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D-O10 – StopCottonwoodSandMine.org  
 
D-O10-1 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-O10-3 
 
 
 

 D-O10-2 The comment is correct that the DEIR identifies significant and 
unmitigable aesthetic impacts that would occur during the mining phase of the 
Project prior to Project completion and site restoration. The comment includes a 
general statement that “several impacts and key areas of analysis” were 
neglected. Without specifics, specific answers cannot be provided. Nonetheless, 
the County disagrees with the general comment. Technical specialists reviewed 
analyses subject to their expertise and approved those analyses as being 
consistent with County report content and format guidelines, as well as consistent 
with County guidelines for significance thresholds. In addition, compliance with 
laws and plans can indeed ensure that there are not significant impacts. For 
analyses that rely on laws and regulations designed to ensure that significant 
impacts do not occur (e.g., those regulations related to preservation of water 
quality or retention of hydrologic patterns), compliance with those laws and 
regulations can eliminate potential for a project to be inappropriately designed, or 
engage in activities during construction or operation that would adversely affect 
resources to a significant degree. Relative to those technical areas for which plan 
conformity may be necessary (for example, land use), consistency with adopted 
plans of the relevant land use planning agency can ensure that a significant 
planning impact would not occur. Proposed Project construction and 
implementation is analyzed in the DEIR specific to its design, location, existing 
conditions, surrounding setting, etc., as relevant, for each of the technical topical 
areas addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Specific to the issue of the Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and 
Preservation Plan, the timing of the proposed mitigation measures is adequate. 
The Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan would 
address currently unknown resources potentially discovered during Project 
implementation. At this time, there is no known subsurface resource to which 
such an Agreement would pertain. The Agreement would be based on additional 
consultation and coordination with culturally affiliated Tribes following 
certification of the FEIR and approval of the Project. It would incorporate and 
expand upon elements specified in mitigation measures M-CR-2 and M-CR-3 in 
Subchapter 2.3, Cultural Resources. The Tribes have had opportunity to provide 
comments and input into the specifics of those mitigation measures to date and 
their input and coordination would be critical to the Preservation Plan as it 
unfolds. The elements of that Plan are spelled out in Section 5.2.1, Mitigation 
Measures and Design Considerations of the EIR. 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-290 

 

 
 

D-O10-3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O10-3 As described in Section 2.1.2.3, Substantial Obstruction, Interruption 
or Detraction from a Valued Vista, of the DEIR, the Proposed Project would result 
in a significant impact if the Project would substantially obstruct, interrupt, or 
detract from a valued focal and/or panoramic vista from a public road, a trail 
within an adopted County or State trail system, a scenic vista or highway, or a 
recreational area. Impacts to views from private residences and schools in the 
Project vicinity are not considered an environmental impact for purposes of CEQA 
because they do not involve key viewing locations. 
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 D-O10-4 The cited statement is in the EIR to provide the reader with the 
range of potential atmospheric conditions that may affect views. There is no 
intention to minimize effects on the views due to those conditions, and no 
statement that fog, mist, haze, or smog is a prevailing condition. The comment 
says that Figures 2.2.2a and 2.1.5a are not accurate as they do “not show the true 
visual impact from homes adjacent to the site.” This is a confusing comment as 
the photos in question depict views to the northeast, encompassing the site, from 
the Upper Wildlife Refuge Trail. It is not intended to depict views from the nearby 
residences. Similarly, the “visual impact of nearby residences” is not considered 
relevant to the current analysis. The Project must only evaluate potential effects 
associated with proposed elements of mining and reclamation, not with existing 
homes, which are not part of the Project. 
 
Relative to the comment regarding a second key view on Steel Canyon Road, as 
stated in the DEIR in Section 2.1.1.6, “Analyzing all views from which a proposed 
project would be seen is not feasible....” Views are “typicals” and chosen to best 
exemplify specific elements of the Project. In this instance, Key View 2, located on 
the same street, is arguably a more impactful choice as it looks crosswise across 
current open space, over the river, and is more specifically focused on the Phase 2 
area of the Project, whereas the suggested Key View would be seen by drivers 
exiting an area of developed houses, with the backdrop of the bluff across the 
Willow Glen Drive. Inclusion of an additional key view would not be expected to 
change the assessment of significant and unmitigable aesthetic impacts for the 
duration of mining activities that has been identified for the Project. No additional 
review of a key view from the suggested vantage point is required.  
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 D-O10-5 The comment summarizes information found in the DEIR. The 
County acknowledges this comment. No further response is necessary.  
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 D-O10-6 The comment summarizes information found in the DEIR. The 
County acknowledges this comment. No further response is necessary.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-7 The comment is acknowledged. Planning is a complex process and 
balances ostensibly competing interests. Overall goals go hand-in-hand with 
zoning requirements for planning categories. In this instance, the zoning for open 
space categories includes mining uses. Please see Topical Response 11, 
Consistency with Plans and Policies, regarding the Project’s consistency with the 
Valle Del Oro Community plan. Additionally, please note that at the conclusion of 
the proposed mining activities, the river would be returned to a more natural 
state, invasives would be removed, natives would be installed, and more upland 
areas would be retained in open space; all of which are consistent with the long-
term goals of the Valle de Oro Community Plan. Furthermore, impacts would 
primarily occur within individual subphases of less than 30 acres at any given 
time, rather than the entire Project site for all 12 years.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-8 The Notice of Preparation for the Ivanhoe Ranch Project was issued 
in 2021, and this Project DEIR noted that at the time of public circulation, Ivanhoe 
Ranch was engaged in initial impact analyses. As of November 8, 2023, no changes 
to the status of the Ivanhoe Ranch project have been publicly available through 
CEQA documentation on the County website. As noted in the comment, the 
potential for worst-case construction to be ongoing for both projects at the same 
time was assessed in the DEIR. Any review of visual effects to the Ivanhoe Project 
resulting from the 12-year mining and reclamation program associated with the 
Proposed Project must be analyzed by that Project during their CEQA review 
should that project move forward. 
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-9 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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cont. 
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cont. 
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-10 Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, for discussion on the 
applicability of the 1,300-foot setback for the Project.  
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cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-11 
cont. 

 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O10-11 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on how equipment 
heights and topographical factors were considered in the analysis.  
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-13 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-12 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on potential noise 
impacts on wildlife species. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-13 Section 2.4.2.3 of the DEIR considers the Project’s operational noise 
sources (including both on-site and off-site sources) in combination with existing 
traffic noise levels. Section 2.4.3.1 considers the Project’s operational noise 
sources in combination with existing traffic noise levels and cumulative traffic 
noise levels. Mitigation measure M-N-1 would reduce impacts under both these 
scenarios to less-than-significant levels by attenuating noise from the Project’s on-
site sources. Please see the Addendum to the Acoustical Site Assessment Report, 
which is included in Appendix F to the FEIR, for additional discussion on combined 
and cumulative off-site noise impacts and the associated mitigation. 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-301 

 

 
D-O10-13 

cont. 
 
 
 

D-O10-14 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-15 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-17 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-18 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
D-O10-14 Please see Topical Response 7 for discussion on potential noise 
impacts on wildlife species. 
 
D-O10-15 During the Project’s 10-year mining duration, mitigation would be 
implemented that would reduce noise levels at residences and wildlife habitat to 
below applicable noise limits. Following the completion of mining and reclamation 
activities, the site would be restored to an end use of open space, which would be 
a land use that would minimize noise to the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods and wildlife habitat. Trucks would utilize Willow Glen Drive west 
of the processing plant. As shown in Table 2.4-1, noise from the trucks along 
Willow Glen Drive would not result in an exceedance of applicable noise 
thresholds at adjacent residences. 
 
D-O10-16 The Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and Preservation Plan 
would be prepared as a Project Condition of Approval that would be required 
prior to ground disturbance. The Agreement would be developed between the 
Project Applicant, County of San Diego, and a culturally-affiliated Kumeyaay 
tribe(s). This documentation would ensure Project compliance with the mitigation 
measure M-CR-1 and was not required to be circulated for public review with the 
DEIR or RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment D-O10-2. 
 
D-O10-17 This comment is an introductory statement to the specific points 
made in Comments DO1018 and D-O10-19. Please see responses to Comments 
D-O10-18 and D-O10-19 for specific responses. 
 
D-O10-18 The reference to the general Project area having lower rates for 
Valley Fever than San Diego as a whole is noted. 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 
(please see also Response to Comment D-O8-28).  
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-19 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, 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 on the DEIR; please see Response to Comment D-A4-3. 
The control efficiency of watering is well documented in the SDAPCD’s 
memorandum titled Haul Road Emissions. 
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D-O10-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O10-20 While the analysis acknowledges the potential reduction in GHG 
emissions from reduced regional VMT, the significance conclusion does not rely 
on this reduction. Emissions are quantified for the vehicle trips associated with 
the Project for inclusion in the Project’s GHG emissions inventory before 
compared with the applicable threshold. Accounting for the emissions from the 
use of the sand produced by the Project at batch plants and in concrete used for 
building materials would be a full life-cycle analysis. This full life-cycle analysis is 
not required by CEQA. The Project has no control over how the sand would be 
used and cannot impose limits or controls on batch plants which may receive the 
Project’s product.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-21 The noted removal of sediment does not represent a significant 
factor in the larger context of regional groundwater storage or recharge in the 
230 square mile watershed or groundwater basin. Less than significant impacts 
have been identified in the analyses conducted in Appendix R (Groundwater 
Investigation Report), as well as the Streamflow Infiltration to Groundwater 
Technical Memorandum (FEIR Appendix R2), which was prepared following public 
circulation of the DEIR to address streamflow infiltration to groundwater during 
water transfers and potential impacts to surface water or groundwater as a result 
of proposed sand mining and reclamation activities. Please see Topical Response 3 
under “Appendix S – Sediment Load Analysis” for discussion on updates made to 
the Sediment Load Analysis. As discussed therein, the Project would be 
conditioned to ensure that the top three feet of material used to backfill the site 
consists of materials with a similar hydraulic connectivity as the existing 
conditions to maintain downward infiltration and recharge.  
 
D-O10-22 Please see Response to Comment D-O10-21, above, as well as 
Response to Comment D-O8-18 related to Project groundwater use.  
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D-O10-24 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-25 
 
 

D-O10-26 
 

D-O10-27 
 
 
 

D-O10-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-29 
 
 
 
 

 
D-O10-30 

 
 
 

 D-O10-23 The cited threshold relates to the following County Guideline for the 
Determination of Significance: 
 
5. Result in a decrease in water level of 5 feet or more in off-site wells as 

indicated by results of a five-year projection of drawdown. If site-specific 
data indicates alluvium or sedimentary rocks exist which substantiate a 
saturated thickness greater than 100 feet in off-site wells, a decrease in 
saturated thickness of 5 percent or more in the off-site wells would be 
considered a significant impact. 

 
Section 4.4.2 of the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for 
Groundwater Resources states: 
 
“Static water levels in wells vary seasonally. For typical wells in an unconfined 
aquifer with alluvial sediments, the yearly variations may be a few feet per year. 
Therefore, well interference effects that would result in a similar drawdown are 
not considered significant. Additionally, the amount of water that can be 
produced from a well is dependent on the depth of water that is present above 
the pump. Therefore it is advantageous to place the pump as deep as is 
reasonable in a well. The depth to which pumps are placed below the static water 
level varies from well to well, but in general, pumps are usually placed at a depth 
of greater than 100 feet below the water table in alluvial or sedimentary basins.” 
 
Based on this guidance, the noted threshold is adequate to evaluate the potential 
significance of Project groundwater impacts. 
 
D-O10-24 Please see Response to Comment D-O8-11, which addresses the 
data obtained to estimate and evaluate Project area groundwater levels in the 
Groundwater Investigation Report (Appendix R to the DEIR and FEIR), as well as 
Response to Comment D-O8-17, which summarizes the DEIR conclusions related 
to evaporative loss of groundwater during mining. This comment does not provide 
specific information regarding the location of the “proximate” wells from which 
the noted groundwater level data was obtained; therefore, no additional 
response is provided. 
 
D-O10-25 It is unclear from this comment what is meant by “designated 
passage ways for wells proximate to the excavation pits for the groundwater to 
move through the aquifer.” Please see Response to Comment D-O10-21 related to 
infiltration of groundwater. 
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D-O10-26 The water used to wash the excavated material at the processing 
plant would be retained in a series of connected settling basins near the plant. 
Two submersible pumps enclosed in a waterproof casing would feed and circulate 
the wash water. Water used in the washing operation would be continuously 
reused and recycled. Approximately 70 gallons per minute of water input would 
be required to make up for consumptive water use. Please refer to the 
Reclamation Plan, Section 2.9.1, Water and Wastewater, for additional 
information. 
 
D-O10-27 Please see Response to Comment D-O10-26 regarding how waste 
water used to wash sand would be continuously reused and recycled. The water 
used to wash the excavated material would be groundwater pumped from on-site 
wells. Excavated materials would be the same as the materials already present 
within the site, through which stormwater infiltrates to groundwater. None of the 
excavated material is expected to be contaminated such that the Project would 
contribute to pollution in excess of that allowed by applicable State or local water 
quality regulations (refer to FEIR Section 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
 
D-O10-28 Please see Response to Comment D-O10-21. 
 
D-O10-29 The Project has been designed to accept existing stormwater runoff 
from lateral channels and drainage facilities. In the existing condition, ephemeral 
drainages such as Mexican Canyon Creek enter the Project site and flow across 
the existing golf course to eventually converge with the Sweetwater River. The 
post-reclamation condition would be similar in nature to the existing condition 
(i.e., entering perpendicular at a bank slope). A PDP SWQMP is included as 
Appendix P to the RDEIR and FEIR 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 identifies relevant storm drain systems, 
as noted.  
 
D-O10-30 Appendix U of the DEIR contains the Vector Management Plan 
prepared for the Project. According to Section 2.0 Vector Management, of the 
Vector Management Plan, vector sources occur where site conditions provide 
habitat suitable for breeding. These can include any source of standing water, 
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D-O10-31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-34 
 
 
 
 

 D-O10-30 (cont.) wetlands, irrigation ponds, detention basins and infiltration 
basins. A standard requirement for projects of this type is the incorporation of 
BMPs to reduce the health risks and nuisance factors associated with the vectors 
which can result from the standing, stagnant water, and water detention systems, 
such as referenced in this comment. Refer to Section 2.1.1, Mosquitos, to see the 
explanation of the vector risk and the BMPs that the project would implement to 
manage this vector source.  
 
D-O10-31 The comment is incorrect. Hydraulic analyses were performed for 
each of the mining phases. Please refer to the Hydraulic Analysis section of 
Appendix O, CEQA Drainage Study. Tables 2 and 3 provide detailed numeric data 
by phase. 
 
D-O10-32 The PDP SWQMP contains a Drainage Management Area (DMA) 
exhibit demonstrating that the plant would be elevated above 100-year flood 
levels, with 1 foot of freeboard. 
 
D-O10-33 Please see Response to Comment D-A2-8 regarding the use of 
berms.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-34 Grade control has been incorporated into the Project design to 
maintain the channel bed at the Steele Canyon Bridge. Please see Responses to 
Comments D-A3-2, D-A3-3, and D-A3-15 regarding the Steele Canyon Bridge. 
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D-O10-35 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-36 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-37 
 

D-O10-38 
 
 

D-O10-39 
 
 

D-O10-40 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-35 The wires are in the air, and flood waters would not reach high 
enough to reach the wires. Relative to the one tower to remain in the channel on 
an “island,” with mining occurring around it, hydraulic analyses demonstrated in 
“Hydraulic Analyses” of the CEQA-Level Drainage Study that the cross sections at 
the SDG&E tower (cross sections 160 and 170) would experience  flow velocities 
that are not projected to be high enough to require protection around the island. 
 
D-O10-36 The plan view and two cross-sections for the noted areas are shown 
on the plans. Please see Sections A-A and B-B in the Reclamation Plan Drawings, 
which show the grouted riprap. Maximum height would be less than 20 feet. Top 
and bottom elevations are noted on the plans. 
 
D-O10-37 Please refer to the HEC-RAS analysis in the CEQA-Level Drainage 
Study (FEIR Appendix O) for water surface elevations. 
 
D-O10-38 The elevation of the backfilled and/or mining areas would be either 
restored to the approximate pre-Project ground elevation or would be slightly 
above the adjacent channel flow line elevations. Please see the discussion of pre- 
and post-project conditions under “Hydraulic Analyses” and the cross sections 
provided in Appendix A to the CEQA-Level Drainage Study.  
 
D-O10-39 Project design was undertaken with the goal of not resulting in 
undercutting or undermining of infrastructure and riverbanks. Please see the 
hydraulic analysis in the CEQA-Level Drainage Study, which describes the flow 
velocities and grouted riprap proposed to prevent erosion and 
undercutting.  These actions are not anticipated.  
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 D-O10-40 Project mining activities would be subject to the inspection and 
reporting requirements of the Project Operation Plan that would be prepared and 
implemented pursuant to CCR Title 14 Section 17388.3 to ensure that placement 
of inert debris within the 100-year floodplain would be adequately compacted 
and remain in place in the event of a flood. The California Department of 
Conservation’s Division of Mine Reclamation would be responsible for overseeing 
implementation of the Project Operation Plan. As part of quality control during 
backfilling of excavation pits, tests would be undertaken as necessary to 
determine gradation specifications. Unless excavated soils are fine and silty, a 
sieve analysis may not be necessary. 
 
D-O10-41 Please see Response to Comment D-A6-47 regarding backfill 
compaction. 
 
D-O10-42 Please refer to Response to Comment D-O8-16, which addresses 
similar comments. Within the Project boundaries, extraction and subsequent 
improvements to river flow would result in effects to a sizable portion of the on-
site floodplain. The Sweetwater River drainage/floodplain, however, extends for a 
substantially longer length than is contained with the Project boundaries. 
Therefore, the floodplain overall is only being somewhat altered. Similarly, the 
Project only affects the portion of the river within its boundaries. The 
accommodation of water flow, the acceptance of inflow from upstream and off-
site sources, and amount of water flowing off the site remain virtually identical. 
Therefore the “existing drainage pattern of the site or area” would not be 
substantially altered. The analysis is specific and meets CEQA standards.  
 
D-O10-43 A very small portion of the grading plan is located in the S88 zone in 
the southwestern portion of the Project. Site preparation use is defined as “places 
where the off-site removal of materials is secondary to the future use of the site 
and where the removal of materials is not completed within one year but 
otherwise exempt from the definition of a ‘Borrow Pit’.” This definition does not 
specify a limit on the volume of material for site preparation. The MUP for the 
Proposed Project also would cover the site preparation activities.  
 
D-O10-44 Please see Topical Response 11 and Response to Comment D-O8-48 
regarding Project conformance with the General Plan goals, objectives, and 
policies. The comment suggests need for research and analysis of “conservation of 
construction aggregate” that may be in landfills and could be reclaimed, or 
whether existing facilities by others could be expanded (which would in turn 
require modifications to existing or potentially new permits, with associated new  
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-46 
 
 
 
 
 

 D-O10-44 (cont.) footprint environmental impacts). This is beyond the purview 
of an individual applicant to complete, and elimination of all other sources is not a 
CEQA requirement prior to proposing use of a private property. The County also 
finds that aggregates are needed in the County and some are currently being 
imported. Local resources would benefit County businesses and individuals 
needing such aggregate, as well as taking some import trucks off the roads.  
 
D-O10-45 Please see Response to Comment D-O8-59. The comment incorrectly 
states that the DEIR failed to study and report on compatibility/harmony of 
elements, etc. The elements of the MUP are detailed in EIR Subchapter 2.1, Visual 
Resources, in Section 2.1.1.7, Regulatory Setting, under the heading “San Diego 
County Zoning Ordinance.” The elements of scale, bulk, overall harmony, etc. are 
addressed in the impact discussions in Section 2.1.2.1, Potential Conflict with 
Importance Visual Elements or Inconsistency with Applicable Design Guidelines, 
which provides detailed analysis for each key view. Traffic is addressed in both 
Section 3.1.7, Transportation, and the proposed Traffic Control Plan. The overall 
suitability of the site for the type and intensity of use is addressed in detail 
throughout the issue-specific analyses in the DEIR and FEIR, as well as Appendix B, 
Land Use Consistency Analysis. It is not possible to provide a specific response to 
“any other relevant impact.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-46 Please see Topical Response 11 regarding the Project’s 
consistency with the County’s General Plan. The comment regarding adequacy of 
DEIR analyses is a general statement without specifics, and no specific response 
can be made. Each of these topics is addressed in the FEIR, and the analysis is 
comprehensive. The County agrees that the public must have access to thorough 
and accurate information and that decision makers must be able to rely on 
accurate impact analyses and believes that the document contains such analyses.  
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

DEIR Organizations RTC-310 

 

 
 
 

D-O10-46 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-47 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-47 Please see Topical Response 11 regarding the Project’s 
consistency with the Valle Del Oro Community Plan. Additionally, please see 
Response to Comment D-O8-56, as well as FEIR Appendix B, pages B-52, and B-59 
through B-61, which address the policies noted. 
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cont. 

 
 
 

D-O10-48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-49 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D-O10-48 Please see Response to Comment D-O10-9 regarding DEIR 
comments related to biological resources. 
 
 
D-O10-49 Please see Response to Comment D-O8-4 regarding the purpose and 
intent of the 2011 San Diego Region Aggregate Supply Study that was prepared on 
behalf of SANDAG, in cooperation with Caltrans District 11, to examine the supply 
issues related to aggregate and the exclusion of developed sites such as the 
Project site from the study. This comment provides a summary of the principal 
findings of the 2011 San Diego Region Aggregate Supply Study and suggests that 
the EIR should have addressed the findings. As stated in Chapter 1 of the study 
under “Objectives and Limitations of the Study,” the intent of the report is not to 
make policy recommendations, but rather to identify issues and develop tools 
that decision makers could use as a starting point in adaptive management 
strategies. Evaluation of Project consistency with the study’s findings is not 
warranted. Please see Topical Response 11 regarding the Project’s consistency 
with the County’s land use plans, policies, ordinances, and codes.  
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cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-50 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-O10-51 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-O10-50 As described in Section 3.1.6 of the DEIR, the existing County of San 
Diego General Plan designation for the entire Project site is Open Space-
Recreation (OS-R). This section of the DEIR also acknowledges that the existing 
zoning designations on the Project site are S80 (Open Space); S90 (Holding Area); 
and S88 (Specific Planning Area). Extractive uses, such as those proposed as part 
of this Project, are permitted in the S80 Open Space and the S90 Holding Area 
zoning designations. The Project Applicant is seeking approval of a new MUP and 
is not relying on any prior Specific Use Permit (SUP)/MUP issued for the golf 
course. The Project’s proposed extractive use is allowed within areas designated 
as Open Space (Recreation) with the issuance of an MUP. 
 
D-O10-51 The comment summarizes information found in the DEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 
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D-O10-52 Please see Topical Response 11, which specifically addresses this 
issue. In brief, however, please note that each of the items referenced relates to 
visual issues. Although the long-term condition of the Proposed Project site post 
reclamation would be consistent with the planning documents, the magnitude of 
temporary environmental effects is reflected in the significant visual impact 
assessed in Subchapter 2.1, Visual Resources.  
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D-O10-52 Please see Topical Response 11, which specifically addresses this 
issue. In brief, however, please note that each of the items referenced relates to 
visual issues. Although the long-term condition of the Proposed Project site post 
reclamation would be consistent with the planning documents, the magnitude of 
temporary environmental effects is reflected in the significant visual impact 
assessed in Subchapter 2.1, Visual Resources.  
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D-O10-53 Please see Topical Response 8 under Congestion and VMT, which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s VMT impacts. This 
comment incorrectly states that the DEIR relies on the San Diego Region 
Aggregate Supply Study dated January 2011; the San Diego County Construction 
Aggregate Market Study Dated February 2020 is the report utilized in the Project 
Transportation Impact Analysis in developing assumptions related to VMT. Please 
see Section 5.3 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, included as Appendix V to 
the FEIR, which describes the conservative assumptions utilized to evaluate VMT 
impacts. 
 
 
 
D-O10-54 Please see Topical Response 8 under Congestion and VMT, which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s VMT impacts. The 
commenter does not provide any evidence to substantiate the claim of the source 
materials using other modes of transportation. No further response is required. 
 
D-O10-55 The comment raises a public safety concern relating to aggregate 
hauling. However, the California Vehicle Code requires that commercial vehicles 
ensure their loads are covered or otherwise secured to prevent any contents from 
escaping the vehicle. It is reasonable to assume that commercial drivers would 
adhere to the law. There is nothing inherent in the Proposed Project that would 
make it less likely that aggregate haulers approaching or leaving the site would be 
less likely to follow the law. 
 
D-O10-56 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 
quantity of truck trips contained in the DEIR was significantly revised and  
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 D-O10-56 (cont.) recirculated as part of the Project Description of the RDEIR. 
The revised project description circulated in Chapter 1.0 of the RDEIR wholly 
supersedes the original Project Description contained in the DEIR; therefore, the 
details related to truck trips provided in this comment are no longer valid. Please 
see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which describes the 
methodology used to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts using VMT. 
The Project is not calculated to result in a significant transportation impact. Please 
also see Responses to Comments D-O8-44 through D-O8-46, which address the 
comments related to safety hazards and proposed improvements that would 
enhance mobility along Willow Glen Drive for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 
 
As detailed in Topical Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements,” as well as 
Response to Comment DA3-7, a Traffic Control Plan would be implemented 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.  
 
D-O10-57 Please see Response to Comment D-A5-2, which addresses similar 
comments related to emergency access, and Responses to Comments D-O8-44 
through D-O8-46, which address the comments related to accidents and safety 
hazards. 
 
 
 
D-O10-58 This comment claims that accidents have caused gaps in the fence 
along the south side of Willow Glen Drive, which have the potential to result in 
drivers to enter the Project site. There is no evidence of cars causing the existing 
gaps and none is provided in this comment. These speculative assumptions do not 
directly address the accuracy or adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Response to 
Comment D-O8-44, which addresses accidents in the Project vicinity. 
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D-O10-59 This comment claims that the majority of accidents occur within a 
five-mile radius of one’s residence. The commenter does not provide any factual 
data to substantiate these claims and these comments are speculative 
assumptions that do not directly address the accuracy or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Please see Response to Comment D-010-44, which addresses comments related 
to safety hazards. 
 
 
 
D-O10-60 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Project Study Area,” which 
describes the study area that was evaluated for the Project and why evaluating 
traffic beyond the Project study area is not warranted per County Guidelines. 
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D-O10-61 The commenter does not provide specifics on which goals of the 
SANDAG 2021 Regional Plan with which the Project is in conflict. Regardless, the 
SANDAG 2021 Regional Plan deals with transportation policies and programs as it 
relates to the buildout of the entire San Diego region. The Regional Plan does not 
address individual land development project transportation issues, or more 
specifically, the number of trips that can be added on a given roadway. The 
transportation impacts of the Proposed Project are disclosed per CEQA 
Guidelines. Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts 
using VMT. 
 
D-O10-62 Please see Topical Response 8 regarding VMT analysis. GHG impacts 
were found to be less than significant, thus requiring no mitigation. It is also 
important to note that the GHG analysis did not rely on the potential reduction in 
regional VMT the Project may achieve. 
 
D-O10-63 The comment states that the aggregate demand was based on a 
growing population, but census bureau data shows stagnation and claims it is 
expected to decline. The data the comment shows include population growth 
data for all of California, not San Diego specifically, and is therefore not directly 
applicable to the aggregate demand projected for the County.  
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D-O10-64 The County peer reviews all technical reports, and the text of the EIR 
itself. That a technical report was prepared by a third-party consultant does not 
present a conflict of interest.  
 
D-O10-65 The comment misunderstands the effect of assuming that the El 
Monte Sand Mine would remain operational. Assuming the El Monte Sand Mine 
would remain operational results in less of a VMT reduction attributable to the 
Proposed Project. Thus, assuming the El Monte Sand Mine remains in operation 
results in maximizing the potential impacts of the Proposed Project. If the VMT 
analysis were revised to assume that the El Monte Sand Mine were no longer 
operating, the analysis would show that the Project would result in even greater 
reductions in VMT. 
 
D-O10-66 Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding 
to Comments. These comments do not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the DEIR and are beyond the scope of the 
DEIR. No response is required.  
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D-O10-67 The comment claims that there would be an impact on projected 
sand demand due to cultural changes from the pandemic in San Diego County. It 
is important to note that the “San Diego County Construction Aggregate Market 
Study” the comment is addressing shows that the current sand supply in the 
County is already insufficient to meet the existing demand. Currently, the 
permitted reserves and the output from the single existing sand mine (East 
County Sand Mine) are not keeping up with the demand, necessitating the 
importation of sand to meet construction needs. The current supply struggles to 
meet the current demand for sand, and future demand, even at a slower rate, 
would still outpace the present capacity in the County. 
 
D-O10-68 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts 
using VMT and not congestion. DEIR Figure 3.1.7-1 shows the existing roadway 
conditions and specifically, Intersection 2 is shown with the future Project 
driveway. The future Project driveway across from Muirfield Drive would include a 
stop sign, but was not included as such in Figure 3.1.71 given that it was 
illustrating existing conditions. 
 
D-O10-69 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT,” which 
describes the methodology used to evaluate the Project’s transportation impacts; 
and Topical Response 8, under “Roadway Improvements,” which includes several 
design features to address vehicular access at the Project driveways.  
 
D-O10-70 This comment is incorrect in stating that the Project Driveway West 
and Project Driveway East handle both ingress and egress movements. Project 
Driveway West is designed to serve ingress movements only, while Project 
Driveway East is designed to serve egress movements only. 
 
D-O10-71 This comment is incorrect in stating that there is no scheduled 
timing for the arrival and departure of trucks. As stated in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR, 
trucking is proposed to occur between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. on weekdays. As 
required by CEQA, a best guess estimate of daily truck trips provides the basis for 
the analysis in the EIR. The best guess estimate is based on expected annual 
quantity of sand exports, market conditions, and standard truck hauling capacity. 
An EIR is not required to analyze every possible scenario, such as the scenario  
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 D-O10-71 (cont.) suggested in the comment that all estimated daily trucks 
would arrive at the site within a single small window of time, resulting in 
unaccounted for congestion. Further, please see Topical Response 8 under 
Congestion and VMT, which discusses that congestion is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. The LMA prepared for the Project addressed 
traffic related safety impacts and determined that no significant impact would 
occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 
 
D-O10-72 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Roadway Improvements,” 
which describes several design features proposed by the Project, including an 
acceleration lane for westbound truck egress movements.  
 
D-O10-73 Please see Response to Comment D-A1-16, which describes the 
extent of the proposed use of the existing access at the northwest corner of the 
Project site.  
 
D-O10-74 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Project Study Area,” which 
describes the study area that was evaluated for the Project and why evaluating 
traffic beyond the Project study area is not warranted per County Guidelines. 
 
D-O10-75 The SWPPP and erosion control plan will define BMPs for vehicle 
track out and transport of sand. Vehicular trackout 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-O10-76 Please see Section 3.2.2, Geology and Soils, of the DEIR for analysis 
related to liquefaction. 
 
 
D-O10-77 Please see Response to Comment D-O4-7. In addition, contrary to 
what is stated in this comment, the Project would implement recommendations 
provided in the Fire Protection Plan to reduce fire potential for the entire site, not 
just the areas undergoing mining. In fact, the areas undergoing mining would have 
negligible fire potential since they would be devoid of flammable vegetation. 
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