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Federal Agencies 
 
R-A1 — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
R-A1-1 The proposed use of the inert debris is to backfill mining areas to meet 
the elevations of the reclamation plan and the final end use of the Project site as 
open space. The use of the imported materials would be no different than the use 
of wash fines and other mined materials undesirable for processing, as previously 
described in the DEIR project description.  Please see Topical Response 5, Backfill, 
which provides additional detail regarding inert debris processing, waste 
discharge requirements, material types, contamination, and backfill materials 
origination. The backfill materials would comply with the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 14 Section 17388.3 definition of inert debris.  

 

R-A1-2 Please see Topical Response 5. Consistent with the Inert Debris 
Engineered Fill Operation (IDEFO) definition and requirements, fill material 
imported to the Project site would be appropriate for the end use of the Project. 
As part of the reclamation process, the majority of the Project site—
approximately 150.7 acres of the 214.4 acres proposed for extractive use—would 
ultimately be preserved, rehabilitated, and restored habitat through placement of 
these areas within a biological open space (BOS) easement. Potential end uses of 
the remaining areas of the Project site not preserved within the BOS easement 
would include uses allowed under the current General Plan and County zoning 
designations for the site.  Materials would be suitable for the creation and 
preservation of the biological open space and other approved end uses. 
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R-A1-3 A discussion of the proposed procedures to achieve the final landform of 
the Project site is described in FEIR Section 1.2.1.2, Reclamation Component, 
under “Landform.” The described procedures (e.g., minimum relative compaction 
of 85 percent in the floodway area and 90 percent in upland areas) were 
developed in accordance with standard compaction practices, including the 
Uniform Building Code, County Grading Ordinance (Section 87.404), American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D1557 standard test method. 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 Project would be 
subject to the inspection and reporting requirements included in the Project 
Operation Plan prepared and implemented pursuant to CCR Title 14 Section 
17388.3.  

While the original DEIR did not include the import of additional backfill materials, 
it did describe the use of wash fines and other extracted materials undesirable for 
processing as saleable product being transported to backfill areas for the same 
purpose as the imported backfill materials added in the RDEIR. As described in 
Response to Comment D-A2-3, updated sediment erosion modeling was 
conducted for the Project to address the additional backfilling activity and 
materials. As documented in Appendix S of the FEIR, erosion modeling was 
conducted to evaluate a worst-case scenario where no best management 
practices (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 
would be below the appliable water quality criteria and is considered less than 
significant relative to the County’s thresholds (see also FEIR Section 3.1.5.3 under 
“Water Quality” and “Alteration of Existing Drainage Patterns”). Although not 
factored into the erosion modeling, the Project would be required to implement a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), erosion control plan, and 
associated BMPs to reduce water quality impacts to the Sweetwater River. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures, at a minimum, would be designed 
for the 20-year, 1-hour storm event in accordance with Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA) guidelines. Temporary erosion control measures would 
be retained until vegetation becomes sufficiently established to serve as an 
effective erosion control measure. In the post-mining (reclaimed) condition, the 
Project site would include a greater amount of native vegetation than the existing 
golf course condition, which would likely reduce water quality impacts to 
Sweetwater River from the Mexican Canyon drainage compared to existing 
conditions. Therefore, sedimentation within the downstream Sweetwater River 
segment that passes through the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge (SDNWR)  
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R-A1-3 
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R-A1-4 
 
 
 
 

R-A1-5 
 
 

R-A1-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-A1-3 (cont.) would not result in significant impacts or deterioration of water 
quality to such a degree that it adversely affects resources protected within the 
refuge.   

R-A1-4 The Project is subject to compliance with CCR Title 14 Section 17388.3 
and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) waste discharge 
requirements for placement of inert debris within or adjacent to the 100-year 
floodplain. Compliance with applicable requirements would ensure that the 
appropriate waste discharge procedures are implemented.  See also Topical 
Response 5, which further describes IDEFO RWQCB waste discharge 
requirements. 

R-A1-5 The stockpile locations are shown on the Project’s Plot Plan, Figures 1-5a 
and 1-5b of the FEIR. Potential effects related to wind and water erosion would be 
addressed through implementation of the Project’s SWPPP, which would be 
prepared and submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
prior to construction in accordance with the Industrial General Permit Order 
2014-0057-DWQ, effective July 1, 2015. The SWPPP and erosion control plan 
would define BMPs to prevent erosion and the discharge of sediment to surface 
waters. Refer also to FEIR Section 1.2.1.1, Sand Mining and Processing 
Component, under “Storm Water and Erosion Control.” 

R-A1-6 Please see Responses to Comments D-A1-1 through D-A1-22 for the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)’s DEIR comment letter dated February 28, 2022.  
However, the County notes that many of these comments addressed the 
adequacy of the biological resources analysis circulated with the original DEIR, 
which was superseded by the biological resources analysis circulated in the RDEIR.   
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Local Agencies and Districts 
 
R-A2 — San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
 
R-A2-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR. Please see the responses below to specific comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-A2-2 Please see Topical Response 1, Reason for the Recirculation of the DEIR 
and the Recirculated DEIR Process, which describes why only portions of the DEIR 
were recirculated for public review; and Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and 
Updated Technical Reports, for a discussion of the revisions to the air quality 
analysis. 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 result in new significant impacts, 
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R-A2-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-A2-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-A2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-A2-2 (cont.) or substantially more severe significant impacts, than were 
disclosed in the original DEIR.  

With regard to use of zero emissions technology or the cleanest tier 4 engines, 
Section 1.3.2 Construction and Mining Operation Best Management Practices, of 
the Air Quality Technical Report included as Appendix I to the RDEIR 
acknowledges that, “Diesel exhaust emissions from on- and off-road equipment 
would be required to implement BACT for reduction of exhaust particulate matter, 
involving replacement of older equipment with equipment meeting the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Tier-4 specifications or retrofitting 
equipment with diesel particulate filters, in accordance with California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) regulations and implementation schedules.” As noted in 
the comment, re-modeled operational emissions show values under the screening 
level thresholds; therefore, mitigation requiring use of tier 4 engines is not 
required. 

R-A2-3 Please see Response to Comment D-A4-9. 

R-A2-4 Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment. A Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the 
Project which determined that health risks would be less than significant based on 
the appropriate air quality thresholds and BMPs. 

R-A2-5 Please see Response to Comment D-A4-11. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Agencies RTC-6 

 

 
 
 
 
 

R-A2-5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-A2-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-A2-6 Please see Response to Comment D-A4-12. 
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R-A3-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-A3-2 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-A3 — Sweetwater Authority 
 
R-A3-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR. Please see the responses below to specific comments. 

 
 
 
 
R-A3-2 Please see Topical Response 1, Reason for the Recirculation of the DEIR 
and the Recirculated DEIR Process, which describes why only portions of the DEIR 
were recirculated for public review. As noted in the comment and described in 
detail in Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical Reports, under 
“Appendix O – CEQA-Level Drainage Study,” the study was revised to include 
additional information supporting and clarifying the hydrologic and hydraulic 
conclusions of the DEIR to address comments submitted by Sweetwater 
Authority. In response to this comment and as part of the FEIR Chapter 1.0 
revisions, the on-site Sweetwater River channel design capacity has been 
increased to convey flows of 820 cubic feet per second (cfs) by maintaining the 
bed and lower portion of the existing banks of the trapezoidal channel at 3.7 feet 
high. This would be adequate to convey Sweetwater Authority water transfers at 
the noted historic rainfall level.  
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 R-A3-2 (cont.) Please refer to the CEQA-Level Drainage Study included as 
Appendix O to this FEIR for additional details related to the conveyance of water 
through the Sweetwater River channel. As shown in these revised analyses, none 
of the technical changes made result in new significant impacts, or substantially 
more severe significant impacts, than were disclosed in the originally circulated 
DEIR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-A3-3 Refer to Response to Comment R-A3-2, above, as well as Responses to 
Comments D-A6-1 through D-A6-50 for the Sweetwater Authority’s letter dated 
February 24, 2022. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
R-A3-4 Refer to Response to Comment D-A6-5, which addresses comments 
related to mitigation measures from the February 24, 2022, DEIR comment letter. 

R-A3-5 The County acknowledges these comments and the opportunity to 
continue coordinating with the Sweetwater Authority on the Project. These 
comments do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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R-A3-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-A3-6 Refer to Response to Comments D-A6-1 through D-A6-50, where the 
Sweetwater Authority’s comment letter dated February 24, 2022, that was 
enclosed with the August 18, 2023, RDEIR comment letter is included in full. The 
duplicative letter is not enclosed herein. 
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State Agencies (LATE) 
 
R-A4 — California Department of Fish and Wildlife (LATE) 
 
R-A4-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR. Changes to the Biological Resources section of the DEIR (Subchapter 2.2) 
and the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix C) have been 
recirculated, as described in the Summary of the RDEIR and Topical Response 1, 
Reason for the Recirculation of the DEIR and the Recirculated DEIR Process. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments D-A2-1 through D-A2-29 addressing the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)’s letter dated February 28, 
2022. Further, as discussed further in Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for 
Responding to Comments, neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require a lead 
agency to respond to comments submitted to the agency after the close of the 
public comment and review period. The public review and comment period for 
the RDEIR closed on August 21, 2023. 

R-A4-2 The abandoned former golf course area, which is no longer irrigated and 
intensely managed, has been left in a primarily unmaintained state apart from 
occasional mowing. Bermuda grass was installed as a golf course turf grass for this 
area, and, since abandonment of the golf course, this species has naturalized, 
along with other ruderal and disturbance-tolerant species, creating an herbaceous 
layer of successional vegetation. The functional loss resulting from impacts to this 
area is offset by the Project’s proposed revegetation of native habitat within BOS, 
which would restore all land temporarily impacted by mining operations, 
including lands east of Steele Canyon Road that are currently part of the active 
golf course.  
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 R-A4-2 (cont.) As described in the Project’s revegetation plan, a total of 120.79 
acres of habitat would be restored within the boundaries of the on-site biological 
open space, with the bulk of the restoration proposed as riparian scrub (84.84 
acres), while the Project’s total impact to riparian habitat is only 1.14 acres. 
Restoration of riparian scrub habitat, which includes a mosaic of native shrubs 
interspersed with lower-growing herbaceous species, would provide higher 
habitat value than currently exhibited by the abandoned golf course, and would 
include suitable habitat for sensitive species as well as increased cover and 
foraging opportunities for wildlife, providing opportunities for live-in habitat and 
connectivity for wildlife movement. The habitat restoration exceeds the overall 
habitat mitigation requirements, such that the impacts to 76.1 acres of 
successional habitat within abandoned golf course areas would be offset by the 
overall habitat restoration. An additional 29.9 acres of habitat preservation also 
would occur, for a total of 150.7 acres of on-site biological open space that would 
connect preserved areas up- and downstream of the site. 

R-A4-3 Refer to Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical Reports, 
for a summary of the revisions to the CEQA-Level Drainage Study (Appendix O) 
related to hydrology and drainage considerations. As noted, the changes and 
updates do not affect the significance determination of hydrology and drainage 
impacts disclosed in the DEIR or otherwise present significant new information, 
and thus were not recirculated with the RDEIR (refer also to Topical Response 1). 
Responses to Comments D-A2-2 through D-A2-14 address the CDFW’s comments 
and recommendations related to the hydrological impact analysis, streambed 
justification and notification, and groundwater analysis provided in the DEIR 
comment letter. 
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