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R-O1 — Chaldean Catholic Eparchy of St. Peter the Apostle 
 
R-O1-1 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.  
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R-O1-2 
 
 
 

R-O1-3 
 
 
 

R-O1-4 
 

R-O1-5 
 
 
 

R-O1-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
R-O1-2 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for a discussion of the updates to the information provided in the text of 
the DEIR and technical studies supporting the analyses of the DEIR. Project-
related and cumulative effects to “streets, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
health risk, and noise” are summarized in the topical response and addressed in 
the following sections of the FEIR: Subchapter 2.2, Noise; Section 3.1.1, Air 
Quality; Section 3.1.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Section 3.1.7, 
Transportation/Traffic. The traffic analysis appended to the FEIR does include an 
update addressing the additional truck trips. As explained in the updated traffic 
analysis, and in the RDEIR, the additional truck trips do not result in a new 
significant threshold exceedance. Please also see Topical Response 10, Cumulative 
Impacts, which describes why the Project would not have a significant cumulative 
traffic impact. 
 
R-O1-3 Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding 
to Comments. This comment states that the biological resources analysis and 
mitigation are “incomplete,” however no details explaining what part of the 
analysis or which specific mitigation measure is incomplete are provided to allow 
a complete response. The Project’s biological analysis sufficiently analyzes 
potential impacts on area biological resources resulting from the Project, and 
identifies mitigation measures sufficient to reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant impacts. The biological analysis was completed by a qualified technical 
consultant on the County’s CEQA Consultants List for Privately Initiated Projects, 
consistent with County and CEQA requirements to evaluate sites with potential to 
contain sensitive biological resources. 
 
R-O1-4 Please see Topical Response 3 for a discussion of the updated noise 
analysis confirming that noise-related impacts remain less than significant, with 
the additional truck trips and second conveyor, consistent with the findings in the 
DEIR. Subchapter 2.2 of the FEIR has been revised to provide additional 
clarification on noise associated with the truck trips and conveyor. 
 
R-O1-5 The Stormwater Quality Management Plan for Priority Development 
Projects (PDP SWQMP) included as Appendix P to the RDEIR was prepared using 
the County’s standard form to describe how the Project would comply with the 
applicable requirements of the County of San Diego BMP Design Manual and the 
County of San Diego Watershed Protection Ordinance. The PDP SWQMP includes 
construction stormwater BMPs and structural and significant site design BMPS 
that would be implemented to satisfy County requirements for managing urban 
runoff, including stormwater, from land development activities. Implementation 
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R-O1-5 (cont.) of the PDP SWQMP and applicable BMPs would protect 
stormwater quality during pre-mining and mining activities, including during 
storm events. Please also see Response to Comment D-A6-12 and D-A6-14.  
 
R-O1-6 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment; however, this comment does not raise a specific issue concerning 
the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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R-O2-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O2 — Chaldean Community Council 
 
R-O2-1 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. 
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R-O2-1 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O2-2 
 
 
 
 

R-O2-3 
 
 
 

R-O2-4 
 
 

R-O2-5 
 
 

R-O2-6 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O2-2 Please see Response to Comment R-O1-2. 
 
 
 
R-O2-3 Please see Response to Comment R-O1-3. 
 
 
 
 
R-O2-4 Please see Response to Comment R-O1-4. 
 
 
R-O2-5 Please see Response to Comment R-O1-5. 
 
 
R-O2-6 The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. 
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R-O2-6 
cont. 
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R-O3-1 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O3 — Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group 
 
 
R-O3-1 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-O3-2 Please see Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, which 
describes the process of identifying the projects evaluated in the cumulative 
impact analysis, as well as the three additional projects identified by County staff 
following circulation of the DEIR. Regarding the reference to newly established 
conservation areas, the baseline existing conditions against which the Project’s 
impacts are measured are the baseline existing conditions in place at the time of 
the NOP. 
 
R-O3-3 The correct number of trucks, including a water truck, off-road haul 
truck, on-road haul trucks for aggregate export, and on-road haul trucks for 
backfill material import, are identified and described in Chapter 1.0, Project 
Description, Location, and Environmental Setting, of the RDEIR. Where the trucks 
are identified and described in Chapter 1.0 is based on the type of the truck and 
the use of the truck as related to different components of the mining operation 
process. The water truck, off-road haul truck, and on-road haul trucks for 
aggregate export were considered in the analysis provided in the DEIR, including 
the GHG and transportation analyses. These analyses were updated for the RDEIR 
to consider the onroad haul trucks for backfill material import (please see Topical 
Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical Reports). As such, all truck trips 
were comprehensively considered in the GHG and transportation analyses.  
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R-O3-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
R-O3-4 The Project’s ingress and egress points are proposed to be 
constructed along Willow Glen Drive, which would serve as the primary route for 
the Project to and from Jamacha Road. Based on the proposed haul route for the 
Project, trucks would not utilize Jamul Drive, Steele Canyon Road, or other 
residential or subdivision streets in the transporting of materials to and from the 
site. State law, including the California Vehicle Code, would apply to all trucks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O3-5 Please see Topical Response 5, Imported Material and Backfilling 
Process. Please also see Responses to Comments D-A1-7 and D-A2-27, which 
describes 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. 
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R-O3-6 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-7 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-8 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-9 
 
 
 

R-O3-10 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-11 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O3-6 The purpose of the EIR is to analyze and disclose the potential 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. While the County will consider 
Project benefits when considering whether to approve the Proposed Project, the 
purpose of the EIR is not to analyze or identify Project benefits. Nonetheless, as 
discussed in Subchapter 2.2, Biological Resources, expanding the Sweetwater 
River floodplain would necessarily result in greater habitat area and expand the 
riparian corridor, which would provide additional foraging and dispersal habitat 
for special status species, including coastal California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s 
vireo. An expanded floodplain would also allow peak flows to extend outward 
from the existing low-flow channel during overtopping events, which would 
minimize long-term erosion and sedimentation. 
 
R-O3-7 This comment summarizes the additional plant and animal species 
evaluated in the RDEIR, but does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see the responses below to specific 
comments related to biological resources. 
 
R-O3-8 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-11, included on 
page 2.2-84 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), which reduces 
potential direct impacts to special status reptile and amphibian species to a less 
than significant level. This mitigation measure is based on recommendations 
provided by CDFW on the DEIR; see Response to Comment DA2-15. If special 
status reptile or amphibian species are detected during pre-construction surveys, 
no vegetation removal, grading, and/or other ground disturbance activities would 
occur within the proposed impact area(s) until consultation with CDFW has been 
completed. Species-specific protocols and relocation methods would be subject to 
approval by CDFW. 
 
R-O3-9 The comment asserts that the Project would completely demolish 
habitat within the Project site. As described throughout Section 2.2 of the RDEIR 
and the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR 
and RDEIR Appendix C), mining activities would primarily occur within portions of 
the Project site already disturbed by golf course development and operations and 
would avoid the majority of riparian and sensitive habitat located within the 
Project site. Avoided native habitat would be preserved within the BOS including 
0.55 acre of coastal sage scrub and 21.21 acres of wetland and riparian habitat, 
7.36 acres of which would be enhanced through the removal of exotic and 
invasive species and planting of riparian habitat. Individuals relocated under 
implementation of Project mitigation measures during mining operations could be 
relocated to the avoided and preserved habitats in the Project site, as  
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R-O3-9 (cont.) appropriate. No individuals would be relocated to an open 
mining pit or other unsuitable areas. Following the completion of mining and 
reclamation activities and removal of temporary construction fencing, all wildlife, 
including any relocated species, would be able to freely move into, within, and 
through the 118.93 acres of revegetated native habitat. Sections 4.0 and 5.1 of 
the Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR) and Conceptual Wetland Mitigation 
Plan (Appendix O of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with 
the RDEIR) describes the reasons the Project site condition post-mining and 
reclamation would still be suitable for native habitat revegetation, and therefore, 
would be successful with implementation of both plans. In addition, please see 
Topical Response 9, Wildlife Corridors and Species Connectivity Impacts, which 
provides responses related to wildlife movement and connectivity through the 
site during and after mining. 
 
R-O3-10 The comment references mitigation measures BIO-16 through M-
BIO-20, included on pages 2.2-85 through 2.2-87 of the RDEIR and Section 4.4 of 
the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and 
RDEIR Appendix C), which reduce potential direct and indirect impacts to 
jurisdictional waters, wetlands, and/or riparian habitats to a less than significant 
level. The comment inaccurately suggests that there is no evidence or precedent 
for these mitigation measures. However, these measures are based on those 
listed in Section 5.1, Typical Mitigation Measures and Conditions, of the County of 
San Diego’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources and 
include temporary fencing, biological monitoring, evidence of federal and state 
permits, and preparation and implementation of revegetation plans. 
   
As stated in FEIR Section 2.2.1.6 and Section 5.5 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report (FEIR Appendix C), “Impacts to jurisdictional areas would require 
permitting through the appropriate regulatory agencies…Final mitigation 
requirements would be determined through consultation with the USACE [U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers], RWQCB, and CDFW...” The mitigation ratios provided in 
mitigation measures M-BIO-18 and M-BIO-19 are standard ratios required by the 
regulatory agencies. However, if the regulatory agencies were to require higher a 
mitigation ratio on any final permits issued for the Project, those ratios would 
supersede the ones listed in the Project’s mitigation measures. As such, the 
regulatory agencies would review and approve all final mitigation requirements to 
reduce potential impacts to jurisdictional wetland and non-wetland waters, and 
streambed and riparian habitat, as part of the wetland permitting process. 
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R-O3-11 

cont. 

R-O3-12 
 
 

R-O3-13 
 
 
 

R-O3-14 
 

R-O3-15 
 
 

R-O3-16 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-17 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-18 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-19 
 
 

 R-O3-11 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, under “Traffic Count 
Timing,” which discusses the traffic count timing relative to the pandemic. 
 
R-O3-12 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Project Study Area,” which 
describes the study area that was evaluated for the Project and why evaluating 
traffic along the State Route 94 (SR 94) corridor is not warranted per County 
Guidelines. 
 
R-O3-13 Please see Topical Response 8 under “Congestion and VMT [vehicle miles 
traveled],” which discusses that congestion and thereby, the addition of 
cumulative project trips, is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA 
per Senate Bill 743. Furthermore, the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) report was 
scoped with County staff and conducted per the Board of Supervisors adopted 
Transportation Study Guidelines. The Jamul Casino is approximately 6 miles from 
the Cottonwood Golf Course and per the commenter’s assertion, all the casino 
trips are on SR 94 and not on Project study area facilities such as Willow Glen 
Drive. 
 
R-O3-14 Please see Response to Comment R-O3-13, which also applies to 
cumulative trips associated with construction activity. 
 
R-O3-15 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, and future development projections. 
 
R-O3-16 Off-road truck use (i.e., within the Project site) during mining operations 
would occur to transport wash fines to backfill areas. As stated on page 1-5 of the 
RDEIR, “[o]ff-road hauling of wash fines is expected to require approximately four 
to six round trips per day for all modes of transport to backfill areas.” These off-
road vehicle trips were included in the air quality, GHG, and noise modeling. 
 
R-O3-17 Mitigation measure M-BIO-14, included on page 2.2-85 of the RDEIR, 
states that the “applicant shall dedicate 150.7 acres of BOS to be managed by a 
long-term manager approved by the County in accordance with a Resource 
Management Plan.” This is a condition of approval for the Project. It is also 
consistent with uses allowed by existing General Plan land use designations and 
zoning classifications, as well as floodplain restrictions, which preclude the 
placement of permanent structures for human habitation. 
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R-O3-19 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-21 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O3-22 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O3-18 The commenter refers to the slopes of the floodplain, which would be 
3:1 (horizontal:vertical), or 1:3 (rise:run), resulting in an approximately 33 percent 
slope. 
 
R-O3-19 Please see Response to Comment D-A1-17, which describes the currently 
proposed uses of the Project site following mining. 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.  
 
R-O3-20 Please see Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, which addresses 
the requirements and methodology of analyzing the Proposed Project’s 
cumulative impacts. Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, for 
discussion regarding silicosis and valley fever.  
 
 

 
R-O3-21 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O3-22 The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. 
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R-O4-1 
 
 
 

R-O4-2 
 
 

R-O4-3 
 

R-O4-4 
R-O4-5 

 
R-O4-6 

 
 
 
 
 

 R-O4 — Rancho Management 
 
R-O4-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR. CEQA requires an analysis of physical impacts to the environment; it does 
not require analysis of social and economic impacts, such as effects related to 
property values, unless those social or economic impacts result in physical 
changes to the environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, subdivision (a), 
reads: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a 
proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes 
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or 
social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 
analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and 
effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” Here, there is 
no evidence of any physical impacts occurring as a result of any economic or 
social changes, nor is there evidence of economic or social changes. 
 
R-O4-2 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise an issue 
 
R-O4-3 Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, under “Jamacha 
Elementary School,” which describes how noise levels at Jamacha Elementary 
School would be lower than 60.7 community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and 
thus would be within County standard for compatibility with schools (i.e., below 
65 CNEL) and would not be significantly impacted by the Project. Similar 
conclusions would apply to other locations noted in various comments that are 
further in distance, including the noted La Vida Real Senior Living Complex. 
Regarding pedestrian safety, an LMA report was prepared for the Proposed 
Project, which determined that the Proposed Project would have no significant 
impact on pedestrians. 
 
R-O4-4 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, which describes how 
transportation impacts of the Proposed Project are evaluated as less than 
significant based on Project-related reduction in overall in VMT, as required by 
the CEQA Guidelines and Senate Bill 743. 
 
R-O4-5 As indicated on page 7-13 of the DEIR, the Project’s designated mine 
operations manager would prepare, submit to the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District for approval, and implement the approved Fugitive Dust Control Plan for 
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R-O4-5 (cont.) the Project. As part of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan, measures 
would be implemented to minimize material on public roadways that could result 
from Project operations, spillage from transport trucks, erosion, and/or track-
out/carry-out. Such measures may include, but not be limited to, the use of track-
out grates or gravel beds at each egress point, wheel-washing at each egress 
during muddy conditions, geotextiles, mulching, or seeding; watering, treating, 
and/or covering aggregate material and/or maintaining sufficient freeboard for 
out-bound transport trucks; and removal with a sweeper or with manual methods 
at the conclusion of each Project workday. Implementation of such measures 
would minimize the potential for debris to be present on public roadways. 
 
R-O4-6 This comment does not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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R-O5-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O5 – Remington H.O.A. Board of Directors and Members 
 
R-O5-1 The County acknowledges this letter, prepared to the attention of the 
residents of the Remington Homeowners Association. The comments do not raise 
an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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R-O5-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
R-O5-2 Each of the enclosed comment letters is a form letter with the same 
content as the Rancho Management (R-O4) letter, above. Please see Responses to 
Comments R-O4-1 through RO46. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Organizations RTC-20 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Organizations RTC-31 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Organizations RTC-33 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O5-2 
cont. 
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R-O6-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6 – San Diego Audubon Society  
 
R-O6-1 The County acknowledges this electronic transmittal of the San Diego 
Audubon Society comment letter on the RDEIR. These introductory comments do 
not raise a specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR. Please see the responses below to specific comments. 
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R-O6-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-4 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6-2 These introductory comments do not raise a specific issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see the responses below 
to specific comments. 
 
 
 
R-O6-3 The DEIR and RDEIR were prepared in accordance with the County’s 
Environmental Impact Report Format and General Content Requirements (County 
2006). Per County requirements, existing conditions should be included at the 
beginning of each EIR analysis section. Consistent with the County requirements, 
existing conditions are included at the beginning of Subchapter 2.2 of the RDEIR. 
The discussion of habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors referenced in this 
comment is included in the existing conditions section. The order of topics 
included in the existing conditions section was provided consistent with the 
County’s Report Format and Content Requirements for Biological Resources 
(County 2010), which include habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors as the last 
topic in the existing conditions section.  
 
R-O6-4 Please see Topical Response 9, Wildlife Corridors and Species 
Connectivity Impacts. FEIR Section 2.2.2.4 and Sections 2.4 and 6.0 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR 
Appendix C) provide a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impact on 
wildlife movement, wildlife connectivity, and wildlife linkages and corridors. 
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R-O6-4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6-5 Please see Topical Response 9. 
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R-O6-5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-7 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6-6 The BOS easement would be recorded in accordance with County 
requirements, which may include recordation of easement over avoided BOS 
areas prior to initiation of authorized activities in combination with phased 
recordation of additional BOS easement as each subphase of reclamation is 
completed, or an alternative timing as determined by the County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6-7 As described in FEIR Section 1.2.1.2, the Project would be mined in three 
incremental phases, with three to four subphases in each major phase. As such, 
impacts to potential coastal California gnatcatcher habitat within the Project site 
would not occur all at once. Table 2.2-5 of the FEIR and Table 8 of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C) present 
Project impacts to vegetation communities and habitat types by Project phase. 
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-  
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R-O6-7 
cont. 

 
 
 
 

R-O6-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-9 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O6-11 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O6-7 (cont.) 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 (FEIR Appendix C). 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 2.2-13 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 restoration and revegetation areas, 
showing the progression of site reclamation to the final end-use of the site. 
 
R-O6-8 Please see Response to Comment R-O6-7 for discussion of Project 
impacts to vegetation communities by Project phase. The comment suggests a 
revision to M-BIO-2 that would prohibit all Project activity during breeding season 
in a 500-foot buffer area around the existing 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub on the Project site. However, M-BIO-2, as currently drafted, reduces 
potential impacts to a less than significant level and no further mitigation is 
required. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-2, included on page 2.2-
82 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), would avoid and minimize direct 
and indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher during the species’ breeding 
season (March 1 to August 15) by requiring a pre-construction survey(s) to 
determine the species presence and breeding status within 500 feet of proposed 
impact area(s) and implementation of a 500-foot avoidance buffer from where 
any gnatcatchers are observed nesting or displaying breeding/nesting behavior. 
Pre-construction surveys and staking of buffer areas are an industry-standard 
mitigation approach. No revisions to the mitigation measure are required. 
 
R-O6-9 Please see Response to Comment R-O6-7 for discussion of Project 
impacts to vegetation communities by Project phase. As with gnatcatcher, 
impacts to least Bell’s vireo habitat within the Project site would not occur all at 
once. No additional mitigation is required. 
 
R-O6-10 The commenter’s suggestions on mitigation measures M-BIO-7, included 
on page 2.2-84 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), are noted. As stated in M-
BIO-7, “If active nests or nesting birds are observed within the area, the biologist 
shall flag the active nests and construction activities shall avoid active nests until a 
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R-O6-10 (cont.) qualified biologist has determined that nesting behavior has 
ceased, nests have failed, or young have fledged.” The flagging of avoidance areas 
would ensure that construction personnel are aware of any temporary “off limit” 
areas and that active nests are not destroyed. Furthermore, mitigation measure 
M-BIO-17, included on pages 2.2-85 to 2.2-86 of the RDEIR and Section 4.4 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix 
C), requires that the biologist conduct a pre-construction environmental training 
session for construction personnel prior to all phases of construction to inform 
them of the sensitive biological resources on-site and avoidance measures to 
remain in compliance with Project approvals. Communication procedures would 
be discussed during these trainings, including the use of flagging for avoidance 
areas, and the biologist(s) contact information would be provided to construction 
personnel. No further revisions to the mitigation measure are required.  
 
R-O6-11 This comment references Impact BIO-2c, included on page 2.2-79 of the 
RDEIR, which states “Direct impacts to nesting Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered 
hawk, white-tailed kite, and other raptors, and/or indirect noise impacts to 
nesting raptors within 300 feet of construction, mining, or reclamation areas 
would be potentially significant.” However, the comment then refers to mitigation 
measure M-BIO-2, which provides species-specific mitigation for coastal California 
gnatcatcher. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-5, included on page 
2.2-84 to 2.2-85 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), would avoid and minimize 
direct and indirect impacts to nesting raptors during the raptor nesting season 
(January 15 to July 15). As discussed in detail in the EIR, these mitigation measures 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. No further revisions to these 
measures are required. 
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R-O6-12 The commenter’s concerns regarding the terminology “to the extent 
feasible” is noted and this statement has been removed, though removal of this 
statement does not alter the overall requirements of this measure. 
Implementation mitigation measure M-BIO-4, included on page 2.2-84 of the 
RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated 
with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), would avoid and minimize direct and indirect 
impacts to nesting least Bell’s vireo if grading or clearing of vegetation were to 
occur during the species’ breeding season (March 15 through September 15) by 
requiring a pre-construction survey(s) to determine the species presence and 
breeding status within 500 feet of proposed impact area(s) and implementation of 
a 500-foot avoidance buffer from where any vireos are observed nesting or 
displaying breeding/nesting behavior. 
 
The comment also references mitigation measure M-BIO-7. Please see Response 
to Comment R-O6-10. 
 
R-O6-13 Please see Response to Comment R-O6-10. 
 
R-O6-14 The commenter’s suggestions on mitigation measure M-BIO-13, included 
on pages 2.2-84 to 2.2-85 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix C), are noted. The 
mitigation measure is based on recommendations provided by CDFW on the DEIR, 
and no additional comments or revisions on the measure were provided by CDFW 
in their RDEIR comment letter. Alternatively, CDFW’s comment letter stated 
“CDFW appreciates that our species-specific comments regarding herpetofauna 
and bats were included in the RDEIR”. No further revision to the measure is 
required. 
 
R-O6-15 Please see Response to Comment R-O6-10. 
 
R-O6-16 Potentially significant direct impacts to roosting small-footed myotis and 
Yuma myotis would be reduced to a less than significant level through 
implementation of mitigation measure MBIO-13. Table 2.2-10 of the FEIR has 
been updated to reflect that mitigation measure MBIO-13 would provide 
mitigation for Impact BIO-3d. 
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R-O6-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O6-17 Please see Responses to Comments R-O6-8, R-O6-10, and R-O6-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O6-18 This comment suggests that suitable habitat for Quino checkerspot 
butterfly occurs within the Project site. As described in the USFWS Recovery Plan 
(2003) for the species, “Vegetation types that support the Quino checkerspot 
butterfly include coastal sage scrub, open chaparral, juniper woodland, and native 
grassland. Soil and climatic conditions, as well as other ecological and physical 
factors, affect the suitability of habitat within the species’ range. Urban and 
agricultural development, invasion of nonnative species, habitat fragmentation 
and degradation, and other human-caused disturbances have resulted in 
substantial losses of habitat and declines in habitat suitability throughout the 
species’ historic range.” Section 2.2.1.1 of the RDEIR and Section 1.4.10 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR Appendix 
C) address the Project site’s suitability for Quino checkerspot butterfly and state 
the following: “The Project site consists of a developed golf course lacking suitable 
habitat for the species, and focused surveys are not required. Construction of the 
golf course resulted in the conversion of previous habitat, which primarily 
consisted of wetland- and riparian-associated habitat along the Sweetwater River, 
to non-native vegetation and developed areas associated with the current 
commercial uses of the site. Ongoing golf course maintenance and operation 
since the 1960s has resulted in further degradation and disturbance to the site, 
creating unsuitable conditions for quino checkerspot butterfly occupation.” 
 
The commenter references the presence of Diegan coastal sage scrub within the 
Project site, but as detailed in the species’ Recovery Plan, other ecological and 
physical factors affect habitat suitability besides the habitat type present. A total 
of 1.8 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub was mapped within the 276.6-acre 
Project site, representing 0.65 percent of the Project site. Furthermore, as shown 
on Figure 2.2-3 of the RDEIR, Diegan coastal sage scrub occurs as four separate 
patches. Two of these patches represent narrow bands of disturbed habitat 
located along slopes bordering the road shoulder of Willow Glen Drive and Steele 
Canyon Road and the golf course greens (active and abandoned). These small 
patches of habitat are isolated and surrounded by development and other non-
suitable land uses for the species, are of insufficient size to support Quino  
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