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D-O1 – Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation and Attorneys for San 
Diego Coastkeeper  
 
D-O1-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, 
they do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Please see the responses below to specific comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O1-2 The County acknowledges the Coastal Environmental Rights 
Foundation’s (CERF’s) concerns regarding the ability of other aggregate facilities 
“to achieve compliance with the Industrial General Permit and attain water 
quality standards.” The County also agrees that a collaborative working 
relationship has been established regarding a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) to attain CWA and MS4 Permit goals, and that an area in the Sweetwater 
watershed has been identified for further study and potential development of 
long-term BMPs relative to clean water standards.  
 
The statement that lack of conformance by others should constitute a part of the 
Project EIR, however, is inaccurate. The purpose of the EIR is to analyze and 
drawing conclusions based on the Project description for this Project, specifics of 
the Project site and resources, Hand mandated actions related to design, 
implementation of that design, and performance monitoring. Please see Response 
to Comment D-A6-11. Based on Project-specific elements, as well as the 
mandated legal standards required by governmental agencies in state and local 
laws and regulations, the County finds that this particular project would have less 
than significant impacts under CEQA.  
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D-O1-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

 D-O1-2 (cont.) The County agrees that the Project is characterized as a PDP. 
A PDP SWQMP is included as Appendix P to the RDEIR and was prepared using the 
County’s standard form to describe how the Project would comply with the 
applicable requirements of the County BMP Design Manual and the County 
Watershed Protection Ordinance. The PDP SWQMP includes construction 
stormwater BMPs and structural and site design BMPs that would be 
implemented to satisfy County requirements for managing urban runoff, including 
stormwater, from land development activities. The PDP SWQMP was circulated 
for public review and comment with the RDEIR.   
  
Due to the analyzed design and mandatory legal requirements, the assertion that 
BMPs would address potential impacts of this Project is reasonable. No additional 
analysis of speculative assertions that mandatory legal obligations may not be 
met in the future is required.  
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D-O1-3 Please see Response to Comment D-A3-4 regarding excavation and 
groundwater. Over-excavation pits would be limited to five acres in size and an 
excavator would be utilized for extraction when groundwater is encountered in 
the pits or in the event of pooling during rain events. Additionally, mining 
activities occurring during the rainy season (generally November through March) 
would be located away from the river channel to reduce the potential for 
overflow into active mining areas during a large storm event.  
 
D-O1-4 Please see Responses to Comments D-A6-11 and D-O1-2. During and 
following Project implementation, construction and operational BMPs would 
guard against Project-related pollutants entering the drainage. The Project is not 
required to mitigate for indicator bacteria/pollutants associated with non-Project 
sources. Please refer to discussion of 303(d) pollutants in the assessment titled 
“Surface Water Quality” in EIR Section 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, as well 
as the Section 3.1.5.3 under the heading “Water Quality,” regarding the controls 
and BMPs planned to control potential pollutants. Based on the Project-specific 
controls and analysis, potential impacts are identified as less than significant.  
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D-O1-8 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O1-5 The existing golf course ponds were artificially constructed and fed. 
Since the cessation of golf course activities on the Lakes Course, some of the 
ponds are already dry. The remaining golf course ponds would be allowed to dry 
and soil would be managed on site. Topsoil, including the soil in the dry pond 
areas, would be salvaged and stabilized against wind and water erosion. Further 
BMPs to minimize potential downstream effects would be addressed by the 
SWPPP. Please see Response to Comment D-A6-14 for a description of the BMPs 
that would be employed to address potential water quality issues. Additionally, 
please see Response to Comment D-A6-17 relative to pollutant and site 
management controls. 
 
D-O1-6 Please see Responses to Comments D-A6-11 and D-A6-30 regarding 
sediment and pollutant controls. 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. Further BMPs to minimize potential downstream effects would be 
addressed by the SWPPP.  
 
D-O1-7 This comment is a summary statement reiterating CERF’s comments 
on the EIR’s water quality impact analysis. Please see Responses to Comments D-
O1-2 and D-O1-4, as well as DA6-11, specifically addressing these comments. 
Additionally, please see Topical Response 1, Reason for the Recirculation of the 
DEIR and the Recirculated DEIR Process, which describes why only portions of the 
DEIR were recirculated for public review; and Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and 
Updated Technical Reports, for discussions, as appropriate, of the revisions to 
Appendix S, Sediment Load Analysis, and Appendix T, Water Quality Evaluation 
Report. The Project analysis and compliance with applicable regulatory controls 
supports a finding of less than significant impact. Additional revisions to the EIR 
and further recirculation are not required. 
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D-O1-8 Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, the GHG analysis 
for the Project appropriately relies upon a threshold that is appropriate in the 
context of this particular Project. As detailed in DEIR Section 3.1.3, the County 
does not currently have an approved quantitative threshold related to GHG 
emissions. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted 
threshold was relied upon due to the similar climate and land use patterns 
between the two jurisdictions. Additionally, the SCAQMD’s GHG thresholds have 
been relied upon by several lead agencies throughout the state. The Project’s 
consistency with the County’s General Plan goals and policies, SANDAG’s Regional 
Plan, and California Air Resources Board (CARB)’s Scoping Plan are also addressed 
in Section 3.1.3 of the DEIR. The GHG analysis acknowledges the potential for 
reduction in GHG emissions from reduced regional VMT attributed to the Project, 
but conservatively does not rely on this reduction in the quantification of GHG 
emissions. 
 
The Commenter references a goal of carbon neutrality by 2035 and the County 
Board of Supervisors’ January 27, 2021 recommendation for the development of a 
framework for a regional zero carbon sustainability plan as outlined in a Board of 
Supervisors Minute Order. Neither represent an enforceable threshold or adopted 
plan that the Project must be in compliance with, and therefore, they were not 
referenced in the DEIR. 
 
With regard to potential GHG emissions impacts due to reduction in carbon 
sequestration, GHG modeling conducted for the Project has been revised as 
disclosed in this FEIR to account for the one-time loss of sequestered carbon 
dioxide by removing existing trees on site. These updated estimates do not alter 
the conclusion in the previously circulated DEIR that impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less than significant. 
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D-O1-9 As detailed in Section 3.1.3 of the DEIR, the loss of sequestered 
carbon would be temporary. A full quantitative analysis of the sequestered carbon 
lost due to construction plus the sequestered carbon gained over the lifetime of 
the Project would effectively result in no net change because the carbon released 
by the vegetation removed would be sequestered in the newly planted vegetation 
once mature. It is true that the vegetation would take time to mature, however it 
is standard practice that analyses of change in vegetated land uses include this 
time. That is, for most large trees, a 20-year growing period is accounted for in the 
calculations of carbon sequestered by newly planted trees. 
 
D-O1-10 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for details related to the updated LMA, VMT, and GHG analyses. While 
the LMA does include a net reduction in average daily traffic associated with the 
closure of a 9-hole golf course during Phases 2 and 3, the GHG analysis does not. 
Emissions associated with heavy vehicles (trucks), light vehicles (employees), and 
vendors are included in the inventories presented in the addendum to the GHG 
technical report provided in Appendix K to the FEIR with no net reduction taken 
for trips associated with the closure of the golf course.  
 
Regarding footnote 23, the commentor simplifies and misrepresents the 
conclusions made in the Zero Emissions Truck Feasibility Study for Mitsubishi 
Cement Corporation. As detailed on page 16 of that study: 
 
For MCC customer operations, these trucks would travel between the new cargo 
destination at the Port of San Diego and Rialto each day with multiple deliveries 
that may or may not be associated with cementitious materials stored at the 
[Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal (TAMT)]. As an example, a truck from the fleet 
would pick up a load in the Rialto area and travel to its drop-off destination, then 
be dispatched to another pick-up/drop-off destination, and so on until reaching 
the San Diego region and then ending at the TAMT. The same scenario of pick-
up/drop-off would repeat for the truck on its way back to Rialto from the San 
Diego region... Conservatively, these trucks would travel over 100 miles before 
reaching the Port and travel over 100 miles back to Rialto. 
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 D-O1-10 (cont.) As detailed in the excerpt from the referenced study, a given 
truck would make multiple trips along its overall route from Rialto to the Port and 
back again. Each pick-up/drop-off would be only a portion of the total 100 miles. 
Stacking the pick-up/drop-off trips in this manner helps reduce deadhead miles 
and maximize efficiency. Each pick-up/drop-off can also be viewed as an 
individual trip with an independent purpose. Therefore, each individual trip would 
be only a fraction of the 100 total miles traveled. 
 
D-O1-11 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. Please see the responses above to specific 
comments raised in this letter. 
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