
COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-60 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-1 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
D-O2 – Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group  
 
D-O2-1 This transmittal email does not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. Please see the responses below 
to specific comments raised by the commenter. 
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D-O2-2 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-3 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-4 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O2-2 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, 
they do not raise specific issues concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR. Please see the responses below to specific comments 
raised in this letter. 
 
D-O2-3 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, regarding traffic. 
Additionally, please see Responses to Comments D-A5-2, D-A5-6, and D-A5-11 
regarding emergency access during fire conditions. 
 
D-O2-4 The EIR does not assume uniformly “ideal” conditions but does 
discuss realistic conditions during operation. For instance, and specific to roadway 
capacity, please see Response to Comment D-A5-6 regarding projected 
congestion. To the contrary, the comment seems to assume that not only would 
Project operations continue unabated during a potential wildfire episode, but also 
that all potential truck traffic per day would be on the road, in proximity to the 
Project all at once. This is not the case. A Fire Protection Plan has been prepared 
for the Project; please refer to discussion in FEIR Section 3.2.5, Public Services, 
under the heading Fire and Emergency Services. Please also see Responses to 
Comments D-A5-2 and D-A5-11 regarding emergency access during fire 
conditions, including immediate cessation of mining and haul truck activity upon 
receipt of a wildfire emergency alert affecting the project area. 
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D-O2-4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-6 
 
 
 
 

D-O2-7 
 
 

D-O2-8 
 

  
 
 
D-O2-5 Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, for discussion on 
noise impacts to Jamacha Elementary School, the efficacy of the proposed 
mitigation to reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant levels, and the 
potential for noise effects within a valley, including to residences located at 
elevated locations relative to the Project site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O2-6 Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the 
potential public health effects associated with the Proposed Project, including 
effects related to silica dust and the spores of fungus coccidioides.  
 
 
 
D-O2-7 The statement that the EIR does not evaluate “various adverse and 
disruptive elements” contributing to cumulative effects is incorrect. The list of 
projects considered in the cumulative analysis is presented in EIR Section 1.8, List 
of Past, Present, and Reasonably Anticipated Future Projects in the Project Area, 
and the locations of those projects are depicted on Figure 1-16. Each technical 
issue in the EIR addresses potential project contributions to cumulative impacts 
for various focused issues in Chapters 2.0 and 3.0. In addition, some updates have 
been made to the cumulative impacts analysis since circulation of the DEIR. Please 
see Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, regarding cumulative impact 
analysis. Identified impacts remain less than significant. 
 
D-O2-8 Please see Response to Comment D-A6-24, which describes the 
rationale for how the alternatives presented in Chapter 4.0 were selected. The 
commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative is noted.  
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D-O3-1 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O3 – League of Women Voters of San Diego  
 
D-O3-1 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project and general 
recommendations for soil and water conservation expressed in this comment; 
however, this comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the DEIR, nor does it request that the Project incorporate 
any specific new mitigation measures. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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D-O4-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O4 – Outdoor Outreach  
 
D-O4-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, 
they do not raise a specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for 
Responding to Comments, as well as the responses below to specific comments 
raised in this letter. 
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D-O4-2 
 
 
 
 

D-O4-3 
 
 
 
 

D-O4-4 
 
 

D-O4-5 
 
 
 

D-O4-6 
 
 

D-O4-7 
 
 

D-O4-8 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O4-2 This comment addresses the biological analyses presented in the 
DEIR. As explained in Topical Response 1, Reason for the Recirculation of the DEIR 
and the Recirculated DEIR Process, the biological resources analysis contained in 
the DEIR was significantly revised and recirculated as part of the RDEIR based on 
updates and DEIR comments received. The revised biological resources analysis 
circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the original biological resources 
analysis contained in the DEIR. Please see the 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. Please see RDEIR Section 2.2.2.1, Special Status Species, for 
species specific analysis of noise impacts occurring during construction and 
operation phases. Mitigation is identified that would lower each potentially 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
D-O4-3 Please see Topical Response 11, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
regarding consistency with the County’s land use plans, policies, ordinances, and 
codes.  
 
D-O4-4 The EIR’s 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 Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and 
Updated Technical Reports, for a discussion of the revisions to the air quality 
analysis since public circulation of the DEIR based on changes to the Project 
Description. 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. FEIR Tables 3.1.2.4 and 3.1.3.5 contain 
projections of Project-related GHG emissions associated with Project elements. In 
addition, an addendum to the Air Quality Technical Report is included as part of 
Appendix I to the FEIR. The Addendum includes the full analysis conducted to 
address the comments raised during public review of the DEIR and the additional 
truck trips and associated mining activity. The Addendum shows that none of the 
minor technical revisions to the analysis would result in new significant impacts, 
or substantially more severe significant impacts, than were disclosed in the 
original DEIR.  
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D-O4-5 The statement that the EIR did not consider impacts to permitted 
groundwater wells is incorrect. Section 3.1.5 of the DEIR and FEIR includes 
assessment of potential water quality, groundwater storage, and off-site well 
interference impacts associated with the Proposed Project. As concluded therein, 
impacts related to these three issues would be less than significant. The off-site 
well interference analysis considered impacts at the nearest off-site well under a 
conservative Project pumping scenario. Since impacts at the nearest off-site well 
under this conservative scenario were determined to be less than significant, it 
can be concluded that impacts at wells located at greater distances from the 
Project would also be less than significant, since the magnitude of impact would 
decrease with distance. 
 
D-O4-6 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, regarding traffic and 
emergency access. 
 
D-O4-7 The Fire Protection Plan prepared for the Proposed Project was 
reviewed and accepted by the County prior to release of the DEIR. The San Miguel 
Fire District reviewed the Fire Protection Plan during public review of the DEIR 
and provided comments. Responses to these comments have been provided as 
Responses to Comments D-A5-1 through D-A5-13.  
 
D-O4-8 Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the 
potential public health effects associated with the Proposed Project. 
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D-O4-9 
 
 
 

D-O4-10 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O4-9 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment; however, this comment does not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  
 
D-O4-10 The conservation goals in this comment are noted; however, this 
comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment D-A6-24, which describes 
the rationale for how the alternatives presented in Chapter 4.0 were selected. The 
CEQA Guidelines provide several factors that should be considered with regard to 
the feasibility of an alternative. Those factors include: (1) site suitability; (2) 
economic viability; (3) availability of infrastructure; (4) general plan consistency; 
(5) other plans or regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional boundaries; and 
(7) whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site (if an off-site alternative is evaluated). In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the Project alternatives are 
assessed relative to their ability to (1) meet the basic objectives of the Project and 
(2) avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project. FEIR Section 
4.1.1 describes preliminary alternatives that were considered but rejected 
because they did not accomplish most of the Project objectives or would result in 
greater impacts than the Proposed Project, and therefore, were not fully analyzed 
in this EIR. These included a Visual Screening Alternative, Reduced 
Footprint/Deeper Excavation Alterative, and Reduced Annual Mining 
Production/Increased Mining Duration Alternative. 
 
This comment suggests that, as an alternative to the Proposed Project, the 
property owner convert the site to a park. However, conversion of the site to a 
park would not meet the project objectives described in the EIR. Therefore, a 
park-only alternative is rejected from further analysis. The end result of 
reclamation would be improved natural open space, better drainage flow, and an 
end use of open space on the rest of the property, which can be considered 
overall consistent with the comment.  
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D-O5-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O5 – San Diego Archaeological Society  
 
D-O5-1 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concurrence with the 
impact analyses and mitigation measures presented in the DEIR and cultural 
resources appendices (Appendix D, Archaeological Inventory and Assessment, and 
Appendix E, Historic Resources Evaluation Report, to the DEIR and FEIR). The 
noted statement regarding collections from the site CA-SD-4765 has been 
updated in Appendix D to the FEIR to state: 
 

The 1992 data recovery report for site CA-SDI-4765 was a preliminary 
report, prepared for the issuance of grading permits (Schaefer et al. 1992). 
It is not known if a final report was prepared (one is not on file at the SCIC), 
or the curation status of the artifacts recovered from the data recovery 
program. A check of the online list of curated collection at the San Diego 
Archaeological Center indicates that collection SDAC 50 contains artifacts 
from CA-SDI-4765. 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 1992 data recovery program was undertaken for the development of 
Rancho San Diego – Jamacha Village West; however, the area remained 
undeveloped and ultimately came under the management of the SDNWR. 
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D-O6-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O6 – San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society  
 
D-O6-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, 
they do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the DEIR. The comment claims that the EIR provides only a “summary” of the 
appended technical reports and is therefore inadequate. However, the EIR utilizes 
the analyses of the technical reports as evidence supporting the EIR’s significance 
determinations, as CEQA requires, and attaches the full technical reports as 
appendices should a reader desire more detail. The comment does not identify 
any specific technical reports or EIR analyses that it finds deficient. No further 
response is required.  
 
 
 
D-O6-2 The comment cites information on page 1-3 of the DEIR relative to 
the total proposed extraction volume and assumed quantity of saleable material, 
which is based on a 10 percent waste factor of wash fines and materials 
undesirable for processing that would be used for backfill. As further described on 
page 1-9 of the DEIR: “The quantity of backfill materials would depend on the 
quality and composition of the excavated material; a 10 percent ‘waste factor’ is 
typically estimated in aggregate mining for wash fines and materials undesirable 
for processing (e.g., low in sand). Materials not selected for processing would be 
utilized as backfill.” Please see also Topical Response 5, Backfill, for additional 
detail regarding the type of backfill material that may be accepted as imported 
material to achieve final landforms. Regardless, the analyses in the EIR assume, 
conservatively, that 3.8 million cy (5.7 million tons) of material would be leaving 
the Project site over the course of the Project. 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-71 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-4 
 
 

D-O6-5 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-6 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-7 
 
 
 
 

  
D-O6-3 This comment incorrectly states that excavation would be to a depth 
of 50 feet below ground surface; the maximum proposed depth of excavation is 
40 feet. Please see Section 2.4, Extraction and Phasing, of the Project Reclamation 
Plan. In areas where excavation extends below the water table, an excavator 
would be utilized for pit excavation; pumping/dewatering would not be required. 
Additionally, mining activities occurring during the rainy season (generally 
November through March) are proposed to be located away from the river 
channel to reduce the potential for overflow into active mining areas during a 
large storm event. Please see Responses to Comments D-A2-8, D-A6-5 through 
D-A6-7, which further address concerns related to hydrologic/hydraulic effects 
and flooding, as well as Response to Comment D-A6-11 regarding the regulatory 
requirements to be implemented to address potential impacts to hydrology and 
water quality.  
 
D-O6-4 The comment questions the timing of reclamation activities, 
including the implementation of revegetation and restoration activities, in 
relation to Project phasing and mining activities. The comment references 
mitigation measure M-BIO-7 of the DEIR, which has been renumbered to M-BIO-8 
in the FEIR and Biological Resources Technical Report because of the addition of 
new mitigation measures identified within the RDEIR. As described in FEIR Section 
1.2.1.2, areas disturbed by resource extraction would be progressively reclaimed 
in an ongoing process that commences when mining operations have ceased 
within a given area and continues until all mining-related disturbance is reclaimed 
and all equipment involved in these operations has been removed. As such, 
restoration of native habitat within the Project site would occur while mining is 
active following the completion of the first phase of mining operations and would 
be on-going as later phases are completed. The total amount of native habitat to 
be restored within each mining phase is summarized in Table 2, Compensatory 
Mitigation and Reclamation Revegetation Phasing, of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (Appendix C of the FEIR and RDEIR). 
Table 5 of the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) provides an 
approximate timing of mining, reclamation, and revegetation activities by Project 
phase and subphases. Figure 2.213 of the RDEIR, and Figure 6 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR, depict the progress of 
extraction and mining operations disturbance area by Project phase along with 
the corresponding reclamation and native habitat revegetation and restoration 
areas, showing the progression of site reclamation to the final end-use of the site. 
As demonstrated above and within the FEIR, Biological Resources Technical 
Report, and Conceptual Revegetation Plan, reclamation and native habitat  
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D-O6-4 (cont.) revegetation and restoration would occur during the mining 
and operations phase of the Project. 
 
D-O6-5 Please see Response to Comment D-O6-4. Additionally, please see 
Section 1.2.1.1 Sand Mining and Processing Component, of the DEIR for a detailed 
description of the phasing. 
 
D-O6-6 As described in FEIR Section 1.2.1.2, the Project would be mined in 
incremental phases, and areas disturbed by resource extraction would be 
progressively reclaimed in an ongoing process that commences when mining 
operations have ceased within a given area. Reclamation for the Project would 
not occur at the end of the overall mining process, but rather in segments as the 
Project completes each subphase. The design to complete one approximately 
30-acre area and then reclaim it as excavation moves to the next location is a key 
element of the Project and would address the concerns raised in the comment. 
Further, 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 financial assurance amount is 
calculated in a Financial Assurance Cost Estimate, which is updated annually to 
consider current prices and the conditions of the site. The Financial Assurance 
Cost Estimate is reviewed and approved by both the local lead agency (San Diego 
County) and the California Department of Conservation’s Division of Mine and 
Reclamation prior to start of operations. 
 
D-O6-7 The current proposal includes reclamation as recommended; please 
see Response to Comment D-O6-4. Although not factored into the analysis, it is 
anticipated that some import trips would be “dead head” trips, where the same 
truck transporting import soil to the site would also export produced material 
away from the site. Please see Response to Comment D-O6-3, which describes the 
excavation process when groundwater is encountered; no pumping is proposed.  
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D-O6-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-9 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-10 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-11 
 
 

D-O6-12 
 
 
 

  
D-O6-8 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for details related to additional haul truck traffic and the associated 
updates to the GHG analysis that address mining and reclamation activities.  
 
D-O6-9 Please see Response to Comment D-O6-6.  
 
D-O6-10 Please see Responses to Comments D-A1-7 and D-A2-27, which 
describe the requirements for imported materials and additional and corrective 
measures that may be implemented if certain performance standards are not 
progressing toward the stated restoration/revegetation goals as identified in the 
Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan and Conceptual Revegetation Plan. 
 
D-O6-11 The comment expresses fire hazard concerns in relation to 
hydroseeding of the Project site and the use of cellulose fiber and binder/tackifier 
in the hydroseeding mixture. However, the materials used in the hydroseeding 
mixture would be non-flammable and non-toxic (e.g., Profile Products FlexTerra 
hydromulch, which is widely used throughout San Diego County as a non-toxic, 
biodegradable, U.S. Department of Agriculture approved hydromulch). In general, 
hydroseeding material is non-flammable given that it is applied directly to soil in a 
thin layer, regularly watered to establish plants from seed, and breaks down into 
the soil within one wet season. As such, application of the hydroseeding mixture 
would not result in an increased fire hazard. 
 
D-O6-12 The planting palettes and seed mixes contained within the Project’s 
Conceptual Revegetation Plan and Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan, which are 
included as Appendices N and O, respectively, to FEIR Appendix C, Biological 
Resources Technical Report, have been revised in response to comment letters 
received during the public review and comment period from the USFWS and the 
CDFW. As noted in the comment, San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila) does 
occur on soils with clay components within uplands, but the species can also 
occur on coarser soils near drainages. For reference, the population of San Diego 
ambrosia located south of the southwestern portion of the Project site within the 
SDNWR occurs on soils mapped as sandy loam (refer to Figure 9 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report for a soils map). As such, San Diego ambrosia has 
been included as a container planting for portions of the native revegetation area 
that would be revegetated as riparian scrub pending nursery availability, as 
detailed in Table 8 of the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan. The plan further 
specifies that San Diego ambrosia would be installed in the higher elevation 
portions of this habitat (i.e., closer to upland slopes).  
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D-O6-12 
cont. 

 
 

D-O6-13 
 
 
 

D-O6-14 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-15 
 
 
 
 

D-O6-16 
 
 

D-O6-17 
 
 
 

D-O6-18 
 
 
 

D-O6-19 
 
 
 

 D-O6-13 As disclosed in Appendix I, Plant Species Observed, of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (Appendix C of the of the 
FEIR and RDEIR), yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica) was observed within the 
Project site in association with southern cottonwood willow riparian forest 
habitat. This habitat type occurs in the northeastern and southwestern portions of 
the Project site along the Sweetwater River and to the east of Steele Canyon Road 
along the southern site boundary in a lower-lying area that was previously 
excavated (refer to Figure 2.2-3 of the RDEIR and Figure 10 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report). The planting palettes/seed mixes for the native 
habitat revegetation areas and wetland mitigation areas are included in Section 
5.5.1 of the Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) and Section 5.5.1 of the Conceptual 
Wetland Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report). Please also see Response to Comment D-06-14, below, regarding the 
species selected for planting and seeding. 
 
D-O6-14 As detailed in Section 5.5.1 of the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation 
Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with 
the RDEIR), “The species selected for planting and seeding within native 
revegetation areas have been observed within the on-site habitat or are known to 
occur within the surrounding area. These species grow in a variety of moisture 
regimes and the plant palettes are intended to provide the flexibility for 
vegetation to establish based on microenvironmental variations in moisture 
within the riparian forest and scrub areas within the expanded floodplain.” A 
similar statement is included in Section 5.5.1 of the Project’s Conceptual Wetland 
Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the Biological Resources Technical Report). 
Methods for planting and seeding are further detailed in Section 5.5 of the 
Conceptual Revegetation Plan and Section 5.5 of the Conceptual Wetland 
Mitigation Plan.  
 
D-O6-15 Non-native plant control methods are described in Section 6.1.2 of 
the Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report) and Section 6.1.2 of the Conceptual Wetland 
Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the Biological Resources Technical Report) that 
were revised and recirculated with the RDEIR. As stated, “As non-native plants 
become evident, they should be removed by hand or controlled with the proper 
herbicides (if approved by the Restoration Specialist).” Herbicides would be used 
as part of weed control efforts. Pesticides would be used to control pests, which 
are addressed in Section 6.1.5 of the Conceptual Revegetation Plan and Section 
6.1.5 of the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan. 
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D-O6-16 As described in Section 6.2.1 of the Project’s Conceptual 
Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources Technical Report) and 
Section 6.2.1 of the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan (Appendix O of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report) that were revised and recirculated with the 
RDEIR, “Maintenance will be performed as necessary to prevent re-seeding by 
non-native plants and will likely change with varying site conditions and seasons” 
and that the scheduled outlined within the plans “serves only as a guideline, and 
more frequent maintenance may be required to prevent re-seeding by non-native 
vegetation and/or to meet interim cover limits for non-native vegetation.” 
Furthermore, the recommended maintenance schedule emphasizes that 
maintenance takes place from late winter through early summer and does not call 
for quarterly weeding as indicated in the comment.  
 
D-O6-17 The commenter’s suggestions are noted. As stated in Section 2.4 of 
the Project Reclamation Plan, which can be found on the County’s website for the 
Cottonwood Sand Mine Project, “A maintenance program to control weeds on un-
reclaimed disturbed ground would be established and implemented at the start of 
the mining process.” The maintenance program would be established in 
coordination with the County based on reasonable approaches to reduce invasive 
plant species. Section 2.8, Storm Water and Erosion Control, of the Reclamation 
Plan describes the BMP’s that would be included in the SWPPP, stating that BMPs 
will be specified for soil stabilization, sediment control, vehicle track out, and 
transport of soil by wind (e.g., dust control and wind erosion BMPs). Typical soil 
stabilization BMPs include preservation of existing vegetation, mulch, 
hydroseeding, soil binders, geotextiles, lining of drainage ditches and/or velocity 
control structures if needed. Vehicular track out and dust related BMPs may 
include paved or stabilized roadway surfaces, tire washes, use of grates at vehicle 
entrances or exits, soil stabilizers, and water spray. The final plan may incorporate 
these or additional BMPs as appropriate on the site. 
 
D-O6-18 Please see Response to Comment D-A6-24, which describes the 
rationale for how the alternatives presented in Chapter 4.0 were selected. The 
commenter’s preference for the Biological Resources Avoidance Alternative is 
noted. 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.  
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D-O6-19 
cont. 

 
D-O6-20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O6-19 Please see Response to Comment D-A1-7 regarding backfill, as well 
as Responses to Comments D-O6-4 through D-O6-6, addressing the reclamation 
process. The County acknowledges these summary comments; however, they do 
not raise a specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to 
Comments, as well as the responses above to specific comments raised in this 
letter. 
 
D-O6-20 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the DEIR.  
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D-O7-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O7-2 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O7 – San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E)  
 
D-O7-1 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 raised in this 
letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O7-2 The Project Applicant has been in communication with SDG&E to 
address these comments. As part of those communications, it is agreed that the 
Applicant would not propose relocation of gas or electric facilities. The grading 
plan and Willow Glen Drive Striping Plan have been amended to leave all SDG&E 
facilities in place. These changes have been reflected in the FEIR.  
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D-O7-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O7-3 
 
 
 

D-O7-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O7-5 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O7-3 Per communication between SDG&E and the Project Applicant 
following receipt of this comment letter, grading near existing SDG&E easements 
or facilities would be conditioned to abide by SDG&E’s encroachment guidelines.  
 
D-O7-4 Please see Response to Comment D-O7-2. Access to the existing 
SDG&E facilities would remain in place. 
 
 
 
 
D-O7-5 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  
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D-O8-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8 – Shute Mihaly and Weinberger Attorneys for the Sierra Club San 
Diego Chapter  
 
D-O8-1 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  
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D-O8-1 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-2 This is primarily a statement of some Project elements, as well as 
statements regarding biological planning areas. Most of this comment is not in 
disagreement with Project analyses, and no response is necessary. One element 
of the comment concerns the site being designated as a Biological Resource Core 
Area (BRCA), and that any Project-related fragmentation or loss of ecological 
value “would jeopardize the assembly of a preserve system.” It is noted that the 
most valuable portion of the Project property (the 35 southern acres with the 
highest quality habitat) would be untouched by the Project. It is also noted that 
the existing river is degraded, with substantial encroachment by invasive species. 
Both of these issues would be improved by the Project, leaving this stretch of the 
Sweetwater River and associated habitat in better condition than currently exists, 
which would also be expected to better serve wildlife using the area. It is also 
noted, however, that (as stated in Response to Comment D-O8-1), the 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. No additional response is required here. 
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D-O8-2 
cont. 

 
 
 

D-O8-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-4 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-5 
 
 

D-O8-6 
 
 

D-O8-7 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-3 The County acknowledges these general, introductory comments. 
Please see the responses below to specific comments raised in this letter, which 
address the issues summarized in this comment. Please see Response to 
Comment D-O8-1 related to comments on biological resources.  
 
 
D-O8-4 The 2011 San Diego Region Aggregate Supply Study referenced in 
this comment and included in part as Appendix E to this letter was prepared on 
behalf of SANDAG, in cooperation with Caltrans District 11, to examine the supply 
issues related to aggregate in the region. As stated in the “Purpose of the Study” 
in Chapter 1, the purpose of the study was “to provide background information 
and tools necessary to begin developing a framework to manage aggregate to 
address future projected shortfalls” (SANDAG 2011). This comment notes that the 
study surveyed lands in the San Diego region with Mineral Resource Zone 
classifications, but fails to note that the 2011 analysis only identified aggregate 
sites that were not developed (emphasis added). Contrary to the commenter’s 
claim that the Project site was deemed unavailable due to proximity to developed 
and planned residential areas and environmentally protected areas, it was 
eliminated from further evaluation since it was developed as an active golf course 
at the time the study was conducted. The limitations of the study are further 
clarified in Chapter 1 under “Objectives and Limitations of the Study,” where it 
also notes that “additional groundwork is required for site-specific aggregate 
quality analysis” and that the GIS work performed to identify potential sites for 
aggregate mining “cannot provide sufficient information for the final 
identification of specific sites” without additional consultation and coordination 
with local jurisdictions that have land use authority to look at zoning ordinances 
and other local policies. Please see Topical Response 11, Consistency with Plans 
and Policies, regarding the Project’s consistency with the County’s land use plans, 
policies, ordinances, and codes, which allow extractive use within the MUP area. 
 
Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, which addresses comments related 
to the 1,300-foot setback requested by the comment for noise impacts. 
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D-O8-5 Please see Topical Response 11 regarding the Project’s consistency 
with the County’s land use plans, policies, ordinances, and codes. Additionally, 
please see Responses to Comments D-O8-46 through D-O8-60, below, regarding 
specific comments provided in this letter related to the County’s land use plans, 
policies, ordinances, and codes.  
 
D-O8-5 Please see Topical Response 11 regarding the Project’s consistency 
with the County’s land use plans, policies, ordinances, and codes. Additionally, 
please see Responses to Comments D-O8-46 through D-O8-60, below, regarding 
specific comments provided in this letter related to the County’s land use plans, 
policies, ordinances, and codes.  
 
D-O8-6 Please see Topical Response 9, Wildlife Corridors and Species 
Connectivity Impacts, regarding the Project’s effect on wildlife movement, habitat 
linkages, and connectivity.  
 
D-O8-7 The EIR does not contend that the impacts are temporary because 
the Project site has been developed with golf course uses. The Project would 
cover a span of approximately 12 years, and, given the Project would occur in 
much smaller phases progressively across the site, the entire Project site would 
not be disturbed for the entire 12-year time horizon. Upon Project completion, 
the reclaimed site would look wholly different than existing conditions, containing 
better natural habitat than currently exists as a developed golf course. Biological 
values and potential Project impacts and benefits are discussed in detail in RDEIR 
Chapter 2.2, Biological Resources. Relative to the general comment that the 
Project would result in degradation of quality of life for area residents, no 
argument is made that Project effects would not occur. The EIR details potential 
effects for such topics as aesthetics, noise, air quality, traffic, and others, and 
assesses the magnitude and significance of potential adverse impacts. This is a 
general comment without detail. Specific responses regarding the 
aforementioned topics are provided for comments that raise an issue with the 
EIR’s analysis of those topics. 
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D-O8-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-10 
 
 

  
 
 
D-O8-8 Please see Responses to Comments D-O8-9 through D-O8-64, below, 
for further detailed responses to these general introductory comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-9 This comment reiterates a theme relative to adequacy of the Project 
Description, and, based on surrounding comments and legal citations, specific to 
subsequent analysis of biological and hydrological resources. Please see Response 
to Comment D-O8-1, above, and FEIR Section 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
which identifies potential impacts to hydrological resources as less than 
significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-10 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 
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. Please refer to the updated analysis in the FEIR 
(Subchapter 2.2), the Biological Resources Technical Report circulated as 
Appendix C, and responses to comments received during public review of the 
RDEIR. 
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D-O8-10 
cont. 
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D-O8-10 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-11 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-12 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-11 The Project hydrologic setting, specifically as it relates to 
groundwater, is described in FEIR Section 3.1.5.1 under Groundwater, and in 
greater detail in Section 2.7, Hydrologic Inventory and Groundwater Levels, of the 
Groundwater Investigation Report (Appendix R to the DEIR and FEIR). Project area 
groundwater levels are estimated with data that was measured by Sweetwater 
Authority between 2007 and 2021 in wells Ivanhoe #11 and Lakes #11 within the 
Project site. As described in Appendix R, the average groundwater elevation at 
upgradient well Ivanhoe #11 is about 339 feet above mean sea level (ft-msl), 
while the average elevation at downgradient well Lakes #11 is about 315 ft-msl. 
Assuming these wells are not artesian, with a grade elevation of 371 ft-msl at 
Ivanhoe #11 and 329 ft-msl at Lakes #11, the average depth-to-water below grade 
in these wells is about 26 feet at Ivanhoe #11 and about 12 feet at Lakes #11. 
These baseline groundwater conditions were used to evaluate the Project 
pursuant to the County’s Guidelines for the Determination of Significance related 
to groundwater storage and well interference. Please see Responses to 
Comments D-O8-74 through D-O8-82, which address the specific comments from 
the report prepared by Greg Kamman of CBEC Eco Engineering (hereafter referred 
to as “CBEC Report”), attached as Appendix A to the comment letter. 
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D-O8-12 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O8-12 The comment identifies a shortfall in backfill material required to 
achieve the expected post-reclamation topography, and potential analysis related 
to provision of that material. In response to this issue, the RDEIR for the Project 
included an updated Project Description, which addresses the shortfall in backfill 
material and the number of truck trips necessary to bring in the fill. Please see 
Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical Reports, for analytical 
updates consistent with Project Description modification, and Topical Response 5, 
Imported Materials and Backfilling Process, for information regarding the 
proposed backfill process. 
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D-O8-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O8-13 In this case, the Proposed Project is a mining project with areas of 
extraction proposed to be reclaimed and restored to an end use of open space, 
multi-use trails, and land suitable for uses allowed by the General Plan and 
existing zoning classifications. Specific elements of the proposed Major Use 
Permit and Reclamation Plan are presented in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. No other 
future uses are proposed or would be permitted upon approval of the Project, 
and the proposed Project does not include any change to the General Plan 
designation of the Project site. The comment’s reference to a “new hybrid 
planned community” being proposed in the future is unfounded. No future 
planned community is currently proposed, known to be proposed in the future, 
and no future planned community would be permitted with approval of this 
Project. CEQA does not require that speculative future impacts be analyzed in an 
EIR. Any future action would require its own CEQA analysis with a “clear and 
comprehensive description,” as described in Comment D-O8-12. Project areas to 
be preserved as natural open space are clearly demarcated on Figure 2.2-9 of the 
DEIR.  
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D-O8-13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-14 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-14 This comment purports to summarize the law as it relates to the 
mandatory, procedural, and substantive requirements of CEQA. However, the 
comment does not allege any specific deficiencies in the EIR. No further response 
is required.  
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D-O8-14 
cont. 
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D-O8-14 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-16 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-15 Please see Responses to Comments R-O8-16 through R-O8-21, which 
address the summarized comments from the CBEC Report. Responses to the 
actual comments in the CBEC Report, attached as Appendix A to Shute Mihaly and 
Weinberger’s letter, are provided in Responses to Comments D-O8-74 through 
D-O8-82. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-16 Page 3.15-9 of the DEIR correctly states that the Project would not 
raise off-site 100-year water surface elevations. While there is a projected modest 
on-site increase in 100-year surface water elevations, this is not expected to 
translate to off-site increases in surface water elevations. As stated on page 2 of 
the CEQA-Level Drainage Study included as Appendix O to the DEIR and FEIR, “a 
hydraulic goal is that the excavation will dominate over revegetation/restoration 
resulting in no increased 100-year water elevations on off-site properties, i.e., no 
rise on off-site properties along the Sweetwater River.”  
 
As noted in the comment, the hydraulic model did not fully incorporate the 
elevated fill surface into the cross-section profiles. To address this issue, the plans 
and analyses have been adjusted to match in the FEIR. However, even with this 
adjustment, the conclusion that off-site 100-year water surface elevations would 
not be affected remains correct. See page 8 of the CEQA-level Drainage Study 
under “Conclusion and Certification” (FEIR Appendix O).  
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D-O8-16 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-17 The comment is correct in stating that groundwater demands are 
primarily associated with mining operations and evapotranspiration from post-
reclamation vegetation, as well as that the estimated future water demands 
would be less than the current golf course. This comment is incorrect, however, in 
stating that future vegetation water demands are calculated based on existing 
condition grades rather than post-reclamation grades. As described in Section 
3.1.2, Methodology, of the Project Groundwater Investigation Report (Appendix R 
to the DEIR and FEIR), water loss was calculated for the existing vegetation 
communities and those proposed to be established during reclamation. 
Groundwater demand was estimated using historical low groundwater level data 
obtained from nearby wells, plant species and their associated landscape 
coefficients, density, microclimate, and reference evapotranspiration rate (refer 
to Table 3-1, including footnotes). 
 
Estimates of evaporative groundwater use are calculated for operational 
conditions, whereby mining that encounters groundwater is limited to 5-acre pits 
in size at a time to reduce evaporative loss. Depth-to-water data (below grade) 
utilized in the analysis is currently available for two wells that have been 
monitored by Sweetwater Authority since 2007 (Ivanhoe #11 and Lakes #11). The 
historical water level data indicates that there is a possibility that the water table 
may be above grade infrequently for limited duration within limited areas of the 
site under future, post-reclamation conditions. There are three proposed areas of 
over-excavation to depths of up to 40 feet below ground surface (bgs) within the 
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D-O8-17 (cont.) site. As shown on Figures 16a and 1-6b of the DEIR and FEIR, 
these are located within Subphase 1C, which is approximately 30 acres in the 
northwestern portion of the site (Figure 1-6a); Subphases 2B, 2C, 3B, and 3C, 
which total approximately 63 acres in the central portion of the site (Figure 1-6b); 
and Subphase 3A, which is approximately 29 acres in the far eastern portion of 
the site (Figure 1-6b). Final grade after reclamation in the western and eastern 
Subphase 1C and 3A areas would be approximately the same as the existing 
grade, so no change from existing conditions relative to the potential for 
evaporative loss is anticipated in these areas. Final grade after reclamation in the 
central portion of the site, where the over-excavation area accounts for 
approximately 45.29 acres of the overall 63-acre area of Subphases 2B, 2C, 3B, 
and 3C combined, would be lower than existing grade, at or above the current 
elevation of the Sweetwater River low-flow channel. In order to evaluate the 
potential for evaporative loss, a conservative estimate of potential annual 
evaporation from a groundwater-fed pond in this area indicates approximately 
320 acre-feet per year1 could evaporate if a shallow pond were present for 365 
days per year.  This value is below the overall projected gain of 467 acre-feet in 
the reclaimed condition where less groundwater is used than existing conditions 
(see FEIR Appendix R, page 26, first paragraph).  In addition, based on the water 
level data, if a groundwater-fed pond were to develop in this area it would not be 
present for the entire 365 days per year.  As a result, potential pond evaporation 
is considered less than significant. Moreover, the potential evaporative loss would 
be expected to be relatively minimal in the larger context of regional groundwater 
recharge. Additional discussion related to this topic has been added to the Project 
Groundwater Investigation (FEIR Appendix R). 
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D-O8-18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-21 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O8-18 As described in Section 4.2.2 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), the post-reclamation 
condition of the Project would include backfilling of excavation areas, widening of 
the Sweetwater River floodplain, and restoring and revegetating the channel with 
wetland/riparian vegetation. The groundwater study prepared for the Project 
calculated the post-reclamation groundwater use associated with these areas, 
which considered loss due to evapotranspiration, at 337 acre-feet per year, which 
is a reduction of approximately 467 acre-feet per year relative to golf course 
consumption in the baseline condition with both courses in operation (Geo-Logic 
Associates 2021). 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. Therefore, 
site reclamation and the proposed native habitat restoration and revegetation 
would have a less than significant effect on groundwater.  
 
D-O8-19 Please see Topical Response 12, Flood Control and Bridge Design, 
which provides additional description of the proposed drop structure and 
addresses the noted concern regarding the ability to withstand high flow 
velocities. The proposed energy dissipation structures would be utilized to 
eliminate potential high velocity flow during high river flow conditions, and 
therefore, also would address potential impacts related to erosion and sediment 
transport downstream.  
 
D-O8-20 The theoretical conceptual model of sediment transport and 
potential transport and accumulation of naturally occurring metals described in 
the comment is inconsistent with the results of sediment transport modeling 
presented in the Sediment Load Analysis Report prepared for the Project (FEIR 
Appendix S), which demonstrate that even in a worst-case scenario where no 
BMPs are applied and all sediments estimated for an entire year during Phase 1 
reach Sweetwater Reservoir in a single storm event, the minor amount of 
increased erosion estimated to occur under these conservative assumptions  
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D-O8-21 
cont. 

 
 
 

D-O8-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O8-20 (cont.) would be below the appliable water quality criteria and is 
considered less than significant relative to the County’s thresholds. Please also 
see Responses to Comments D-A6-14 and R-A1-3, which further describe the 
analysis conducted and the proposed implementation of a Project SWPPP, erosion 
control plan, and associated BMPs to further reduce water quality impacts to the 
Sweetwater River. 
 
D-O8-21 The comment is incorrect in stating that the EIR failed to describe 
activities and failed to analyze impacts associated with water quality. Section 
3.1.5 of the EIR describes how mining operations and reclamation activities could 
create new or exacerbate existing effects relating to the water quality of receiving 
water bodies. The analysis explains that Project activities with the potential to 
result in such impacts include ground disturbance, movement of earth material, 
and the use of heavy equipment, and how sediments from disturbed ground, 
particulates from extracted material, and chemicals associated with mining 
equipment could be discharged into receiving waters. Thus, the statement that 
the EIR failed to describe Project activities is false. The analysis goes on to explain 
how a SWPPP would be prepared, and that under the Industrial General Permit, 
stormwater analyses of pH, TSS, oil and grease, and nitrate/nitrite would be 
required. The analysis also explains how the SWPPP and erosion control plan 
would define BMPs to prevent erosion and the discharge of sediment into surface 
waters. The analysis also explains how small desiltation basins may be temporarily 
constructed, how runoff would be directed towards the basins, and how soil 
stabilization BMPs would address these concerns. The EIR reasons, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, that these activities would reduce potentially significant 
impacts to less than significant. 
 
D-O8-22 Please see Responses to Comments DO8-16 through D-O8-21, 
above, for detailed responses related to this general summary comment. The DEIR 
included an analysis of potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality. 
Because impacts were determined to be less than significant, no mitigation 
measures or alternatives related to hydrology and water quality are required.  
 
D-O8-23 The County notes that this comment addresses the biological 
analyses presented in the DEIR. As explained in Topical Response 1, the biological 
resources analysis contained in the DEIR was significantly revised and recirculated 
as part of the RDEIR based on updates and DEIR comments received. The revised 
biological resources analysis circulated in the RDEIR wholly supersedes the 
original biological resources analysis contained in the DEIR. Please see the 
updated Project impact analyses that were included in the RDEIR (Subchapter 2.2 
of the RDEIR) and Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the  
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D-O8-23 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O8-23 (cont.) RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), in response to comment 
letters received during the public review and comment period. 
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D-O8-23 
cont. 
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D-O8-23 
cont. 
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D-O8-23 
cont. 
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D-O8-23 
cont. 
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D-O8-23 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-25 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-24 The County acknowledges these introductory comments regarding 
the DEIR’s analysis of Project-related air quality impacts. Please see Responses to 
Comments D-O8-25 through DO8-29, below, for further detailed responses to 
these general introductory comments.  
 
 
 
 
D-O8-25 Please see Topical Response 3 for details related to revised fugitive 
dust estimates. Dust has been re-evaluated using USEPA 1995 methodology 
consistent with the request made in SDAPCD’s comment letter. 
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D-O8-25 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-26 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-26 The Fugitive Dust Control Plan is enforceable as it was developed to 
ensure compliance with SDAPCD and County rules and regulations. The Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan would be required to be approved by the SDAPCD. The SDAPCD 
enforces regulations pertaining to air quality, including rules related to fugitive 
dust emissions, under its authority to implement and enforce local, state, and 
federal air quality laws and regulations. The Plan identifies the responsible parties 
and control measures that would be implemented. The Plan would be enforced 
through inspections and monitoring by the SDAPCD. Incorporation of the Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan as a Project Design Feature is adequate to ensure compliance 
and it is not necessary to make it a mitigation measure. Please see also Topical 
Response 3 for details related to revised fugitive dust estimates. 
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D-O8-26 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-28 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-27 Please see Topical Response 3 for details related to revised health 
risk modeling. The health risk assessment has been re-evaluated following 
coordination with the SDAPCD, consistent with requests made in SDAPCD’s 
comment letter. The source type selected to represent emissions from mining 
operations was done in coordination with SDAPCD and intended to represent the 
center of activity. A single volume source was selected to not artificially dilute the 
emissions over a larger area, which would yield reduced concentrations and 
corresponding risk values. Therefore, the analysis presented in the health risk 
assessment represents a conservative analysis of Project emissions. 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-28 Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, 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. The Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan specifies control measures to minimize dust, which is 
considered the primary tool to reduce potential exposure to the Coccidioides 
fungus. Approval of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan by the SDAPCD would be 
required.  
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D-O8-28 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-30 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-29 Please see Response to Comment D-O8-28. Additional mitigation is 
not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-30 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on the noise thresholds 
used in the analysis.  
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D-O8-30 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-31 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-31 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on whether a 1,300-
foot setback between mining activities and residential land uses should be applied 
to the Project.  
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D-O8-31 
cont. 

 
 

D-O8-32 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-34 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-35 
 
 
 

. 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-32 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on the noise thresholds 
used in the analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-33 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on the noise thresholds 
used in the analysis and the receiver locations considered in the analysis. As 
shown in Tables 11 and 12 of Appendix F of the DEIR and FEIR (Acoustical Site 
Assessment Report), noise levels would not exceed the applicable limit of 60 
decibel (dB) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) at residential receivers with 
the inclusion of proposed mitigation. 
 
D-O8-34 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on potential noise 
impacts to Jamacha Elementary School. 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-35 The DEIR evaluated and disclosed the full extent and severity of the 
Project’s impacts on adjacent sensitive receptors consistent with County 
Guidelines. Please see Topical Response 7 for additional discussion on the noise 
analysis performed and presented in the DEIR. The DEIR also presents an 
alternative (Alternative 3: Noise Receptor Setback Alternative) that avoids 
potentially significant impacts to sensitive receptors and mitigation (M-N-1) that 
reduces potentially significant impacts to sensitive receptors to less-than-
significant levels, based on the applicable limit of 60 dB CNEL. 
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D-O8-35 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-36 Single-event noise, also known as impulsive noise or 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.  
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D-O8-37 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-38 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O8-37 Please see Topical Response 3 for discussion on updates that were 
made in relation to Appendix F of the DEIR (Acoustical Site Assessment Report), 
which included the collection of 24-hour measurement data to determine the 
applicability of the County Guideline threshold related to a 10-dB CNEL increase 
over pre-existing conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-38 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on the efficacy of the 
proposed noise mitigation and the applicability of the 1,300-foot setback.  
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D-O8-38 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-40 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-39 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on potential noise 
impacts on wildlife species.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-40 Noise impacts to trail uses, specifically to Par 4 Trail located 
approximately 400 feet south of the Project’s proposed mining area, were not 
considered because the County Guidelines for determining significant noise 
impacts specify the consideration of noise-sensitive land uses (NSLUs). Per the 
County Guidelines, NSLUs include a “residence, hospital, school, hotel, resort, 
library, or similar facility where quiet attribute of the environment.” Trail uses are 
not considered NSLUs. In addition, per the County’s General Plan Noise Element, 
noise levels below 70 CNEL are compatible with passive recreation uses. As shown 
in Table 2.4-1 of the DEIR, the unmitigated noise level from the Project’s mining 
operations at the receptor at Residential Group 11, which is located closer to the 
mining operations than is Par 4 Trail, is below 70 CNEL. Therefore, it can be 
concluded that noise levels at the Par 4 Trail would be below 70 CNEL and within 
County standards.  
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D-O8-40 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-41 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-41 This comment suggests that the additional truck trips would result in 
potential for increased accidents that was not disclosed in the DEIR; however; an 
increase in trucks cannot be directly correlated to an increase in accidents..  The 
cause of accidents depends on a variety of factors, including roadway design and 
conditions, roadway capacity, traffic volume and composition, and the various 
safety measures such as signage and traffic management features that may be in 
place. 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. 
 
Relative to roadway design, please 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. A striping plan was 
prepared in coordination with 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. The 
pedestrian pathway along Willow Glen Drive is intended to provide safe 
pedestrian access where there are no existing sidewalks.  
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D-O8-42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-44 
 
 
 

 D-O8-41 (cont.) Specific to roadway capacity, the Project’s haul trucks would 
utilize Willow Glen Drive, which is classified in the County General Plan Mobility 
Element as a 4.1B: Major Road with Intermittent Turn Lanes. As indicated in the 
County General Plan Mobility Element, Major Roads primarily serve medium to 
high volume traffic. As such, it is expected that Willow Glen Drive would be able 
to accommodate the Project’s truck traffic. Please see Topical Response 8 under 
“Congestion and VMT” and response to Comment D-A5-6 regarding traffic volume 
and composition. The County Department of Public Works provides information 
on the acceptable number of accidents for each roadway type. County staff 
review of accident data for the segment of Willow Glen Drive between SR-54 and 
Hillsdale Road within the Project area demonstrated that the accident rate for a 
five-year period from 2017 to 2022 was below the statewide average for this type 
of roadway.  
 
Based on the above, it is concluded that the Project would not increase hazards to 
motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists.  
 
D-O8-42 This comment summarizes sand extraction operations and access 
information cited in Chapter 1.0 and throughout the RDEIR and FEIR, as well as 
the access information, roadway classification, and existing conditions of Willow 
Glen Drive cited in DEIR Subchapter 3.1.7, Transportation/Traffic. This comment 
states that the DEIR incorrectly describes the portion of Willow Glen Drive that 
extends to the eastern Project boundary as three lanes with a two-way left-turn 
lane. The statement has been revised in the FEIR as follows: 
 
Willow Glen Drive is classified as a 4.1B Major Road in the County of San Diego 
General Plan, Valle de Oro Mobility Element Network. Willow Glen Drive is 
currently constructed as a four-lane undivided roadway between Jamacha Road 
and Steele Canyon Road, and as a three-lane roadway with a two-way left-turn 
lane frombetween Steele Canyon Road to west of the existing Project 
ingress/egress driveway, and as a two-lane undivided roadway for the remainder 
of the segment extending to the eastern project boundary. Bus stops are not 
provided and on-street parking is not permitted.  
 
D-O8-43 This comment summarizes the existing land uses in the Project area 
and describes the proposed restriping of Willow Glen Drive. Please see Topical 
Response 3 under “Appendix W – Local Mobility Analysis,” which describes the 
refinements to the striping plan that were made following public circulation and 
the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication along the Project frontage as needed to 
accommodate the ultimate roadway classification of Willow Glen Drive. 
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D-O8-45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-47 
 
 
 

 D-O8-44 This comment presumes that Willow Glen Drive was only designed 
and constructed to handle passenger cars and not heavy vehicles, which is 
incorrect. Willow Glen Drive is a classified roadway in the County of San Diego 
General Plan, Valle de Oro Mobility Element Network, which is designed for all 
vehicle types, including heavy vehicles. Please see Response to Comment D-O8-41 
regarding the suggestion that additional truck trips would result in potential for 
increased accidents that was not disclosed in the DEIR. No additional response is 
required.  
 
D-O8-45 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements,” as 
well as Response to Comment D-A3-7, which describe roadway improvements 
and implementation of a Traffic Control Plan to notify local residents and 
motorists of construction activities associated with the Project and ensure the 
safe and efficient movement of traffic through the Project area. 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. Furthermore, analyzing 
specific pedestrian travel patterns relating to their origins and destinations (i.e., 
schools, parks, etc.) is outside the scope of the DEIR. In coordination with County 
staff, a pathway is proposed along the Project frontage on Willow Glen Drive east 
of Steele Canyon Road for enhanced pedestrian mobility through the area. 
 
D-O8-46 Please see Responses to Comments D-O8-41, D-O8-44, and D-O8-45, 
which address the comments related to safety hazards and proposed 
improvements that would enhance mobility along Willow Glen Drive for vehicles, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. 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. 
 
D-O8-47 This comment summarizes state planning and zoning law relating to 
consistency with plans and policies. However, the comment does not raise any 
specific issues relating to the Project’s consistency with any specific plan or policy. 
Please see Topical Response 11, which addresses the evaluation of Project 
consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and ordinances contained in  
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D-O8-47 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-48 
 
 
 

 D-O8-47 (cont.) the County of San Diego General Plan, Valle de Oro 
Community Plan, and the County Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance. Please 
see Responses to Comments D-O8-48 through DO8-60, below, for further detailed 
responses to these general introductory comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-48 Please see Topical Response 11. The Project’s consistency with the 
General Plan is analyzed in detail within the EIR. Appendix B, Land Use Consistency 
Analysis, provides a comprehensive and accurate analysis of General Plan 
(in)consistencies subsequently summarized in the DEIR. 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. 
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-49 Please see Topical Responses 1 and 3, as well as Response to 
Comment D-O8-1, regarding RDEIR biological resources text superseding DEIR text 
(and addressed in Responses to Comments R-O7-1 through R-O7-95 to RDEIR 
comments submitted by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger on behalf of the Sierra Club 
San Diego Chapter).  
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D-O8-50 Please see Topical Response 11, as well as Response to Comment 
D-O8-48. The comment is incorrect regarding lack of identification of potential 
alternatives that could address the identified inconsistency with Policy COS-11.1. 
Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, addresses the Visual Screening Alternative, the Reduced 
Footprint/Deeper Excavation Alternative in Subchapter 4.1.1, and the No 
Project/No Development Alternative in Subchapter 4.1.2, respectively.  
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D-O8-52 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
D-O8-51 Please see technical responses to the CBEC Report (Responses to 
Comments D-O8-74 through D-O8-82) regarding natural flow regimes and 
potential erosion and groundwater recharge impacts. Those impacts are identified 
as less than significant. With regard to specific COS-4 and COS-5 policies cited in 
the comment, please see Topical Response 11, as well as FEIR Appendix B for 
detail. Regarding downstream effects on biological resources, please see 
Response to Comment D-O8-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-52 The cited sentence from the Vision Statement is preceded by the 
following: “The unique balance of urban, semi-rural, agricultural, and open space 
land uses shall be retained. The green-belt separation from adjacent cities and 
planning areas shall be preserved.” The Project contributes to both of those 
elements of the Vision Statement, as well as the comment-cited sentence over 
the long-term. Within roughly 15 years, the Sweetwater River drainage would be 
improved, native habitat would be improved, and abutting areas outside the 
drainage would be left in vegetated open space. Impacts would occur during the 
mining and reclamation phase of the Project while still providing a “safe” 
environment (see FEIR Sections 3.1.1, Air Quality, 3.1.4, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, 3.1.7, Transportation/Traffic, etc.). Please also see FEIR Appendix B for 
detail. Specifically, consistency with the Resource Conservation Area is addressed 
on FEIR Appendix B pages B-68 through B69, and explains why resources would be 
improved over the existing condition at Project conclusion. 
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D-O8-54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-O8-53 Please see Topical Response 11, as well as Response to Comment 
D-O8-48. In addition, please note that the analysis of Project consistency during 
the mining and reclamation phase as detailed in FEIR Appendix B is consistent 
with the comment. Please see technical responses to the issues of topography, 
drainage, and flow presented in responses to focused comments of the comment 
letter. Please see Response to Comment D-O8-1 regarding biological resources 
analyses. The Project conforms to Valle de Oro long-term community character 
goals, as described in FEIR Appendix B on page B-39. 
 
D-O8-54 Please see Topical Response 11, as well as Response to Comment 
D-O8-48. In addition, please note that the analysis of Project consistency during 
the mining and reclamation phase as detailed in Appendix B is consistent with the 
comment. The Project is designed to provide limited impact areas by conducting 
mining in 14- to 30-acre subphases, buffering or screening as possible, and would 
comply with BMPs and/or specified Project design and/or mitigation measures 
designed to minimize dust, noise, traffic effects, unsightly views, etc. Please see 
technical responses to the issues of visual analysis, noise, air pollution, safety, and 
truck traffic presented in responses to focused comments of the comment letter. 
Please see Response to Comment D-O8-1 regarding biological resources analyses. 
The Project conforms to Valle de Oro long-term land use industrial goal, as 
described FEIR Appendix B on pages B43 through B-46. 
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D-O8-56 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
D-O8-55 Please see Topical Response 11, as well as Response to Comment 
D-O8-48. The County disagrees that the Project would be inconsistent with the 
stated policies, even during the proposed 10-year extraction period. Please see 
FEIR Appendix B pages B-48 and B-49 for analysis of these open space policies, as 
well as related Open Space Policy 7, which address the existing amount of on-site 
open space, how much sensitive habitat would be affected during Project actions, 
and status of the open space at Project conclusion.  
 
D-O8-56 Please see Topical Responses 1and 3, as well as Response to 
Comment D-O8-1, regarding RDEIR biological resources text superseding DEIR text 
(and addressed in Responses to Comments R-O7-1 through R-O7-95 to RDEIR 
comments submitted by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger on behalf of the Sierra Club 
San Diego Chapter). Please also note that the over-arching goal addresses 
valuable resources and prevention of wasteful exploitation and destruction of the 
resources. In this case, although largely consisting of open space, much of the site 
is in a degraded and non-natural state due to prior on-site development of golf 
courses. In addition to the remaining natural resources, the site contains valuable 
mineral resources. Project implementation would allow extraction of those 
needed mineral resources in a focused way, followed by stabilization and 
ultimately reclamation that would result in better hydrologic function and better 
native habitat, with invasives removed. Restored biological open space would be 
dedicated for preservation in perpetuity. Specific to the cited policies, although it 
is noted that a portion of the Project is within RCA 77, it is beyond the purview of 
an individual project to identify an RCA and institute land use and zoning controls 
(cited policies 1 and 14). Cited policies 10 and 11 are not relevant as long-term 
depletion of groundwater resources would not occur under the Project. The 
Project is consistent with these Valle de Oro policies. It is beyond the purview of a 
single project to assign Land Use Element designations (policy 17), which are the 
responsibility of the Lead Agency. Policy 22 addresses “development” which is not 
the long-term result of the Proposed Project. Policies 3, 13, 18, 20, 21 and 29 are 
all relevant to the Project and detailed in FEIR Appendix B. The Project is identified 
as consistent with these and other related Conservation policies. Please see FEIR 
Appendix B, pages B-56 through B-64. 
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cont. 
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-58 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-57 Please see Topical Response 11, as well as Response to Comment 
D-O8-48. In addition, please note that the comment cites the inconsistency 
identified in the DEIR for the mining and reclamation phase of the Project, and 
that the analysis detailed in Appendix B is consistent with the comment. Please 
see FEIR Appendix B, pages B-65 and B-66. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-58 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. As such, 
the Project would be consistent with the goal of protecting and enhancing Valle 
de Oro’s acoustical environment by supporting the control of noise at its source, 
along its transmission path, and at the site of sensitive receptors.  
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D-O8-59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-60 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-O8-59 As stated in the comment, the Project would require a MUP. This is 
discussed in detail in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, Location, and 
Environmental Setting, along with descriptions of a prior MUP issued for the area 
for extraction purposes (see discussion under Section 1.4, “Existing Land 
Entitlements”). Impacts during the mining and reclamation phase of the Project 
(most of them less than significant or mitigable) are not identified as making the 
Project incompatible with surrounding uses over the long-term. Please see FEIR 
Appendix B. Specific to the issue of scenic areas, the elements of scale, bulk, 
overall harmony, etc. are addressed in the impact discussions in Section 2.1.2.1, 
Potential Conflict with Important Visual Elements or Inconsistency with Applicable 
Design Guidelines. The County has not yet made a determination to grant the 
proposed MUP, but based on the responses to both technical and planning 
document consistency comments provided above, it is anticipated that findings 
can be made to support granting the MUP. The FEIR is adequate under CEQA.  
 
D-O8-60 As stated in the comment, the DEIR on page 3.1.5-10 refers to the 
County Groundwater Ordinance. Text on DEIR page 3.1.5-10 states that the 
“Ordinance does not limit the number of wells or the amount of groundwater 
extraction of existing landowners. However, the Ordinance does require analysis 
of potential groundwater impacts for projects requiring specified discretionary 
permits.” The statement that no analysis was actually conducted, however, is 
incorrect. The second issue in Section 3.1.5.3 is titled “Groundwater Storage/Well 
Interference.” Thresholds for reduction in storage, as well as drop in well levels, 
are provided on FEIR page 3.1.5-13, with less than significant conclusion findings 
as to each of the thresholds on pages 3.1.5-16 and 17, respectively. 
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D-O8-62 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-61 DEIR and FEIR Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, provides comparative 
environmental information for relevant environmental topics and the Objectives 
are not too narrowly drawn. Please see Response to Comment D-A6-24, which 
describes the rationale for alternative selection cited in Chapter 4.0. 
 
The Commenter’s statement that the Project objectives are too narrow is 
incorrect. Objectives are drawn based on Project goals (i.e., extraction of a 
particular quality of mineral resources) and may be linked to the property owned 
by a project applicant (i.e., clean up and restoration of a portion of an important 
County freshwater resource and associated native habitat, a Sweetwater River 
segment). Excluding the very focused issues addressed in Topical Response 1, the 
County disagrees that the DEIR failed to disclose the extent and severity of 
potential Project-associated impacts. Further, all new significant information that 
came to light after the close of the public review period on the DEIR was 
presented to the public in the RDEIR, and subject to an additional round of public 
review and comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-62 The Commenter is concerned that because Project Objectives 1 and 
3 describe the Project Applicant’s aggregate extraction goals, the objectives are 
drawn too narrowly. This is not so, and describing an aggregate extraction 
project—which is the use proposed by this Applicant at this time for this site—
does not foreclose all other alternative uses. Feasible alternatives need not meet 
100 percent of the stated Project Objectives. The EIR identifies no fewer than six 
Project Objectives. Objectives 2, 4, and 5 all describe objectives related to 
providing open space, and preserve and maintain the Sweetwater River channel. 
It is noted that the commenter does not allege that these objectives unfairly limit 
the end use of the Project site to open space or too narrowly require a project 
that would maintain and preserve the channel. 
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D-O8-63 The Commenter is correct relative to two feasible build alternatives 
being evaluated in DEIR Chapter 4.0. Because DEIR biological analyses were 
superseded by the RDEIR, however, specific concerns over DEIR identified impacts 
are now also superseded. Nonetheless, similar to the DEIR, the RDEIR concludes 
that Project implementation could result in potentially significant impacts to 
sensitive plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities and riparian 
habitat, jurisdictional wetland and non-wetland waters, and consistency with local 
policies, ordinances, and plans protecting biological resources. Also similar to the 
DEIR, the RDEIR concludes that implementation of mitigation measures identified 
in FEIR Subchapter 2.2 would reduce identified impacts to less than significant. 
 
The County agrees that noise impacts would continue to occur under both 
alternatives, but is unable to discern based on the comment how a smaller impact 
footprint being excavated to the same depth as the Proposed Project could 
“result in more severe, undisclosed, unmitigated significant impacts” relative to 
groundwater supply/recharge and water quality. Please see FEIR Subchapter 
3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, as well as Response to Comment D-O8-60. 
Relative to the cited 1,300-foot buffer between mining operations and residential 
uses, please see Topical Response 7, which specifically addresses the 2011 study 
statement that this setback “is not an absolute requirement” and that mitigation 
would be decided on a site-by-site basis.” The Alternative is not automatically 
inconsistent.  
 
The noted changes to river hydraulics would be beneficial to the overall flow of 
the river and would not result in increased flow off-site (please see Response to 
Comment D-O8-16). No undisclosed, unmitigated, significant impacts to river 
hydraulics are identified.  
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D-O8-64 Please see Response to Comment D-A6-24 related to the rationale 
for alternative selection cited in Chapter 4.0. The Project is responsible for 
identifying feasible alternatives that would mitigate significant impacts associated 
with the Project. A Project consisting of approximately 14- to 30-acre extraction 
areas and hundreds of acres of retained open space would not be out of scale or 
character with other uses in the vicinity, which include schools, commercial uses, 
open space, and even another extractive operation to the northeast (i.e., 
Robertson’s Ready Mix; see FEIR Section 1.5, Environmental Setting). Please see 
Response to Comment D-O8-63: alternatives are specifically designed to address 
significant impacts. No significant impact was assigned to the 1,300-foot buffer 
issue, ponding-related impacts to groundwater resources, etc., so those issues do 
not explicitly need to be addressed in an alternative. 
 
The Commenter suggests a project alternative that would use the site to create a 
mitigation land bank. However, the Project Applicant has indicated that such an 
alternative would not be financially feasible for this site and would not achieve 
the Project objectives. 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-124 

 

 
 
 
 

D-O8-64 
cont. 

 
 
 

D-O8-65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O8-66 
D-O8-67 
D-O8-68 
D-O8-69 
D-O8-70 
D-O8-71 
D-O8-72 
D-O8-73 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
D-O8-65 This comment generally summarizes the most specific comments 
previously raised in the comment letter. These specific comments are addressed 
above in Responses to Comments D-08-01 through D-08-64. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-O8-66 Please see Responses to Comments D-O8-74 through D-O8-82, 
which address the CBEC Report attached as Appendix A to this letter. Note that 
the figures and attachments to the letter do not individually raise specific issues 
with the environmental analysis for the Project, but are addressed as applicable in 
response to the bracketed comments in the enclosed letter. 
 
D-O8-67 Please see Response to Comment D-O8-1, which explains why 
responses to the Hamilton Biological Report attached as Appendix B to this letter 
are not addressed.  
 
D-O8-68 Please see Responses to Comments D-O8-83 through D-O8-89, 
which address the Baseline Environmental Consulting Report attached as 
Appendix C to this letter. Note that the attached author’s curriculum vitae does 
not raise a specific issue with the environmental analysis for the Project and is not 
bracketed separately. 
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 D-O8-69 Please see Responses to Comments D-O8-90 through D-O8-97, 
which address the Salter Report attached as Appendix D to this letter. Note that 
the attached author’s curriculum vitae does not raise a specific issue with the 
environmental analysis for the Project and is not bracketed separately. 
 
D-O8-70 The County acknowledges the San Diego Region Aggregate Supply 
Study included as Attachment E to the letter. However, this document is provided 
for informational purposes and does not raise any specific issues with the 
environmental analysis for the Project. No further response is required. 
 
D-O8-71 The County acknowledges the letter authored by Pless 
Environmental, Inc. included as Attachment F to the letter. However, this 
document is provided for informational purposes and does not raise any specific 
issues with the environmental analysis for the Project. No further response is 
required. 
 
D-O8-72 The County acknowledges the article authored by Maria Klatte, 
Kirstin Bergstrom, and Thomas Lachmann detailing a review of noise effects on 
cognitive performance in children, included as Attachment G to the letter. 
However, this document is provided for informational purposes and does not 
raise any specific issues with the environmental analysis for the Project. No 
further response is required. 
 
D-O8-73 The County acknowledges the GoogleMap image of Willow Glen Drive 
included as Attachment H to the letter. However, this document is provided for 
informational purposes and does not raise any specific issues with the 
environmental analysis for the Project. No further response is required. 
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