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R-O8-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
R-O8 – Sierra Club San Diego Chapter 
 
R-O8-1 The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the Project. 
Please see Responses to Comments R-O8-2 through R-O8-33, below, for 
responses to specific comments provided in this letter. 
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R-O8-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-2 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they 
do not raise a specific issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR. Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to 
Comments, as well as the responses below to specific comments raised in this 
letter. Additionally, for responses to the Sierra Club’s comment letter on the DEIR, 
please see Responses to Comments D-O11-1 through D-O11-45. To the extent this 
comment generally summarizes the comments that are more specifically made in 
the remainder of the comment letter, those comments are responded to below. 
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R-O8-2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-3 The commenter correctly notes that the DEIR and RDEIR identify 
potentially significant environmental impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, 
cultural resources, noise, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural resources. 
However, impacts for all resource areas except for aesthetics would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level through the implementation of mitigation identified in 
the DEIR and RDEIR. In contrast to what is stated in this comment, impacts to 
biological resources would not be significant and unavoidable after the 
implementation of mitigation. Mitigation measures have specifically been 
identified and provided in the DEIR and RDEIR to reduce impacts to biological 
resources, including direct impacts to endangered and threatened plant and 
animal species and indirect impacts, to less-than-significant levels. Impacts 
associated with aesthetics would be minimized to the extent feasible through the 
implementation of Project Design Features/Conditions of Approval presented in 
Section 7.2 of the DEIR. 
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R-O8-3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-5 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-4 Please see Topical Response 9, Wildlife Corridors and Species 
Connectivity Impacts, which provides summary of biological surveys completed 
for the Project and addresses concerns expressed related to wildlife surveys being 
conducted during a period of drought. Additionally, as summarized in Section 
2.2.1.1 of the RDEIR and further detailed in Sections 1.4.6 and 1.4.9 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR 
Appendix C), a total of 190 plant species were identified within the Project site, 
including four special status species. Focused surveys for rare plants were 
conducted in 2019 and 2022. Above-average rainfall was received in the months 
leading up to the 2019 plant surveys. A nearby population of San Diego ambrosia 
is located south of the southwestern portion of the Project site within the 
SDNWR. This population was field verified in 2022 for detectability during the 
2022 rare plant surveys, during which it was observed both in vegetative and 
flowering states within the SDNWR. Surveys for rare plants were conducted 
during appropriate periods and under conditions suitable for detectability. 
 
R-O8-5 Please see Responses to Comments R-O7-54 through R-O7-66, which 
address the Project’s conformance with the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan. 
Additionally, the majority of the Project site is designated as Unincorporated Land 
in Metro-Lakeside-Jamul Segment outside of Hardline, Pre-Approved Mitigation 
Area (PAMA), and Minor Amendment Area. This is due to the fact that the site has 
supported the golf course development for decades, pre-dating the MSCP. The  
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R-O8-5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O8-5 (cont.) site is identified as a habitat linkage in the MSCP, and the extreme 
southwestern and southeastern portions of the Project site are located within 
designated BRCAs. The Project would ultimately contribute approximately 150.7 
acres of preserved, rehabilitated, revegetated, and restored habitat to the 
preserve system through placement of these areas within a BOS easement. The 
post-reclamation condition of the Project site would restore and substantially 
improve functional connectivity of the identified habitat linkage to BRCAs and 
preserved lands located to the east, west, and south of the site as shown in Figure 
22 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR 
and RDEIR Appendix C). This is the opposite of violating protected lands as the 
commenter states; it is instead the reestablishment of viable Linkage habitat and 
creation of new protected lands where they currently do not exist and haven’t 
ever existed under the MSCP since its inception. The Project is indeed serving the 
purpose of the MSCP. 
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R-O8-5 
cont. 
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R-O8-5 
cont. 

 
R-O8-6 

 
 
 

R-O8-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-O8-6 As detailed in Section 2.2.2.5 (Guideline 27) of the RDEIR and 7.2.1 of the 
Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR 
Appendix C), the Project is exempt from RPO requirements based on its 
consistency with the measures specified in Section 86.605(d) of the RPO that 
would also be included as conditions of the Project’s Major Use Permit (MUP). 
Further, all impacts to RPO wetlands and to jurisdictional aquatic resources would 
be fully mitigated, and applicable regulatory permits would be obtained from the 
appropriate agencies. 
 
R-O8-7 The commenter expresses concern with mining or development 
occurring within the lands that have been identified as PAMA. The majority 
(94 percent) of the 280-acre Project site is outside of PAMA. As described in 
Section 2.2.1.1 of the RDEIR and 1.4.1 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), only 16.4 acres 
of the 280-acre Project site is designated as PAMA; refer to RDEIR Figure 2.2-1 and 
Biological Resources Technical Report Figure 4. As detailed in Section 2.2.2.5 
(Guidelines 29 and 30) of the RDEIR and Section 7.2.1 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR, only 9.8 acres of Project impacts 
would occur to lands designated as PAMA. Furthermore, most of these impacts 
(8.8 acres) would occur to disturbed and developed land uses.  
 
Project impacts to PAMA would be mitigated in accordance with the MSCP 
Subarea Plan mitigation ratios, and implementation of the Project’s Conceptual 
Revegetation Plan (Appendix N of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR) would restore approximately 120 acres of upland and 
wetland/riparian habitat within the Project site. The Project would ultimately 
provide additional, higher quality habitat for special status species documented to 
occur within the Project site, as well as increased cover and foraging opportunities 
for wildlife, providing opportunities for live-in habitat and connectivity for wildlife 
movement. 
 
R-O8-8 Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, regarding the efficacy of 
the proposed noise mitigation, as well as discussion on the potential for noise 
reverberation within the valley. As stated in Topical Response 7, noise impacts 
would be less than significant. Further, extraction activities would not take place  
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R-O8-8 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-10 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-11 
 
 

 R-O8-8 (cont.) across the entire site at one time. Mining would progress in 
phases across the site, with no more than 30 acres in active mining at one time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-9 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, under “Import Truck Trip 
Transportation Analysis,” which concludes that, even with the addition of 58 haul 
trucks, a significant impact is not calculated. Please see R-O3-13 for discussion of 
cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-10 Truck trips are not underestimated in the RDEIR. The three categories of 
mechanical equipment mentioned in this comment are necessary to move soil 
and backfill materials within the Project site were already accounted for in the 
original DEIR. It was only the truck trips that had been erroneously omitted from 
the DEIR Project description. Updates to the technical studies to clarify that the 
erroneously omitted truck trips do not result in new significant impacts or 
substantially more severe significant impacts are included in the FEIR. 
 
 
R-O8-11 The streambed crossings are temporary crossings used to transport 
mobile equipment to and from a mining phase area, at the beginning and end of a 
mining phase, where areas are not accessible from any other entrance. In other 
words, the purpose of the crossing is the initial staging and then removal of heavy 
equipment. This would only apply to the Phase 1 area west of Steele Canyon Road 
and south of the river channel, or if the Ivanhoe Road entrance to the Project site 
becomes inaccessible. Additionally, the streambed would be completely dry 
before trucks cross the streambed and, given how few times over the entire 
course of the Project crossings would need to occur (again, crossing would be 
needed only to stage and then remove heavy equipment), avoidance of any 
streambed crossing when the bed is not completely dry would be easy to achieve.  
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R-O8-11 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O8-11 (cont.) The Project does not propose to impact or limit water releases 
from Loveland Reservoir. The Project does not propose to cease operations during 
heavy rains as long as it is in compliance with all permit conditions. However, 
streambed crossings during such rains would not occur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-12 As shown on Figure 1-5a, the conveyor alignment runs in an east-west 
orientation parallel to and north of the Sweetwater River channel for Phase 1. As 
stated on page 1-5 in Chapter 1.0 of the RDEIR, as well as in this comment, the 
low-profile haul truck or tractor-trailer would use an access road provided along 
the conveyor alignment. The Steele Canyon Road bridge perpendicularly crosses 
over the conveyor alignment access road and the river channel. The Project’s haul 
truck and/or tractor-trailer would cross under the portion of the Steele Canyon 
Road bridge that is north of the river channel. Therefore, the haul truck and/or 
tractor-trailer would not travel within or disturb the river channel. 
 
R-O8-13 Please see Topical Response 5, Imported Material and Backfilling Process, 
for additional information on the standards and requirements applicable to the 
backfill material that would be used by the Project. Reclamation, including 
backfilling, would occur when a Project phase ends and would be concurrent with 
mining. Additionally, the material type would be determined as part of the Inert 
Fill permitting process. 
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R-O8-13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-15 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-16 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-O8-14 The McGinty Mountain Ecological Reserve (reserve) is mentioned in the 
context of regional preserve planning and where it lies in relation to the Project. 
The Project is not located within or immediately adjacent to the reserve. The 
reserve is located further to the north and east of the Project site, as depicted on 
Figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-6 of the RDEIR. An analysis of the reserve itself is not 
required under CEQA. The potential effects of the Project on the reserve are 
disclosed in relation to the Project site facilitating wildlife movement in the local 
area as a linkage for wildlife that potentially also use the reserve for certain life 
history requirements, and in relation to the Project site contributing to the 
regional preserve assembly, for which the reserve is a component. Mitigation is 
proposed that includes measures for enhancing and improving linkage functions 
for wildlife that potentially also use the reserve, in addition to preserving on-site 
open space in perpetuity that would contribute to the regional preserve assembly. 
 
 
R-O8-15 As detailed in the Air Quality Technical Report provided as Appendix I to 
the DEIR, the USEPA has established both primary and secondary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the CARB has established the more 
stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The secondary 
NAAQS were specifically designed to protect the public welfare from adverse 
effects, including those related to effects on soils, water, crops, vegetation, man-
made materials, animals, wildlife, weather, visibility, and climate; damage to 
property; transportation hazards; economic values, and personal comfort and 
well-being. Page 4 of the Addendum to the Air Quality Technical Report concludes 
the Project “would not result in a violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS.” Therefore, 
there would be no significant effect to the flora or fauna of the McGinty Mountain 
Ecological Preserve or McGinty Mountain Preserve.  
 
R-O8-16 Please refer to Topical Response 9 for a discussion on wildlife movement, 
habitat linkages, and connectivity. Please also see Response to Comment R-O7-9 
regarding the baseline for the biological resources impacts analysis. 
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R-O8-16 
cont. 
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R-O8-16 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-18 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-17 Please refer to Response to Comment R-O6-7, which addresses Project 
impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat and mitigation, including 
discussion on the impact and mitigation phasing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-18 Indirect impacts to wildlife related to construction generated noise levels 
are analyzed in Sections 2.2.2.1 (Guidelines 1 through 3, Guideline 8, and 
Guideline 12), 2.2.2.4 (Guideline 22), and 2.2.2. (Guideline 33) of the RDER and 
Sections 3.0, 6.0, and 7.0 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated 
with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C). Mitigation measures have been 
identified to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
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R-O8-18 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
R-O8-19 Please see Response to Comment R-O8-15, above. As concluded in the 
Air Quality Technical Report provided as Appendix I to the DEIR, the Project 
“would not result in a violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS.” The secondary NAAQS 
were specifically designed to protect the public welfare from adverse effects, 
including those related to effects on soils, water, crops, vegetation, man-made 
materials, animals, wildlife, weather, visibility, and climate; damage to property; 
transportation hazards; economic values, and personal comfort and well-being. 
Therefore, there would be no significant effect to nearby plants or animals. With 
respect to the specific points made by the commenter: 
 
1. Windblown dust was accounted for in the emissions inventory developed for 

the Air Quality Technical Report provided as Appendix I to the DEIR and 
impacts were found to be less than significant. Additionally, the Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan requires that all mining activities be suspended when sustained 
wind speeds instantaneously exceed 25 miles per hour or when the wind 
speed averaged over 15 minutes is greater than 15 miles per hour.   

2. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan provided as Appendix A to the Air Quality 
Technical Report included as Appendix I to the DEIR requires a CARB certified 
Fugitive Dust Control Plan Project Site Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator 
be designated. The Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator would be 
responsible for monitoring the worksite for compliance with the Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan.   

3. The commenter is correct that some percentage of fugitive dust would 
escape despite control measures. The emissions inventory provided in the air 
quality analysis estimates the resulting emissions from sand mining activities 
including emissions from wind-blown dust, activity in the mining pit, storage 
piles, travel on unpaved roads and surfaces, as well as material loading, 
transfer, stacking, screening, and processing. The emissions estimates 
provided contain the results of the calculations after incorporation of specific 
dust control measures. Emissions were found to be less than significant.  

4. Impacts related to fugitive dust and impacts to sensitive receptors, including 
nearby schools, residences, and healthcare facilities were evaluated and 
determined to be less than significant.  
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R-O8-19 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-21 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-22 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
R-O8-20 Please see Topical Response 9, which addresses mining and reclamation 
phasing. As stated, the proposed restoration and revegetation of native habitats 
would begin immediately after the first subphase of mining and conducted on a 
continuous basis following the subsequent completion of each mining subphase. 
As such, Project impacts would not occur simultaneously throughout the entire 
site and portions of the site that are not being actively mined or reclaimed would 
either remain undisturbed or be in the restoration and revegetation monitoring 
period. Furthermore, mining activities would predominately occur within portions 
of the site already disturbed and developed by the golf course development. 
Where Project impacts occur within sensitive habitat, the impacts would be 
mitigated in accordance with County requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-21 Please see Response to Comment DA14, which describes how the Project 
site would be progressively reclaimed (and how direct impacts from extraction 
would be mitigated) 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. 
 
R-O8-22 The comment discounts the relative portion of Diegan coastal sage scrub 
that would be preserved within the Project site compared to what is existing, the 
quality of habitat being preserved, and the additional contribution of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub that the Project would provide through on-site revegetation 
and preservation of Diegan coastal sage scrub. A total of 1.8 acres of Diegan 
coastal sage scrub occurs within the Project site (refer to Table 2.2-1 of the 
RDEIR). As detailed in Section 2.2.2.1 (Guideline 1) of the RDEIR and Section 3.2.1 
of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and 
RDEIR Appendix C), the Project would impact 1.2 acres Diegan coastal sage scrub 
consisting of small patches of habitat located along existing roadways to the south 
of Willow Glen Drive and west of Steele Canyon Road, and habitat at the 
periphery a larger block of coastal sage scrub that continues off-site. No coastal 
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California gnatcatchers were detected within these areas during the protocol 
surveys conducted in 2022, but the species was detected off-site to the east of 
the southeastern Project boundary (refer Figure 2.2-8 of the RDEIR). The Project 
would preserve the remaining 0.6 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub located in the 
southwestern portion of the Project site. This patch of habitat is connected to a 
larger block of Diegan coastal sage scrub that continues off-site into the SDNWR. 
A female gnatcatcher was observed foraging with and feeding one fledgling within 
this area on June 11, 2019 (refer to Figure 2.2.8 of the RDEIR). As demonstrated 
above, the Diegan coastal sage scrub preserved by the Project represents the 
habitat that provides the greatest value to coastal California gnatcatcher based on 
the species use of the habitat, quality of habitat preserved, and its connection to 
additional preserved habitat located within the SDNWR.  
 
Furthermore, as part of the Project’s reclamation process, an additional 11.3 acres 
of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat would be revegetated within the Project site 
along the cut slopes constructed at the margins of the expanded Sweetwater 
River floodplain and preserved within the Project’s BOS easement. The expanded 
Sweetwater River floodplain, associated riparian corridor, and uplands slopes 
would also provide additional live-in, foraging, and dispersal habitat for 
gnatcatchers. 
 
Please see Response to Comment R-O6-7, which addresses the phased nature of 
Project impacts, reclamation, and native habitat revegetation in relation to 
coastal California gnatcatcher habitat and mitigation.  
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R-O8-22 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-24 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-O8-23 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-2, 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), and claims that the 
mitigation measure is inadequate. 
 
Pursuant to County requirements, the Project proponent would be required to 
obtain a qualified biologist to implement the biological monitoring program and 
ensure compliance with the Project’s mitigation measures and permit conditions. 
Mitigation measure M-BIO-17, included on page 2.2-85 to 2.2-86 of the RDEIR and 
Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report recirculated with the 
RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), requires that the qualified biologist “conduct 
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. 
The biologist shall monitor initial vegetation clearing, grubbing, and grading 
activities to ensure that activities occur within the approved limits of work and 
avoid impacts to nesting birds. The biologist shall periodically monitor the limits of 
construction and mining operations to ensure that mining and avoidance areas 
are delineated with temporary fencing and that fencing remains intact.” As such, 
the construction contractor and associated personnel would be informed on the 
Project’s sensitive biological resources and avoidance and mitigation measures. 
The qualified biologist would be on-site to ensure that that mining activities and 
operations comply with the Project’s mitigation measures and other applicable 
permit conditions, including completion of required pre-construction surveys and 
monitoring of vegetation clearing and grubbing activities. 
 
As specified in mitigation measure M-BIO-2, “If any gnatcatchers are observed 
nesting or displaying breeding/nesting behavior during the pre-construction 
survey or additional surveys within the area, construction shall be postponed 
within 500 feet of any location at which gnatcatchers have been observed until a 
qualified biologist has determined that all nesting (or breeding/nesting behavior) 
has ceased or until after August 15.” The postponement of construction activities 
would only be applied to the 500-foot avoidance buffer from observed 
breeding/nesting gnatcatchers, not the entire Project site or the entirety of 
monitoring operations. Construction activities would be allowed to resume in 
areas located outside of the 500-foot avoidance buffer. As such, implementation 
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R-O8-23 (cont.) of the mitigation measure M-BIO-2 would not have a substantial 
effect on the overall Project timeline or require mining extraction and operations 
activities be extended by the hours and years specified in the RDEIR.  
 
The commenter’s concern regarding the terminology “to the extent possible” is 
noted. However, implementation of mitigation measures M-BIO-2 would avoid 
and minimize direct and indirect impacts to nesting coastal California gnatcatcher 
if grading or clearing of vegetation were to occur during the species’ breeding 
season (March 1 through 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. 
 
As demonstrated above, implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-2 would 
mitigate potential direct impacts to breeding/nesting coastal California 
gnatcatcher to a less than significant level. It is also noted that the mitigation 
measure is a standard measure implemented by the County on projects within 
their jurisdiction and meets the Wildlife Agency requirements. 
 
R-O8-24 The comment references mitigation measures M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-4, 
included on page 2.284 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), and 
claims that the mitigation measures are inadequate. 
 
As detailed in Section 2.2.2.1 (Guideline 1) of the RDEIR and Section 3.2.1 of the of 
the RDEIR and Sections 2.2.2 and 3.2.1 of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), the Project 
would impact 0.58 acre of suitable vireo habitat comprised of 0.44 acre of 
southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest (including disturbed), 0.13 acre of 
disturbed southern willow scrub, and 0.01 tamarisk scrub at the periphery existing 
habitat located along the Sweetwater River, including areas where vireos have 
been detected. In contrast, the Project would preserve 13.85 acres of existing 
wetland and riparian habitat and would rehabilitate an additional 7.36 acres of 
disturbed wetlands through the removal of exotic and invasive species and 
planting of riparian habitat within the BOS easement (refer to Figure 1-10 of the 
RDEIR). As demonstrated above, the Project would preserve a far greater amount 
of suitable vireo habitat than it would impact. Furthermore, following 
reclamation, the Project would provide additional, higher quality habitat for the 
species through the revegetation of approximately 110.17 acres of 
wetland/riparian habitat within the expanded Sweetwater River floodplain.  
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R-O8-24 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-O8-25 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O8-24 (cont.) Please see Topical Response 9 and Response to Comment R-O6-7 
regarding the phased nature of Project impacts, reclamation, and native habitat 
revegetation. 
 
Please see Response to Comment M-BIO-23 for an explanation of how the 500-
foot avoidance buffer specified in mitigation measure M-BIO-4 would be 
implemented. Though this response is in reference to coastal California 
gnatcatcher, this measure for least Bell’s Vireo would be implemented similarly. 
 
Please see Response to Comment M-BIO-23 regarding the use of “to the extent 
possible” and overall implemented of mitigation measure M-BIO-4. Though this 
response is in reference to coastal California gnatcatcher, this measure for least 
Bell’s Vireo would be implemented similarly. 
 
As demonstrated above, implementation of mitigation measures M-BIO-3 and M-
BIO-4 would mitigate potential direct impacts to breeding/nesting coastal 
California gnatcatcher to a less than significant level. It is also noted that the 
mitigation measure is a standard measure implemented by the County on projects 
within their jurisdiction and meets the Wildlife Agency requirements. 
 
R-O8-25 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-5, included on page 
2.2-82 and 2.2-83 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), and 
claims that the mitigation measure is inadequate to protect nesting gnatcatchers, 
vireo, raptors, and other bird species. 
 
Please see Topical Response 7, Noise Impacts, for a discussion of noise impacts on 
wildlife species, including nesting birds and raptors, noise barriers, and 
information regarding “amphitheater effect” or “canyon effect” of noise energy. 
 
Regarding any potential conflict of interest, County staff and the County’s third-
party peer reviewer review all technical reports prepared by outside consultants 
and/or submitted to the County by a project applicant, as is industry standard. As 
demonstrated above, implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-5 would 
mitigate potential direct impacts to nesting gnatcatchers, vireo, raptors to a less 
than significant level. It is also noted that the mitigation measure is a standard 
measure implemented by the County on projects within their jurisdiction and 
meets the Wildlife Agency requirements. 
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R-O8-26 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-7, included on page 
2.2-83 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), and claims that the 
mitigation measure is inadequate to protect other bird species. 
 
The mitigation measure would not prohibit sand extraction and other ground 
disturbing activities to times outside of the general nesting bird and raptor 
seasons (collectively January 15 through August 31). As specified in the mitigation 
measure, “If grubbing, clearing, or grading would occur during the general avian 
breeding season within 300 feet of general nesting bird habitat or 500 feet of 
nesting raptor habitat, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey no more than three days (72 hours) prior to the commencement of 
activities to determine if active bird nests are present in the affected areas. If 
there are no nesting birds (includes nest building or other breeding/nesting 
behavior) within this area, clearing, grubbing, and grading shall be allowed to 
proceed.” If nesting birds are detected during the surveys, a nest avoidance buffer 
around the active nests would be established and postponement of construction 
activities would only be applied to the nest avoidance buffer, not the entire 
Project site. Construction activities would continue in areas located outside of the 
avoidance buffer. As such, sand extraction and other ground disturbing activities 
would not be restricted by to certain time of year due to implementation of 
mitigation measure M-BIO-7 and would not be “reduced to a single month (Sept 
15 to October 15)” as indicated in the comment. 
 
Please see Response to Comment R-O8-23 regarding biological monitoring, which 
would ensure that that mining activities and operations comply with the Project’s 
mitigation measures and other applicable permit conditions, including completion 
of required preconstruction surveys and monitoring of vegetation clearing and 
grubbing activities. 
 
As demonstrated above, implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-7 would 
mitigate potential direct impacts to nesting birds and raptors to a less than 
significant level. It is also noted that the mitigation measure is a standard measure 
implemented by the County on projects within their jurisdiction and meets the 
Wildlife Agency requirements.   
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 R-O8-27 Please see Response to Comment R-O3-8, which addresses 
implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-11. 
 
R-O8-28 Please see Response to Comments R-O7-24 and D-A2-16, which address 
implementation of mitigation measure M-BIO-12. 
 
Potentially significant impacts to suitable habitat for western spadefoot would be 
reduced to a less than significant level through the implementation of mitigation 
measures M-BIO-8 and M-BIO-9, included on page 2.2-83 and 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 require reclamation and revegetation 
of the site following completion of mining activities and habitat-based mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-O8-29 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-12 (mitigation for 
direct impacts to western spadefoot) but expresses concerns related to 
environmental fencing and includes an excerpt of mitigation measure M-BIO-16, 
which requires environmental fencing. Please refer to Response to Comment M-
08-28 regarding previous comments related to western spadefoot. 
 
The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-16, included on page 2.2-85 
of the RDEIR and Section 4.4 of the Biological Resources Technical Report 
recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), and claims that the 
mitigation measure would result in increased environmental harm, particularly in 
relation to habitat linkage and wildlife corridor functions. Implementation of 
mitigation measure M-BIO-17 would require that “Prior to the installation of 
temporary fencing, the placement design should carefully consider the potential 
impacts to wildlife movement patterns between the upstream and downstream 
riparian habitats adjacent to the Project site,” and that “a qualified biologist be 
present to monitor the installation of environmental fencing wherever it would 
abut sensitive vegetation communities, jurisdictional waters or wetlands, or open 
space.” As such, the installation of temporary fencing would not result in the 
increased harm to wildlife movement and habitat linkage/wildlife corridor 
functions.  
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R-O8-30 The comment references mitigation measure M-BIO-13, included on 
page 2.2-84 and 2.2-85 of the RDEIR and Section 3.4 of the Biological Resources 
Technical Report recirculated with the RDEIR (FEIR and RDEIR Appendix C), and 
claims that the mitigation measure is “disingenuous”. 
 
The mitigation measure does not require that an active search for bats be 
conducted continuously during a 4-month period (April 15 to August 15). As 
stated in the measure, “Prior to the removal of mature trees or existing 
buildings/structures with potential to support roosting bats, a qualified biologist 
shall conduct an initial pre-construction survey no more than 30 days and no less 
than two weeks prior to commencement of tree removal or demolition activities 
to determine if roosting bats are present in the proposed impact area(s)” and that 
“A final pre-construction survey shall be conducted no more than three days (72 
hours) prior to tree removal or demolition activities within the proposed impact 
area(s).” The timing of pre-construction surveys for roosting bats would be based 
on the proposed construction activities and schedule.  
 
Please see Response to Comment R-O8-23 regarding biological monitoring which 
would ensure that that mining activities and operations comply with the Project’s 
mitigation measures and other applicable permit conditions, including completion 
of required pre-construction surveys and monitoring of vegetation clearing and 
grubbing activities. 
 
 This mitigation measure is based on recommendations provided by CDFW on the 
DEIR; see Response to Comment D-A2-17. As such, the methods and procedures 
identified within the mitigation measure follow the guidance of the state’s 
Wildlife Agency.  
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R-O8-31 Please see Section 1.2.1.2, Reclamation Component, in Chapter 1.0 of the 
RDEIR for a detailed description of how the site would be reclaimed and restored 
following the completion of mining operations. Please also see Topical Response 
4, Reclamation Process, Timing, and Final Use, for additional information and 
discussion. The Project’s end use is described in Chapter 1.0 as open space, multi-
use trails, and any other use that is consistent with the current General Plan and 
Zoning Code land use designations. There is no General Plan Amendment or 
Zoning Code amendment proposed as part of this Project. The reclamation plan 
proposed for the site does not include any future development pads. Future 
development of the site for an end use other than open space is not 
contemplated or anticipated. If it is contemplated in the future, it would require 
several discretionary permits, and likely require a General Plan or Zoning Code 
amendment, and separate CEQA review. 
 
R-O8-32 The text quoted in this comment is from page 2.2-87 of the RDEIR. The 
text in the RDEIR immediately following the text quoted in this comment indicates 
the following: 
 
“Implementation of mitigation measures M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-15 would 
reduce impacts to less-than significant levels through implementation of breeding 
season avoidance and/or pre construction surveys to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts to sensitive birds and raptors; pre construction surveys to avoid direct 
and indirect impacts to special status amphibian and reptile species not covered 
under County’s MSCP Subarea plan; preconstruction surveys to avoid direct and 
indirect impacts to roosting bats; mitigation for direct impacts to suitable habitat 
for the coastal California gnatcatcher; mitigation for direct impacts to suitable 
habitat for least Bell’s vireo; mitigation for direct impacts to Palmer’s goldenbush, 
a County List B plant species; habitat-based mitigation for direct impacts to  
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R-O8-32 (cont.) sensitive vegetation communities with potential to support 
special status plant and animal species; reclamation of the Project site following 
completion of mining activities; placement of preserved, restored, and 
revegetated native habitat within BOS; and long-term management of the BOS 
areas in accordance with a County-approved Resource Management Plan.” 
 
Impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
through the implementation of mitigation. As such, no significant unavoidable 
impacts would occur, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for impacts to 
biological resources is not required. 
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R-O8-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-O8-33 The County acknowledges the recommendations expressed in this 
comment; however, this comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response is required. 
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