






































































COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Individuals RTC-356 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I219-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I219-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
R-I219 — Michael Soloway  
 
R-I219-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, 
they do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR.   
 
R-I219-2 The Commenter expresses concerns related to health, traffic, and 
property values, but does not provide further explanation or details regarding the 
stated concerns. Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for 
Responding to Comments. These comments do not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the 
RDEIR. However, please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, and Topical 
Response 8, Traffic Impacts, regarding the concerns raised in this comment. 
Please see Response to Comment R-O4-1 regarding why property values are not 
an issue requiring environmental analysis per CEQA. 
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R-I220-1 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I220-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I220-3 
 
 
 

R-I220-4 
 
 

R-I220-5 
 
 

R-I220-6 
 
 
 

R-I220-7 
 
 

  
 
 
R-I220 — Anne Stahl  
 
R-I220-1 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.   
 
R-I220-2 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for information regarding the analysis conducted for the additional truck 
trips associated with the transport of backfill material. The trip generation 
presented in the updated Local Mobility Analysis (August 2022 Addendum to FEIR 
Appendix W) accounts for 88 trucks for export of saleable material and 58 trucks 
for import of backfill material, for a total of 146 vehicles. To calculate average 
daily traffic, a passenger car equivalence factor is applied to these trucks, for a 
total of 730 ADT from truck traffic. The analysis also conservatively includes 14 
light vehicles and 4 vendors per day, making 2 trips per vehicle, for an overall total 
of 766 average daily trips. Please also see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, and 
Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, regarding the traffic concerns noted in 
this comment and consideration of existing traffic conditions in the analysis.  
 
R-I220-3 Additional details regarding the traffic analysis conducted to 
evaluate the 58 additional truck trips are provided in Topical Response 3. This 
analysis confirmed the impact conclusions contained in the DEIR that impacts 
would be less than significant. Please see Topical Response 8 for more 
information regarding the Project's impact on emergency access. Please also see 
Response to Comment R-I222-2 regarding consideration of existing traffic in the 
traffic analysis.  
 
R-I220-4 Please see Topical Response 2; these comments do not raise an 
issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR.  
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R-I220-7 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-I220-5 Please see Response to Comment R-O9-14 and Topical Response 3, 
which describe the additional analysis conducted relative to the second conveyor 
belt and proposed mitigation to address noise impacts. This analysis confirmed 
the conclusions of the DEIR that noise impacts would be less than significant with 
the required mitigation. Comments regarding aesthetics do not raise an issue 
concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond 
the scope of the RDEIR, which did not revise or recirculate the aesthetics analysis 
included in the DEIR for public comment and review.  
 
R-I220-6 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. The Planning Commission 
will not take action on the Project until after publication of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report.   
 
R-I220-7 The County of San Diego Board of Supervisors will make the decision 
whether to approve or deny the Project. Actions undertaken by the City of San 
Diego, San Diego Unified Port District, and San Diego Association of Governments 
do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR and are not pertinent to the RDEIR. The County acknowledges the 
opposition to the Project expressed in this comment. 
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R-I221-1 
 
 
 

R-I221-2 
 

R-I221-3 
 
 

R-I221-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-I221 — Teresa Stark  
 
R-I221-1 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding 
to Comments. These comments regarding air quality, but do not provide details or 
expand on these concerns. This comment does not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and is beyond the scope of the 
RDEIR. As evaluated in FEIR Section 3.1.1, Air Quality, impacts related to air 
quality would be less than significant. 
 
R-I221-2 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for information regarding the analysis conducted for the additional truck 
trips associated with the transport of backfill material. Please also see Topical 
Response 8, Traffic Impacts, which summarizes the evaluation of traffic impacts 
from implementation of the Project. The additional analysis confirmed the impact 
conclusions contained in the DEIR that impacts would be less than significant.   
 
R-I221-3 The Commenter expresses concerns related to noise and health risks 
but does not provide details or expand on these concerns. Please see Topical 
Response 2; these comments do not raise an issue concerning the environmental 
analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. 
However, please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, and Topical 
Response 7, Noise Impacts, regarding the concerns raised in this comment. 
 
R-I221-4 Please see Topical Response 2; these comments regarding property 
value do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. Please see Response to 
Comment R-O4-1 regarding why property values are not an issue requiring 
environmental analysis per CEQA. The County acknowledges the opposition to the 
Project expressed in this comment.  
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R-I222-1 
 
 
 
 

R-I222-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I222-3 
 
 
 
 

R-I222-4 
 
 
 

R-I222-5 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-I222 — Dimitri Stassinos  
 
R-I222-1 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.   
 
R-I222-2 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-2 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment. 
 
R-I222-3 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-3 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment. 
 
R-I222-4 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.  
 
R-I222-5 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-5 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment.  
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

RDEIR Individuals RTC-361 

 

 
 
 

R-I222-5 
cont. 

 
 
 

R-I222-6 
 
 

R-I222-7 
 
 
 

R-I222-8 
 
 

R-I222-9 
 
 

R-I222-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I222-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-I222-6 The comment summarizes information found in the DEIR. The 
County acknowledges this comment. No response is necessary.   
 
R-I222-7 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-7 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment.  
 
R-I222-8 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-8 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment.  
 
 
R-I222-9 Please see the Response to Comment R-I121-9 regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment.  
 
R-I222-10 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. 
 
 
 
 
R-I222-11 The comment summarizes information found in the DEIR. The 
County acknowledges this comment. No further response is necessary. 
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R-I223-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-I223 — John Stassinos  
 
R-I223-1 Please refer to Response to Comment Letter R-I223, which 
addresses the concerns raised in this comment. 
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R-I223-1 
cont. 
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R-I224-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
R-I224 — Sondra Stassinos  
 
R-I224-1 Please refer to Response to Comment Letter R-I223, which 
addresses the concerns raised in this comment. 
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R-I225-1 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I225-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-I225-3 
 
 

R-I225-4 
 
 

R-I225-5 
 
 

R-I225-6 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
R-I225 — Jennifier Stedman  
 
R-I225-1 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 raised in this 
letter. 
 
R-I225-2 Please see Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, which summarizes 
the evaluation of traffic impacts from implementation of the Project and the two 
sets of traffic counts taken for the Project, one pre-dating the pandemic and one 
post-dating the pandemic. Additional details regarding the analysis conducted to 
evaluate the 58 additional truck trips are provided in Topical Response 3, EIR 
Errata and Updated Technical Reports. Please also see Response to Comment D-
A5-3, which provides additional details related to the traffic counts that were 
conducted for the Project, and Topical Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, 
regarding consideration of existing traffic conditions.  
 
R-I225-3 Please see Response to Comment R-O9-14, which describes the 
additional analysis conducted relative to the second conveyor belt and proposed 
mitigation to address noise impacts as well as Topical Response 3 regarding the 
additional analyses for both noise and air quality. These additional analyses 
confirmed the impact significance conclusions of the DEIR. 
 
R-I225-4 Please see Topical Response 2; these comments regarding health do 
not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the 
RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR, which did not revise or recirculate 
the air quality analysis included in the DEIR for public comment and review. 
However, please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment. 
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R-I225-6 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 R-I225-5 The 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 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. Comments 
regarding current property maintenance do not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the 
RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment D-A6-5 regarding the enforceability of 
proposed Project PDFs and mitigation measures that would be included as 
Conditions of Approval in the MUP Decision and shown on Project plans, as well 
as Project compliance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations.  
 
R-I225-6 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-I226-1 
 
 

R-I226-2 
 

R-I226-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
R-I226 — Richard Stedman  
 
R-I226-1 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. Please see the responses 
below to specific comments raised in this letter.  
 
R-I226-2 The Commenter expresses concerns related to peacefulness, health, 
and property values but does not provide details or expand on these concerns. 
Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to Comments. 
These comments do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. Please see 
Response to Comment R-O4-1 regarding why property values are not an issue 
requiring environmental analysis per CEQA. 
 
R-I226-3 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. The Commenter expresses concerns related to traffic, dust, noise, 
aesthetics, health, and well-being, but does not provide details or expand on 
these concerns. These comments do not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the 
RDEIR. As stated in Section 2.1, Aesthetics, of the FEIR, all feasible mitigation 
measures would be implemented, but impacts to aesthetics would remain 
significant until reclamation and revegetation occur. Impacts related to the other 
issues are addressed in DEIR and FEIR sections 2.4, Noise; 3.1.1, Air Quality; and 
3.1.7, Transportation/Traffic. Through implementation of mitigation measures 
presented in the DEIR, associated impacts would be less than significant. Please 
also see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the health concerns 
raised in this comment.  
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R-I227 — Roseann Steinhardt  
 
R-I227-1 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. Impacts related to sensitive species and their habitats are 
addressed in the FEIR and RDEIR in Section 2.2, Biological Resources; through 
mitigation, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. 
Comments regarding alteration of the natural terrain and disruption do not raise 
an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are 
beyond the scope of the RDEIR, which did not revise or recirculate the aesthetics 
analysis included in the DEIR for public comment and review. Please see Topical 
Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to Comments. As stated in 
Section 2.1, Aesthetics, of the FEIR, all feasible mitigation measures would be 
implemented, but impacts to aesthetics would remain significant until 
reclamation and revegetation occur.  
 
R-I227-2 The Commenter expresses concerns related to health, welfare, 
roads, wildlife, and safety, but does not provide details or expand on these 
concerns. Impacts related to wildlife and their habitats are addressed in the FEIR 
and RDEIR in Section 2.2; through mitigation, impacts to biological resources 
would be less than significant. Comments regarding the remaining environmental 
topics do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. Impacts to quality of life for 
residents are not an environmental issue and are not required to be assessed 
under CEQA. Please see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the 
health concerns raised in this comment.  
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R-I228-1 
 
 
 

R-I228-2 
R-I228-3 
R-I228-4 

 
 

R-I228-5 
 
 
 
 

R-I228-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
R-I228 — Roseann Steinhardt  
 
R-I228-1 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. The Commenter expresses concerns related to health, safety, and 
road maintenance, but does not provide details or expand on these concerns. 
Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to Comments. 
These comments do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. However, please 
see Topical Response 6, Public Health Effects, regarding the health concerns 
raised in this comment. Please see Response to Comment D-I17-1 regarding 
roadway maintenance. Based on its classification as a Major Roadway, it is 
expected that Willow Glen Drive would be able to accommodate Project traffic 
and therefore, would not be subject to constant maintenance and repairs. Please 
see Response to Comment D-O8-41 for additional discussion regarding roadway 
safety and accidents.  
 
R-I228-2 The Commenter expresses concerns related to open space, water 
sources, habitants, air quality, and noise, but does not provide details or expand 
on these concerns. These comments do not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the 
RDEIR. As evaluated in FEIR Sections 3.1.1, Air Quality, and 3.1.5, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, impacts related to water and air quality would be less than 
significant.   
 
R-I228-3 Comments regarding water sources do not raise an issue concerning 
the environmental analysis or adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of 
the RDEIR. Impacts related to native plants and wildlife are addressed in the FEIR 
and RDEIR in Section 2.2, Biological Resources; through mitigation, impacts to 
biological resources would be less than significant. 
 
R-I228-4 The PDP SWQMP included as Appendix P to the RDEIR describes 
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. Please also see Response to Comment D-A6-12 and D-A6-
14 for additional information. 
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R-I228-5 Please see Topical Response 2. These comments regarding land use 
consistency do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR, which did not 
revise or recirculate the land use consistency analysis included in the DEIR for 
public comment and review. However, please see Topical Response 11, 
Consistency with Plans and Policies, regarding the concerns raised in this 
comment. 
 
R-I228-6 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. The Department of Planning 
and Development Services does not have approval authority over the Project. 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings occur at regularly 
scheduled days and times. 
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R-I233-2 
 

R-I233-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
R-I233 — Cynthia Taylor  
 
R-I233-1 The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed in 
this comment. The Commenter expresses concerns related to noise, traffic, air 
quality, and aesthetics but does not provide details or expand on these concerns. 
Please see Topical Response 2, CEQA Requirements for Responding to Comments. 
These comments do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or 
adequacy of the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR. Please see Topical 
Response 7, Noise Impacts, and Topical Response 8, Traffic Impacts, regarding the 
concerns raised in this comment. As stated in Section 3.1, Effects Found Not 
Significant, of the FEIR, impacts regarding air quality would be less than 
significant. As stated in Section 2.1, Aesthetics, of the FEIR, all feasible mitigation 
measures would be implemented, but impacts to aesthetics would remain 
significant until reclamation and revegetation occur.   
 
R-I233-2 Please see Topical Response 3, EIR Errata and Updated Technical 
Reports, for information regarding the analysis conducted for the additional truck 
trips associated with the transport of backfill material as well as noise analysis 
related to the additional conveyor. Please also see Topical Response 10, 
Cumulative Impacts, regarding the traffic concerns raised in this comment. Finally, 
please see Response to Comment R-O9-14, which describes the additional 
analysis conducted relative to the second conveyor belt and proposed mitigation 
to address noise impacts.  
 
R-I233-3 Please see Topical Response 2; these comments regarding truck 
noise do not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of 
the RDEIR and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR, which did not revise or 
recirculate the noise analysis included in the DEIR for public comment and review. 
However, please see Topical Response 7 regarding the noise concerns raised in 
this comment. The County acknowledges the opposition to the Project expressed 
in this comment.   
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