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 CHAPTER 8.0 LETTERS OF COMMENT AND 
RESPONSES 

 

This chapter contains all comments received on the Draft SEIR and responses thereto 

and is organized as follows:  

 

• 8.1 List of Agencies and Individuals that Commented on the Draft SEIR 

• 8.2 Comment Letters Received and Responses to Comments 

 

The focus of the responses to comments in Chapter 8.0 is on the disposition of significant 

environmental issues raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the 

CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 

proposed Project. When a comment is not directed to significant environmental issues, 

the responses indicate that the comment has been acknowledged and no further 

response is necessary.  

 

This section of the Final SEIR presents copies of comments on the Draft SEIR received 

in written form during the public review period, and it provides the County of San Diego’s 

responses to those comments. Each comment letter is lettered and the issues within each 

comment letter are bracketed and numbered. Comment letters are followed by 

responses, which are numbered to correspond with the bracketed comment letters.  

 

The County’s responses to comments on the Draft SEIR represent a good-faith, reasoned 

effort to address the environmental issues identified by the comments. Under the CEQA 

Guidelines, the County is not required to respond to all comments on the Draft SEIR, but 

only those comments that raise environmental issues. In accordance with CEQA 

Guidelines 15088 and 15204, the County has independently evaluated the comments 

and prepared the attached written responses describing the disposition of any significant 

environmental issues raised. CEQA does not require the County to conduct every test or 

preform all research, studies, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 

commenters. Rather, CEQA requires the County to provide a good faith, reasoned 

analysis supported by factual information.  

 

To fulfill these requirements, the County experts in planning and environmental sciences 

consulted with and independently reviewed analysis responding to the Draft SEIR 

comments prepared by KLR Planning and other experts identified in the Draft SEIR’s list 

of preparers, which include experts in planning, air quality, biology, cultural resources, 

geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and , transportation and traffic, each 

of whom has years of educational and field experience in these categories of 

environmental sciences; is familiar with the Project and the environmental conditions in 

the vicinity of the Project; and is familiar with the Federal, State, and local rules and 

regulations (including CEQA) applicable to the Project site. Accordingly, the County staff’s 

final analysis provided in this response to comments chapter are backed by substantial 

evidence. Likewise, the County Counsel’s Office prepared and/or independently reviewed 

legal analysis supplementing the expert-supported factual responses to the Draft SEIR 

comments.  
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In the case of specific comments, the County has responded with specific analysis; in the 

case of a general comment, the reader is referred to a related response to a specific 

comment, if applicable. The absence of a specific response to every comment does not 

violate CEQA if the response would merely repeat other responses.  

 

8.1 List of Agencies and Individuals that Commented on 
the Draft SEIR 

 
This section identifies all written comments received during the public comment period. 

Table 8-1, Commenters and Comment Letters, provides an index to commenters and 

comment letters. Changes have been made to SEIR in strikeout/underline format in 

response to comments and to provide updates and clarifications to information provided 

herein. Table 8-2, Summary of SEIR Text Changes, provides a summary of the areas 

within the Final SEIR that are updated from the Draft SEIR.   

 

8.2 Comment Letters Received and Responses to 
Comments 

 
The comment letters listed in Table 8-1 have been bracketed for the purposes of 

responding. Individual responses to comments are found in Table 8-3. The focus of the 

responses to comments in Chapter 8.0 is on the disposition of significant environmental 

issues raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed Project. 

When a comment is not directed to significant environmental issues, the responses 

indicate that the comment has been acknowledged and no further response is necessary.  
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TABLE 8-1. COMMENTERS AND COMMENT LETTERS 
 

Letter Number Organization/Commenter 

 

F1/S1 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Karen Goebel,  

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Gail K. Sevrens 

 

S2 Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan 

 

S3 California Department of Transportation, Maurice Eaton 

 

L1 San Diego Association of Governments, Seth Litchney 

 

L2 San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., James W. Royle, Jr. 

 

O1 Marathon Land & Cattle Company, Mark Kennedy 

 

O2 Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP., Joseph Petta 
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TABLE 8-2. SUMMARY OF SEIR TEXT CHANGES 
 

Section (Page) Change Reason for 
Change 

 

Summary (pages S-2, S-4, 

S-7, S-14, and S-25)  

 

Editorial corrections. 
 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-3) Correction to Project Objective no. 6. Update 

   

Summary (page S-5) Clarified that all Project impacts would be 

mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-9, S-10, 

S-12, S-13) 

Updated information regarding significance of 

GHG emissions for project alternatives. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-14) Added the following to M-BI-1: a pre-construction 

survey shall be conducted in the Project 

development area prior to clearing of the 

development area. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-15) Added the following as M-BI-2a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if San Diego fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. Adjusted 

numbering of other components to M-BI-2. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-16) Added the following as M-BI-3a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if Riverside fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-17) Inserted “prior to grading or other ground 

disturbance and added the following to M-BI-4a: 

Variegated dudleya surveys shall be conducted in 

a year with adequate plant expression at a 

reference site with a 1:1 off-site mitigation for 

dudleya plants. If surveys are conducted in a year 

that does not have adequate plant expression, 

then off-site mitigation for 80 variegated dudleya 

plants shall be required. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-20) M-BI-5 has been revised to include a requirement 

that a burrowing owl translocation plan be 

prepared, if owls are found during pre-

construction surveys. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-21) Added to M-BI-8 that, if white-tailed kite is found 

nesting on the Project site during pre-

construction surveys, CDFW shall be notified. 

Update 
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Summary (page S-22) Replaced “can be minimized” with “would be 

reduced” in M-BI-12a. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-22) Update to M-BI-12c regarding when mitigation 

measure would occur. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-22) Replaced “can also be mitigated” with “would be 

mitigated.” 

 

Update 

Summary (page S-23) Update to M-BI-12d regarding when mitigation 

measure would occur. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-27) Clarified type of fencing. Clarification 

   

Summary (page S-28) Clarification to Impact Type. Clarification 

   

Summary (page S-29) Correction to Waters of the U.S. Updated 

reference to mitigation measure. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-29) Deleted CR-1 and CR-2, as impacts to SDI 9975 

and SDI 12730 would not occur since these 

sites are located in preserved open space. 

 

Updated mitigation numbering. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-34) Added clarification to Disposition of Cultural 

Material. 

 

Clarification 

Summary (pages S-34 – S-

38 

Updated GHG emissions mitigation measures. Update 

   

Summary (page S-38) Added “following County DEH standards” to M-

HZ-1. 

Update 

   

Summary (page S-39) Added “to demonstrate compliance with County 

noise regulations or implementation of measures 

that would reduce noise levels to comply with 

noise regulations” to M-N-2. 

 

Added clarification to M-N-2, indicating purpose 

for mitigation measure. 

Update 

 

 

 

 

Clarification 

   

Summary (page S-47, S-48 

– S-52) 

Replaced “it is recommended that” with “the 

Project would” for M-TR-1. 

Update 

   

Summary (pages S-49 – 

and S-51) 

Change “should” to “would” in M-TR-2, M-TR-3, 

M-TR-4, M-TR-5, and M-TR-7. 

Update 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-1) Correction to Project Objective no. 6. Update 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-2) Clarified Project Description Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (pages 1-4, 1-

16, 1-18, 1-21, 1-22, 1-29, 

1-30, and 1-32) 

Correction to TM number for previously approved 

project. 

Update 
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Chapter 1.0 (page 1-16) Added clarification regarding amendment to the 

Otay Subregional Plan also amends the General 

Plan.  

 

Clarifies modification to existing zone. 

Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-18) Corrected references to “Project area” with 

“Specific Plan area.” 

Update 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-2)2 Added clarification regarding mitigation 

measures included in the Sunroad Spectrum 

Supplemental EIR. 

Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-23) Inserted (c) to reference for subdivision. Update 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-27; 

and Table 1-6, page 1-41) 

Added clarification regarding amendment to the 

Otay Subregional Plan also amends the General 

Plan.  

Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-30) Clarified status of planned fire station and that the 

Project would not require the construction of new 

fire or law enforcement facilities or the expansion 

those facilities that are currently planned to serve 

the area. 

Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (page 1-31) Clarified provision of parks to serve the project.  Clarification 

   

Chapter 1.0 (Figure 1-13, 

page I-47) 

Updated figure to reflect trails planned as part of 

approved Specific Plan. 

Update 

 

Section 2.1 (pages 2.1-4 

and 2.1-5) 

 

Updated discussion relative to the SDAB’s 2008 

nonattainment. 

 

 

Update 

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-9) Updated RAQS date. 

 

Update 

Section 2.1 (pages 2.1-12, 

2.1-14, 2.1-17, and 2.1-21) 

Updated Guideline for the Determination of 
Significance. 

 

Update 

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-13) Deleted text and clarified that the Project’s traffic 

generation is consistent with that assumed in 

the Specific Plan and, therefore, would not result 

in trips above the levels anticipated in the 

General Plan. 

Update and 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-14) Corrections. Update 

   

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-15) Corrections and restating the Project’s 

contribution to VOCs. 

Update 

   

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-14) Corrections. Update 

   

Section 2.1 (page 2.1-27) Restated conclusions relative to cumulative air 

quality impacts. 

Update 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-1) Restated that the “1994 EIR”, as previously 

indicated as an abbreviation in Chapter 1.0, is 

Update and 

Clarification 
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for the East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific 

Plan. 

 

Add clarification that the RCP is for the Sunroad 

Centrum project. 

 

Editorial corrections. 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-6, 

2.2-9, 2.2-11, and 2.2-31) 

 

Corrected reference to spreading navarretia and 

last reported date of on-site occurrence. 

Update 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-7) Added clarification regarding area previously 

mapped as coastal sage scrub that subsequently 

burned. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-9, 

2.2-37, 2.2-50) 

 

Added approximate date of burn. 

 

Also added that the area within which the San 

Diego sunflower was observed is now mapped 

as non-native grassland. 

 

Update 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-9 – 

2.2-10) 

Added information regarding location of San 

Diego sunflower occurring within the burn area. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-10) Added clarification as to the occurrence of 

variegated dudleya in 2001. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-11, 

2.2-12, 2.2-16, 2.2-17, 2.2-

23) 

Added update information that no surveys were 

conducted in 2017, during which time the SEIR 

was circulated for public review and the Final 

SEIR was in preparation. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-11) Corrected date of last vernal pool survey where 

spreading navarretia had bene found. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-13 – 

2.2-34, 2.2-39) 

Editorial corrections. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-14) Deleted reference to County guidelines relative 

to unoccupied burrows. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-16) Added information regarding no fairy shrimp 

sampling in 2016 due to lack of adequate rainfall 

and ponding. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-25, 

2.2-55) 

Corrected reference to USACE permits relative 

to individual and Nationwide. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-29 

and 2.2-49) 

Added information relative to Minor Amendment 

and Major Amendment Area. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-31) Added “significant” before “impacts”. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-32) Correction to TM number for previously 

approved project. 

Update 
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Section 2.2 (page 2.2-32) Added reference to Table 2.2-3, Comparison of 
2017 BTR and 2000 FSEIR Vegetation/Habitat 
Impacts which is being added to page 2.2-69. 

 

Clarification 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-34 Added “level” to “less than significant.” Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-36 

and 2.2-40) 

Updated information regarding burrowing owl, 

unoccupied burrows, and mitigation ratio. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-37) Added approximate date of burn. 

 

Update 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-41) Clarified impacts to non-native grassland 

burrowing owl habitat. 

Clarification. 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-43) Corrected table number. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-49) Added background regarding Minor 

Amendment. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-50) Added approximate date of burn. 

 

Added information regarding the Project site’s 

location relative to the MSCP. 

 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-51) Clarified that only a portion of the Project site 

qualifies as a BRCA. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-55) Added “non-native grassland” to BI-5. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-56, 

2.2-57, 2.2-64) 

Added reference for Fairy Shrimp Translocation 

and Five Year Monitoring Mitigation Plan. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-55) Added the following to M-BI-1: a pre-construction 

survey shall be conducted in the Project 

development area prior to clearing of the 

development area. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-56) Added the following as M-BI-2a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if San Diego fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. Adjusted 

numbering of other components to M-BI-2. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-56) Added the following as M-BI-3a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if Riverside fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. 

Update 
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Section 2.2 (pages 2.2-57) Inserted “prior to grading or other ground 

disturbance and added the following to M-BI-4a: 

Variegated dudleya surveys shall be conducted 

in a year with adequate plant expression at a 

reference site with a 1:1 off-site mitigation for 

dudleya plants. If surveys are conducted in a year 

that does not have adequate plant expression, 

then off-site mitigation for 80 variegated dudleya 

plants shall be required. 

 

Update 

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-57) Inserted “prior to development of Project area to 

M-BI-3c.  

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-57) Added clarification for variegated dudleya 

surveys. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-59) Added to M-BI-5 that a burrowing owl 

translocation plan shall be developed and 

approved by the County and Wildlife Agencies, if 

owls are found during pre-construction surveys.  

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-59) Added to M-BI-8 that, if white-tailed kite is found 

nesting on the Project site during pre-construction 

surveys, CDFW shall be notified. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-60) Replaced “can be minimized” with “would be 

reduced.” 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-60, 

2.2-61) 

Clarification regarding when mitigation measures 

would be applied. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-63) Added the requirement for a sturdy fence. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-64) Updated numbering for mitigation measure. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-70) Added Table 2.2-3: Comparison of 2017 BTR 
and 2000 FSEIR Vegetation/Habitat Impacts. 
 

Update 

Section 2.2 (Table 2.2-4) Updated table number. Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-72) Added Table 2.2-5: Conditions Associated with 
the Wildlife Agencies’ Concurrence for Sunroad 
Centrum Minor Amendment to the MSCP 
County Subarea Plan. 

Update 

   

Section 2.2 (page 2.2-83) The approximate location of the 7.29 acres of 

native grassland mapped within the coastal sage 

scrub-grassland matrix in the mima-mound area 

in 2000  that burned, which occurred on or around 

May 3, 2013, has been added to Figure 2.2-3, 

Biological Resources.  

Clarification 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-1) Corrected lot number for Open Space Easement. Update 
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Section 2.3 (page 2.3-14 –  

2.3-15) 

Added clarification regarding sites SDI 12337 and 

SDI 9975. Updated discussion of impacts to 

these resources. 

Update and 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-16) Corrected number for impact. Update 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-18) Editorial correction. Update 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-19) Deleted impacts to resources that are preserved 

within the open space easement. 

Update 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-20) Deleted mitigation for resources that are 

preserved within the open space easement. 

Updated numbering of mitigation. 

Update 

   

Section 2.3 (page 2.3-22)  Added clarification to Disposition of Cultural 

Material. 

 

Clarification 

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-1, 

2.4-8 – 2.4-9) 

Updated discussion relative to significance of 

impacts. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (page 2.4-7) Added additional information regarding GHG 

emissions and CEQA Guidelines. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-10, 

2.4-11) 

Updated status of County’s CAP. Update 

   

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-16) Updated discussion relative to GHG emissions 

thresholds. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-17, 

2.4-18) 

Updated discussion relative to GHG emissions 

thresholds. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-17 – 

18, 2.4-21) 

Updated basis for Project evaluation relative to 

GHG emissions. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (2.4-20) Added information regarding CO2 emissions from 

vehicles. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (2.4-21) Updated discussion relative to recent adoption of 

the CAP and the Project’s relative to GHG 

emissions. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-22) Updated Consistency with Applicable Plans Update 

   

Section 2.4 (page 2.4-24) Updated discussion relative to Comparison with 

Existing Entitlement. 

Update 

   

Section 2.4 (page 2.4-25) Updated discussion relative to significance of 

impacts. 

 

Update 

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-25 – 

2.4-28) 

Updated mitigation measures. 

 

Update 
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Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-28 – 

2.4-29) 

Updated Conclusions relative to GHG emissions 

impacts. 

 

Update 

Section 2.4 (page 2.4-33) Deleted Table 2.4-4. Update 

Section 2.4 (pages 2.4-39 – 

2.4-41) 

Revisions to Table 2.4-8, 2.4-9, and 2.4-10. Update 

Section 2.5 (page 2.5-4) Editorial correction. Update 

   

Section 2.5 (page 2.5-23)  Added “following County DEH standards” to M-

HZ-1. 

Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-3) Changed approximately “3,600 to 4,600 feet” to 

approximately “one mile.” 

Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-9) Corrected “air quality” to “noise.” Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-10) Inserted “conduct” before “site-specific noise 

analyses.” 

Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-11) Inserted background relative to the Noise 

Element of the General Plan. 

Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-12) Defined when sound level variations are 

considered significant. 

Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-13) Editorial correction. Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-13) Inserted “Mitigation measures” to clarify 

sentence. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-14) Inserted “significant” before “impact. Update 

   

   

Section 2.6 (pages 2.6-15, 

2.6-16, and 2.6-18) 

Editorial corrections. Update 

   

Section 2.6 (page 2.6-17) Clarified mitigation measure. Clarification 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-1) Corrected reference to previously approved TM. Update 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-9) Inserted background information regarding 

location of the project site and application of City 

of San Diego thresholds. 

Update 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-11) Deletes guideline regarding congestion 

management programs, as the County is not a 

participant in the regional Congestion 

Management Plan. 

Update 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-11) Clarified mitigation included in the 2000 SEIR. Clarification 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-12) Spelled out Avenue and Boulevard. Inserts text 

regarding mitigation measures for the proposed 

Project. Deletes guideline regarding congestion 

management programs, as the County is not a 

Update 
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participant in the regional Congestion 

Management Plan. 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-16) Clarifies location of Brown Field Airport and 

Project’s impacts. 

Clarification 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-21) Reference to Table 2.8-16 changed to 2.8-17. 

Reference to Table 2.18 added. 

Update 

   

Section 2.8 (pages 2.8-40 – 

2.8-44) 

Changes “recommended” to “would” for 

mitigation measures. 

Update 

   

Section 2.8 (page 2.8-48) Table 2.8-18 added. Update 

   

Section 2.9 (page 2.9-2) Corrected reference to previously approved TM. Update 

   

Section 3.1 (page 3.1-7) Editorial correction. Update 

   

Section 3.1 (pages 3.1-26 

and 3.1-27) 

Corrected reference to previously approved TM. Update 

   

Section 3.2 (page 3.2-1, 

3.2-6) 

Corrected reference to previously approved TM. Update 

   

Chapter 4.0 (page 4-2) Correction to Project Objectives. Update 

   

Section 4.0 (pages 4-9, 4-

14 – 4-15, 4.21, 4-27, 4-33)  

Updated summary of Project impacts relative to 

GHG emissions. 

Update 

   

Section 4.0 (pages 4-15, 4-

4.21, 4-27 – 4-33, 4-34)  

Updated impacts relative to GHG emissions for 

Alternatives. 

Update 

   

Section 4.0 (pages 4-17, 4-

21, 4-27 - 28, 4-34, 4-36, 4-

37,  

Updated Conclusions relative to GHG emissions 

for Alternatives. 

Update 

   

Section 4.0 (pages 4-51 – 

5-52, Table 4-14)  

Updated Table 4-14, Comparison of Alternatives 
to Proposed Project. 

Update 

   

Section 5.0 (page 5-4) Most recent RAQS reference added to reference 

list. 

Update 

   

Section 6.0 (page 6-2) Added Technical Consultants. Update 

   

Section 7.0 (pages 7-1 – 7-

2) 

Updated numbering of mitigation measures. Update 

   

Section 7.0 (pages 7-1, 7-2, 

7-4, 7-9) 

Added approval date and approving authority to 

referenced plans and programs. 

Update 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-1) Added the following as M-BI-2a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if San Diego fairy 

Update 
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shrimp are present on the Project site. Adjusted 

numbering of other components to M-BI-2. 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-1) Added the following as M-BI-2a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if San Diego fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. Adjusted 

numbering of other components to M-BI-2. 

Updated 

   

 Added the following as M-BI-3a: A pre-

construction survey shall be conducted in the 

Project development area prior to clearing of the 

development area to determine if Riverside fairy 

shrimp are present on the Project site. Adjusted 

numbering of other components to M-BI-3. 

 

   

Section 7.0 (pages 7-2 – 7-

3) 

Added clarification to M-BI-4a. Clarification 

   

Section 7.0 (pages 7-4 – 7-

6) 

Added clarifications to mitigation measures. Clarification 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-8) Added the requirement for a sturdy fence. Update 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-9) Added reference for Fairy Shrimp Translocation 

and Five Year Monitoring Mitigation Plan. 

Update 

   

Section 7.0 (pages 7-9 – 7-

10) 

Deleted mitigation measure as resources would 

be preserved in open space easement. 

Update 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-10) Re-numbered mitigation measure. Update 

   

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-12) Added clarification to Disposition of Cultural 

Material. 

Clarification 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-12 – 7-

14) 

Updated mitigation measures. Update 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-14) Added “following County DEH standards” to M-

HZ-1. 

Update and 

Clarification 

  

Added clarification to M-N-1. 

 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-18 – 7-

20 

Updated mitigation measures to replace 

“recommend” with “would. 

Update 

   

Section 7.0 (page 7-18 – 7-

20 

Added footnote describing fair share and TIF. Update 

   

Section 7.0 (7-19) Added footnote defining TIF Update 
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Chapter 8.0  Add Chapter 8.0 - Responses to Comments.  Responses, 

updates, and 

clarifications  
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F1/ 
S1-1 
 
  

 

 

Response to Comment Letter F1/S1  
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Karen Goebel, Assistant Field Supervisor 

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Gail K. Sevrens, Environmental Program Manager 
May 8, 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/S1-1 This comment summarizes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 

mandate and legal responsibilities in administering federal law 
directed at protection of fish and wildlife resources and their 
habitats. It also addresses the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife’s position as a Trustee and Responsible Agency 
for implementing the California Environmental Quality Act and 
ensuring appropriate conservation of the state’s biological 
resources. The comment includes background information 
relative to issuance of the Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit for the 
County’s MSCP Subarea Plan and explains the purpose of the 
MSCP and its authority through associated Implementing 
Agreements and permits. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is 
required. 

Comment Letter F1/S1 
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F1/ 
S1-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-4 

 

F1/S1-2  This comment provides a general overview of the Project 
description and discretionary actions as presented in the SEIR (see 
Chapter 1.0) and provides a summary of the Project’s impacts to 
biological resources (see Chapter 2.0, Section 2.2). This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further 
response is required.   

 
F1/S1-3  This comment provides background relative to the Wildlife 

Agencies prior involvement with projects in the East Otay Mesa 
Business Park Specific Plan area in relationship to the County’s 
MSCP Subarea Plan. This comment also references the Wildlife 
Agencies’ concurrence letter and conditions for the Minor 
Amendment associated with the previously approved Sunroad 
Spectrum project. (The Sunroad Spectrum project is the current 
project approved for the Project site.) As part of the Wildlife 
Agencies’ previous actions relative to the Sunroad Spectrum 
project, it was concluded that there was no need to process a Major 
Amendment for the Sunroad Spectrum project as there were no 
impacts to the Major Amendment area. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is 
required. 

 
F1/S1-4  This comment summarizes the Wildlife Agencies’ comment 

letter to the Notice of Preparation issued for the Project on March 
11, 2016. It also states the Wildlife Agencies’ opinion that there 
have been significant changes to the status of species and habitat 
on the Project site and East Otay Mesa since the time the Minor 
Amendment was approved in 2003. The comment also addresses 
“significant changes to the status of the species and habitat on the 
project site … in the past 14 years.”  

 
The 2017 Biological Technical Report (BTR) and the Biological 
Resources section of the 2017 SEIR (Section 2.2) for the 
Proposed Project acknowledge that a fire has occurred on the 
Project site, which burned coastal sage scrub habitat and 
sensitive species occurring in that area. The 7.29 acres of native 
grassland mapped within the coastal sage scrub-grassland matrix 
in the mima-mound area in 2000 that was consumed by fire on or 
around May 3, 2013 and now mapped as non-native grassland is 
located within the Biological Open Space. This area was 
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previously mapped as a mosaic of coastal sage scrub, native 
grassland, and non-native grassland.   

                      
Impacts to non-native grassland were previously analyzed in the 
2000 SEIR and mitigation included on-site preservation of non-
native grassland and off-site purchase of additional lands at a 
ratio of 0.5:1. The offsite mitigation was completed in 2001 and 
the Open Space Easement on the Project site was dedicated in 
2003. Mitigation Measure M-BI-13 in the 2017 SEIR for the 
Proposed Project discusses the on-site and off-site mitigation, 
which have been satisfied.  

 
As stated in the 2017 SEIR and BTR, fifteen abandoned burrows 
were found within the Project development footprint [and another 
24 within the proposed Open Space Easement (Lot 20 of the 
proposed Tentative Map)]; however, no active or recently active 
burrows were found on-site during the 2015 and 2016 surveys. 
Mitigation Measure M-BI-5 requires a pre-construction burrowing 
owl survey and has been updated to require a translocation plan 
if owls are found during the pre-construction survey (see SEIR text 
changes). In summary, the mitigation for non-native grassland has 
been completed and mitigation measure M-I-5 will ensure there 
are no significant impacts to burrowing owl.  
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F1/ 
S1-5 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-7 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-8 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-9 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-10 
 
 
 
 
 

 

F1/S1-5  In their letter dated November 14, 2003, the Wildlife Agencies 
concurred with the Minor Amendment for the Sunroad Centrum 
Project [Tentative Map (TM) 5139] provided the Conservation 
Measures in the Services biological opinion, the measures 
described in the Resource Conservation Plan, and conditions in 
the concurrence letter are met. The Resource Conservation Plan 
(RCP) received approval from the Director of the County 
Department of Planning and Land Use on December 12, 2003. 
The RCP serves as both a Resource Management Plan and 
Revegetation Plan.  

 
The applicant for the approved Sunroad Centrum Project has 
acted on Conservation Measures, measures in the RCP, and 
conditions in the previously approved Minor Amendment. 
Measures and conditions which have been completed to date 
include the following:  
 
• 52 acres of Biological Open Space recorded – 11/20/03 
• Director Decision issued approval of RCP 12/12/03 
• Revegetation/RCP agreement recorded - 12/12/03 
• Receipt of performance bonds for RCP from applicant – 

1/9/04 
• Bonds refunded – Revegetation portion complete 1/5/2012 

 
In addition, on April 16, 2001, the applicant contributed $243,450 
toward the preservation of land in Hollenbeck Canyon, a preserve 
area in the MSCP subarea, which provided habitat value equal to 
5.4 acres of native grassland and 48.6 acres of non-native 
grassland.  Approximately 0.4 acre of mitigation has been 
purchased to mitigate southern willow scrub.  A San Diego Barrel 
Cactus Transplantation plan has been completed, as well.   

 
The County has re-evaluated the previously approved Minor 
Amendment for consistency under the Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance, and conformance with the MSCP and Subarea Plans, 
and found that it is still consistent. The Otay 250 Sunroad – East 
Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment Project 
proposes grading the same development footprint as the area that 
is covered in the Minor Amendment previously approved by the 
Wildlife Agencies.  
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In regard to the San Diego fairy shrimp, the County and the 
Service have already approved mitigation for the San Diego fairy 
shrimp in the 2000 Sunroad Centrum EIR (see mitigation measure 
2.3.4.7.a). Mitigation for San Diego fairy shrimp is also included as 
M-BI-2 in the 2017 SEIR for the Proposed Project. The designation 
of critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp within the Project site 
does not require re-evaluation of the Minor Amendment—the 
mitigation is still required and has not changed. The County is not 
issuing a take permit for vernal pool species, including the San 
Diego fairy shrimp.  The 2000 SEIR, the 2017 SEIR, and the 2017 
BTR fully evaluate impacts to vernal pools and include required 
mitigation.  
 

F1/S1-6  Since the approval of the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan in 1994, 
the County adopted a Community Trails Master Plan that guides 
the type and location of trails throughout the unincorporated area. 
Planned trails within the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area are 
shown on SEIR Figure 1-13, which is the same as Figure 2.2-1 in 
the approved East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan.  The 
trail easement within the Biological Open Space (BOS) was 
included in the previously adopted East Otay Mesa Business Park 
Specific Plan. The Project is not proposing any modifications of 
the Specific Plan relative to trails/pathways within the BOS. No 
trail improvements are proposed as part of the Project. Future 
construction of a trail within the trail easement would be the 
responsibility of the County, would require trail design and review 
under CEQA, and would require review by Wildlife Agencies if 
listed species have the potential to be adversely affected. 
Therefore, re-initiation of consultation regarding the existing 
planned trail identified in the East Otay Mesa Business Park 
Specific Plan is unnecessary. 

 
F1/S1-7 Mitigation for impacts to non-native grassland has been 

implemented as part of mitigation requirements for TM 5139, as 
discussed in response to comment F1/S1-5 above. The Proposed 
Project would result in the loss of the same area of habitat as TM 
5139, and subsequent TM 5538 which is the current existing 
entitlement. 
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 While the Project proposes an Amendment to the East Otay Mesa 
Business Park Specific Plan to allow development of the Project 
site as a mixed-use Village rather than as singular development 
with industrial, business park, and retail uses, the development 
area for the Project and the area that would be graded are the 
same as that approved for TM 5139. In order to implement the 
Project Objectives, the Project requires grading the entire footprint 
of the Project site. Therefore, there would be no change in areas 
where development would occur beyond what has already 
received approval.  

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe 
a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA, the SEIR includes 
a range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the Project.  
 
Avoiding impacts to non-native grassland would require 
implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative, 
which is addressed in Section 4.4 of the SEIR. Substantially 
reducing impacts to non-native grassland would require 
preserving large areas of the Project site as open space. Such an 
alternative would not allow for most of the Project Objectives to be 
attained. Specifically, the No Project/No Development Alternative 
would not allow for the following Project Objectives: 
 
1. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

contribute to the Specific Plan goals of promoting a well-
organized international industrial and business district to 
attract and accommodate forecasted growth by providing a 
Mixed-Use Village Core that would permit a variety of 
residential uses at higher densities, in addition to light 
industrial/technology, office, and commercial uses because no 
new development would occur.  
 

2. The No Project/No Development Alternative would promote 
the conservation of open space to preserve environmental 
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resources but would not provide recreational opportunities for 
the industrial workforce and surrounding community residents 
because no new development would occur.  

 
3. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

implement the County of San Diego General Plan vision of 
creating compact communities by creating a Village Core 
within the East Otay Mesa sub-region that contains a mix of 
housing types located near retail businesses, employment, 
and recreational uses because no new development would 
occur. 

 
4.  The No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

establish a land use pattern with a mix of densities and land 
uses that will minimize automobile trips, support walking and 
bicycling, encourage participation in recreational activities, 
and invigorate the economic health of surrounding businesses 
because no new development would occur. 

 
5. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not provide 

convenient housing opportunities for the adjacent industrial 
and business district employees in addition to supporting 
commercial/retail and employment uses to reduce vehicular 
use because no new development would occur.  

 
6. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not support 

development of the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan multi-modal 
transportation system by providing a multi-modal internal 
street network that serves vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle 
travels; as well as installation of a bus stop providing access 
to local and regional transit because no circulation network or 
transit would be constructed on the Project site. 

 
7. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

develop well-designed infrastructure, buildings, and 
landscaping, on-site and off-site, that create a distinct urban 
character for the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area because 
no new development would occur on the Project site. 
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8. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not provide 
infrastructure and public facilities in a planned and orderly 
fashion that will accommodate the planned growth because 
no new project would occur on the Project site. 

 
The Reduced Footprint Alternative represents an alternative that 
could reduce impacts to sensitive species that occur or have been 
previously documented on the Project site. That alternative would 
allow for the Project to attain most of the Project objectives. It 
would not, however, avoid or substantially reduce impacts to 
biological resources. Reducing the project footprint would reduce, 
but not avoid impacts to biological resources; mitigation measures 
required under the proposed Project would also be required under 
this alternative.   
 
The Reduced Footprint Alternative would reduce the development 
footprint to place open space easements around areas where San 
Diego button-celery and variegated dudleya have been previously 
documented would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant impacts of the Project. While any project entitlement 
would require pre-grading surveys for San Diego button-celery 
and variegated dudleya, neither species has been recorded on-
site for more than a decade.   
 
Furthermore, since the last recorded observation, the area that 
contained the sensitive species have suffered a fire. There is 
insufficient information to support that increased open space 
easements as considered under a Reduced Development 
Footprint alternative would substantially reduce a significant 
impact, because there is no evidence the impact would actually 
occur based on the unknown and unverified occurrence of these 
species. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3), 
CEQA does not require that an EIR consider an alternative whose 
effect cannot be reasonably ascertained. Moreover, the Project 
has mitigated all impacts to biological resources to less than 
significant. The easement areas proposed around the sensitive 
species for this alternative would be isolated and surrounded by 
urban development.  The isolation of these areas, surrounded by 
urban development and adjacent to a major roadway, without 
connectivity to a larger open space, would lessen the long-term 
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viability for protecting these areas – particularly where the species 
have not been documented in recent history.  
 
There is insufficient information to support that increased open 
space easements as considered under a Reduced Development 
Footprint alternative would substantially reduce a significant 
impact, because there is no evidence the impact would actually 
occur with the unknown and unverified occurrence of these 
species. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3), 
CEQA does not require that an EIR consider an alternative whose 
effect cannot be reasonably ascertained. Moreover, the Project 
has mitigated all impacts to biological resources to less than 
significant.   
 
Additionally, the isolation of sensitive species is not considered 
the ideal method of mitigation for these species.  Even with the 
Reduced Development Footprint, the Specific Plan and the 
General Plan identify the Project site for development.  The 
easement areas would be isolated and surrounded by urban 
development.  The isolation of these areas, surrounded by urban 
development and adjacent to a major roadway, without 
connectivity to a larger open space, would lessen the long-term 
viability for protecting these areas – particularly where the species 
have not been documented in recent history.   
 
Therefore, the Reduced Development Footprint alternative has 
been rejected as infeasible and was eliminated from detailed 
consideration in this SEIR. 
 
As part of the SEIR for the proposed Project, consideration is 
given to modifying the development footprint to avoid areas where 
sensitive plant species occur or have been previously 
documented on the Project site, in particular, San Diego button-
celery and variegated dudleya. Protection of these areas within 
the Project site was a focus of consideration for a Reduced 
Development Footprint alternative because these species require 
new mitigation beyond what was previously required for TM 5139 
and mitigation that has already been accomplished. The 
Reduced Development Footprint alternative would create 
additional open space easements around areas where these 
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sensitive plant species were documented on the Project site in 
previous surveys in order to avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
to the species. The additional open space easement areas could 
be connected to the existing easement protecting the vernal pools 
south of Lone Star Road; however, there would not be a 
connection to the large Open Space Easement north of Lone Star 
Road, as it would be bifurcated by the road.  Lone Star Road is a 
General Plan Mobility Element Road, and construction of that 
roadway is a requirement for development within the East Otay 
Mesa Business Park Specific Plan.   
 
In summary, a range of reasonable alternatives to the project 
which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives are 
included in the EIR. As discussed above, in order to feasibly attain 
the project objectives, the entire project site requires grading. 
Thus, the alternative recommended in the NOP letter would not 
feasibly attain the project objectives and has not been included in 
the EIR.  

 
F1/S1-8 MSCP Findings dated December 15, 2000, were prepared for 

the Sunroad Centrum project (TM 5139).  The Wildlife Agencies’ 
letter dated November 14, 2003 provided conditional concurrence 
for the Sunroad Centrum Minor Amendment. The Otay 250 
Sunroad project would grade and develop the same area as 
compared to the previously approved Sunroad Centrum project, 
for which the prior MSCP findings and Minor Amendment received 
concurrence.    

 
For clarification, the MSCP Findings dated December 15, 2000, 
state that the Project Site is not within PAMA, but this is not the 
basis of the BRCA findings. As discussed in the MSCP Findings, 
approximately 60 acres of the Project site is a BRCA because it is 
underlain by clay soils that has the potential to support sensitive 
plant species, including San Diego button celery, variegated 
dudleya, San Diego barrel cactus, and spreading navarretia. The 
BRCA contributes to the wildlife corridor associated with Johnson 
Canyon. Project design minimizes impacts to the BRCA by: (a) 
developing the least environmentally sensitive section of the site 
(non-native grassland adjacent to development); and (b) 
preserving the higher value resources, designated as Major 
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Amendment Area, in the Open Space Easement (Lot 20 of the 
proposed Tentative Map) (vernal pools, approximately half of the 
mima mound area, native grassland, and the wildlife corridor of 
Johnson Canyon). As discussed in the Sunroad Centrum MSCP 
Findings, approximately 193 acres of the Project site are non-
BRCA lands. As discussed above, because the Proposed Project 
is relying on the prior Minor Amendment and mitigation has been 
satisfied, the MSCP Findings dated December 15, 2000, are 
adequate. 

 
F1/S1-9 The Project proposes an amendment to the East Otay Mesa 

Business Park Specific Plan to allow development of the Project 
site as a Mixed-Use Village Core area in accordance with the 
General Plan. The Proposed Project would grade and develop the 
same area that was approved under the Sunroad Centrum project 
(TM 5139), as well as the approved East Otay Mesa Business 
Park Specific Plan. Additionally, the proposed Project relies on, to 
the extent possible, the circulation network approved for the East 
Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan and TM 5139. 

 
A project EIR was certified for the East Otay Mesa Business Park 
Specific Plan in 1994, which included analysis of the impacts 
associated with development of industrial and commercial land 
uses on the Project site.  Since that time, a change of 
circumstances not previously considered in the East Otay Mesa 
Business Park Specific Plan EIR has occurred – proposed 
development of the Project site with a mix of residential, industrial, 
and commercial land uses.  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Section 
15163, an SEIR has been prepared to address changes in 
circumstances and to provide minor changes and additions to the 
previously certified EIR in order to make the previous EIR 
adequately apply to the proposed Project.  
 
Impacts have been evaluated in concert with the 1994 EIR, the 
Supplemental EIR for Sunroad Otay Industrial Subdivision/ 
Sunroad Centrum project (TM 5139RPL6, ER 98-19-013), and an 
Addendum to the previously certified Environmental Impact 
Report for East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (GPA 94-002, Log # 93-
19-006) and Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for 
Sunroad Otay project (TM 5139RPL6, Log # 98-19-013) for the 
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Sunroad Otay Tech Centre (TM 5538) project (98-19-013B). The 
SEIR updates information included in those documents as 
appropriate for the proposed Project.  
 
Development on the Project site was clustered in 2000 for the 
Sunroad Centrum project. The footprint for the current proposed 
Project has not changed from what was approved with the 
Centrum project. Therefore, the Project remains clustered to the 
maximum extent possible. 

 
As stated in the MSCP Findings dated December 15, 2000, the 
development is concentrated away from the sensitive resources. 
Areas not proposed for development are placed in a Biological 
Open Space to be managed under the Resource Conservation 
Plan.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed development has designed open 
space that protects the viability of sensitive resources. All (0.21 
acre) of the vernal pool habitat (supporting two sensitive plant 
species and the endangered San Diego fairy shrimp), 1.96 acres 
of native grassland, and 46.87 acres of non-native grassland will 
be preserved onsite.  

 
F1/S1-10 The 1994 East Otay Mesa Specific Plan EIR and the 2000 

Supplemental EIR for the Sunroad Centrum project (TM 5139) 
preceded the 2010 Strategy for Mitigating Impacts to Burrowing 
Owls in the Unincorporated County (Attachment A to the County 
of San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements Biological 
Resources). The certified 2000 SEIR states that the Sunroad 
Centrum project would result in impacts to non-native grassland; 
no burrowing owls were identified on the Sunroad Centrum project 
site. Mitigation for impacts to non-native grassland was 
implemented as discussed above in response to comment F1/S1-
5. It should be noted that the 2010 Strategy states “In EOM, the 
burrowing owl strategy applies to all development sites that have 
not received written concurrence on their minor or major 
amendments from the Wildlife Agencies…” A Minor Amendment 
for the Sunroad Centrum project was approved in 2003; thus the 
2010 Strategy does not apply.  
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F1/ 
S1-10,  
(cont.) 
 
F1/ 
S1-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-12 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-13 
F1/ 
S1-14 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-15 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-16 
 
  

F1/S1-11 M-BI-5 (pages S-19, 2.2-58, and 7-4), has been revised to 
include a requirement that a burrowing owl translocation plan be 
prepared, if owls are found during pre-construction surveys. (See 
Table 8-2.) 

 
F1/S1-12 The coastal sage scrub within the area previously mapped as 

a mosaic of coastal sage scrub, native grassland, and non-native 
grassland within the mima-mound area is no longer present. The 
coastal sage scrub was located generally in the mima mound area 
that occurs north (within the Biological Open Space) and south of 
future Lone Star Road This former coastal sage scrub-grassland 
was consumed by fire on or around May 3, 2013.  The entire mima 
mound area is now vegetated with non-native grassland heavily 
infested with Russian-thistle. The approximate location of the burn 
area has been added to Figure 2.2.3, Biological Resources, and 
occurs within both the area proposed for development, as well as 
the BOS. 

 
F1/S1-13 Biological Technical Report Table 2-2 has been added to the 

SEIR as Table 2.2-3. 
 
F1/S1-14 As stated on page 2.2-50 of the SEIR, the previous coastal 

sage scrub-grassland matrix in the mima-mound area was 
consumed by fire on or around May 3, 2013. This area occurs 
within both the area proposed for development, as well as the 
BOS. The approximate date of the fire has been added to the 
SEIR (see table 8-2 above).   

 
F1/S1-15 Updated surveys have not been completed; however, the Final 

SEIR includes mitigation measures which require surveys for   San 
Diego button celery, San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, and 
variegated dudleya prior to grading or other ground disturbance.   A 
condition of approval will require Quino checkerspot butterfly 
surveys prior to grading or other ground disturbance; see response 
to comment F1/S1-16 below.  

 
F1/S1-16 As stated in the SEIR, no Quino Checkerspot Butterfly (QCB) 

critical habitat occurs on-site; the closest critical habitat is located 
approximately 1,300 feet north and west of the Project boundary. 
A protocol survey was conducted in 1999 over the northern mima 
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mound area. In the 1999 survey, no QCB were detected, and the 
primary host plant, dot-seed plantain, was not found on-site. In 
2001, QCB surveys were conducted again; no QCB were 
detected. The 2001 report concluded “in that neither larvae nor 
adults of the QCB were identified during the protocol survey; and, 
only an extremely limited population of food plants suitable for the 
QCB were identified within the boundaries of the property, it would 
appear that development of the Sunroad Centrum Property will 
have no effect on the endangered Quino Checkerspot Butterfly.” 
In 2015 and early 2016, primary host plant dot-seed plantain was 
found on-site where vegetation was recolonizing the disturbed 
Lone Star Road alignment. Nectar plants, including common 
goldfields (Lasthenia gracilis), were also observed. Based on the 
presence of dot-seed plantain, a third protocol survey was 
conducted in March 2016. Results of the survey were negative for 
QCB. The 2016 report concluded “although a medium density 
population of a Quino larval host plant was identified on-site, no 
larvae nor adults of the Quino Checkerspot were identified during 
the 2016 protocol survey.   

 
Although there are no potentially significant impacts associated 
with Quino checkerspot butterfly, as a precautionary approach the 
Applicant has committed to the following condition of approval:  

 
Within one year of construction, surveys for Quino 
checkerspot butterfly shall be conducted prior to grading or 
other ground disturbance in accordance with the most up to 
date protocol. If Quino checkerspot butterfly are found, the 
applicant shall consult with the USFWS to ensure there is no 
take of the species. The Project Biologist shall prepare the 
survey report and submit it to the PDS and USFWS.  Timing: 
Prior to grading or other ground disturbance. Monitoring: PDS 
shall review the survey report for compliance with this 
condition.   
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F1/ 
S1-16 
(cont.) 
 
F1/ 
S1-17 
F1/ 
S1-18 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-19 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-20 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

F1/S1-17. The Resource Conservation Plan (RCP) approved in 2003 will 
not be revised; however, a condition of approval will require that 
the seed mix for restoration of the onsite open space include 
Plantago erecta and a variety of nectaring species.   

 
F1/S1-18 As shown in Table 8-2, M-BI-4 has been expanded in the SEIR 

(page 2.2-56) to require that variegated dudleya surveys be 
conducted in a year with adequate plant expression at a reference 
site with a 1:1 off-site mitigation for dudleya plants. If surveys are 
conducted in a year that does not have adequate plant 
expression, then off-site mitigation for 80 variegated dudleya 
plants shall be required. 

 
F1/S1-19 The SEIR concludes that the Project could cause indirect 

impacts to preserved land in open space through increased 
human access; increasing competition from exotic species; and 
alteration of natural drainage (in particular impacting vernal pool 
hydrology). These indirect impacts are potentially significant and 
would require mitigation (Impact BI-12). Indirect impacts to 
preserved land in open space through increased human access 
would be mitigated to below a level of significance with mitigation 
measure M-BI-12, as specified in Section 2.2.5 of the SEIR. 

 
According to the approved RCP (Section 5.0, page 23): 
• The southern boundary of the open space area north of Lone 

Star Road and the vernal pool to the south of Lone Star Road 
will be fenced using a 4-foot temporary fence installed prior to 
any clearing or grubbing on the Project site. 

• The open space area along Lone Star Road (to the north of the 
easement dedicated for construction of Lone Star Road) shall 
be fenced with permanent four-foot chain-link fencing. 

• In addition to the fencing along Lone Star Road, a 3-strand wire 
fence will be installed along the eastern and western edges of 
the open space area for a distance of 200 feet remaining open 
space boundary.  

• Four-foot chain-link fencing for the vernal pool south of Lone 
Star Road shall be placed around the perimeter of the vernal 
pool’s watershed. 
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F1/ 
S1-21, 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1/ 
S1-23 

 

These measures have been implemented as part of the RCP. The 
fencing provisions of the RCP will discourage trespassing and 
illegal dumping. Signs, in English and Spanish, will be posted 
every 100 feet along the permanent fencing, stating that any 
persons found vandalizing or trespassing shall be prosecuted to 
the full extent of the law. Signs shall also provide information as 
to why access to the site is restricted, as well as the contact 
number for both the biological monitor and maintenance 
contractor so that vandalism or suspicious activity can be 
reported. The County will be responsible for enforcing trespassing 
and illegal uses. Additionally, as requested in this comment, 
mitigation measure M-BI-12 has been revised to require 
installation of a sturdy fence to prevent access into the western, 
northern, and eastern edges of the northern Open Space 
Easement (Lot 20 of the proposed Tentative Map). 
 

F1/S1-20 According to the East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan, 
“[d]rought tolerant, non-invasive, and fire-wise landscaping is 
required throughout East Otay Mesa.” The County has no control 
over what private homeowners may plant in their private yards; 
however, the landscaping plan for common open space will 
require drought tolerant, non-invasive, and fire wise landscaping. 

 
F1/S1-21 As described in response no. F1/S1-5, the Project is not 

required to update the Resource Conservation Plan (RCP). The 
RCP received Director approval December 2003. In a letter dated 
November 14, 2003, the Wildlife Agencies provided conditions 
concurrence for the Sunroad Minor Amendment, provided certain 
conditions are met, including the approval of a RCP.  

 
The RCP (pages 34 – 35 and Appendix F) addresses integrated 
management of the southern pools with the vernal pool complex 
within the Biological Open Space (BOS) and includes removal of 
non-native species, repairs to fencing and signage, trash removal, 
monitoring of the vernal pool complex twice a year, visual 
estimate of exotic plant species cover and vernal pool species 
cove twice a year, and examination of the health of the pools in 
terms of increase of vernal pool plant species cover. If monitoring 
findings reveal a decline in the health of the vernal pool complex, 
an analysis of the cause(s) of failure shall be prepared and, if 
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determined necessary by the County, remedial action will be 
recommended. Remedial actions may include revising the 
maintenance schedule, thereby increasing weeding and 
monitoring frequency or the preparation of a vernal pool 
enhancement program that might include additional plantings or 
restoration activities. The RCP does not state that the pools 
should be hydrologically connected. In fact, this is not possible as 
a future County Circulation Element roadway (Lone Star Road) 
will separate the BOS from the southern pools.  

 
F1/S1-22 Revisions have been made to the SEIR (pages 2.2-6, 2.2-9. 

2.2-11, 2.2-31) to change references to “prostrate” navarretia to 
spreading navarretia and to change the reference date to 1991. 
(See Table 8-2.)  
 
Spreading navarretia is known from just three areas within the 
County including San Marcos, National City, and Otay Mesa. 
During the 1991 County of San Diego surveys approximately 12 
individuals were detected in the J22 vernal pool complex north of 
Lone Star Road. It has not been documented on-site since that 
time. Furthermore, because spreading navarretia has not been 
reported on-site since the 1991 vernal pools survey, it is unlikely to 
have high potential to occur on-site. Therefore, the County has 
determined that updates to the RCP are not necessary. 

 
F1/S1-23 M-BI-8 (page 2.2-58) has been revised (see Table 8-2) to 

require that notification be sent to the County and wildlife 
agencies, if white-tailed kite is found nesting within the Project 
area during pre-construction surveys. 
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S2-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter S2 
 

State Clearinghouse 
Scott Morgan, Director 

May 9, 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-1 This letter acknowledges compliance with the State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents. No further response is required. 

 

Comment Letter S2 



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC S2-2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-1, 
(cont.) 
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S3-1 
 
 
 
 
 
S3-2 
 
 
 
S3-3 
 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter S3 
 

Department of Transportation, District 11 
Maurice Eaton, Chief 

May 8, 2017 
 
S3-1 The standard of practice for conducting intersection traffic counts 

in traffic impact studies in the San Diego region is to count on one 
weekday. Additional count days are not warranted. 

LLG retained a sub-consultant, Accurate Video Counts, Inc. (AVC) 
to conduct the traffic counts which were conducted on Thursday, 
May 14, 2015. AVC specializes in conducting traffic counts and has 
completed thousands of such counts in the past few years. The 
counts were conducted using video technology. It is not clear 
during what time period Caltrans’ counts were conducted. 

LLG checked all existing traffic count sheets in the appendices of 
the TIA and found that they matched those reported in the TIA. The 
counts in the TIA were found to be accurate. 

 
S3-2 It is understood that Caltrans believes the 32 percent distribution 

on SR 125 is high. The distribution is believed to be accurate for 
the following reasons:   

 
a. The SR-125 operates with much less congestion as 

compared to the I-805 which likely makes the SR-125 a 
preferred route choice. 

b. The SR-125 is located less than one mile from the Project 
site, as compared to I-805 which is located over five miles 
from the Project site which would make SR-125 a likelier 
preferred route choice. 

c. Several segments of I-805 operate at LOS F during the 
peak hours and are among the most congested in the 
County.  

d. As the operator of SR-125, SANDAG reduces prices for 
using the facility by up to 40% to adjust for peak and off-
peak periods.  Lower tolls function as an inducement for 
commuters to use SR-125 over other more congested 
routes like I-805. 

Comment Letter S3 
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S3-3 A sensitivity analysis (i.e., running the analysis assuming an 
increasing number of dwelling units until the impact is triggered) 
was conducted to determine the amount of equivalent dwelling units 
which could be built before the mitigation is required.  There is not a 
physical analysis sheet that can be provided.  Table 11-4 is 
provided below and has been added to Section 2.8 of the SEIR as 
Table 2-18. 

 
 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers             LLG Ref. 3-15-2455 
   East Otay Mesa 

N:\2455\Report\2455 TIA_Revised December 2016_clean.doc 
 

65

TABLE 11–4 
PROJECT MITIGATION PHASING SUMMARY 

Impacted Location EDU Before Impact is Triggered 

Intersections  

4. Otay Mesa Road / La Media Road 35 EDU 

8. Otay Mesa Road / Harvest Road 35 EDU 

9. Otay Mesa Road / Sanyo Avenue 1,980 EDU 

10. Otay Mesa Road / Vann Centre Boulevard 1,530 EDU 

Street Segments 

Otay Mesa Road: Sanyo Ave to Vann Centre Blvd 60 EDU 
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S3-3 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
S3-4 
 
 
 
 
S3-5 
 
 
S3-6 
 
 
 
S3-7 
 
 
 

S3-8 
 
 
S3-9 
 
 
S3-10 

 

S3-4 All mitigation for “direct and cumulative” impacts must be 
implemented per the phasing summary. The Project Mitigation 
Summary Table has been added as Table 11-4 of the traffic study 
dated December 8, 2016 and Table 2-18 in the SEIR. The timing of 
when the mitigation must be implemented is included in the 
environmental document. 

 
S3-5 The applicant has contacted the City and has confirmed that plans 

are not finalized. Therefore, the analysis as presented will not 
change. 

 
S3-6 As of the date the traffic study was prepared, the Otay Mesa Road/ 

Harvest Road was under Caltrans jurisdiction and therefore, it is 
appropriate to assume it is a Caltrans-controlled intersection. Even 
if it was assumed to be County controlled by June 2017, no change 
to the analysis would occur 

 
S3-7 The variable/measure of effectiveness utilized to determine 

significant impacts in both the Caltrans and County of San Diego 
Guidelines is Level of Service (LOS) delay and not queues.  
Therefore, queues are not used to determine significant impacts. 
The analysis shows that acceptable LOS B/C is calculated at the La 
Media Road / SR 905 eastbound ramps intersection (see Table 9-1 
of the traffic study).  The intersection capacity analysis does not 
indicate a queue issue. Therefore, no significant impacts are 
calculated. 

 
S3-8 Table 9-3 of the traffic study contains a full analysis of SR 905, 

which is calculated to operate at LOS C or better under Year 2020 
conditions. 

 
 
S3-9 See response no. S3-7. 
 
S3-10 See response no. S3-7. 
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S3-10, 
(cont.) 
 
S3-11 
 
 
 
S3-12 
 
 

S3-13 
 
 
S3-14 

 

S3-11 See response no. S3-7. 
 
 
S3-12 The August 2015 TIA recommends the following improvements 

at the intersection of Otay Mesa Road / Harvest Road:  
• Southbound movement: two dedicated right turn lanes with 

overlap phasing and a shared thru / left turn lane.  
• Westbound movement: one dedicated right turn lane, three 

thru lanes and one dedicated left turn lane.  
• Northbound movement: one shared thru / right turn lane and 

one dedicated left turn lane.  
• Eastbound movement: one shared thru / right turn lane, two 

dedicated thru lanes and two dedicated left turn lanes.  
 

The December 2016 TIA recommends the following impact 
mitigation improvements at the intersection of Otay Mesa Road / 
Harvest Road: 
• Southbound movement: one dedicated right turn lane with 

overlap phasing and a shared thru / left turn lane.  
• Westbound movement: one shared thru / right turn lane, one 

dedicated thru lane and one dedicated left turn lane.  
• Northbound movement: one shared thru / right turn / left turn 

lane.  
• Eastbound movement: one shared thru / right turn lane, one 

dedicated thru lane and two dedicated left turn lanes.  
 

This is the lane configuration that was assumed when conducting 
the post-mitigation analysis for the December 2016 study. The 
commenter should also review the ultimate access improvements 
shown in Figure 10-2 of the TIA. 

 
S3-13 The Synchro files in Appendix J of the traffic study were checked 

by the consulting traffic engineer and it was confirmed that reports 
for Sanyo Road/Otay Mesa Road as well as Vann Centre Blvd./Otay 
Mesa Road are included (See Intersection Analyses No. 9 and 10 
of Appendix J of the traffic study). The mitigation measures are 
accurately included per Table 11-2 of the traffic study dated 
December 8, 2016. 
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S3-14 Post-mitigation analysis was included for direct Project impacts 
as outlined in Table 11-2 of the traffic study.  Since the impact at 
Paseo de las Americas / Siempre Viva Road was a cumulative 
impact, a post mitigation analysis is not included in Table 11-2 of 
the traffic study. 
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L1-1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L1-2 

 

Response to Comment Letter L1 
 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
Seth Litchney, Senior Regional Planner 

May 5, 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L1-1 This comment acknowledges SANDAG’s receipt of the Draft 

SEIR for review and comment, states that review was based on the 
San Diego Forward: The Region Plan, and briefly summarizes the 
purpose of polices included in San Diego Forward. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further 
response is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L1-2 The Specific Plan Amendment has been modified to include a 

requirement that Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plans 
be considered at each Site Plan Review for future development. The 
requirement for a TDM at Site Plan Review will allow the 
development-specific TDM to be tailored to the specifics of the 
actual land use (commercial, business tech, etc.). 

 
 
 

Comment Letter L1 
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L1-2, 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L1-3 
 
 
 
 
L1-4 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L1-3  This revision has been made in the Final SEIR (page 2.1-5) (see 

Table 8-2 above). 
 
 
 
 
L1-4  This date has been corrected in the Final SEIR (page 2.1-9) (see 

Table 8-2 above). 
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L2-1 
 
 
 
L2-2 
 
 
L2-3 
 
 
 
L2-4 
 
 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter L2 
 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson 

May 7, 2017 
 
L2-1 The County is aware that the San Diego County Archaeological 

Society (SDCAS) does not agree with the repatriation of prehistoric 
(Native American) cultural materials and that to do so would cause 
an impact requiring overriding considerations.  The mitigation 
measures related to the disposition of prehistoric materials 
includes curating artifacts at a San Diego curation facility or Tribal 
curation facility that meets federal standards per 36 CFR Part 79, 
or alternatively have been repatriated to a culturally affiliated tribe.  
Historic materials may only be curated at a San Diego curation 
facility and may not be repatriated or curated at a Tribal curation 
facility.  CEQA identifies that curation (§15126.4b) may be an 
appropriate mitigation measure should data recovery be 
implemented but does not require curation.  In addition, the NOP 
post-dates the requirement for Assembly Bill 52 (AB-52) 
consultation and the consideration of tribal cultural resources.  AB-
52 consultation requires that culturally appropriate mitigation 
measures be considered and included in the environmental 
document.  As a result of consultation, repatriation was requested 
by Viejas due to the sensitivity of the Project site.  

 
All scientific information is retained through the information 
provided in the cultural study and there are no unmitigated impacts.  
As such, overriding considerations are not required.  No changes 
were made to the EIR as a result of this comment. 
 

L2-2 The comment is related to RPA standards and is not at variance 
with the environmental document.  No changes were made to the 
EIR as a result of this comment. 

 
L2-3 The comment is related to the 3-D scanning of artifacts that were 

collected as part of the Project analysis and/or monitoring program. 
The cultural sites associated with the Project were previously 
tested by Gallegos and Kyle (1992) and Byrd et al. (1994).  As 
such, additional testing was not conducted by Gallegos in 2008 or 

Comment Letter L2 
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by the current efforts of ASM (2016).  Should artifacts be identified 
during monitoring, it is up to the discretion of the Project 
Archaeologist as to whether 3-D scanning would be conducted. 3-
D scanning would be appropriate for artifacts that are considered 
unusual or of research value.  Human remains and associated 
grave goods would inappropriate for 3-D scanning as they are 
considered sacred by the Native American community. 
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L2-4, 
(cont.) 
 

L2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

L2-4 The comment identifies an ambiguity regarding the disposition of 
cultural materials and requests that only those materials not 
collected for curation be allowed to be repatriated.  Under the 
Disposition of Cultural Materials discussion on page 2.3-22 of the 
SEIR, prehistoric cultural materials may be curated at a San Diego 
curation facility or Tribal curation facility, or may alternatively be 
repatriated to a culturally affiliated tribe. The subsection related to 
the repatriation within the Project site has been revised to indicate 
that repatriation would occur after artifact analysis.  Also see 
response to comment L2-1.   

 
L2-5 This comment states that, other than comments expressed in the 

letter, SANDAG agrees with the impact analysis and mitigation 
measures presented in the SEIR. This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is required. 
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O1-1 
O1-2 
O1-3 

 

Response to Comment Letter O1 
 

Marathon Land & Cattle Company 
Mark Kennedy, Corporate Counsel 

May 8, 2017 
 
O1-1 These intersections with direct impacts and fair-share payments 

are in the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, which has Facilities 
Benefit Assessment/Development Impact Fee accounts set up for 
these improvements. 

 
O1-2 It is unclear to which requirement of the General Plan Noise 

Element this comment is directed. General Plan Noise Element 
Goal N-2, Protection of Noise Sensitive Uses, and Policies N-2.1 
and N-2.2 relate to this comment. Policy N-2.1 states, “Require 
an acoustical study to identify inappropriate noise level where 
development may directly result in any existing or future noise 
sensitive land uses being subject to noise levels equal to or 
greater than 60 dBA CNEL and require mitigation for sensitive 
uses in compliance with the noise standards listed in Table N-2.” 
Policy N-2.2 states, “Assure that in developments where the 
exterior noise levels on patios or balconies for multi-family 
residences or mixed-use developments exceed 65 CNEL, a solid 
noise barrier is incorporated into the building design of the 
balconies and patios while still maintaining the openness of the 
patio or balcony.”  

 
The SEIR states that the Project site is currently zoned S-88 for 
agricultural use and is subject to the most restrictive 45 dBA 
requirements, which is the same requirement for residences. 
Thus, existing land uses adjacent to the Project site are currently 
restricted to noise level limits of 50 dBA Leq from 7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. and 45 dBA Leq from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. at 
property lines. With and without the Project, the 45 dBA 
requirement would continue to apply to the site. Therefore, the 
proposed Project’s residential uses would not be subject to noise 
limits higher than the allowable limits for residential uses by off-
site land uses. The Project would not require neighboring land 
uses to adopt a more restrictive property standard or the use of 

Comment Letter O1 
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buffers between the proposed residential uses and the off-site 
non-residential uses.  

 
O1-3   The ADT Transfer table is based on average daily traffic 

associated with the various land uses that will develop on the 
Project site.  Vehicle miles travel pertains to travel within a region 
and are not directly correlated with specific land use but rather 
transportation networks and land use patterns.  The purpose of the 
ADT Transfer table provides a control such that the traffic 
associated with the Project is not exceeded, even with refinements 
in development intensities and densities in the future.  Further, the 
pending changes required by SB 743 are not final and their 
implementation by a lead agency haven’t been fully established.  
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O2-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter O2 
 
Endangered Habitats League 
Joseph Petta - Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
May 8, 2017 
 
O2-1 The County disagrees that the SEIR is inadequate or fails to properly 

analyze the Project’s environmental impacts and provide adequate 
mitigation relative to climate change. The Greenhouse Gas Evaluation 
prepared by Scientific Resources Associated (February 3, 2017) for 
the proposed Project, included as Appendix E of this SEIR, relies on 
an efficiency metric based on the future statewide GHG emissions 
reductions goals divided by the statewide service population as a 
guideline for evaluating potential GHG emissions impacts. Since the 
time that the Greenhouse Gas Evaluation was prepared and the Draft 
SEIR was issued for public review, it has been determined that the 
service population efficiency metric cannot be used as the appropriate 
guideline. Therefore, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR 
relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions.  

 
Pursuant to Section 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when 
addressing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the 
environment, the following factors were considered: 
 
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; 
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 
(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 
 
The County does not currently have thresholds of significance for 
evaluating GHG emissions impacts. Additionally, the County has not 
yet adopted a Climate Action Plan for the reduction of GHG emissions; 
although the Draft CAP and Draft SEIR were released for public review 
in August 2017. Therefore, the analysis in the Final EIR relies on the 
first guideline outlined above:  the extent to which the project may 
increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing 

Comment Letter O2 
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environmental setting as the guideline for evaluating GHG emissions 
impacts. 

 
With the revisions incorporated into the Final SEIR, the SEIR properly 
analyzes the proposed Project’s impacts on climate change. Section 
2.4 of the SEIR includes a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
GHG emissions. The Final SEIR provides an adequate analysis 
potential impacts associated with GHG emissions, in conformance with 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and Section 15064.4(b). In addition, 
subsequent to publishing and public review of the Draft SEIR, the 
Project applicant has voluntarily committed to achieve carbon 
neutrality. As concluded in Section 2.4.2 of the Final SEIR, the Project 
would result in significant GHG emissions impacts. To fully mitigate the 
project’s impacts relative to GHG emissions, mitigation measures have 
been expanded to include a requirement for net zero emissions from 
future developments within the Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa 
Business Park Specific Plan Amendment area.  
 
As detailed in Section 2.4.5 within the Final SEIR, CARB recommends 
that lead agencies prioritize on-site design features and direct 
investments in GHG reductions in the vicinity of the project. CARB also 
recommends that where further project design or regional investments 
are infeasible or not proved to be effective, it may be appropriate and 
feasible to mitigate project emissions through purchasing and retiring 
carbon credits issued by a recognized and reputable accredited carbon 
registry. Examples of off-site mitigation can include, among other 
mechanisms, the purchase of verifiable carbon “offsets” from a carbon 
registry that will undertake mitigation. 
 
Table 2.4-7 lists the proposed project’s on-site project design features 
to reduce GHG emissions. Based on the emissions inventory data 
presented in Table 2.4-8, the project will result in 37,554 MT CO2E 
with the incorporation of project design features. Note that this 
calculation under-represents the percentage of GHG emissions 
reductions that will be achieved through on-site features and measures 
because, as provided in Table 2.4-7, many of the features and 
measures conservatively were not assigned quantitative emissions 
reductions values.  
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Each phase of the project (i.e., implementing site plans) would be 
required to undergo a site plan review, and at that time, shall require 
the development to have net zero emissions. Because the project 
would result in a significant impact, mitigation measures (as fully 
detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIR) would reduce GHG impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
With mitigation, the Project would result in net zero GHG emissions 
and, therefore, would be consistent with the goals of Executive Order 
B-30-15 and SB 32 that requires the state to reduce its GHG emissions 
to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Thus, GHG emissions 
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 
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O2-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

O2-2 The County disagrees that the SEIR’s analysis fails to provide the 
necessary facts and analysis to allow the County and the public to 
make informed decisions about the proposed Project. With the 
revisions incorporated into the Final SEIR, the SEIR fully and 
accurately informs decision makers and the public with detailed 
information about the effect of the proposed Project on climate 
change. Section 2.4 in the Final SEIR has been revised in regard to 
significance criteria and mitigation measures, as discussed in 
response to comment O2-1. The Final SEIR accurately identifies the 
significant impact associated with GHG emissions and provides 
mitigation measures that, in concert with the Project’s design features 
presented in the Final SEIR, would reduce the GHG impacts to less 
than significant. As discussed in response to comment O2-1 above, 
the Project applicant has voluntarily agreed to condition the proposed 
Project to further reduce GHG emissions to a net-zero level. The 
addition of mitigation measures and other text revisions to Section 2.4 
do not constitute significant new information. The new information 
clarifies and amplifies information in the SEIR. A new significant 
impact would not result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. A substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would not result. Thus, in 
accordance with CEQA, Section 15088.5, the Final SEIR does not 
require recirculation.   

 
O2-3 Comment O2-3 is a restatement of the law and does not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR. Furthermore, the County disagrees that the 
SEIR’s analysis fails to provide the necessary facts and analysis to 
allow the County and the public to make informed decisions about 
the proposed Project. Refer to responses to comments O2-1 and O2-
2 above. The Final SEIR includes feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project to net 
zero.   
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O2-3 
 
 
 
O2-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-6 
 
 

 

O2-4 The County disagrees that the public and decision makers have no 
way of knowing the magnitude of the impact. Please see the response 
to comment O2-1. The County evaluated the proposed Project’s GHG 
emissions impacts by first calculating the Projects sources of 
greenhouse gas, as discussed in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Draft SEIR. As 
shown in Table 2.4-8 in the SEIR, the proposed Project’s total CO2 
equivalent emissions were calculated to be 37,554 MTCO2e per year. 
After calculating the proposed Project’s emissions, the County 
considered the following factors, which are outlined in CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.4 in the Final SEIR: (1) whether the project 
increases or reduces GHG emissions compared to the existing setting; 
(2) where the project emissions exceeded an applicable threshold of 
significance; and (3) whether the project complies with applicable 
regulations, plans or policies that have been adopted to reduce GHG 
emissions. As discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR, the proposed 
Project would have a potentially significant impact. Mitigation 
measures were then set forth in order to reduce the impact to less than 
significant. .  

 
O2-5 The commenter is correct in that the Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 

Climate Change Analysis Guidance document. However, the SEIR 
was changed to reflect the outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San 
Diego; and the Final SEIR changes no longer relies on the County’s’ 
2016 Guidelines for its significance analysis but rather uses CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4. 

 
 The commenter incorrectly states that the SEIR should have analyzed 
climate impacts pursuant to thresholds developed under a County 
Climate Action Plan (CAP). Please refer to Section 2.4.2.1 of the Final 
EIR.  
 
 Pursuant to Section 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when 
determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the 
environment, the following factors should be considered: 
 
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; 
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 

Michelle Irace 
May 8, 2017 
Page 3 
 
 

 

Additionally, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate 
significant environmental impacts.  CEQA Guidelines §15126.4.  Under CEQA, “public 
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of such projects . . . .”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002.  

The proposed Project has the potential to significantly contribute to GHG 
emissions, yet neither the public nor decisionmakers have any way of knowing the 
magnitude of this impact.  As we explain below, the DEIR simply fails to provide 
detailed, accurate information about the Project’s significant environmental impacts or to 
analyze mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid such impacts. 

A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Climate Change 
Impacts. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project would result in significant impacts related to 
climate change but that those impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels 
with proposed mitigation measures.  As detailed below, the DEIR’s analysis is 
fundamentally flawed. It unlawfully relies on the County’s July 2016 GHG guidance, 
which itself was recently ruled to be in violation of CEQA in Sierra Club v. County of 
San Diego, San Diego County Superior Court Case No. 37-2012-00101054-CU-TT-CTL.  
As directed by the Sierra Club case and the County General Plan, the DEIR should have 
analyzed climate impacts pursuant to thresholds developed under the County’s Climate 
Action Plan (“CAP”).  But the County has failed to adopt a legally adequate CAP.  In 
addition, the DEIR’s analysis violates the California Supreme Court’s direction in Center 
for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 
(“Newhall Ranch”) because it relies on statewide thresholds without any evidence that 
they are relevant to individual projects.  The DEIR’s proposed mitigation—based 
primarily on installation of solar photovoltaic panels on rooftops of new homes—fails to 
sufficiently mitigate for GHG emissions resulting from the Project’s increase in VMT.  

1. The County May Not Rely On Its July 2016 GHG Guidance 
Recommending Use of the Efficiency Metric to Determine 
Significance. 

The DEIR analyzes GHG impacts based on guidance that its Planning and 
Development Services department issued in July 2016.  See DEIR at 2.4-7 (failing to 
mention the Guidance by name but relying on its recommended thresholds verbatim).  
This guidance sets forth the County’s recommended CEQA threshold of significance for 
GHG emissions.  See County of San Diego, 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance, 
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(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 
 
The County cannot consider factor (2), because the County does not 
currently have thresholds or guidelines for significance for GHG 
emissions. The County adopted a Guidance Document in 2016. 
However, the Superior Court in Sierra Club v. County of San Diego, 
Case No. 2012-0101054/Golden Door Properties LLC v. County of 
San Diego, Case No. 2016-0037402 (April 28, 2017) ruled that the 
2016 Guidance Document and its "County Efficiency Metric" may not 
be used to provide the basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for 
development proposals within the unincorporated County lands. Factor 
(3) is also not considered due to the parallel processing of the 
proposed project and the County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
Although the CAP was very recently adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on February 14, 2018, it has been determined that a 
standalone analysis independent of the Draft CAP is more appropriate 
at this time. Therefore, in the context of this project, when determining 
the significance of GHG emissions, the County may only use factor (1): 
the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions 
as compared to the existing environmental setting. 

 
O2-6 The efficiency metric analysis previously included in the Draft SEIR 

has been removed in the Final SEIR. See response to comment O2-1. 
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O2-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-9 

 

O2-7 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 
Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The GHG analysis in 
the Final SEIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. 
The CEQA Guidelines offer two paths to evaluating GHG emissions 
impacts in CEQA documents: 1) Projects can tier off a “qualified” GHG 
Reduction Plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5); or 2) Projects 
can determine significance by calculating GHG emissions and 
assessing their significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4). 
Neither the CARB nor the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
(SDAPCD) has adopted significance criteria applicable to land use 
development projects for the evaluation of GHG emissions under 
CEQA. OPR’s Technical Advisory CEQA and Climate Change: 
Addressing Climate Change through CEQA Review states, “public 
agencies are encouraged, but not required to adopt thresholds of 
significance for environmental impacts. Even in the absence of clearly 
defined thresholds for GHG emissions, the law requires that such 
emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and mitigated to the 
extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project 
contributes to a significant, cumulative climate change impact.” 
Furthermore, OPR’s advisory document indicates, “in the absence of 
regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to 
clearly define what constitutes a ‘significant impact,’ individual lead 
agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with 
available guidance and current CEQA practice.”  

 
O2-8 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The climate change 
analysis in the Final SEIR does not rely on efficiency metric based on 
statewide reduction targets. Instead, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the 
Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG 
emissions. Discussion and references to the efficiency metric 
previously included in the Draft SEIR have been removed.  

 
O2-9 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The SEIR does not 
rely on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance document. 
Discussion, and references to the efficiency metric previously included 
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in the Draft SEIR have been removed. Instead, the analysis in Section 
2.4 of the Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating 
GHG emissions. Furthermore, this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is required. 
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O2-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

O2-12 

 

 
 
 
 
 
O2-10  Section 2. 4.1.2 Methodology of the Final SEIR has been revised 

to remove the evaluation of the Proposed Project based on the 
efficiency metric.  The analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR relies 
on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-11 The County disagrees that a CAP must be prepared prior to 

conducting a GHG analysis for the proposed Project; see response to 
comment O2-5 above and O2-13 below.  The text previously included 
in the Draft SEIR has been revised to remove the evaluation of the 
proposed Project based on statewide metrics. Instead, the analysis in 
Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to 
evaluating GHG emissions. The analysis in the Final SEIR is 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4; refer to response 
to comment O2-7.  

 
 
 
 
O2-12 The proposed Project will reduce its contribution to greenhouse 

gas emissions through the Project applicant’s commitment to achieve 
carbon neutrality. The Final SEIR includes several mitigation 
measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to a net-zero level. 
See response to comment O2-1. 
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O2-12, 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

O2-13 
 

 

 
 
 
 
O2-13 This comment states that because the County of San Diego does 

not have an adopted CAP and that the Draft EIR does not have 
sufficient impact thresholds to analyze the project's GHG emissions 
and impacts. Relatedly, comment O2-21 states the Draft EIR will have 
to be recirculated following adoption of a County CAP. The County 
does not agree with either of these comments for the reasons stated 
below.  

 
First, the Program EIR (PEIR) for the General Plan Update (GPU) 
includes a mitigation measure that requires preparation of a CAP. 
Following certification of the Program EIR and adoption of the General 
Plan Update, the County prepared and adopted a CAP. However, 
litigation successfully challenged the validity of the County's CAP, the 
CEQA compliance documentation prepared for the CAP, and the 
thresholds of significance derived from the CAP. The County is 
working to issue and adopt an updated CAP, including thresholds of 
significance for GHG emissions in CEQA analysis, consistent with the 
mitigation parameters of the set forth in the GPU PEIR. It should be 
noted that the San Diego County Superior Court recently rejected 
arguments from the Sierra Club et al. to prevent the County from 
processing and approving projects prior to the adoption of a lawful CAP 
and corresponding CEQA significance thresholds. The Superior Court 
held that an injunction prohibiting the "County from undertaking its 
planning process is too broad." See Sierra Club v. County of San Diego 
(Case No. 2012-0101054) and Golden Door Properties LLV v. County 
of San Diego (Case No. 2016-0037402). 
 
Second, the Draft EIR for the project has thresholds consistent with 
the parameters of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. Specifically, as 
set forth in Section 2.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Final SEIR 
includes feasible mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions 
associated with the proposed Project to net zero. Mitigation measure 
GHG-1a requires that the Project buildings will exceed Title 24 as of 
2016 by 20 percent. Mitigation measure GHG-1b requires the Project 
to include photovoltaic solar panels designed to provide 50 percent of 
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the Project’s commercial electricity use needs and 50 percent of the 
residential dwelling units’ electricity needs. 
 
Therefore, the environmental analysis for the project has been 
developed to comply with the requirements of CEQA, which exist 
independent of the County's CAP. Further, the requirement to achieve 
no net increase in GHG emissions ensures that the project will not 
conflict with the CAP that is under development because it fully 
eliminates project-related GHG emissions. 
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O2-14 

 
 
 
O2-15 
 
 

O2-16 
 
 
 
O2-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-18 

 

 

O2-14 See responses to comments O2-5 and O2-13 above. 
 
O2-15 This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 

Concerning the project at hand, as described in the response to 
comment O2-1, the Project applicant has committed to achieve a net-
zero level of emissions. With incorporation of mitigation, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

 
O2-16 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The proposed Project 
has been designed and conditioned with additional mitigation to 
achieve carbon neutrality (i.e., net zero emissions), and thus does not 
violate CEQA. See responses to comments O2-1, O2-4, O2-6, and 
O2-13. 

 
O2-17 See responses to comments O2-5 and O2-13. 
 
 
O2-18 The Final SEIR includes mitigation measures to achieve carbon 

neutrality. The efficiency metric analysis has been removed from the 
Final SEIR.  Instead, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR 
relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions.  
Subsequent to publishing and public review of the Draft SEIR, the 
Project applicant has voluntarily committed to achieve carbon 
neutrality. To fully mitigate the project’s impacts relative to GHG 
emissions, mitigation measures have been expanded to include a 
requirement for net zero emissions from future developments within 
the Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan 
Amendment area.  
 
Table 2.4-7 lists the proposed project’s on-site project design features 
to reduce GHG emissions. Based on the emissions inventory data 
presented in Table 2.4-8, the project will result in 37,554 MT CO2E 
with the incorporation of project design features. Note that this 
calculation under-represents the percentage of GHG emissions 
reductions that will be achieved through on-site features and measures 
because, as provided in Table 2.4-7, many of the features and 
measures conservatively were not assigned quantitative emissions 
reductions values.  
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Each phase of the project (i.e., implementing site plans) would be 
required to undergo a site plan review, and at that time, shall require 
the development to have net zero emissions. With mitigation, the 
Project would result in net zero GHG emissions and, therefore, would 
be consistent with the goals of Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 
that requires the state to reduce its GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030. Thus, GHG emissions impacts would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 
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O2-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-22 
 
 
 
  

O2-19 The County disagrees with the contentions within this comment. 
See to response to comment O2-1 above.  

 
There are a number of guiding documents that provide possible on-site 
design measures that subsequent site plans will be required to 
implement or otherwise prove to be infeasible in a subsequent GHG 
analysis, including requirements that future development achieve net 
zero emissions levels in addition to building efficiency and solar panels 
(see M-GHG-2). Additionally, as detailed in Section 2.4.2.5, it is 
important to recognize that the proposed Project is part of the planned 
and approved East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan 
community, which contains a mix of residential, commercial, civic, 
recreational, and public facilities, all of which reduce the amount of 
vehicle miles traveled and corresponding GHG emissions. The 
proposed Project would further reduce the amount of vehicle miles 
traveled by incorporating into the Specific Plan an increase in 
residential units at high densities mixed with supporting retail and 
employment uses, adding to what was previously a primarily light 
industrial/technology center to create a mixed-use village setting. In 
addition to being part of a larger Specific Plan area, the proposed 
Project itself contributes a more integrated and balanced mix of uses, 
including community-serving commercial, light industrial employment 
uses, a 50.3-acre open space preserve, and trail amenities. The 
Project’s mix of uses allows for the Project to internally capture 
approximately 15.04 percent of all vehicle trips. Further, the Project’s 
mix of land uses, including residential in conjunction with the retail and 
employment, is coupled with an integrated pathway and trail plan and 
traffic calming features along internal streets and roads that promote a 
pedestrian experience for the Project’s residents and visitors and 
facilitate non-vehicular travel.  

 
O2-20  See response to comment O2-19 above. VMT is not a metric used 

for traffic analysis in this SEIR. LOS is used for the traffic analysis, and 
the Project fully mitigates its impacts. The State has not provided final 
guidance for VMT.  

 
O2-21 The Final SEIR accurately identifies the significant impact 

associated with greenhouse gas emissions and provides mitigation 
measures that, in concert with the Project’s design features presented 
in the SEIR, will reduce impacts to a net-zero level. The revisions in 
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the Final SEIR do not constitute significant new information that would 
require recirculation, in accordance with the CEQA, Section 15088.5. 
See response to comment O2-2. 

 
O2-22 See responses to comments O2-1 and O2-2.  
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 Very truly yours, 
 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
 
 

 
 
Joseph Petta 
 

cc:  Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League 

 

List of Exhibits: 

Exhibit 1: County of San Diego, 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance, July 
29, 2016. 

 
Exhibit 2: April 28, 2017 Decision in San Diego County Superior Court Case 

No. 37-2012-00101054-CU-TT-CTL. 
 
Exhibit 3: University of San Diego’s 2013 GHG inventory, Executive 

Summary, March 2013. 
 
 

 

892155.3  
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Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-38 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-39 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-40 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-41 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-42 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-43 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-44 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-45 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-46 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-47 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-48 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-49 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-50 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-51 

   

 




