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Response to Comment Letter I77 
Susan Krzywicki 

 
I77-1: The comment is email correspondence about the attached comment letter. No response is 
required.  
 
I77-2: The comment is a table of contents for the comment letter. No response is required. 
 
I77-3: The comment references a 2016 comment letter submitted on a previous project. This commenter 
is likely referring to the Bonita Ace Self-Storage project. The Quarry Road Storage Project (project) is a 
different project than the one referred to by the commenter. This marked the start of the public review 
process for this project, and all responses to environmental concerns have been compiled and included 
within the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Regarding the commenter’s concern about 
exceptions, it is not clear what types of exceptions they are referring to. The comment does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
I77-4: The comment refers to the County of San Diego (County) General Plan, Community Plan and 
design guidelines. The comment also states that the County should not amend the Community Plan. 
Neither the land use designation nor the zoning designation for the project will be changed to commercial 
as part of the project. As explained in Section 7 (Project Description) of the Initial Study, the project site 
is subject to General Plan Regional Category Village and Land Use Designation Village Residential 2 
(VR-2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is consistent with the Rural Residential (RR) zone that permits 
the self-storage facility and recreational vehicle (RV) parking with the issuance of a Major Use Permit, 
pursuant to County Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. The project is in conformance with County Zoning 
Ordinance Section 6909 for mini-warehouse storage and RV parking. The comment does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No 
additional response is necessary. 
 
I77-5: The commenter states their beliefs on whether the project is needed in Bonita and the types of 
commercial services needed in their area. The County acknowledges this comment. The comment does 
not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND; 
therefore, no further response is necessary.  
 
I77-6: The commenter is concerned that the project could result in impacts related to runoff and hydrology, 
carbon (greenhouse gas) emissions, traffic, and wildlife impacts. They also mention a potential expansion 
of Rohr Park, which is approximately 1.7 miles southwest of the project boundaries and would not be 
affected by the development of the project. Regarding potential wildlife impacts, see the response to 
comment I3-5 under comment letter I3 for a response to those concerns. Regarding potential traffic 
congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern. 
Regarding potential safety concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site, see response 
to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. Regarding potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts, refer to comment I63-3 under comment letter I63. 
 
The commenter does not provide any specific information about their concerns related to carbon output, 
but it can be inferred that they are concerned about carbon generated by vehicles because they also 
raise concerns about traffic (see response above) in the same sentence.  Carbon output is directly related 
to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). See Section VIII (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Initial Study 
for information about the project’s less-than-significant GHG impact. As explained in that section, new 
land use development can influence transportation-related emissions in two areas related to how it is 
designed and built by providing sufficient electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure and by reducing 
the amount of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with the project. As also explained in that section, 
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the project would contribute its required “fair share” of what is required to eliminate GHG emissions from 
the transportation sector by reducing levels of VMT and providing on-site EV charging infrastructure. As 
explained in more detail in that section, the project would meet the 2022 California Green Building 
Standards Code (CALGreen) Tier 2 requirements for EV parking detailed in Table A5.106.5.3.2 of the 
2022 CALGreen (Title 24, Part 11, CALGreen). Accordingly, the Initial Study concludes that the project’s 
“fair share” contribution towards the statewide goal of carbon neutrality by 2045, combined with the 
energy efficiency measures and the project’s less than significant impact related to VMT, demonstrates 
that the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to GHG emissions. Therefore, 
the Initial Study concludes that the project’s GHG impact would be less than significant and no evidence 
has been provided to the contrary. Furthermore, the comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND (including the Initial Study); 
therefore, no further response is necessary.  
 
I77-7: The comment is a statement of opposition. The County acknowledges this comment; no further 
response is necessary. 
 
I77-8: The comment addresses the role of the County Supervisors. It does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No additional response is 
necessary. 
 
I77-9: The comment quotes a Sweetwater Community Plan provision related to the small amount of 
commercial land and no industrial land in the Community Plan Area and the parks, golf courses, and 
other open space uses in Sweetwater Valley. This comment could be inferred to suggest that the project 
site should not be rezoned. However, neither the land use designation nor the zoning designation for the 
project will be changed to commercial as part of the project. See the response to comment I77-4 above.  
This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained 
within the Draft MND. No additional response is necessary. 
 
I77-10: The comment quotes a Sweetwater Community Plan provision related to increased traffic in the 
Sweetwater Community Plan area. See the response to comment I77-6 above. This comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND; therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
I77-11: The comment includes a reference to a market analysis requirement in the Sweetwater Design 
Guidelines (1991) for the Sweetwater Community Plan. The applicable Sweetwater Community Plan 
provision pertains to the expansion of commercially designated areas. Neither the land use designation 
nor the zoning designation for the project will be changed to commercial as part of the project. See the 
response to comment I77-12 below. Therefore, no market analysis is required for the project.  
Furthermore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, including MNDs, do not typically 
include economic or market analysis reports as part of their supporting documents because they are not 
technical documents that support the assessment of the project’s physical environmental impacts. This 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft MND, 
and no further response is required. 
 
I77-12: The questions raised by the commenter pertain to the Sweetwater Community Plan provision 
related to existing uses in Sweetwater Valley, including parks, golf courses, and other open space uses. 
It should be noted that the project site is not designated public open space and is zoned for development. 
It should also be noted that while the project site is vacant, it is subject to General Plan Regional Category 
Village and Land Use Designation Village Residential 2 (VR-2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is 
consistent with the Rural Residential (RR) zone that permits the self-storage facility and recreational 
vehicle parking with the issuance of a Major Use Permit (MUP) for Commercial Use Types, pursuant to 
County Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. The project is in conformance with County Zoning Ordinance 
Section 6909 for mini-warehouse storage and recreational vehicle parking. Concerns about compatibility 
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with the rural character are addressed in Initial Study Section I – Aesthetics and under Global Response 
GR-1. All impacts related to visual character and aesthetics were found to be less than significant and no 
evidence has been provided to the contrary. Furthermore, the comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No additional response is 
necessary. 
 
I77-13: The questions raised by the commenter suggest that the commenter has concerns about the 
compatibility of the project with the rural character of the area. Concerns about compatibility with the rural 
character are addressed in Section I – Aesthetics of the Initial Study and under Global Response GR-1. 
This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained 
within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-14: The comment describes statistics around self-storage usage and the demographics of Bonita. It 
includes speculation about the future users of the self-storage facility. This does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No response is 
necessary. 
 
I77-15: The comment states that self-storage customers are generated by drive-by traffic and questions 
whether the proposed perimeter screening would thwart the generation of customers. The commenter 
also questions how the project would benefit the citizens and business in that context. These comments 
are noted. These comments pertain to the planning for and operations of the business and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-16: The commenter questions whether there is a need for a self-storage facility in Bonita and what 
marketing plan is proposed to attract customers. The questions raised in this comment pertain to the 
planning for and operations of the business and not the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
contained within the Draft MND. The commenter also presents a question that suggests that there is a 
need for project visibility that will not conform to the Sweetwater Community Plan. Concerns about 
compatibility with the rural character are addressed in Initial Study Section I – Aesthetics and under Global 
Response GR-1. Furthermore, the comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft MND. No further response is necessary. 
 
I77-17: The comment pertains to the Spring Valley Swap Meet. It includes speculation about the future 
users of the self-storage facility. This does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis contained within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-18: The commenter presents questions related to traffic concerns and speculation about future 
project customers. Section XVII – Transportation of the Initial Study, includes an average daily trip 
analysis. The project would have a less than significant impact on local roadways and intersections and 
no evidence has been provided to the contrary. See also response to comment I21-7 under comment 
letter I21 for responses to concerns about potential traffic congestion. To assume the project would be 
used by Spring Valley Swap Meet vendors, and therefore framing the average daily trip assessment 
around the Spring Valley Swap Meet hours, would be speculation about future project users. A 
reassessment of the traffic study and analysis is not necessary. No further response is necessary. 
 
I77-19: The comment raises concerns about homeless/unhoused people using the self-storage as a 
shelter at night. Please see Global Response GR-2 for a discussion of CEQA’s relationship to social and 
economic issues. It should also be noted that wrought iron fencing that is 6 feet tall would border the 
proposed self-storage and RV use area for security purposes and security cameras would be installed. 
The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
MND. No further response is required. 
I77-20: The commenter provides information about industry recommendations for the size of a 
self-storage site and states that a 4-acre site is tight.  The commenter also mentions that the entrance to 
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the project was not placed on Bonita Road. It seems that the commenter intended this comment to be for 
a different project. The project is proposed on a 10.74-acre site (4.99 acres for the MUP area, which 
includes the proposed buildings) along Quarry Road. It is also not on Bonita Road. The comment does 
not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. No additional 
response is required. 
 
I77-21: The commenter refers to potential runoff issues and traffic patterns related to the entrance of the 
project not being placed on Bonita Road. The project site is along Quarry Road, not Bonita Road.  If these 
comments were intended to apply to the project, see the response to comment I77-6 regarding potential 
hydrology and water quality impacts and potential traffic impacts. The comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. No further response is required.  
 
I77-22: See the response to comment I77-11 above.  
 
I77-23: The comment refers to general self-storage industry development trends. It does not pertain to 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
 
I77-24: See response to comment I77-15 above. 
 
I77-25: The commenter presents questions about the need for a self-storage facility. The questions raised 
in this comment pertain to the planning for and operations of the business and not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
I77-26: The commenter refers to the policies and recommendations in Section 2, Land Use, of the 
Sweetwater Community Plan. By providing landscaping buffers between the project and surrounding 
residential and open space land uses, this project is consistent with this policy recommendation, so the 
commenter’s concern is unclear. See Global Response GR-1 for more information about the perimeter 
landscaping proposed as part of the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. No further response is required.  
 
I77-27: The commenter is concerned about the project altering its operational hours once the project has 
been approved. As stated in the project description in Section 7 of the Initial Study, the office would 
operate from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m., seven days per week, 361 days per year. This comment pertains to the 
operations of the business and not the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft 
MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-28: The comment raises concerns about the potential for signage to have internal lighting. As 
explained in the Initial Study Project Description (Section 7), the project includes a total of six signs 
designed in conformance with the Sweetwater Community Plan and County Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed signs would vary in height and size and total approximately 64 square feet. The largest 
monumental sign would be approximately 36 square feet (4 feet high and 9 feet wide), and it would be at 
the southern corner of the project site near the Quarry Road and Sweetwater Road intersection. None of 
the signs would be internally lit. Four of the signs (for building identification and wayfinding) would have 
no lighting, and two signs (the monumental sign and the main self-storage building sign) would have 
down-cast lighting. The Initial Study found the project would have less-than-significant light impacts. No 
further response is required. 
 
I77-29: This comment refers to a project that would be across from Rohr Park in Chula Vista. Rohr Park 
is approximately 1.7 miles southwest of the project site boundaries and would not be affected by the 
development of the project. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-30: The commenter is concerned about traffic congestion along Sweetwater Road and the 
improvements proposed for the intersection of Quarry Road and Sweetwater Road. Regarding potential 
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traffic congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that 
concern.  Regarding potential safety concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site, see 
response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. The comment does 
not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND.  No further 
response is required. 
 
I77-31: The comment pertains to projects in floodways. The comment states that the project is in a 
Federal Emergency Management Act special flood zone, which is an incorrect statement (see Section 
X[d] of the Initial Study). Additionally, the images accompanying the comment do not show the project 
site. It seems this concern is intended for a separate project. See the response to comment I77-6 above 
for information about the project’s less-than-significant hydrology and water quality impacts. The 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND.  
No further response is required. 
 
I77-32: The commenter is asking about how the project would hydrologically affect overflow issues of the 
Central Channel. See the response to comment I77-6 above for information about the project’s less-than-
significant hydrology and water quality impacts. In the existing conditions, surface run-off from the project 
site drains into a creek that leads to the Sweetwater River and eventually the San Diego Bay. In the built-
out condition, the project would include stormwater facilities and best management practices (BMPs) that 
regulate the run-off flow to meet hydromodification requirements for 100-year floods. The stormwater 
facilities would include a series of valley gutters, curb and gutters, drainage inlets, and landscaping to 
collect and convey runoff to different BMPs. The BMPs include a series of Modular Wetlands System 
stormwater BMPs for pollution control. The stormwater would then be routed to underground detention 
tanks for hydromodification control. Flows would then be discharged from the tanks and Modular Wetland 
Systems to a proposed storm drain line that runs southerly on the eastern end of the site and would be 
discharged via a headwall into the existing creek to the south in compliance with all applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board requirements. The project would not have any direct or cumulative impacts 
related to flooding.  The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft MND.  No further response is required. 
 
I77-33: The comment inquired about the location of the floodplain map. The project site is located outside 
of a special flood hazard area as identified on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
National Flood Hazard Layer. The floodplain map for this area is included as Appendix I of the Initial Study 
(see Appendix F of Appendix I for the applicable FEMA map). The commenter also asks whether the 
project addressed sea level rise if the floodplain is changed. The project is not located within the floodplain 
and after development, the drainage patterns would be maintained consistent with the existing condition; 
therefore, there would be no additional runoff from the site after development and no changes to 
downstream drainage, no change to the floodplain, and the project would not affect sea level rise. 
Additionally, sea level rise affects areas near or on the coast. The project site is more than six miles from 
the coast, and there is very low risk for sea level rise to affect the drainage patterns of the project site. 
Refer to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s sea level rise maps at 
coast.noaa.gov/slr/ for various sea level rise scenarios. See also the response to comment I77-6 above 
for information about the project’s less-than-significant hydrology and water quality impacts. No further 
response is required. 
 
I77-34: The comment refers to a comment in the scoping letter purportedly indicating that “all water run-off 
cannot leave the property.” This statement is not in the scoping letter for the project (released February 
25, 2022); however, hydrologic analysis completed for the project site has demonstrated compliance with 
all applicable requirements for the site related to runoff, as documented in Section X.c. and Appendix I of 
the Initial Study. See also the response to comment I77-6 above for information about the project’s 
less-than-significant hydrology and water quality impacts. No further response is required. 
 

https://coast.noaa.gov/slr/
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I77-35: The commenter raises concern about the comment period timeline. The Draft MND and Initial 
Study were released for public review on August 1, 2024. The review period ended on September 6, 
2024. CEQA Guidelines Section 15073(a) requires the review period for an MND to be no less than 20 
days. The review period for this project exceeded the 20-day review period and therefore meets the 
CEQA requirements.  
 
I77-36: The comment raises concerns about crime, including the use of the project site by 
homeless/unhoused people. See Global Response GR-2 for a discussion of how CEQA relates to social 
and economic concerns and the security features of the project.  The comment also mentions the 
potential use of the structure by rodents. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. No further response is required. 
 
I77-37: The commenter is concerned about how the project’s compatibility with nearby horse ranches 
and boarding facilities. The commenter does not raise any specific concerns regarding potential 
environmental impacts to horse ranches and boarding facilities due to project construction and operation, 
but it can be inferred that the commenter is referring to potential noise and/or air quality impacts.  As 
explained in the Initial Study and Draft MND, the project would result in less-than-significant noise and 
air quality and transportation impacts.   
 
Regarding potential noise impacts, as explained in Section XIII of the Initial Study, the project would not 
cause any significant construction or operational noise-related impacts. More specifically, the project 
would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. As explained in the Section XIII Initial Study, pursuant to the Noise Analysis 
prepared for the project (Appendix J to the Initial Study), project construction would not exceed noise 
level limits established in the County’s Noise Ordinance, and temporary increases in noise levels during 
construction would be less than significant. As explained in the Section XIII of the Initial Study, pursuant 
to the Noise Analysis prepared for the project, the operation of the project would not result in the exposure 
of noise sensitive land uses to significant noise levels, and impacts would be less than significant. 
Moreover, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable exposure of persons or 
generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, 
and applicable standards of other agencies. 
 
As described in Section III, Air Quality, of the Initial Study, the project’s potential air quality impacts, 
including those resulting from construction and operation, on sensitive, adjacent land uses were found to 
be less than significant. As explained in more detail in Section III of the Initial Study, neither project 
construction nor project operation would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The comment also questions why the project site would be rezoned for commercial/industrial uses. It 
should be noted that the proposed use is allowed with a Major Use Permit within the existing zone and a 
rezone is not proposed. See the response to comment I77-4 above.  The comment does not raise an 
issue regarding adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND; therefore, further response is 
not warranted.  
 
I77-38: The commenter is concerned about the proposed parking and whether customers would use 
Sweetwater Road for parking. The project includes 21 standard parking spaces for customers and 
employees, which is adequate to serve the project. It is not anticipated that customers would park along 
Sweetwater Road because the bike lane occupies the area between the vehicle lane and curb on either 
side of the street. Bonita Road and Willow Street are referenced in the comment but are not near the 
project site. It should also be noted that since the passage of Senate Bill 743 in 2013, parking capacity 
is no longer considered a significant impact and is not addressed by CEQA analysis. Regarding the 
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concern about driveways and safety, see Section XVII(d) of the Initial Study, which discusses the 
proposed alignment and improvements to Quarry Road. See also response to comment I3-4 under 
comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. All improvements would be completed in accordance 
with the County’s Public and Private Road Standards. Impacts related to the transportation safety of a 
design feature were found to be less than significant.  No further response is required. 
 
I77-39: The comment includes questions and speculations about property ownership. These concerns 
are not under the purview of CEQA, and they do not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-40: The commenter indicates that Sweetwater Road is identified as a scenic roadway in the County’s 
General Plan. Section I(c) of the Initial Study includes a discussion of the project’s impacts to viewsheds 
along Sweetwater Road. As described in the section, the landscape plan proposes perimeter landscaping 
that would enhance the visual appearance of the project site once developed and help screen views into 
the project site from off-site public vantage points (i.e., from Sweetwater Road). Additionally, the existing 
topography puts the project at a lower elevation than travelers along Sweetwater Road. The buildings 
themselves have been designed so that their potential to visually dominate the viewshed has been 
reduced. For more discussions on the aesthetics and visual character of the project, see Section I of the 
Initial Study and Global Response GR-1.  
 
I77-41: The commenter acknowledges that the project would meet noise requirements of the County’s 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, but they have a concern about the self-storage facility being used 
for band practice. This concern is speculative in nature, and it does not need to be addressed in the Initial 
Study. Any uses of the project site that cause an exceedance of the County’s noise regulations would not 
be allowed. No additional response is necessary. 
 
I77-42: The comment about using solar for other uses has been noted by the County. It does not pertain 
to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-43: The commenter is concerned about the possibility of the project being expanded in the future. If 
approved, the project would be built in accordance with the site plans analyzed in this Final MND. Any 
future expansion would require discretionary review and approval by the County.  The signage proposed 
by the project would also be subject to County review and approval, consistent with County sign 
standards. The questions about location and site suitability pertain to the planning for and operations of 
the business and not the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft MND. No 
further response is necessary. 
 
I77-44: The comment includes discussions of the resource conservation areas and riparian habitats of 
the Sweetwater River and the Central Creek, the South County Multiple Species Conservation Plan, and 
least Bell’s vireo and migratory waterfowl habitat. The statements regarding the general preservation of 
riparian habitats are acknowledged by the County. They do not pertain specifically to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. See the response to comment I3-5 under comment 
letter I3 for information about the project’s less-than-significant biological resource impacts. No further 
response is necessary. 
 
I77-45: The comment states that a qualified paleontologist should be retained for the project. Compliance 
with Draft MND mitigation measure PALEO#GR-1 will be required. A Paleontological Monitoring Program 
must be implemented to comply with County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Paleontological 
Resources. All grading activities are subject to the County Grading Ordinance Section 87.430, if any 
significant resources (Fossils) are encountered during grading activities. The grading contractor will be 
responsible for monitoring for paleontological resources during all grading activities. If any fossils are 
found greater than 12 inches in any dimension, all grading activities must be stopped and PDS must be 
contacted before continuing grading operations. If any paleontological resources are discovered and 
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salvaged, the monitoring, recovery, and subsequent work determined necessary shall be completed by 
or under the supervision of a Qualified Paleontologist pursuant to the County Guidelines for Determining 
Significance for Paleontological Resources.  
 
The commenter has not provided any evidence, let alone required substantial evidence, to explain why 
Draft MND mitigation measure PALEO#GR-1 is inadequate. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable 
Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. 
Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I77-46: The commenter is concerned about the preservation of “coast barrel cactus and coastal sage 
woodlands”. The vegetation communities on the project site include the following: Arundo-dominated 
riparian, Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed habitat, non-native 
grasslands, non-native riparian, non-native vegetation, and urban/developed land. There are no coast 
barrel cactus, coastal sage, or woodland areas present on-site. See the response to comment I3-5 under 
comment letter I3 for information about the project’s less-than-significant biological resource impacts. 
The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
MND. No further response is required. 
 
I77-47: The comment addresses the need for preserving habitat for wildlife, specifically the least Bell’s 
vireo. It should be noted that while the commenter states that no least Bell’s vireo were found on-site, 
one was found in the 100-foot buffer around the project site. This is noted in both the Initial Study and the 
Biological Resources Report. Specific mitigation (BIO-4 in the Initial Study and BIO#8 in the MND) is 
provided to reduce the impacts to least Bell’s vireos to less than significant. The mitigation measure 
requires a Resource Avoidance Area to be implemented on all plans. No brushing, clearing, and/or 
grading would be allowed within 500 feet of least Bell’s vireo nesting habitat during the breeding season 
or within the Resource Avoidance Area as indicated on these plans. The breeding season is defined as 
occurring between March 15 and September 15. If future clearing and/or grading would occur during the 
breeding season, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 72 hours prior to starting work to 
determine whether least Bell’s vireo occur in or within 500 feet of the impact area(s). If active nests are 
found, the nests must be flagged by a qualified biologist and avoided until the qualified biologist is able 
to determine the nest is no longer active. Alternatively, a noise berm may be constructed around the nest 
to maintain noise levels to levels of 60 A-weighted decibels or less as determined by a County-approved 
noise specialist. See also the response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3 for information about 
the project’s less-than-significant biological resource impacts. As determined in Section IV – Biological 
Resources of the Initial Study, the project would not cause impacts to wildlife corridors or nursery sites. 
The loss of these types of natural features could cause fragmentation of habitat. However, the project 
would be built next to existing development and roadways. The provision of the open space easement 
would also maintain that open space for perpetuity. Regarding the concern about how the project supports 
the habitat conservation goals of the community plan, see Section XI, Land Use and Planning, of the 
Initial Study. The project demonstrates consistency with the Sweetwater Community Plan through its 
evaluation of biological resources and incorporation of required biological resources mitigation measures 
detailed in Initial Study Section IV – Biological Resources. The project would not conflict with the policies 
of the Sweetwater Community Plan meant to mitigate or alleviate environmental effects. 
 
I77-48: This comment raises concerns about why the project would need to implement a landscape plan. 
The landscape plan is part of the project site design plans and is a requirement of the County associated 
with the Grading Ordinance Section 87.417 and 87.418 in addition to the County Code of Regulatory 
Ordinances (Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance), and Water Efficient Landscape Design 
Manual. Landscaping is also required to meet the Design Guidelines of the Sweetwater Community Plan. 
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Landscaping provides benefits as it relates to aesthetics, biological resources, and noise. It should be 
noted that the aerial photos included in this comment do not depict the project site.  
 
I77-49: The questions presented in this comment summarize some of the community members’ concerns 
about the design of the project and a desire for community representation. These comments are noted 
by the County. See Global Response GR-1 for responses to the concern raised regarding the design of 
the project. The comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft MND. No further response is necessary. 
 
I77-50: The questions raised in this comment pertain to the project’s compatibility with the rural character 
of the community. See response to comment I77-12 and Global Response GR-1. 
 
I77-51: The commenter speculates on project supporters. These questions do not pertain to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No further response is necessary. 
 
I77-52: The commenter is concerned that the project would negatively affect home values in the area. 
See Global Response GR-2 for a discussion about the relationship between CEQA and social and 
economic issues. Private property owners may propose any legal use for their property, and the County 
must then evaluate the proposal in light of applicable law, including CEQA requirements, and County 
ordinances and planning documents. The concerns raised in this comment do not pertain to the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No further response is necessary. 
 
I77-53: This comment raises general questions and makes general observations regarding the siting of 
storage facilities. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis contained within the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I77-54: The comment notes that the Ace Self-Storage project was rejected by Sweetwater Community 
Planning Group and questions why another self-storage project is proposed in the same community. The 
general questions raised by the commenter are noted by the County. The concerns raised in this 
comment do not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No 
further response is necessary. 
 
I77-55: The comment speculates on alternative uses for the project site. It is noted by the County. 
Alternative uses other than the proposed project would be subject to all requirements of the County’s 
Zoning Ordinance and use permits, as applicable. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft MND. No further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I78 
Dave Ray 

 
I78-1: The comment is a statement of opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project 
(project). It is noted by the County of San Diego. The comment does not critique the environmental 
analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND); therefore, no response is required.  
 
I78-2: The commenter is concerned about noise and traffic impacts on the local community. The Initial 
Study includes an assessment of noise impacts in Section XIII. All impacts related to noise were found 
to be less than significant. Section XVII of the Initial Study includes an assessment of traffic and 
transportation impacts. All traffic impacts were found to be less than significant. 
 
I78-3: The commenter is concerned about the project’s compliance with the existing zoning. As described 
in Section 7 of the Initial Study, the site is subject to General Plan Regional Category Village and Land 
Use Designation Village Residential 2 (VR-2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is consistent with the 
Rural Residential (RR) zone that permits the self-storage facility and RV parking with the issuance of a 
Major Use Permit for Commercial Use Types, pursuant to County Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. The 
project is in conformance with County Zoning Ordinance Section 6909 for mini-warehouse storage and 
recreational vehicle parking. The comment does include any additional critique on the environmental 
analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. Regarding the rural character, see 
Global Response GR-1, which discusses the project’s impacts related to visual character and aesthetics. 
 
I78-4: The comment is noted by the County of San Diego. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I79 
Harriet Taylor 

 
I79-1: The comment is the email that contains the attached comment letter. The comment does not 
critique the environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND); therefore, no 
response is required. 
 
I79-2: The comment includes Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project) details and contact 
information. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
of the Draft MND; therefore, no response is required. 
 
I79-3: The comment includes a discussion of the potential users and/or purpose of the proposed storage 
facility. These comments pertain to speculation about the population that will use the self-storage spaces 
and do not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; 
therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I79-4: The commenters are concerned about traffic congestion. See response to comment I3-4 under 
comment letter I3 for responses to this concern. Also note that, since the passage of Senate Bill 743 in 
2018, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.3 no longer uses auto delay, level 
of service, and similar measurements of vehicular roadway capacity and traffic congestion as the basis 
for determining significant impacts. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the metric by which transportation 
impacts under CEQA are measured. 
 
I79-5: The comment includes demographic information about the Bonita community, project dimension 
details, speculation about future project users, and information about other self-storage units in the 
surrounding area. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no response is required.  
 
I79-6: The comment mentions the adjacent zoning and a concern about the proposed zoning. The project 
does not include a rezone. As described in Section 7 (Project Description) of the Initial Study, the site is 
subject to General Plan Regional Category Village and Land Use Designation Village Residential 2 (VR-
2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is consistent with the Rural Residential (RR) zone that permits the 
self-storage facility and recreational vehicle parking with the issuance of a Major Use Permit for 
Commercial Use Types, pursuant to County of San Diego (County) Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. 
The project is in conformance with County Zoning Ordinance Section 6909 for mini-warehouse storage 
and recreational vehicle parking. The comment does raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I79-7: The commenter is concerned about noise impacts on the local community. The Initial Study 
includes an assessment of noise impacts in Section XIII. All impacts related to noise, including those to 
sensitive land uses, were found to be less than significant. As explained in Section XIII of the Initial Study, 
the project would not cause any significant construction or operational noise-related impacts.  More 
specifically, the project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.  As explained in the Section XIII of the Initial 
Study, pursuant to the Noise Analysis prepared for the project (Appendix J to the Initial Study), project 
construction would not exceed noise level limits established in the County’s Noise Ordinance, and 
temporary increases in noise levels during construction would be less than significant.  As explained in 
the Section XIII of the Initial Study, pursuant to the Noise Analysis prepared for the project, the operation 
of the project would not result in the exposure of noise sensitive land uses to significant noise levels, and 
impacts would be less than significant. Moreover, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
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considerable exposure of persons or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan, noise ordinance, and applicable standards of other agencies. 
 
I79-8: The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to the surrounding community character. 
Regarding the industrial land use, see the corrected land use designation in response to comment I79-6. 
Regarding the project’s potential impacts to community character, see Global Response GR 1. 
 
I79-9: The commenter is concerned about property annexation. The parcels that make up the project site 
(Assessor Parcel Numbers 586-050-36, -44, and -48) are within unincorporated San Diego County; the 
project site does not need to be annexed into the county. However, as described in Section 7 (Project 
Description) of the Initial Study, the project site would need to be annexed into the San Diego County 
Sanitation District and sphere of influence in order to apply for a commercial wastewater discharge permit. 
As this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the 
Draft MND, no further response is required. 
 
I79-10: This comment is a statement of opposition. The County acknowledges this comment. No further 
response is required. 
 
I79-11: The email and attachment are a duplicate of the above comments. See responses to comments 
I79-1 through I79-10. 
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Response to Comment Letter I80 
Jose Barron 2 

 
I80-1: The comment is a statement in which the commenter states there is a need for a traffic light at 
Sweetwater Road at Quarry Street. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
 
180-2: The commenter is concerned about roadway safety related to traffic entering and exiting the 
project site. See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. 
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Response to Comment Letter I81 
Anita Mercado 2 

 
I81-1: This is a duplicate letter. Please refer to response I66. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I82 
Glenda Slater 

 
I82-1: The comment is a statement of opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. The 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further response is required; however, it has been noted by the 
County of San Diego. 


	Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Letters of Comment and Responses
	Global Responses
	Federal/State Agencies
	Organizations
	Individuals

