscaping maintenance program at the golf course in FEIR 
Section 3.1.4.1, Existing Conditions. The Phase I ESA did not identify the on-site 
use of pesticides, fungicides, and fertilizers as an environmental concern; 
therefore, they are not addressed further in the hazardous materials impact 
analysis.  
 
D-T1-109 The assumption that both golf courses were currently operating in 
the Groundwater Use Analysis and Groundwater Investigation Report was 
intended to represent the conservative scenario in which both properties were 
continuing to use groundwater. Even if groundwater use were reduced by half to 
account for the closed Lakes Course, groundwater use associated with the Project 
and the future condition would be below the significance thresholds identified in 
the Groundwater Investigation Report (Geo-Logic 2021). Following establishment 
of vegetation and removal of irrigation proposed during initial revegetation of the 
reclamation areas, no groundwater would be used in the future scenario, 
resulting in a net gain in groundwater resources. 
 
As documented in FEIR Section 3.2.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Project 
would reduce groundwater use compared to the existing golf courses by 632 acre-
feet per year assuming both courses are in operation, even with the use of 
groundwater for irrigation of revegetated areas. Assuming previously recorded 
groundwater use with both courses in operation is cut in half to account for 
closure of the western Lakes Course (i.e., approximately 402 acre-feet per year), 
this would still represent an annual reduction of approximately 65 acre-feet from 
current conditions with operation of the eastern Ivanhoe Course. This represents 
a 16 percent decrease in the annual groundwater consumption in the post-
reclamation condition compared to existing consumption for the current golf club 
operation (Ivanhoe Course only) and a 58 percent decrease in the annual 
groundwater consumption with both golf courses operating as permitted and 
historically used. 
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D-T1-110 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-109.   
 
D-T1-111 The Project Groundwater Use Analysis (FEIR Appendix Q) details the 
methodology used to estimate existing groundwater use; because on-site wells 
are not metered and in the absence of other data related to groundwater use on 
site, existing groundwater use was estimated based on the existing irrigation 
system for the golf courses. 
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D-T1-112 Please see Topical Response 3 under “Appendix S – Sediment Load 
Analysis,” which describes the Streamflow Infiltration to Groundwater Technical 
Memorandum that was prepared to address streamflow infiltration to 
groundwater during water transfers and potential impacts to surface water or 
groundwater as a result of proposed sand mining and reclamation activities (FEIR 
Appendix R2). The analysis addresses the noted restructuring of the existing 
alluvial soil profile. The Project would be conditioned to ensure that the top three 
feet of material used to backfill the site consists of materials with a similar 
hydraulic connectivity as the existing conditions to maintain downward 
infiltration. The techniques and methods used to backfill in groundwater would be 
included as part of the Operations Plan, which would be reviewed and approved 
by the LEA before backfilling could begin. Specific to the proposed on-site 
revegetation, Section 3.1.4, Grading Contractor, of the Conceptual Revegetation 
Plan (Appendix N to the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with 
the RDEIR, included as Appendix C to this FEIR), imported soil material used in the 
native revegetation areas would meet specifications provided by the Restoration 
Specialist necessary to achieve revegetation success.   
 
D-T1-113 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-112 regarding groundwater 
infiltration. As explained in Topical Response 1, the biological resources analysis 
contained in the DEIR was significantly revised and recirculated as part of the 
RDEIR. The revised biological resources analysis includes additional discussion of 
the backfill operations as they relate to revegetation of the Project site and 
effects to groundwater (see FEIR page 2.2-62 through 2.2-63).   
 
D-T1-114 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-55 and D-T1-112 regarding 
groundwater and subterranean alluvial water flows.   
 
D-T1-115 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-110 and D-T1-111 
regarding groundwater use estimates. 
 
D-T1-116 The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires 
groundwater management plans for high and medium priority water basins. San 
Diego County has three basins subjected to the SGMA.  The Project site does not 
lie within those basins and therefore is not subjected to a groundwater 
management plan.  
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 D-T1-117 Please refer to Topical Response 9 for discussion of the Project’s 
impact analysis regarding wildlife movement through the Project site.  
 
 
D-T1-118 Please see Topical Response 9 under “Project Impacts to Wildlife 
Movements and Habitat Linkages and Connectivity” for discussion of Project-
related effects to wildlife movement during mining operations.   
 
 
D-T1-119 Please see Topical Response 11 and Response to Comment D-T1-36 
regarding evaluation of Project consistency with applicable land use plans, 
policies, and ordinances contained in the County of San Diego General Plan, Valle 
de Oro Community Plan, and the County Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance, 
including those related to community character. As described in FEIR Section 
3.1.6, the existing County of San Diego General Plan designation for the entire 
Project site is Open Space-Recreation (OS-R). This section also acknowledges that 
the existing zoning designations on the Project site are S80 (Open Space); S90 
(Holding Area); and S88 (Specific Planning Area), which are also shown on Figure 
3.1.6-1. Extractive uses, such as those proposed as part of this Project, are 
permitted within areas designated as S80 Open Space and the S90 Holding Area 
zoning designations. The Project’s proposed extractive use is allowed within areas 
designated as Open Space (Recreation) with the issuance of an MUP.  
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D-T1-120 Background information related to the General Plan is noted. This 
comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR. No  response is required.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-121 Please see Topical Response 11 and Response to Comment D-T1-119 
regarding the consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and ordinances, 
as well as the zoning designations of the site and how extractive uses are 
permitted within areas designated as S80 Open Space and S90 Holding Area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-T1-122 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-53 and D-T1-56 regarding 
evaluation of Project consistency with the MSCP.   
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D-T1-123 Please see Topical Response 11 and Response to Comment D-T1-119 
regarding the consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and ordinances, 
including the Valle De Oro Community Plan. The Project’s consistency with the 
Valle de Oro Community Plan is analyzed in detail within the EIR. Appendix B 
provides a comprehensive and accurate analysis of General Plan and Community 
Plan consistencies and inconsistencies subsequently summarized in the DEIR and 
FEIR. Please see Response to Comment D-O8-41 regarding concerns related to 
bicycle facilities; bicycle lanes would be maintained throughout construction and 
operation of the Project.  
 
D-T1-124 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Project Study Area,” which 
describes the study area that was evaluated for the Project and why evaluating 
traffic beyond the Project study area is not warranted per County Guidelines. The 
primary travel route for trucks accessing the Project site would be Willow Glen 
Drive; no residential or other non-residential roads not specifically identified in 
the DEIR would be used to transport materials to and from the site. Willow Glen 
Drive would remain open during construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no redirection of traffic would occur. Please see Topical 
Response 8, under “Congestion and VMT,” which describes the methodology used 
to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts; and “Roadway Improvements,” 
which includes several design features to address vehicular access at the Project 
driveways. Please also see Responses to Comments D-A5-5, D-A5-6, and D-A5-11 
regarding emergency access, law enforcement and emergency services. 
 
D-T1-125 Please see Topical Response 1, which describes the additional 58 
round-trip truck trips per day that were evaluated in the RDEIR and incorporated 
into this FEIR, in addition to those cited in this comment. Topical Response 3 
summarizes the updates made to technical reports as part of this FEIR, including 
the Transportation Impact Analysis (FEIR Appendix V) and Local Mobility Analysis 
(FEIR Appendix W). The evaluation of transportation impacts did not rely on 
implementation of a Traffic Control Plan to conclude that impacts would be less 
than significant; issues related to evaluation of traffic impacts are further 
discussed in Topical Response 8. Please see also Response to Comment D-A5-2 for 
additional details regarding development of a Traffic Control Plan, which would be 
prepared as a condition of Project approval.   
 
D-T1-126 No direct consumer access (e.g., pick-up trucks) would be allowed as 
part of the Project; therefore, this business model was not evaluated in the EIR.  
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D-T1-127 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s VMT impacts as 
required by the CEQA Guidelines and Senate Bill 743. The commenter does not 
provide any evidence to substantiate the claim that the Project-specific VMT 
threshold is inappropriate and nonconclusive. No additional response is required.  
 
D-T1-128 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-24, which addresses why 
redirection speculated in this comment is not anticipated.  
 
 
 
D-T1-129 Please see Response to Comment D-T1-24, which addresses why 
redirection speculated in this comment is not anticipated. The County disagrees 
that the traffic hazard analysis disregards trails, bike lanes, and pedestrian 
activity. Please refer to Section 3.1.7, Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR for 
analysis regarding traffic and possible hazards. As discussed in the DEIR, in order 
to maintain access during construction, a Traffic Control Plan would be prepared 
to ensure the safe and efficient movement of traffic through the Project area and 
that local residents/motorists are properly notified of construction activities that 
could affect daily travel through the area. The Traffic Control Plan would outline 
appropriate measures during construction, including work zones, staging areas, 
flagging, etc. and would require approval by the County Engineer prior to the 
issuance of grading permits. The Project would meet the County’s standards set 
forth for roadway design and avoidance of traffic hazards. Please also see Topical 
Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements,” which describes the refinements to 
the striping plan that were made following public circulation of the DEIR and the 
proposed Irrevocable Offer of Dedication along the Project frontage on Willow 
Glen Drive needed to accommodate the ultimate roadway classification. A striping 
plan was prepared in coordination with the County of San Diego Public Works 
Department. This striping plan incorporates several design features within the 
segment of Willow Glen Drive along the Project frontage that are proposed to 
enhance mobility for all roadway users, including buffered bike lanes, a raised 
median, a deceleration lane for ingress movements of heavy trucks into the 
Project site, and an acceleration lane for egress movements of heavy trucks from 
the Project site. A pathway is proposed along the Project frontage on Willow Glen 
Drive east of Steele Canyon Road for enhanced pedestrian mobility through the 
area. 
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D-T1-129 (cont.) Furthermore, following public circulation of the DEIR, an 
Addendum to the LMA was prepared, which included an inventory of the existing 
pedestrian conditions and recommended pedestrian improvements to further 
enhance mobility. Please see Figure C of the addendum (Appendix W to the RDEIR 
and FEIR), which depicts the existing pedestrian activity observed in the Project 
study area intersection during AM/PM peak hours as part of the inventory 
conducted in July 2022. The inventory supports the conclusions noted in the 
comment that pedestrian activity is low. Based on the above, it is concluded that 
the Project would not increase hazards to motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists. 
 
D-T1-130 Please also see Responses to Comments D-A5-5, D-A5-6, and D-A5-
11 regarding emergency access and services and wildfire. The noted statement 
that there would not be road closures refers to road closures attributable to the 
Project, of which none are expected to occur since Willow Glen Drive would 
remain open throughout construction and operation of the Project. It is unclear 
from the comment how access to different spaces by emergency vehicles relates 
to the evaluation of potential emergency access impacts in the DEIR; please see 
Topical Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements,” which includes several 
design features to address vehicular access at the Project driveways that would 
not preclude access to the site by any emergency vehicles.  
 
D-T1-131 The comment states that the geology and soils analysis is incomplete 
since it does not evaluate potential impacts associated with removal of soil. The 
purpose of the Soil and Geologic Reconnaissance (EIR Appendix G) is to document 
preliminary soil and geologic information for the Project site and identify known 
geologic hazards that may adversely impact the Project. The County 
acknowledges this introductory comment; please see the following responses for 
specific comments addressing impacts related to soil, groundwater, neighboring 
residents, community members, and potential risks.   
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D-T1-132 As cited in FEIR Section 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
groundwater is addressed in the Groundwater Use Analysis (EnviroMINE 2021d; 
FEIR Appendix Q); Groundwater Investigation Report (Geo-Logic Associates 2021; 
FEIR Appendix R); Streamflow Infiltration to Groundwater Report (Geo-Logic 
Associates 2023b; Appendix R2). Flooding is addressed in the Drainage Study 
(Chang Consultants 2024a; FEIR Appendix O). These reports elaborate on 
potential risks associated with groundwater and flooding that the comment notes 
are not addressed in the Soil and Geologic Reconnaissance. 
 
Regarding potential risks associated with liquefaction, earthquakes, and 
landslides, these issues are addressed in FEIR Section 3.2.2, Geology and Soils. As 
described therein, the Project site is located within Seismic Zone 4, which is 
defined as the highest seismic zone; therefore, the site, as with the entire County 
and most of Southern California, is subject to ground shaking. Loose subsurface 
soils and near-surface groundwater is present beneath the Project site, allowing 
for the potential for liquefaction. As a result, mine workers and equipment may 
be subject to the effects of seismic ground shaking and liquefaction during the 
Project’s 10-year mining operation period. However, the number of people 
exposed to this potential hazard on the site would be reduced relative to current 
golf course operations. Additionally, given the nature of the Proposed Project as a 
sand mining operation, the associated risk of liquefaction is low; the Project does 
not involve the construction of permanent structures or structures that would 
provide housing, and the Proposed Project would adhere to the regulations in the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) as well as applicable Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA) and OSHA regulations. As such, impacts related to 
liquefaction, earthquakes, and landslides would be less than significant.  
 
D-T1-133 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-55 and D-T1-112 regarding 
similar comments related to groundwater and subterranean alluvial water flows.  
 
D-T1-134 Please see Responses to Comments D-T1-55 and D-T1-112 regarding 
similar comments related to groundwater and subterranean alluvial water flows. 
Less than significant impacts have been identified in the analyses conducted in 
Appendix R (Groundwater Investigation Report), as well as the Streamflow 
Infiltration to Groundwater Technical Memorandum (FEIR Appendix R2).  
 
D-T1-135 Natural replenishment of sand from upstream is not a material part 
of the Proposed Project, as flows are expected to be contained within the low-
flow channel of the Sweetwater River and would not “replenish” sand on site  
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 D-T1-129 (cont.) from upstream. No mining would occur within the water 
channel, therefore, there would be no change in the “alluvial sand replenishment” 
of the Sweetwater River through the Project site.    
 
D-T1-136 The County disagrees that the resources used to evaluate mineral 
resources are outdated. Mineral resource zone (MRZ) classifications are intended 
to provide a general framework for identifying areas with known or potential 
mineral resources. These classifications are often based on comprehensive 
geological surveys and historical data that remain relevant over long periods. The 
underlying geology that informs MRZ classifications generally does not change 
significantly over time and remains applicable unless there has been substantial 
new geological information or changes in land uses that would warrant a re-
evaluation. References to each report are clearly cited in FEIR Section 3.2.3, 
Mineral Resources.  
 
D-T1-137 Section 1.2.2, Technical, Economic, and Environmental 
Characteristics, considers economic factors such as “project marketability, 
balanced land use policy (i.e., deficiencies and surpluses of certain types of land 
uses), and limitations in project funding,” consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(c) and the County’s Environmental Impact Report Format and General 
Content Requirements. While this information is required to be disclosed, 
economic impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts 
on the environment are not required to be evaluated. Such factors may, however, 
be considered by decisionmakers along with social, technological, or other 
benefits when weighing the unavoidable adverse effects of a project in developing 
a project’s statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15093).   
 
D-T1-138 Implementation of the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan 
(Appendix N of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the 
RDEIR) and Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) would restore 
approximately 120 acres of upland and wetland/riparian habitat within the 
Project site to provide additional, higher quality habitat and improve wildlife 
linkage and corridor functions. Biological values and potential Project impacts and 
benefits are discussed in detail in FEIR Chapter 2.2. Please also see Responses to 
Comments D-T1-39, D-T1-42, D-T1-44, and D-T1-112 regarding implementation of 
these plans.  
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D-T1-139 The CEQA Guidelines require evaluation of how a proposed project 
might affect population growth, housing demand, and displacement of people or 
housing units. Relative to discouraging future population growth, this would 
typically be evaluated relative to indirect effects associated with limiting future 
development by altering infrastructure or changing land use patterns. As 
described in FEIR Section 1.5.1, Project Vicinity, the area immediately surrounding 
the Project site includes residences, parks, and commercial uses of the Rancho 
San Diego community to the north and west; rural residential development, 
undeveloped land and extractive operations to the northeast; rural residential 
development, a residential treatment facility, and the Steele Canyon Golf Club 
(including a 27-hole golf course and associated residential uses) to the south and 
southeast; and the SDNWR to the southwest, along the Sweetwater River (FEIR 
Figure 1-3). The area is characterized by the Valle de Oro Community Plan as a 
balance of urban, semi-rural agricultural, and open space land uses, with the 
Rancho San Diego area developed with large-scale, well-planned residential and 
commercial developments interspersed with large areas of green-belt and 
biological open space for wildlife preservation. The Project proposes operation of 
a sand mine within the 279.8-acre site. It would not alter infrastructure or result 
in a regional change in land use  from residential to non-residential uses such that 
potentially significant indirect population and housing impacts would occur.   
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D-T1-140 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts 
using VMT and not congestion. The Project is not calculated to result in a 
significant transportation impact. Relative to fire and emergency services, FEIR 
Section 3.2.5 evaluates the Project’s demand for fire and emergency services and 
potential effects to response times. The average response time for the nearest 
fire station to the Project site, Station 22 located approximately 0.3-mile north of 
the Project, is cited in the DEIR as approximately 6.5 minutes. The Project would 
implement a variety of measures to minimize hazards related to fires and would 
not generate increased demand for fire protection or place a significant strain on 
the existing fire protection facilities.   
 
D-T1-141 This comment notes that the Project would require additional 
resources, time, and attention of various public services and facilities, citing the 
employees and vendors that will access the site every day. It should be noted that 
up to nine employees and four vendors are assumed to be accessing the site daily. 
The employees would be responsible for tasks associated with mining and 
processing activities, environmental compliance, safety, management, and 
administrative tasks. The vendors would conduct sales or provide supplies, fuel, 
and maintenance to the heavy equipment and facilities utilized during mining. 
These users would not substantially increase the demand for public facilities and 
services or divert resources from the local community.   
 
D-T1-142 Following public circulation of the DEIR, an Addendum to the LMA 
was prepared, which included an inventory of the existing bicycle network and 
bicycle counts conducted in the Project study area during AM/PM peak hours in 
July 2022. No existing bicycle activity was observed during peak commute hours. 
Nonetheless, the Project would not adversely affect the ability for cyclists to 
continue using Willow Glen Drive and surrounding roadways for recreational 
opportunities but proposes improvements that would enhance mobility along 
Willow Glen Drive for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Please see Topical 
Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements.” 
 
D-T1-143 This comment claims that the conclusion that impacts related to 
wildfire would be “less than significant” relative to the designation of the site as a 
Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone is inadequate. Per the County’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements for 
Wildland Fire and Fire Protection, an affirmative response to any one of the  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Tribal RTC-65 

D-T1-129 (cont.) following guidelines would generally be considered a 
significant impact related to wildland fire and fire protection as a result of the 
Project: 
 

1. The project cannot demonstrate compliance with all applicable fire 
codes.  

2. A comprehensive Fire Protection Plan has been accepted, and the project 
is inconsistent with its recommendations.  

3. The project does not meet the emergency response objectives identified 
in the Public Facilities Element of the County General Plan or offer 
feasible alternatives that achieve comparable emergency response 
objectives. 

 
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.2.8, Wildfire, the Project would comply with all 
applicable fire codes and would be consistent with the recommendations 
provided in the Fire Protection Plan. In addition, implementation of the Project is 
not anticipated to substantially increase the population in the area or put an 
increased strain on fire protection services. Therefore, the Project would not 
conflict with the applicable emergency response objective. As such, the Project’s 
impacts related to wildland fire would be less than significant, as identified in the 
EIR. 
 
Please also see Response to Comment D-A5-2 which addresses potential impacts 
related to wildfire, including emergency access during fire conditions and the 
procedures that have been established in the event of a wildfire. Equipment used 
for material extraction, as well as the conveyor belt, would generally be located in 
areas subject to active mining where existing, potentially flammable vegetation 
would have been removed. As such, operation of the equipment and conveyor 
belt do not exhibit a high potential to cause the ignition of a fire. Regardless, 
mining operations would be suspended when wind speed instantaneously 
exceeds 25 miles per hour (mph) or when the wind speed average for 15 minutes 
is greater than 15 mph, which would further reduce the potential for the spread 
of wildfire.  
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D-T1-144 The noted typographical error has been corrected from Appendix U 
to Appendix Z in the FEIR, which references the Fire Protection Plan.  
 
 
 
 
D-T1-145 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. Please refer to the above responses to comments relative to 
concerns summarized in this conclusion.  
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