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Lisa	Wood	
15632	El	Monte	Road	
Lakeside,	CA		92040	

619-933-0262	
	

October	29,	2018	

Dear	Heather	Steven	and	Robert	Hingtgen:	

SUBJECT:		EL	MONTE	VALLEY	SAND	MINE	Sch	No	2015081025	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	provide	comments	on	this	lengthy	EIR.		Printed	out,	the	EIR,	plus	the	
technical	appendices,	plus	the	original	golf	course	EIR	and	its	appendices	fill	four	large-sized	binders.		
Thus,	reviewing	these	materials	within	60	days	requires	reading	more	than	40	pages	of	dense,	
sometimes	conflicting,	information	per	day,	every	day,	for	60	days,	plus	of	course	providing	any	
comments,	and	looking	up	any	points	that	are	not	clear.		Given	that	most	agency	personnel	and	
members	of	the	public	do	not	have	time	to	devote	the	equivalent	of	a	full-time,	two-month	job	to	the	
review	of	this	document,	a	longer	review	period	is	respectfully	requested.	

If	I	had	had	more	than	60	days,	the	minimum	required	by	SMARA	for	agency	review,	I	could	have	
streamlined	my	comments.		Ideally,	I	would	develop	a	table	that	clearly	shows	places	where	the	
document	is	internally	inconsistent,	and	where	it	uses	conflicting	arguments	in	different	issue	areas.		
Such	a	table	would	save	a	lot	of	words.		However,	I	have	not	had	sufficient	time	to	develop	such	a	table,	
so	please	bear	with	me	-	my	comments	are	lengthy	and	repetitive.			

In	my	comments,	I	address	many	points,	including:		

• The	lack	of	a	reduced	impact	alternative;	I	give	an	outline	for	an	alternative	that	would	reduce	
impacts,	and	be	more	consistent	with	the	community	character;			

• The	over-specificity	of	the	project	objectives,	which	too	narrowly	define	they	type	of	operation	
that	should	be	sited	and	how	the	impacts	will	be	assessed;	

• My	concerns	about	how	mitigation	measures	and	permit	conditions	based	on	the	project	
description	can	be	enforced;	

• The	failure	to	address	public	trust	doctrine,	and	the	need	to	be	stewards	of	water	resources;	the	
understatement	provided	in	the	EIR	regarding	impacts	to	water	within	the	region;			

• The	failure	to	address	GHG	and	other	impacts	associated	with	aggregate	and	concrete	
production;	

• The	failure	to	address	impacts	from	the	project	on	waste	diversion,	a	required	component	of	
solid	waste	management;			

• The	significant	and	unmitigable	impacts	to	humans,	pets,	livestock,	and	wildlife	health	from	
silica,	West	Nile	Virus,	and	Valley	Fever;	

• Many	impacts	described	as	“temporary”	are	permanent;	
• The	inaccurate	portrayal	of	existing	and	baseline	conditions;	
• Deferral	of	mitigation;	
• The	selection	of	unlikely,	speculative	hypothetical	scenarios	for	comparison	with	project	instead	

of	using	a	more	realistic	baseline;	and	
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• The	many	internal	inconsistencies.	
	

TYPE	OF	DOCUMENT.		I	disagree	with	the	decision	to	prepare	a	“subsequent”	EIR,	since	the	project	now	
is	a	completely	different	project,	and	the	land	has	a	different	owner,	as	compared	to	the	original	project.		
The	original	EIR	provides	inadequate	baseline	descriptions.	For	example,	it	says,	“only	minor	
occurrences	of	native	vegetation	are	located	within	areas	that	would	likely	be	disturbed	by	the	project.”		
If	this	description	was	accurate	in	1998,	then	significant	recruitment	of	native	and	sensitive	vegetation	
has	occurred	since	then,	since	the	site	now	exhibits	high	species	diversity	and	several	sensitive,	
threatened	and	endangered	species,	which	would	apparently	be	new	information	since	the	previous	EIR.	

An	August	13,	2015	notice	issued	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	described	the	golf	course	project	as	
including	1.3	million	cubic	yards	of	balanced	grading	and	the	use	of	1,172	acre-feet	per	year	of	
groundwater,	but	no	mining.		The	original	golf	course	EIR	found	significant	effects	to	Land	Use,	Visual	
Quality,	Traffic,	Biological	Resources,	Archeological	Resources,	and	Groundwater	Resources,	but	found	
that	these	impacts	would	be	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		Subsequent	investigations,	such	
as	that	done	by	Bondy	and	Huntley	regarding	groundwater,	found	that	the	conclusion	that	impacts	
would	be	mitigated	was	clearly	false,	and	that	instead	the	project	would	completely	deplete	the	aquifer	
in	3.5	to	6	years.		This	is	new	information,	that	completely	contradicts	the	original	analysis.		The	original	
analysis	was	for	a	different	project,	and	had	a	different	land	owner	and	project	proponent.	

Page	1-3	of	this	2018	EIR	talks	about	the	need	for	a	subsequent	EIR,	but	it	does	not	explain	why	an	old	
EIR	prepared	for	a	different	project	(golf	course),	and	a	different	property	owner	(formerly	Helix	Water	
District,	and	now	the	“Nature	Reserve”	[sand	mine]	LLC),	should	provide	tiering.		Perhaps	it	is	because	
sand	extraction	and	other	disturbances	occurred	after	EIR	certification,	and	without	complying	with	
conditions	or	providing	mitigation	measures,	and	thus	perhaps	County	staff	thought	that	by	tiering,	the	
harmful	activities	that	have	occurred	in	the	past	could	be	mitigated.			

A	September	7,	2011	staff	report	to	the	Helix	Water	District	Board	states	that	“the	County	has	worked	
with	Helix	through	the	EIR	of	the	El	Monte	Valley	Project	to	mitigate	these	issues	with	the	overall	
Project.		If	the	El	Monte	Valley	Project	is	not	built,	the	County	and	Helix	will	develop	and	implement	an	
acceptable	mitigation	plan	for	the	grading	under	the	golf	course	project.		Mitigation	requirements	and	
costs	as	a	result	of	the	failed	golf	course	project	will	be	litigated	in	the	current	lawsuit.		...	“Especially	if	
the	EIR	is	to	be	a	subsequent	EIR,	rather	than	a	fresh	EIR,	the	details	of	litigation	are	pertinent	to	the	
analysis	and	an	understanding	of	the	feasibility	of	mitigation	with	the	various	alternatives.		It	seems	
reasonable,	for	example,	that	the	“no	project”	alternative	would	in	fact	include	the	mitigation	for	the	
impacts	that	have	already	occurred.	

In	addition	to	the	harms	caused	after	the	golf	course	EIR	was	certified	by	grading	and	sand	extraction,	
plastic	silt	fences	were	installed,	and	then	left	in	place	to	degrade.		These	silt	fences	over	the	years	have	
eroded	microplastics	into	the	floodway,	which	eventually	feeds	the	Pacific	Ocean.		An	explanation	of	
how	preparation	of	a	subsequent	EIR	is	appropriate,	and	a	more	detailed	listing	of	the	environmental	
harms	caused	by	the	project	proponents	in	their	various	incarnations	over	the	years	and	how	they	will	
be	corrected,	should	be	added	to	the	analysis.	

The	original	EIR	had	several	shortcomings,	including	its	failure	to	identify	ahead	of	time	the	shortage	of	
groundwater	described	on	page	1-24	of	this	EIR,	and	as	later	demonstrated	by	Bondy	and	Huntley	in	
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their	watershed	modelling,	which	led	to	the	abandonment	of	the	golf	course	project.		The	original	EIR	
was	not	made	available	in	the	notification	that	was	provided	by	the	County	for	the	2018	proposal.		The	
tiering,	the	reliance	on	an	old	EIR	that	was	demonstrated	to	have	underreported	impacts	on	the	aquifer,	
and	that	analyzes	a	completely	different	project,	only	provides	complexity.		It	impairs	the	ability	of	the	
reader	to	understand	the	scope	of	the	impacts,	in	particular,	regarding	the	impacts	that	have	already	
occurred,	and	were	not	mitigated.		A	summary	of	the	disturbance	activities,	both	permitted	and	
unpermitted,	that	occurred	since	the	original	EIR	was	issued	is	necessary	to	understand	the	nature	of	
the	proposed	impacts.		These	disturbances	are	a	key	component	of	the	existing	conditions,	but	are	not	
analyzed	in	an	objective	way.		Where	they	are	mentioned	at	all,	they	are	used	to	argue	two	different	
points:		to	say	the	site	is	disturbance	adapted,	and	will	restore	itself	easily,	and	other	times	to	say	the	
site	is	highly	disturbed	and	thus	requires	no	mitigation.		Which	of	these	conflicting	arguments	is	used	in	
a	particular	section	of	the	EIR	is	dependent	on	which	the	argument	requires	to	reflect	in	a	positive	way	
on	the	project	as	proposed	in	2018.	

SCOPE	OF	DCOUMENT.		I	provided	16	pages	of	comments	on	the	scope	of	the	document.		It	appears	
that	most	of	my	comments	were	disregarded.		I	addressed	the	issue	of	type	of	document	(see	above).		I	
explained	why	the	15-year-old	(now	18-year-old)	EIR	for	a	different	project,	with	a	different	land	owner,	
and	different	project	objectives	was	not	appropriate	for	the	currently-proposed	sand	mine.		There	was	a	
sand	mine	alternative	in	the	original	EIR,	but	it	was	rejected	for	not	meeting	the	purpose	and	need	for	
the	project,	and	not	being	environmentally	superior.			

In	my	comments	on	the	scope	I	also	addressed	the	appropriate	baseline,	which	is	“current	conditions.”	
In	the	scoping	materials	and	in	the	EIR,	various	alternative	baseline	conditions	are	described	–	a	moving	
target	of	baseline	conditions.		I	pointed	out	that	the	EIR	for	the	golf	course	indicated	that	impacts	would	
be	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		However,	mitigation	never	occurred.		I	sked	that	this	be	
addressed	and	explained,	but	it	was	not.		So	there	was	the	original	disturbance	to	vegetation,	which	was	
called	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance,	although	the	mitigation	never	occurred,	and	now	
further	disturbance	is	being	called	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		This	looks	like	a	classic	case	
of	“piecemealing:”	dividing	impacts	into	mitigable	sub-categories,	rather	than	considering	the	impacts	of	
the	project	as	a	whole.	

I	pointed	out	the	misleading	name,	which	is	not	permissible	under	CEQA.		This	comment,	at	least,	
appears	to	have	been	heeded.			

Although	the	project	is	now	more	accurately	describes	as	a	sand	mine,	the	extreme	bias	continues.		This	
EIR	characterizes	the	baseline	conditions	as	without	value,	as	“degraded	in	the	extreme.”	This	EIR	
inflates	the	value	of	the	post-mitigation	conditions,	extends	the	impermissible	mischaracterization	of	
the	project.		I	pointed	out	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	the	pre-EIR	publicity	described	
“restoration”	back	to	“pre-dam	conditions.”		The	EIR	has	stopped	using	this	characterization,	which	
relied	upon	a	concept	of	“too	much	sand,”	which	was	at	odds	with	the	fact	that	sand	input	into	the	
system	is,	in	fact,	LIMITED	by	the	dam,	not	contributed	to	by	the	dam.		However,	the	bias	that	lowering	
the	surface	to	be	nearer	the	groundwater	will	benefit	the	environment	still	persists	in	this	2018	draft	
EIR.		I	pointed	out	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	the	site	will	not	be	restored	to	pre-	dam,	nor	to	
pre-mine	conditions,	but	to	a	completely	different,	less	diverse,	and	less	rare	state,	with	lesser	ability	to	
store	water,	and	less	public	access.	
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When	comments	were	solicited	on	the	scope	of	the	project,	the	project	description	was	different.		For	
one	thing,	the	mining	operations	were	intended	to	last	“only”	8	years	in	the	pre-	notification	publicity,	
and	then	was	changed	in	the	scoping	information,	and	now	has	been	changed	again.		Now	mining	
impacts	are	described	as	“only”	being	12	years.		The	timeframe	for	the	impacts	has	never	been	
accurately	portrayed.		Market	development	will	not	happen	rapidly,	if	at	all	to	the	enormous	level	
proposed,	and	thus	12	years	is	a	“best	case”	scenario,	and	very	unlikely,	in	terms	of	the	length	of	the	
impact.		I	raised	this	during	scoping,	it	is	still	true,	but	it	is	yet	unaddressed.	

In	my	comments	I	provide	details	of	the	SANDAG	aggregate	study,	including	the	participation	of	the	
project	proponents	in	that	study.		The	need	for	and	marketability	of	the	aggregate	is	pertinent	to	the	
discussion,	for	example	when	considering	marketability,	but	the	SANDAG	study	is	biased	by	the	
dominance	of	the	project	proponents	on	the	project.		Even	so	the	SANDAG	study	concludes	that	there	
are	“ample	sources	of	the	necessary	rock	to	meet	the	anticipated	future	demand,”	and	also	points	out	
the	declining	annual	use	of	aggregates	since	1999.		This	is	very	pertinent	to	a	consideration	of	
marketability	and	the	likelihood	of	a	12-year	operational	period.			

I	pointed	out	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	the	SANDAG	study	also	recommended	pursuing	smaller	
aggregate	sites,	and	it	recommended	maximizing	the	recovery	of	construction	aggregate	and	dredge	
spoils,	efforts	that	are	thwarted	by	the	proposed	project.		I	requested	a	consideration	of	this	impact,	but	
it	was	not	provided.		The	project	has	impacts	on	the	planning	for	greener	mineral	use	within	the	County,	
that	are	unaddressed	in	this	EIR.			

I	pointed	out	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	there	are	several	existing	mining	facilities	in	Lakeside,	
and	the	cumulative	impacts	should	be	considered.		The	EIR	did	not	address	the	cumulative	impacts	on	
the	community	associated	with	hosting	so	many	of	the	extraction	facilities,	as	I	recommended	on	page	4	
of	my	comments.	

On	page	13	of	my	comments	on	the	scope	I	requested	a	consideration	of	efficiencies	of	various	modes	
of	transportation.		The	SANDAG	study	addresses	an	existing	US-Mexico	conveyor	belt,	truck	“back	haul”	
efficiencies,	and	recycled	concrete.	I	pointed	out	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	if	the	objective	is	to	
product	cement	in	an	“environmentally-efficient	manner”	then	these	alternatives,	discussed	in	the	
SANDAG	aggregate	study,	should	be	addressed.		Since	the	analysis	considers	a	global	perspective	in	
counting	shorter	trip	distances	from	virgin	material	production	to	point	of	manufacture,	that	then	a	true	
foot	print/global	analysis	should	be	provided,	even	addressing	issues	such	as	the	production	of	carbon	
dioxide	from	cement	production	and	absorption	of	oxygen	by	concrete,	a	factor	that	exacerbates	
concrete’s	negative	effects.		No	such	life	cycle	analysis	was	provided.	

On	page	5	of	my	comments	on	the	scope	I	ask	if	vibrations	will	destabilize	the	boulders	and	rocks	on	the	
walls	of	the	canyon,	or	on	the	reptiles.		This	issue	was	not	addressed.	

I	provided	information	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	about	the	existing	hazardous	materials	site	near	
the	fly	yard.		This	site	is	described	in	materials	in	the	files	of	Helix	Water	District.		No	analysis	of	this	site	
was	provided	in	the	EIR,	and	Helix	was	not	asked	about	the	history	of	the	site	in	terms	of	hazardous	
materials,	agricultural	leases,	or	other	pertinent	background	information.		I	also	asked	if	hazardous	
materials,	such	as	the	high	level	of	TDS	near	the	dairy,	would	be	dislodged	by	the	project,	but	this	also	
was	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.		I	asked	if	the	project	could	contaminate	local	wells,	but	this	was	also	not	
addressed.		I	asked	how	the	project	would	impact	response	times	and	evacuation	of	the	Valley	in	an	
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emergency,	but	this	was	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.		I	asked	if	the	project	would	have	any	special	impacts	
associated	with	users	of	the	reservoir	pulling	their	boats	on	El	Monte	Road,	but	this	was	not	addressed	
in	the	EIR.		I	asked	if	the	riparian	vegetation	would	add	biomass,	and	hence	fuel,	in	the	event	of	a	
wildfire,	compared	to	natural	conditions	(which	are	described	as	being	largely	“bare”)	but	the	potential	
added	fire	hazard	was	not	addressed.			

I	point	out	that	the	Valley	has	unusual	noise	characteristics	that	warrant	special	consideration,	but	no	
consideration	of	the	amplification	of	sound	due	to	the	rock	walls	to	the	north,	south	and	east	was	
provided	in	the	EIR.	

In	my	comments	on	during	the	scoping	phase,	I	point	out	that	the	project	proponents	have	left	miles	of	
degrading	plastic	(useless	BMPs)	in	situ,	but	not	only	has	the	land	owner	not	been	asked	to	clean	up	this	
deteriorating	plastic,	the	project	proposes	installation	of	additional	silt	fencing,	which	will	likely	also	be	
ineffective,	and	contribute	to	further	plastic	contamination	of	the	watershed.		These	impacts	were	not	
addressed	in	the	EIR.	

On	page	9	of	my	comments	on	the	scope	I	ask	about	the	planning	process	under	the	State	Ground	
Water	Management	Act,	but	this	is	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.	

On	page	9	of	my	comments	I	ask	why	the	project	is	so	focused	on	the	removal	of	tamarisk,	since	there	is	
a	beetle	that	will	control	tamarisk	with	no	effort.		Although	the	County	hosted	a	forum	on	the	control	
beetle	between	the	time	I	prepared	my	comments	on	the	scope	of	the	project	and	now,	this	issue	is	not	
mentioned	in	the	EIR.		The	EIR	continues	to	describe	the	benefit	the	project	will	have	of	removing	the	
tamarisk,	even	though	the	beetle	is	now	in	San	Diego	and	is	expected	to	move	between	watersheds,	
gradually	reducing	tamarisk	as	it	goes.	

I	also	explain	in	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	what	may	appear	“bare”	can	be,	in	reality,	high	quality	
habitat.		(Note	that	least	tern	nesting	habitat,	for	example,	is	“bare.”)		I	asked	that	such	values	be	
explored,	since	existing	habitat	types	sometimes	do	not	include	the	values	of	unusual	or	unique	habitat	
types,	such	as	sand	flats,	which	are	important	to	sensitive	species	such	as	the	glossy	snake.		Yet	the	EIR	
does	not	provide	such	a	consideration.		I	pointed	out	the	unique	soil	organisms	of	the	Valley.		I	
requested	a	consideration	of	the	effect	of	the	project	on,	for	example,	native	ants,	and	hence	the	effect	
on	horned	lizards,	and	asked	that	they	be	evaluated,	but	his	analysis	was	not	provided.		I	asked	for	a	
survey	of	bats,	since	I	am	aware	that	a	high	diversity	of	bat	species	occurs	in	this	area,	and	these	are	
often	overlooked	and	important	components	of	the	ecosystem,	but	no	bat	surveys	were	performed.			

I	quoted	extensively	from	the	“California	Department	of	Conservation’s	Manual	for	Decision-making,”	
which	talks	about	the	disruption	of	soil	structure	and	chemistry,	and	the	impacts	associated	with	that,	
yet	these	issues	are	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.		The	manual	explains	that	disturbed	soils	have	lower	
infiltration	rates.		I	pointed	out	that	fines,	the	waste	product	from	this	mining	operation,	are	not	
beneficial	for	the	existing	habitat,	or	for	aquifer	recharge,	but	no	analysis	of	the	effect	of	the	fines	was	
provided.		In	fact,	the	assumption	in	the	EIR	is	that	infiltration	rates	will	INCREASE	in	the	post-mining	
condition,	even	though	authoritative	references,	such	as	this	one	produced	by	the	State,	say	otherwise.		
The	manual	discusses	the	importance	of	determining	a	target	pore	size,	based	on	reference	sites,	but	
this	EIR	provides	NO	reference	sites,	and	no	target	pore	size.		It	does	not	address	the	compaction	of	soils	
caused	by	watering	and	equipment,	although	the	State	document	stresses	the	importance	of	such	an	
analysis,	and	I	request	such	an	analysis	in	my	comments	on	page	12.	
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State	guidelines	and	my	comments	point	out	that	particle	and	pore	size	and	chemical	characteristics	of	
the	soil	are	vital,	and	yet	this	report	assumes	that	fine	particles	replacing	the	existing	substrate	will	
somehow	have	a	beneficial	effect.		Since	there	is	no	study	following	the	recommendations	of	the	State	
manual;	thus	this	conclusion	is	unsupported.		The	manual	emphasizes	the	importance	of	reference	sites.		
It	says,	“Various	projects	have	sought	to	create	a	soil	from	mixtures	of	fines	(silt	and	clay),	organic	
matter	(compost,	sludge,	woodchips),	and	other	additives	such	as	gypsum	or	lime.		These	sites	may	
grow	some	vegetation	initially;	however,	studies	indicate	that	their	long	term	(more	than	30	years)	
viability	is	in	question.”		Yet	this	project	proposes	exactly	that,	and	the	EIR	fails	to	analyze	what	the	State	
provides	in	this	manual,	and	what	I	asked	to	be	analyzed	in	my	comments.		I	also	asked	what	measures	
would	be	implemented	to	prevent	the	30-year	failure	scenario.	

I	point	out	on	page	13	of	my	comments	on	the	scope	that	dust	suppression	is	at	odds	with	proper	soil	
treatment.		“If	soil	materials	are	to	be	harvested,	moved,	stored,	or	worked	during	the	construction	or	
mining	phase,	it	is	important	for	these	activities	to	occur	when	the	soils	are	dry.		Wet	or	damp	soils	are	
easily	compacted	and	smeared	and	will	be	less	able	to	grow	plants	that	if	they	were	handled	when	dry.		
Bacterial	and	fungal	spores	and	plant	seeds	as	also	in	a	resistant	state	of	their	life	cycle	if	the	soil	is	dry	
and	are	more	likely	to	survive	the	moving	processes.”		I	asked	for	this	to	be	considered	in	the	analysis,	
but	despite	being	a	key	part	of	the	State	manual,	and	included	in	my	comments,	no	such	analysis	is	
provided.	

The	State	manual	explains	that	“mine	waste	typically	lack	any	type	of	soil	structure,	which	can	result	in	
long	term	compaction	problems.”		Yet	compaction	was	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.		The	State	manual	
describes	the	importance	of	reference	sites,	and	how	to	select	them,	yet	no	reference	site	is	provided	
for	this	project,	making	it	impossible	to	understand	the	baseline	conditions.	

Impacts	to	trail	users	that	I	pointed	out	(in	my	comments	on	the	scope	page	14)	are	not	addressed	in	the	
EIR.	I	discussed	the	fact	that	project	objectives	should	be	in	the	public	interest.		The	project	description	
at	the	time	of	the	NOP	was	to	“maximize”	aggregate	recovery.		The	project	has	changed	significantly	
since	the	NOP	was	issued,	and	I	would	have	additional	comments	on	the	scope	of	the	document	given	
the	new	project	description.		This	failure	to	address	potential	impacts	I	pointed	out,	and	to	address	
issues	in	the	State	Department	of	Conservation’s	manual,	result	in	serious	omissions	of	analysis	of	key	
environmental	impacts,	such	as	compaction.	

It	is	bad	enough	that	my	comments	and	the	State	manual	were	disregarded,	but	the	EIR	disregards	other	
comments	on	the	scope	of	the	EIR,	also,	including,	for	example,	comments	from	the	City	of	San	Diego,	a	
key	water	agency	in	the	Valley.		The	City’s	letter	says	the	document	should	address	the	City’s	Pueblo	
Water	Rights.		Given	these	rights,	the	City’s	letter	says	that	“no	activity	should	be	approved	that	would	
jeopardize	the	City’s	ability	to	develop	ground	water	resources	near	the	subject	site.”		This	issue	is	not	
addressed	in	the	EIR,	and	this	potential	impact	is	not	disclosed.	

The	City’s	letter	continues,	“The	City	is	concerned	that	the	Project’s	removal	of	more	than	12	million	
cubic	yards	of	sand,	which	is	the	medium	that	holds	groundwater	in	the	Basin,	could	reduce	
groundwater	storage	and	recharge	and	degrade	groundwater	quality.”		This	major	impact	was	the	focus	
of	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	analysis,	which	showed	that	the	previously	proposed	golf	course	would	
degrade	the	aquifer	within	3.5	to	6	years.		Yet	this	EIR	does	not	adequately	consider	the	loss	of	aquifer	
potential	associated	with	removal	of	the	sand.		This	is	a	key	impact,	of	primary	interest	to	all	current	
users	of	water	within	the	region,	and	is	essential	to	an	adequate	understanding	of	the	project’s	impacts.	
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The	City’s	on	the	NOP	letter	also	asks	that	impacts	associated	with	siltation	should	be	analyzed,	but	this	
issue	to	is	not	appropriately	addressed	in	the	EIR.		It	asks	for	a	consideration	of	the	impacts	associated	
with	the	equipment	and	the	slurry	pipeline,	but	these	are	not	adequately	addressed	in	the	EIR,	

The	City’s	letter	on	the	NOP	discusses	the	importance	of	consistency	with	the	Sustainable	Groundwater	
Management	Act.		Proper	planning	should	be	done	before	a	project	that	could	have	a	significant	impact	
on	land	uses	and	the	aquifer	is	approved,	yet	this	EIR	does	not	address	impacts	associated	with	
thwarting	planning	and	management	for	the	aquifer.	

The	letter	on	the	NOP	from	the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	also	raises	issues	that	were	
not	addressed	in	the	EIR.		An	analysis	of	the	size	and	wildlife	requirements	for	a	north-south	wildlife	
connection	should	be	provided.		The	EIR	does	not	provide	such	an	analysis,	it	merely	states	that	the	
existing	connection	may	not	be	adequate.		The	EIR	asserts	that	the	project	will	improve	the	connection,	
without	providing	an	analysis.		The	EIR	does	not	discuss	the	presence	of	key	indicators	of	a	wildlife	
corridor,	such	as	the	presence	of	mountain	lion,	nor	does	it	discuss	the	necessary	parameters	for	an	
adequate	corridor.	

The	letter	from	Fish	and	Wildlife	also	asks	for	an	analysis	of	the	impact	on	raptors	and	other	species,	
such	as	the	glossy	snake.		The	untested	mitigation	proposed	for	the	glossy	does	not	address	the	fact	that	
the	glossy,	like	much	of	the	high	native	diversity	in	this	region,	requires	a	thick	base	of	alluvium,	and	
survival	likelihood	in	the	post-mine	conditions	is	not	addressed.		The	DFW	points	out	that	the	glossy	is	
“dependent	on	the	sandy	habitat	proposed	for	extraction.”		This	factor	was	not	considered	in	the	
analysis.		The	DFW	also	asked	for	an	analysis	of	sediment	transport	and	long-term	effects	on	alluvial	
habitats,	but	the	value	of	alluvial	habitats	is	not	adequately	addressed	in	the	EIR.		Furthermore,	no	
analysis	of	downstream	mitigation	areas	was	provided,	as	requested.		The	use	of	fines	for	fill	was	not	
adequately	evaluated	for	impacts	to	the	existing	system.	

The	DFW	specifies,	“the	Department	generally	does	not	support	the	use	of	relocation,	salvage,	and/or	
transplantation	as	mitigation	for	rare,	threatened,	or	endangered	species.		Studies	have	shown	that	
these	efforts	are	experimental	in	nature	and	largely	unsuccessful.”		The	EIR	does	not	disclose	this	in	the	
analysis,	and	instead	determines	that	impacts,	for	example	to	glossy	snakes,	would	be	mitigated	to	
below	a	level	of	significance.	

As	both	the	DFW	and	I	requested,	the	impact	of	the	project	on	ground-dwelling	organisms	should	have	
been	included	in	the	scope	of	this	EIR,	but	it	was	not.		The	DFW	called	for	a	consideration	of	sediment	
use	by	“fossorial”	animals.		A	fossorial	(from	Latin	fossor,	meaning	"digger")	animal	is	an	animal	adapted	
to	digging	that	lives	primarily,	but	not	solely,	underground.	Most	bees	and	wasps	are	called	"fossorial	
Hymenoptera.”	Many	rodent	species	are	also	considered	fossorial	as	they	live	in	burrows	for	most	of	the	
day,	though	they	may	be	surface-dwelling	during	other	parts	of	the	day.		

Bees	and	other	pollinators	have	suffered	significant	impacts	due	to	several	factors,	including	mining	

activities.		The	Great	Pollinator	project	posts	this	(http://greatpollinatorproject.org/conservation/major-

threats-to-pollinators	):		“Although	[certain	agricultural]	uses	can	provide	floral	resources	and	benefit	

some	pollinators,	many	bees	and	butterflies	are	habitat-specific,	and	the	loss	of	habitat	that	provides	

sites	for	overwintering,	foraging	for	pollen	and	nectar,	or	nesting	can	be	detrimental	to	these	species.	
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“Habitat	degradation,	the	decline	in	habitat	quality,	is	[a]	serious	concern.	For	example,	the	loose,	

friable	soil	required	by	ground-nesting	bees	may	be	trampled	by	heavy	foot	traffic	or	the	use	of	off-road	

vehicles.	In	cities,	ground-nesting	species	may	be	particularly	limited	due	to	the	large	amount	of	

landscape	that	has	been	covered	with	concrete	or	other	impervious	surface.”	Yet	the	EIR	does	not	

adequately	address	impacts	associated	with	removal	of	the	substrate.		The	project	would	result	in	direct	

impacts	to	the	native,	un-researched	diversity	of	the	fossorial	community,	and	it	could	also	result	in	

impacts	to	the	surrounding	agricultural	community,	which	relies	on	native	pollinators.	

	
The	DFW	also	requested	that	the	impacts	associated	with	the	golf	course,	but	that	were	not	mitigated,	
be	appropriately	disclosed.		EIR	does	not	respond	to	this	request.	

The	DFW	did	not	seem	to	anticipate	the	move	to	include	the	site	within	the	MSCP,	which	places	
oversight	of	species	protected	by	the	California	Endangered	Species	Act	with	the	County,	and	removes	it	
from	direct	DFW	oversight.		This	move	may	be,	in	and	of	itself,	a	potential	impact	resulting	in	reduced	
protection	for	several	species.		The	DFW,	in	its	scoping	letter,	recommends	an	application	for	an	
incidental	take	permit,	not	inclusion	in	the	MSCP.			

The	project	proponents	may	be	intent	on	avoiding	DFW.		A	February	8,	2013	letter	both	the	California	
DFW	and	also	the	US	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	(Edmund	J.	Pert;	Regional	Manager-	South	Coast	Region,	
California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife,	and	Jim	Bartel,	Field	Supervisor,	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	
Service)	reads:		

“Dear	Messrs.	Pert	and	Bartel:	

“Over	the	last	15	years,	Helix	Water	District,	Padre	Dam	Municipal	Water	District,	Otay	Water	
District,	and	Sweetwater	Authority	(collectively,	"JWA	Partners")	have	cooperatively	developed	a	Joint	
Water	Agencies	Natural	Community	Conservation	Plan	and	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	("Plan	")	with	the	
U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	and	the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	(collectively,	"Wildlife	
Agencies").	The	primary	objective	of	the	Plan	was	to	provide	the	benefits	of	long-term	natural	resource	
management	planning	and	permitting	for	the	JWA	Partners'	facility	siting	and	operational	needs.	
	
“On	August	11,	2009,	the	Wildlife	Agencies	accepted	the	JWA	Key	Principles	for	Plan	
Completion	and	Implementation	setting	forth	the	focus	for	the	Wildlife	Agencies'	review	of	the	
Plan.	On	March	4,	2011,	after	expending	considerable	time	and	financial	resources,	the	JWA	
Partners	submitted	a	draft	Plan	consistent	with	the	Key	Principles	to	the	Wildlife	Agencies	for	
final	review.	Having	yet	to	receive	a	response	on	the	draft	Plan,	on	July	24,	2012,	the	General	
Managers	for	the	JWA	Partners	met	with	Jim	Bartel	and	Karen	Goebel	with	the	Service	and	
Edmund	Pert,	Steve	Juarez,	and	David	Mayer,	with	the	Department	to	determine	any	issues	
and	questions	the	Wildlife	Agencies	may	have	regarding	the	Plan	and	a	time	frame	for	
receiving	comments	on	the	Plan.	In	response	to	the	General	Managers'	concerns	regarding	the	
significant	delay	in	the	Wildlife	Agencies'	review	of	the	Plan	and	the	current	economic	
circumstances	facing	the	JWA	Partners,	the	Wildlife	Agencies	committed	to	providing	some	
preliminary	feedback	on	the	Plan	within	a	two-month	time	frame,	or	by	early	October	2012.	
There	was	some	subsequent	communication	between	the	Wildlife	Agencies	and	the	JWA	
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Partners	regarding	a	meeting	to	discuss	such	feedback,	but	that	meeting	was	postponed	
indefinitely	by	the	Service.	To	date,	the	JWA	Partners	have	yet	to	receive	any	response	to	the	
Plan	submitted	in	March	2011.	
	
“As	discussed	at	the	July	24th	meeting,	the	JWA	Partners	are	concerned	with	the	proposed	
annual	costs	of	monitoring	and	management	associated	with	implementation	of	the	Plan.	Also,	
given	the	perpetual	uncertainty	of	when	the	Wildlife	Agencies	will	finalize	their	review	of	the	
Plan,	the	General	Managers	decided	to	proceed	with	submitting	to	their	respective	Board	of	
Directors	the	decision	to	terminate	the	process	of	completing	the	Plan.	
	
“Each	Board	has	considered	the	matter	and	has	formally	agreed	to	terminate	the	Plan.	The	JWA	Partners	
believe	there	may	be	an	opportunity	to	revive	the	process	in	the	future	depending	
upon	any	feedback	received	from	the	Wildlife	Agencies.	Furthermore,	each	JWA	Partner	
believes	that	the	tremendous	effort	and	financial	commitment	that	went	into	the	Plan	should	
not	go	to	waste.	Therefore,	as	projects	come	to	fruition	in	the	future,	any	impacts	and	
mitigation	addressed	in	the	draft	Plan	should	offer	a	starting	point	to	finalize	the	appropriate	
permits	with	the	Wildlife	Agencies….”	
	
The	details	of	the	plan,	and	its	specifications	for	mitigation	would	help	inform	what	would	be	
appropriate	mitigation	for	the	resources	in	El	Monte	Valley;	however,	no	reference	to	this	plan	is	
provided	in	the	EIR.	

The	existence	of	the	plan	may	have	informed	DFW	comments	on	the	scoping	documents	for	the	
proposed	project.		Rather	than	saying,	as	the	EIR	does,	that	subsequent	plans	will	be	developed	“to	the	
satisfaction	of	the	agencies,”	instead	the	DFW	recommends	that	the	“the	biological	monitoring	and	
reporting	proposals	should	be	of	sufficient	detail	and	resolution	to	satisfy	the	requirements	for	a	CESA	
ITP.”		However,	the	EIR	does	not	provide	such	an	analysis,	depriving	the	public,	and	the	DFW,	of	the	
opportunity	to	review	the	information.	

The	2018	EIR	frequently	relies	upon	subsequent	plans	for	mitigation	“to	the	satisfaction	of	agencies.”		If	
left	vague	like	this,	it	is	deferral	of	mitigation.		To	avoid	being	deferral,	the	standards	the	agency	will	use	
to	evaluate	the	plan	must	be	provided.	

The	2018	EIR	also	does	not	address	the	DFW’s	request	for	detail	on	“staging	areas	and	access	routes	to	
the	construction	and	staging	areas.”		The	trails	and	trail	staging	areas	are	not	well	described.		DFW	
understands	proper	planning	for	public	access	is	necessary	–	failing	to	provide	adequate	planning	for	
staging	can	result	in	conflicts	with	the	community,	trash	impacts,	safety	concerns,	and	other	impacts.			
Instead,	staging	areas	and	trail	use	must	be	carefully	considered	to	provide	both	habitat	and	public	
benefit.		There	is	insufficient	detail	in	the	project	description	to	determine	impacts	from	trails	or	staging	
areas.	

The	DFW	requested	an	“environmentally	preferred”	alternative	that	realistically	reduces	impacts	on	the	
existing	resources	of	the	Valley.		As	explained	further	in	the	section	of	this	comment	letter	addressing	
alternatives,	the	DFW’s	request	was	not	addressed,	and	thus	the	project	fails	to	provide	a	reasonable	
range	of	alternatives.	

The	DFW	requested	in	its	comments	on	the	scope	of	the	EIR	that	unique	resources,	such	as	the	bats,	
raptors,	native	insects,	rare	herpetofauna,	mountain	lions,	and	other	special	species	be	highlighted	in	
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the	EIR.		The	EIR	failed	to	tailor	the	analysis	to	the	unique	conditions	of	EMV.		The	DFW	requested	a	
“floristic,	alliance-based	and/or	association-based	mapping	and	vegetation	impact	assessments	be	
conducted	at	the	project	site	and	in	the	neighboring	vicinity,	but	the	EIR	fails	to	adequately	provide	such	
an	analysis.	

Point	number	11	on	page	6	of	the	DFW	comments	provide	details	on	the	types	of	hydrology	impacts	
that	could	be	factors	for	wildlife.		Drainage	impact	analysis	should	include,	“project-related	changes	in	
the	drainage	patterns	on	and	downstream	of	the	project	site,	the	volume	velocity,	and	frequency	of	
existing	and	post	project	flows;	polluted	runoff,	soil	erosion	and/or	sedimentation	in	streams	and	water	
bodies;	the	post	project	fate	of	runoff	from	the	site.		The	discussions	should	also	address	the	proximity	
of	the	extraction	activities	to	the	water	table,	whether	dewatering	would	be	necessary,	and	the	
potential	resulting	impacts	on	habitat.”		Instead	the	EIR	describes	the	existing	habitat	as	lacking	in	value,	
provides	no	adequate	analysis	of	the	baseline,	and	assumes	a	best-case	scenario	that	the	project	will	
stay	above	the	water	table,	with	no	contingency	for	the	event	of	a	heavy	rain	year.	

The	DFW	notes	in	its	comments	on	the	scope	of	the	EIR	that	the	surrounding	community	is	a	factor	that	
should	be	considered,	to	avoid	conflicts	of	the	proposed	project	with	the	existing	community	
surrounding	and	using	this	public	land,	yet	no	such	provision	for	realistic	input	from	the	effective	
community	is	provided	and	analyzed	in	the	EIR.		DFW	comments	are	especially	important	given	the	
proximity	of	the	site	to	agricultural	uses.		More	and	more	it	is	recognized	that	agricultural	communities	
can	be	key	to	protecting	species	diversity,	as	this	article	“Bring	the	wild	back	into	farmlands	to	protect	
diversity,	researchers	say”	by	Kara	Manke	
reports	(http://news.berkeley.edu/2018/10/18/to-protect-biodiversity-researchers-say-we-need-to-
bring-the-wild-back-into-our-
farmlands/?fbclid=IwAR3WUWhsTc1hAkDWR0BoYfOx4FCEnRSkEJntSo_7IhApppTV0iCLuFlogWE	):			

“Claire	Kremen,	a	professor	in	the	Department	of	Environmental	Science,	Policy	and	Management.	
Integrating	livestock	produces	manure	which	can	fertilize	the	crops,	while	those	same	crops	produce	
feed	for	livestock.	Birds	and	bats	provide	pest	control,	and	bees	boost	crop	production	by	pollinating	
plants.  

“’It	is	possible	for	these	working	landscapes	to	support	biodiversity	but	also	be	productive	and	
profitable,’	Kremen	said.	‘And	ultimately,	this	is	where	we	have	to	go.	We	just	can’t	keep	mining	our	
soils	for	their	fertility	and	polluting	our	streams	–	in	the	end,	this	will	diminish	our	capacity	to	continue	
producing	the	food	that	we	need.	Instead,	we	must	pay	attention	to	the	species,	from	microbes	to	
mammals,	that	supply	us	with	critical	services,	like	pollination,	pest	control	and	nutrient	cycling.’”	

While	the	EIR	describes	the	existing	conditions	as	“disturbed”	and	“degraded,”	the	DFW	explains	that	
“Rare	Natural	Communities”	such	as	these	should	be	protected	from	project-related	impacts.		“The	
Department	considers	these	communities	as	threatened	habitats	having	both	regional	and	local	
significance.”			

These	examples	show	that	the	EIR:		1)	proposed,	during	the	scoping	phase,	a	project	description	that	no	
longer	matches	the	proposed	project;	2)	does	not	address	important	issues	that	were	raised	during	the	
scoping	process.		These	failures	compromise	the	analysis	of	the	impacts	associated	with	the	project.	
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SUMMARY.		INFORMATION	TO	DECISIONMAKERS.		The	EIR	says	that	“issues	to	be	resolved	by	
decisionmakers	include	whether	or	how	to	mitigate.”		This	direction	is	misleading.		According	to	CEQA,	
“major	consideration	is	given	to	environmental	damage,	while	providing	a	decent	home	and	satisfying	
living	environment	for	every	Californian.”		Section	21002	of	CEQA	specifies	that	public	agencies	should	
not	approve	projects	as	proposed	if	there	are	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	mitigations	measures	
available	that	would	substantially	lessen	the	significant	environmental	effects	of	such	projects.		The	EIR	
should	make	this	clear	to	decisionmakers.			

ALTERNATIVES.		The	project	proposes	to	extract	12.5	million	tons	of	aggregate.		Alternative	2	reduces	
this	to	10.3	million	tons,	or	by	less	than	one	fifth.		Alternative	3	does	not	reduce	this	amount	at	all,	
would	reconfigure	the	site	but	still	extract	12.5	million	tons.		The	analysis	says	these	alternatives	would	
have	a	slightly	lesser	visual	impact,	but	that	all	other	impacts	would	be	the	same.		A	reasonable	range	of	
alternatives	is	not	provided	because	no	alternative	reducing	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	
project	are	provided	other	than	the	no	project	alternative.		An	environmentally-preferred	alternative	
that	has	lesser	impacts	on	key	issue	areas	should	be	included.			

The	project	history	indicates	that	the	proponents	are	not	committed	to	any	one	project	description/set	
of	goals	and	objectives,	since	the	project	has	changed	from	a	golf	course	through	several	iterations	to	
water	purification	and	red	winged	black	bird	habitat,	to	the	currently	proposed	sand	mine.		One	can	
surmise,	by	reviewing	the	materials	made	public	during	this	CEQA	review	period,	that	changes	to	the	
project	description	were	made	between	May	of	2018	and	August	of	2018.		In	May	of	2018	the	project	
description	was	for	10.3	million	tons	of	PCC	aggregate	recovered	(and	an	unknown	amount	of	
excavation	to	recover	that	much	material),	and	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	aggregate.		Several	of	the	
technical	appendices	are	based	on	the	10.3-million-ton	alternative,	and	should	be	revised	to	address	the	
additional	impacts	associated	with	the	additional	2.2	million	tons	of	sand.			

Clearly	the	10.3-million-ton	alternative,	which	was	previously	the	proposed	project	before	the	
proponents	decided	to	extract	an	additional	2.2	million	tons,	was	not	developed	specifically	as	a	
reduced-impact	alternative.		It	simply	was	the	project	description	before	the	decision	to	put	even	more	
tons	marketed	as	the	objective.			

If	the	true	objective	is	the	extraction	of	the	PCC-grade	aggregate,	then	alternative	sites	should	be	
considered.		The	original	EIR	considered	an	alternative	project	location	in	Alpine.		In	this	case,	a	site	
suitable	for	a	mining	operation	should	be	identified.		The	SANDAG	study	shows	that	the	County	is	rich	in	
suitable	substrates	for	recovery	of	PCC-grade	aggregates.		Some	of	the	larger	land	owners,	including	
potentially	owners	within	Native	American	sovereign	land,	may	be	interested	in	a	twelve-year	lease	for	
extraction	of	mineral	resources.		An	alternative	at	a	different	location	might	include	multiparty	
participation	in	an	arrangement	that	allowed	for	conservation	of	the	El	Monte	site	as	part	of	the	project,	
depending	on	the	conservation	value	and	how	the	financial	arrangement	was	developed.			

For	the	public	land	that	is	the	project	site,	the	alternatives	should	be	revised	to	be	something	along	the	
lines	of	the	following:	

1. No	project.		The	no	project	alternative	should	include	requiring	the	project	proponent	to	
provide	the	mitigation	that	was	required	under	the	golf	course	approvals.		According	to	this	
supplement,	the	golf	course	disturbed	but	did	not	mitigate	for	disturbances	to	hundreds	of	
acres.		The	golf	course	exported	600,000	tons	of	sand	without	a	mining	permit/reclamation	
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plan/financial	assurance.		The	County	has	the	authority	to	require	that	the	site	be	mitigated	
pursuant	to	previous	approvals	without	also	approving	another	discretionary	project.		The	no	
project	alternative	in	the	original	golf	course	EIR	included	the	continued	agricultural	leases	that	
Helix	had	been	issuing	for	oat	production	and	other	agricultural	short-term	leases.		This	use	
could	also	be	continued	in	the	2018	“no	project”	scenario.	

2. Proposed	project.		This	alternative	should	be	based,	if	tons	are	specified	at	all,	on	the	tons	
excavated,	not	on	the	tons	marketed,	and	on	acreage	and	depth	–	in	other	words,	it	should	be	
based	on	the	parts	of	the	project	description	that	result	in	impacts,	not	the	part	of	the	project	
description	that	result	in	revenues	to	the	project	proponent.		Also,	the	proposed	project	should	
not	include	“mitigation	measures”	that	CAUSE	impacts,	such	as	impacts	to	public	recreation	on	
public	land	resulting	from	incorporation	into	the	MSCP,	if	those	measures	are	not	required	to	
mitigate	other	impacts	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		The	proposed	project	should	not	include	
the	site	in	the	MSCP,	but	instead	should	focus	on	providing	the	mining	operation,	and	mitigation	
and	reclamation	as	required	for	impacts	related	to	the	mine.		Note,	however,	that	the	extractive	
alternative	was	originally	rejected	because	it	was	not	environmentally	superior	and	would	
produce	impacts	related	to	biology,	truck	traffic,	visual	qualities,	groundwater,	air	quality,	noise,	
as	well	as	having	similar	impacts	to	the	golf	course	in	terms	of	erosion,	sedimentation,	and	
water	quality	effects,	and	it	would	not	provide	a	recreational	facility.		Thus,	this	may	not	be	the	
best	use	of	the	land.	

3. Reduced-scale,	reduced	impact	alternative.		The	original	EIR	included	a	reduced	intensity	
alternative,	specifically	a	much-scaled	back	golf	course.		In	the	2018	setting,	the	reduced	scale	
alternative	should	reduce	the	mining	operation	sufficiently	to	reduce	impacts.		An	appropriate	
scale	of	a	reduced	impact	project	is	discussed	below.		This	alternative	should	also	not	include	
unnecessary	mitigation	measures	such	as	the	MSCP	designation,	since	that	measure	does	not	
mitigate	impacts	and	causes	its	own	impacts.		In	the	pre-project	publicity,	the	project	is	
described	as	“focused	at	the	western	portion	of	the	property	reducing	impacts	to	residents	at	
the	eastern	end	of	the	Valley.”		Yet	somehow	reducing	impacts	to	the	residents	was	dropped	
from	the	necessary	considerations	as	the	project	description	evolved.		It	should	be	restored	in	
the	reduced	impact	alternative.		In	the	evolution	of	the	project	description,	166	acres	were	
slated	to	be	mined;	however,	this	greatly	exceeds	other	mining	operations	in	the	area,	and	must	
be	reduced	if	it	is	to	be	consistent	with	the	community.	
	
This	alternative	would	not	impose	MSCP	access	restrictions	on	remaining	land,	though	non-
mined	land	could	be	managed	by	a	conservancy.		Public	access	to	the	land,	for	this	alternative,	
would	be	a	focus.		This	alternative	would	not	restrict	access	to	portions	of	the	land	that	are	not	
mined.		The	mining	footprint	would	need	to	be	small	enough	to	be	comparable	in	scale	to	
existing	PCC	aggregate	facilities	in	the	area.		It	would	need	to	reduce	aesthetic	impacts,	impacts	
to	agricultural	resources,	traffic,	air	quality	impacts,	including	a	significant	impact	associated	
with	silica,	increased	cancer	rates	to	residents	of	El	Monte	Valley,	hazards,	including	hazards	
associated	with	Valley	Fever,	noise,	recreation,	water,	traffic,	and	utilities.		The	Turner	sand	
mine	is	permitted	to	extract	1,175,000	cubic	yards	of	material.		Ennis	Sand	Mines,	which	is	
about	54	acres,	4	million	cubic	yards	of	sand	extraction,	also	located	on	Vigilant	Road,	employs	
40	people,	whereas	the	proposed	(much	larger)	project	would	employ	only	8	people.	
Additionally,	the	Hanson	aggregate	project	was	of	similar	scale,	covering	60	acres,	excavating	5	
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million	cubic	yards	of	sand.		Such	smaller	scale	(1	to	5	million	ton)	projects	are	feasible	at	other	
Lakeside	locations,	and	should	inform	the	size	(50-60	acres)	and	the	tons	of	extraction	(1	to	5	
million	tons).	
	
This	alternative	should	“balance	the	regional	need	for	construction	materials	with	the	
community	need	for	freedom	from	any	disturbing	effects	of	sand	and	gravel	extraction”	by	
“permitting	a	controlled	extraction	operation	that	would	have	a	minimal	adverse	impact	on	the	
environmental,	and	would	minimize	dust,	noise,	traffic,	unsightly	views,	accumulations	of	water,	
steep	slopes,	and	safety	and	health	hazards	resulting	from	sand	and	gravel	extraction.”		The	
proposed	project,	with	its	long	list	of	impacts,	fails	to	provide	the	required	consistency	with	the	
Lakeside	Community	Plan.		Although	this	reduced	alternative	would	result	in	decreased	impacts,	
significant	impacts	to,	among	other	things,	the	Resource	Conservation	Area	for	El	Cajon	
Mountain	might	remain.	
	

4. Environmentally-preferred	alternative.		The	proposed	project	would	have	impacts	in	several	
CEQA	issue	areas,	including	impacts	to	recreational	resources,	agricultural	resources,	and	
impacts	to	the	existing	alluvial	biological	community.		Three	alternatives,	focused	on	eliminating	
the	impacts	in	each	of	these	issues	areas,	could	be	developed	as	subcategories	of	
environmentally-preferred	projects.			
• The	recreation	alternative	could	include	staging	areas	and	expansion	of	ball	parks.		A	dog	

park	has	been	on	the	community	radar,	and	other	community-appropriate	recreational	
facilities.		I	serve	as	the	chair	of	a	community	committee	on	Youth	Programs	and	the	San	
Diego	River	that	works	with	County	staff	and	our	Board	member,	Diane	Jacob.		I	would	be	
one	point	of	contact	on	developing	a	suitable	recreational	alternative	for	this	public	land.		
The	original	golf	course	EIR,	upon	which	this	EIR	is	based,	discussed	the	importance	of	
recreational	uses	in	the	project	setting.		It	discusses	El	Monte	Park,	El	Capitan	Reservoir,	
athletic	fields,	and	the	Bike	Route	along	El	Monte	Road.		A	recreational	alternative	would	be	
more	consistent	with	the	original	EIR	and	project	goals	than	any	other	alternative.	
	

• An	alternative	putting	the	land	to	its	best	agricultural	use	could	also	be	developed.		The	
original	EIR	included	a	Commercial	Nursery	alternative.		This	or	other	agricultural	alternative	
could	still	be	an	option.		For	example,	a	dairy	would	have	similar	GHG	arguments	to	the	
proposed	project.		The	proposed	project	is	(erroneously,	in	my	opinion)	not	compared	
against	a	baseline	of	no	project,	but	rather	with	the	assumption	that	if	sand	did	not	come	
from	this	source,	it	would	come	from	a	source	of	greater	distance	to	the	urban	center,	and	
thus	longer	trip	distances	and	greater	GHGs.		The	impacts	associated	with	cement	
production,	because	no	consideration	is	given	to	flexibility	in	the	markets,	are	not	
considered.		Similarly,	the	impacts	associated	with	a	dairy	would	be	given	a	pass,	and	all	that	
would	be	considered	would	be	the	relatively	short	trip	distance	to	the	urban	center.	
	
From	an	economic	perspective	one	might	point	out	that	there	is	already	a	dairy	in	the	valley,	
and	if	a	dairy	of	a	much	larger	scale	were	proposed,	it	could	put	the	existing	dairy	out	of	
business.		That,	again,	is	analogous	to	the	proposed	project’s	relationship	to	existing	PCC	
aggregate	producers	in	Lakeside,	and	would	be	no	different	from	the	proposed	project,	and	



14	
	

yet	with	lesser	impacts	in	several	issue	areas,	and	possibly	with	public	support	for	such	a	use	
on	“public	land.”	
	
Another	alternative	use	that	would	be	more	consistent	land	use	in	this	rural	area	could	be	a	
composting	operation.		According	to	the	Revegetation	Plan	page	34	and	other	parts	of	the	
document,	130	acres	of	this	property	support	no	habitat	requiring	mitigation	(a	finding	I	
dispute),	and	an	appropriate	agriculturally-consistent	use	could	be	placed	on	these	acres	
with	no	mitigation	required.		A	composting	facility,	for	example,	could	process	the	organic	
waste	from	nearby	farms	and	animal	operations	to	produce	a	soil	amendment	and	help	the	
County	comply	with	State	organic	waste	diversion	requirements	under	SB	1383,	AB32	
requirements,	and	GHG	and	Climate	Action	Plan	goals.		Below	I	provide	some	information	
on	existing	PCC	mines	in	Lakeside.		Mines	that	employ	more	people,	and	most	of	the	
facilities	in	Lakeside	employ	more	than	the	proposed	project	would,	are	often	involved	in	
soil	recycling	and	brokering	activities,	and	activities	that	include	the	preparation	of	soil	
amendments.		Development	of	a	composting	operation	in	this	location	could	take	
advantage	of	several	GHG-reducing	co-location	synergies.	
	

• An	alternative	focused	on	the	best	approach	for	conserving	biological	(and	cultural)	
resources	should	be	developed.		This	alternative	would	entail	conservation	without	mining,	
as	described	further	below.		This	alternative	should	could	appropriately	include	inclusion	in	
the	MSCP.	In	crafting	the	biologically-preferred	alternative,	because	of	the	litigation	
between	the	project	partners,	which	is	a	relevant	part	of	the	project	background,	it	is	
publicly	known	that	the	sand	miners	paid	Helix	Water	District	$9	million	for	the	land.		Case	
number	37-2008-00098042-CU-BC-CTL	El	Capitan	Golf	Club	L:LC	vs	Helix	Water	District	is	a	
case	regarding	breach	of	contract/warranty.		The	litigation	ran	from	2008	until	2014.		The	
action	arose	out	of	a	golf	course	construction	and	lease	agreement.		The	District	entered	a	
Golf	Course	Agreement	with	El	Capitan’s	predecessor	in	1997.		The	Agreement	was	
amended	numerous	times.		In	2004	the	parties	entered	an	amendment	that	resulted	in	sand	
being	exported.	
	
After	most	of	the	sand	had	been	sold,	El	Capitan	determined	golf	courses	would	not	be	
profitable	and	proposed	converting	the	project	into	a	River	Restoration	Project,	which	was	
to	be	consistent	with	the	District’s	groundwater	basin	recharge	and	extraction	project.		Per	
the	court	papers,	the	“River	Restoration”	was	a	sand	mining	project,	“with	a	reclamation	
and	revegetation	component.”		
	
In	2007	the	parties	entered	into	an	Entitlement	and	Management	Agreement	(EMA)	for	the	
project	that	required	El	Capitan	to	prepare	plans	and	obtain	entitlements.		In	2008	El	
Capitan	notified	the	County	that	it	was	not	going	to	submit	an	EIR	or	permit	application,	that	
the	District	was	responsible.		Consequently,	only	the	Golf	Course	Agreement	remained	in	
effect.			
	
The	first	amended	cross	complaint	alleges	that	the	El	Capitan	breached	the	Golf	Course	
Agreement	and	the	EMA	by	failing	to	pay	taxes,	rent,	and	insurance,	and	to	pursue	
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permitting.		The	District	also	sued	because	although	mining	had	occurred	on	the	project,	
none	of	the	required	mitigation	had	been	performed.		Ultimately	the	parties	settled,	and	El	
Capitan	paid	$9	million	for	the	land.	
	
This	amount	is	below	the	market	value	of	mitigation	land/land	banks,	conservancy	land.		
Even	marginal	habitat	types	are	typically	prices	at	more	than	$35,000	per	acre,	which	is	
considerably	more	than	the	amount	paid	for	this	land	pursuant	to	the	settlement.		Thus,	
becoming	part	of	a	conservancy	is	a	feasible	alternative	use	for	the	land.		This	alternative	
would	transfer	the	land	to	a	conservancy,	which	would	then	manage	it	for	various	public	
values	such	as	trails	and	habitat	values.	
	
Although	the	Lakeside	community	was	disenfranchised	by	EHL’s	closure	of	existing	trails	at	
Lakeside	Downs,	most	other	conservancies	have	learned	that	it	is	best	if	they	work	WITH	the	
local	community.		As	quoted	in	a	May	2016	National	Geographic	article,	what	is	needed	are	
“collaborative	solutions,	not	continuing	warfare.”	The	National	Geographic	article	continues	
on	page	145,	“Passionately	dedicated	people	need	to	recognize	that	righteous	
“intransigence	is	not	a	strategy;	it’s	just	a	satisfying	attitude,”	and	private	groups	need	to	be	
added	as	partners.	
	
If	a	land	is	put	to	a	use	that	is	not	locally	supported,	it	can	be	difficult	to	achieve	
conservancy	objectives.		Conversely,	if	the	community	is	supportive,	the	local	community	
can	contribute	to	conservancy	goals.		I	do	not	know	how	the	community	would	react	to	the	
project	being	managed	by	EHL/EHC,	which	has	long	been	a	partner	with	the	project	
proponent,	and	with	MSCP	designations	that	exclude	the	public	from	much	of	the	land.		It	is	
possible	the	community	could	be	supportive,	but	also	possible	it	would	not	be.			
	

5. Community-preferred	alternative.		Because	this	is	public	land,	the	community/public	should	
have	a	say-so	in	what	uses	are	provided	on	this	land.		The	community	should	be	asked	what	uses	
they	prefer.		The	“public”	should	include	pertinent	stakeholders,	including	(but	not	limited	to):	
• Local	property	owners	and	businesses,	
• Water	agencies	(City	of	San	Diego,	Helix,	Lakeside	Water,	and	Padre	water	districts),	
• Native	Americans,	and	
• Paragliders,	ultralight	fliers,	trail	clubs,	and	other	recreational	users	of	the	Valley.	

While	not	every	possible	alternative	needs	to	be	considered,	feasible	alternatives	that	are	acceptable	to	
the	public	on	this	public	land,	and	that	reduce	impacts,	should	be	considered.	

PROJECT	OBJECTIVES.		One	of	the	original	objective	of	the	golf	course	project	was	to	“provide	a	land	use	
which	generates	revenue	for	the	District.”		The	District	was	issuing	agricultural	leases,	but	they	were	not	
very	lucrative.		The	golf	course	seemed	to	provide	a	better	prospect.			In	the	end,	the	District	obtained	9	
million	dollars	in	the	legal	settlement	and	is	no	longer	the	project	proponent.			In	the	new	scenario,	the	
sand	miners	are	the	project	proponents.			

The	project	objectives	are	unreasonably	narrow.		The	third	objective	specifies	12.5	million	tons	of	sand,	
though	as	mentioned	above,	1-	to	5-million-ton	facilities	are	economically	feasible	at	other	locations	in	
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Lakeside.		The	project	objectives	have	been	written	so	narrowly	as	to	inappropriately	preclude	reduced	
impact	alternatives	of	lesser	scale	that	could	lessen	project-related	impacts.			

The	existing	smaller	sand	mining	operations	in	Lakeside,	a	community	already	heavily	burdened	with	
aggregate	facilities	and	their	associated	truck	traffic,	sometimes	struggle	to	find	markets,	depending	on	
economic	and	development	activity	in	the	region.		Putting	in	a	more	massive	facility	would	endanger	the	
existing	aggregate-related	industries	in	Lakeside.		This	impact	is	outside	of	the	scope	of	CEQA	if	it	is	
merely	an	economic	impact,	but	because	smaller	scale	facilities	are	a	specific	environmental	objective	in	
the	SANDAG	aggregate	study,	this	impact	does	have	a	legitimate	place	in	the	CEQA	analysis,	and	
therefore	should	be	considered.					

An	additional	over-specification	of	project	objectives	occurs	with	the	object	to	reduce	“locally-
produced”	“vehicle”	emissions.		The	appropriate	comparison	for	vehicle	impacts	and	emissions,	when	
sand	must	come	from	a	greater	distance,	is,	for	example,	with	barged	emissions,	not	vehicle	emissions.		
Although	CEQA	documents	typically	do	not	look	broadly	at	lifecycle	issues,	this	EIR	does	not	assume	the	
proposed	project	will	put	other,	local,	smaller	sand	mines	out	of	business.		Instead,	it	establishes	train	
loads,	truck	loads	from	Riverside,	and	barged	materials	as	a	comparison	product.		If	the	EIR	compares	
impacts	associated	with	aggregate	materials	coming	from	the	proposed	project	with	aggregate	materials	
coming	from	Mexico,	the	relative	impacts	associated	with	barging	materials	should	be	addressed.					

Lifecycle	analysis,	to	be	helpful,	must	not	select	only	one,	speculative,	and	unlikely	scenario	for	
comparison.		When	addressing	lifecycle	impacts,	a	comparison	of	production	and	transportation	modes	
often	comes	to	surprising	conclusions.		For	example,	an	apple	shipped	in	a	container	ship	and	raised	in	a	
sustainable	way	in	New	Zealand	may	have	a	lesser	emission	footprint	than	an	apple	produced	in	the	
country	and	state	of	consumption.		Similarly,	studies	on	barged	aggregates	from	Mexico	indicate	
reduced	GHG	compared	to	locally	produced	and	trucked	materials.		The	project	objectives	need	to	be	
broad	enough	to	provide	a	realistic	analysis.		The	issue	of	analyzing	GHG’s	and	life	cycle	analysis	is	
discussed	more	fully	below.	

PROJECT	DESCRIPTION.		The	project	description	fails	to	address	the	fact	that	far	more	than	12.5	million	
tons	of	material	would	need	to	be	excavated	to	recover	that	much	PCC	aggregate.		The	project	
description	should	focus	on	the	amount	to	be	excavated,	which	is	the	source	of	the	impacts,	not	the	
amount	to	be	marketed.	

The	technical	studies	were	based	on	the	10.3-million-ton	alternative,	not	the	proposed	project.		The	
technical	studies	should	be	re-done,	using	the	accurate	amount	of	material	excavated	as	the	basis	for	
considering	impacts,	not	103	million	tons.			

The	project	would	likely	last	far	longer	than	12	years,	even	with	the	rosiest	market	condition	estimate,	
even	though	the	“short”	“temporary”	nature	of	the	impacts	is	emphasized	in	the	EIR.		EIRs	need	not	
always	consider	the	“worst	case”	scenario,	but	a	more	realistic	time	frame	should	be	explored.	

The	project	description	does	not	address	why	the	project	proposes	adding	the	entire	site	to	the	MSCP,	
even	though	this	measure,	1)	is	not	related	to	the	objectives	of	the	project,	2)	causes	impacts	to	mineral	
resources	and	recreation,	and	3)	does	not	change	the	determination	of	mitigability	of	the	project’s	
impacts	to	biological	resources.		The	potential	impacts	associated	with	this	part	of	the	project	
description	should	be	considered.		Placing	the	entire	site	into	the	MSCP	removes	the	site	from	public	
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access,	significantly	lowering	the	current	level	of	access,	and	the	variety	and	quality	of	recreation	
currently	enjoyed.	

The	EIR	argues	that	much	of	the	site	(where	previous	grading	occurred	by	the	project	proponents)	
should	be	considered	“disturbed,”	a	designation	that	requires	no	mitigation.		This	is	an	inappropriate	
baseline	that	results	in	a	piecemealing	of	impacts,	and	an	inappropriate	dismissal	of	impacts	caused	by	
the	project	proponents.	

Section	1.4.2.1.2.		The	project	would	require	100	acre-feet	of	water	per	year.		No	specific	information	is	
provided	other	than,	“water	would	be	provided	by	the	Lakeside	Water	District.”		Do	the	project	
proponents	have	a	contract?		Is	the	water	available?		Is	the	site	within	the	district?		Is	a	LAFCO	process	
necessary?	

Section	1.4.2.19.		The	project	would	provide	site	security	via	cell	phone;	however,	cell	service	in	El	
Monte	Valley	is	unreliable,	and	mostly	non-existent.		Provisions	should	be	made	for	boosting	cell	signals	
or	providing	alternative	communication.	

Section	1.4.5.1.		Bonding	will	be	required	and	would	be	released	upon	completion	of	
restoration/revegetation.		What	is	the	nature	of	the	bond,	and	will	it	be	sufficient?	

Section	1.4.6.5.		This	project	does	not	consider	the	“bowl”	topography	of	the	area	when	suggesting	the	
recessing	the	project	will	reduce	impacts,	such	as	noise	and	visual	impacts.		On	the	contrary,	given	the	
aspect	from	which	receptors	will	be	located,	recessing	operations	could	exacerbate	certain	impacts.	

Section	1.6.5.		Important	aspects	of	the	history	are	excluded	from	this	history.		The	rich	Kumeyaay	
history,	and	the	unfortunate	way	their	land	was	appropriated	is	not	made	clear.		No	mention	is	made	of	
the	historical	dairies.		A	resident	has	provided	an	entire	book	on	this	topic,	which	is	available	from	the	
public	library	system	and	from	the	Lakeside	Historical	Society,	which	is	a	rich	resource	in	deep	historical	
significance	of	the	Valley,	the	agriculture	of	the	Valley,	the	flume,	mining,	and	other	topics	pertinent	to	
the	proposed	project.		For	example,	apparently	Kate	Sessions	was	smitten	by	the	oaks	of	the	Valley.		
This	section	does,	properly,	identify	the	important	use	Helix	has	made	of	the	water	which	is	held	in	place	
by	the	sand	deposits,	and	a	portion	of	which	is	extracted	by	well	101,	which	extracts	250	acre-feet	of	
water	to	the	communities	served	by	that	District,	leaving	the	remainder	to	serve	the	natural	functions	of	
the	regions	dominant	riparian	system,	the	San	Diego	River.			

The	role	of	sand	deposit	in	holding	water,	basically	providing	a	below	grade	aquifer	that	is	protected	
from	pollutants	in	runoff	and	from	evaporation,	is	mentioned	on	page	1-24,	but	it	is	not	appreciated	in	
the	water	budgets	provided	later	in	the	document.		This	is	one	of	the	reasons	the	impacts	to	water	
associated	with	this	project	are	permanent	and	significant.		Not	only	will	lowering	the	sand	level	
increase	evapotranspiration,	due	to	the	way	“head”	pressure	works	in	underground	systems,	lowing	the	
surface	level	lowers	the	ground	water	level.		In	other	words,	removing	sand	is	like	replacing	a	large	
sponge	with	a	smaller	sponge.		It	is	like	building	a	shorter	dam.		It	reduces	the	amount	of	water	the	
aquifer	holds.		The	EIR	does	not	adequate	address	this	impact.	

The	proposed	project	will	occur	over	several	years,	but	only	a	best-case	scenario	is	provided.		The	mine	
is	considered	in	this	EIR	to	have	“temporary”	impacts.		In	the	same	way,	over	a	longer	period,	the	dam,	
is	also	“temporary.”		It	will	not	be	there	forever.		To	call	a	12-year	impact,	that	has	utterly	no	assurance	
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of	being	12	years,	and	is	far	more	likely	to	be	indefinitely	more,	is	a	mischaracterization	that	
underestimates	the	significance	of	the	impact.	

The	dam	detains	the	water,	but	water	seeps	below	the	dam,	and	during	extreme	rain	years	and	storm	
events,	the	dam	overtops.		It	should	be	noted	that	ephemeral	river	courses	were	once	common	and	are	
natural	in	Southern	California,	and	that	sand	flat	habitats	are	increasingly	rare,	not	only	because	of	
exploitation	of	sand	resources,	but	also	because,	in	urban	areas,	runoff	and	channelization	often	turns	
formerly	ephemeral	systems	into	perennial	systems	supporting	more	common	species.	

The	history	of	the	site	on	page	1-25	provides	a	misleading	picture,	in	part	because	it	fails	to	mention	the	
lawsuit	between	Helix	and	the	LLC,	which	is	pertinent	to	an	understanding	of	the	project,	the	ownership,	
the	partnership,	and	the	constraints,	especially	regarding	water,	on	the	property.		Without	that	
component	of	the	history,	regional	issues	associated	with	water	conservation	that	are	pertinent	to	the	
consideration	of	the	fate	of	this	aquifer,	are	not	properly	understood.		It	fails	to	disclose	the	
involvement	of	the	EHL	as	one	of	the	partners.		That	partnership	and	the	work	that	that	NGO’s	
employee	did	to	include	a	project,	a	project	that	would	likely	benefit	EHL,	in	various	regulatory	and	
planning	documents,	is	pertinent	to	an	understanding	of	the	regulatory	landscape.				

Section	1.7.1.		This	section	fails	to	provide	the	context	of	this	project,	and	completely	fails	to	describe	
public	trust	doctrine	or	the	Sustainable	Groundwater	Management	Act	(SGMA).		SGMA	seeks	
sustainable	groundwater	management	in	California	by	2042.	Damaging	water	resources	can	lead	to	a	
"tragedy	of	the	commons,"	and	is	contrary	to	the	responsibilities	of	government	agencies	under	Public	
Trust	Doctrine.		Public	Trust	Doctrine	recognizes	the	public	right	to	many	natural	resources	including	the	
air,	water,	and	the	sea.	Public	trust	doctrine	requires	the	government	to	hold	in	trust	designated	
resources	for	the	benefit	of	the	people.	

Groundwater	in	California	is	used	by	85%	of	the	population.	Groundwater	supplies	between	one-third	
and	two-thirds	of	the	state's	freshwater	supply.	AB	1739	gives	the	state	Department	of	Water	Resources	
or	a	groundwater	sustainability	agency	(GSA)	the	authority	to	promote	water	conservation	and	protect	
groundwater	resources.	SB	1319	authorized	local	agencies	to	implement	a	groundwater	plan.		The	
California	Constitution	and	SB	1168	require	that	use	of	water	be	both	reasonable	and	beneficial.	The	
doctrine	was	originally	developed	for	riparian	landowners	and	surface	water	management,	but	SB	1168	
applied	it	to	the	context	of	groundwater	and	the	SGMA,	stating	that	any	use	of	groundwater	must	be	
sustainably	managed	for	long-term	reliability	and	multiple	economic,	social,	and	environmental	benefits	
for	future	uses.		Short	term	benefits	from	extracting	sand	resources	resulting	in	the	long-term	loss	of	the	
holding	capacity	of	the	aquifer	are	counter	to	this	doctrine.			

Section	1.10.		This	section	fails	to	analyze	the	contribution	of	cement,	a	ubiquitous	building	material	
linked	to	GHG	production,	storm	water	runoff	impacts,	and	urban	sprawl,	to	growth	inducing	effects.	

Figure	1-3	shows	that	the	proposed	sand	mine	would	occur	literally	in	the	yards	of	existing	residential	
homes	located	along	El	Monte	and	Willow	Road,	with	the	hazard	reports	indicating	the	highest	danger	
to	the	residents	near	the	word	“Willow”	on	the	figure.		Any	decisionmaker	approving	this	project	needs	
to	consider	this	figure	and	what	the	project	will	mean	to	those	residents,	including	the	elevated	cancer	
risks,	Valley	Fever,	and	other	health	and	safety	impacts	associated	with	this	project.		The	findings	of	
overriding	significance	should	be	a	dramatic	finding	of	urgent	public	need	to	warrant	such	extreme	
impacts.	



19	
	

I	have	yet	to	find	a	thorough	description	of	the	sand	washing	area	or	of	the	proposed	drop	structure,	
and	do	not	have	sense	of	the	scale/height	and	appearance	of	it.		Similarly,	I	have	no	real	impression	of	
the	“engineered	channel,”	or	of	the	proposed	staging	areas.			
	
Throughout	the	document,	the	project	is	defined	in	conflicting	ways.		Where	vectors	could	be	an	impact,	
ponding	is	downplayed,	but	where	ponding	allows	for	an	erroneous	assumption	of	increase	“run	on,”	it	
is	exaggerated.			
	
In	an	October	15,	2010	submittal	to	the	County	on	the	project	the	sand	and	gravel	washing	plant	was	
described	as	being	25	to	30	feet	tall,	but	no	current	height	estimate	is	provided	in	the	EIR.		Such	
incomplete	and/or	conflicting	descriptions,	plus	the	distortion	and	inaccuracy	of	the	baseline	as	
involving	no	current	recreation	and	poor	biological	values,	is	misleading	and	makes	disclosure	and	
analysis	of	a	project’s	environmental	impacts	impossible	(Washoe	Meadows	Community	v.	Department	
of	Parks	&	Recreation;	Communities	for	a	Better	Environment	v	City	of	Richmond).	
	
2.1	VISUAL	QUALITY.		Page	2.1-4	of	the	EIR	discusses	the	County	of	San	Diego	General	Plan’s	directions	
regarding	the	preservations	of	designated	scenic	resources	such	as	El	Monte	Valley.			“Require	
development	within	visually	sensitive	areas	to	minimize	visual	impacts	and	to	preserve	unique	or	special	
visual	features,	particularly	in	rural	areas”	such	as	El	Monte	Valley.		Yet	the	project	does	not	propose	any	
creative	site	planning,	integration	of	natural	features	into	the	design,	minimal	disturbance	of	
topography,	clustering	of	development,	or	appropriate	scale	to	compliment	the	surrounding	natural	
landscape.	I	disagree	with	the	conclusion	that	the	impact	is	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance	by	
planting	some	common	species.			
	
An	EIR	must	contain	facts	and	analysis,	not	just	conclusions.	(Citizens	of	Goleta	Valley	v.	Board	of	
Supervisors).		The	conclusion	in	the	EIR	discounts	the	fact	that	the	existing	broader,	more	natural	area	
with	alluvial	sand	flat	and	highly	colorful	annual	species	and	mature	oaks	would	be	permanently	altered	
to	have	a	more	engineered	appearance	and	a	more	defined	channel,	and	the	rich	habitat	diversity	would	
be	replaced	with	more	uniform,	and	less	unique	vegetation.		To	conclude	that	this	extreme	amount	of	
grading	is	consistent	with	the	community	plan	does	not	seem	consistent	with	the	language	of	the	plan.			
	
The	Scenic	Resources	regulations	specify	that	“development	shall	not,	to	the	maximum	extent	feasible,	
interfere	or	degrade”	the	scenic	visual	features.		Industrial	goals	are	to	“provide	for	the	kind	of	industrial	
development	that	does	not	detract	from	the	existing	rural	character	of	the	community.”		Again,	the	
proposed	project	is	not	consistent	with	this.			

Page	2.1-13	states	that	“the	majority	of	the	plant	species	within	the	project	site	are	non-native.”		Much	
of	the	plant	cover	is	nonnative,	nonnative	tamarisk	trees	are	large	and	broadly	branching,	but	this	
characterization	obscures	the	“biodiversity	hot	spot”	value	of	the	area.		A	count	of	the	plant	species	
present	reveals	190	plant	species.		The	site	supports	a	high	diversity	of	annual	plants,	such	as	blue	dicks,	
primrose,	pig	weed,	pineapple	weed,	coyote	melon,	alkali	milk	vetch,	atriplex,	delicate	clarkia,	tarweed,	
pygmy	weed,	horse	weed,	monkey	flower,	lotus,	buckwheat,	many	species	of	sage,	bladder	pod,	and	
many	others.		I	have	noted	a	few	that	the	researches	did	not	find,	but	I	have	had	the	benefit	of	using	the	
Valley	for	recreational	purposes	when	it	has	not	been	a	drought	year.		Dean’s	milk	vetch	is	one	of	the	
more	important	species	that	I	am	surprised	the	biologists	did	not	identify.		Is	an	EIR	sufficient	if	it	fails	to	
inform	the	decisionmakers	of	the	presence	of	rare	and	sensitive	plant,	one	that	has	a	very	narrow	
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distribution?		https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2018/10/18/what-keeps-
native-americans-from-voting-and-what-could-change-this/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.2d95a9d611e4	

The	fungi	in	the	Valley	are	extraordinary,	including	many	forms,	from	lacey	shelf	fungus	on	dead	trees,	
to	puff	balls,	that	sometimes	explode	with	spores	when	stepped	on,	to	delicate	agarics,	to	fleshy	
boletes.	Buckwheat	is	an	essential	plant	in	this	community,	providing	cover	for	many	small	insects	and	
vertebrates,	as	well	as	for	silly,	brightly	colored,	Cuscuta.		The	epifloral	in	El	Monte	Valley	is	rich,	
including,	of	course,	mistletoe.		Spiders	and	insects	are	diverse,	from	tarantula	hawks,	tarantulas,	small	
pale	scorpions	that	glow	under	black	light,	ant	lions,	velvet	ants,	painted	ladies,	sulfurs,	swallow	tails,	
etc.	

To	dismiss	the	area	as	low	quality	because	of	the	abundance	of	tamarisk,	is	to	disregard	the	presence	of	
sensitive	species,	the	richness	of	the	area,	and	its	function	as	a	wildlife	corridor.		Furthermore,	the	
proposed	plant	pallet	of	a	little	more	than	40	species	does	NOT	provide	high	diversity	of	the	baseline	
condition,	with	more	than	190	plant	species	observed	onsite,	and	does	nothing	to	address	impacts	to	
insects	and	soil	organisms.		Therefore,	the	description	that	the	overall	native	habitat	quality	and	
function	would	be	improved	leads	to	an	underassessment	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.		The	conclusion	
of	“less	than	significant	impact”	does	not	seem	well	supported	by	evidence	in	a	situation	where	diversity	
will	suffer	so	dramatically.	

In	terms	of	my	qualifications	as	a	biologist,	I	have	a	bachelor’s	degree	in	biology	from	UC	Berkeley	and	
an	MS	in	biology	from	San	Diego	State	University,	where	Dr.	Joy	Zedler,	a	renown	wetland	ecologist,	was	
my	advisor	and	where	my	research	for	my	thesis	was	on	sand	habitats.		My	career	has	been	working	(for	
a	short	time)	as	an	environmental	consultant,	and	then	for	30	years	doing	environmental	planning	in	the	
public	sector	in	San	Diego.		I	strongly	disagree	with	the	EIR’s	baseline	characterization	and	its	conclusion,	
which	obscures	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

The	proposed	project	describes	large	acreages	of	the	project	area	as	merely	“disturbed”	even	though	
the	disturbance	was	caused	by	the	golf	course.		This	is	a	subsequent	EIR	to	the	golf	course	EIR,	thus	the	
project	itself	created	the	disturbance,	and	then	used	that	disturbance	as	the	baseline	condition.		
Instead,	the	baseline	condition	should	be	pre-golf	course-related	disturbances.	

Page	2.1-22.		Historic	residential	structures	and	less	affluent	homes	in	El	Monte	Valley	that	are	the	
closest	and	most	directly	impacted	by	the	project	are	rated	to	have	a	“low”	sensitivity	to	change	in	the	
landscape	character,	whereas	the	more	affluent	homes	in	Blossom	Valley	along	the	ridge	lines	are	
considered	to	have	“moderate”	sensitivity.		Why	are	impacts	to	less	affluent	communities	less	
significant?		Might	the	fact	that	the	El	Monte	residential	properties	are	typically	also	agricultural	uses,	
might	they	be	MORE	sensitive	to	disruptions	to	the	agricultural	character	of	the	Valley?		Appendix	G	of	
the	CEQA	Guidelines	suggests	that	rural	residents	may	be	MORE	sensitive	to	noises,	yet	this	possibility	is	
not	analyzed	in	the	EIR.		

Page	2.1-26.		The	analysis	on	this	page	says	that	there	are	no	designated	or	dedicated	trails	on	the	
property,	and	therefore	the	project	would	not	affect	public	use	of	trails.		In	fact,	the	historical	trails	are	
heavily	used,	with	club	fundraisers	offering	organized	poker	rides,	but	more	often	with	informal	use	by	
hikers,	birders,	artists,	photographers,	equestrians,	dog	walkers,	falconers,	and	even	the	occasional	
hardy	jogger	or	cyclist	willing	to	push	through	the	relatively	soft	substrate.		This	is	discussed	on	page	2.3-
32.		I	would	be	one	of	the	people	who	uses	these	trails	at	least	three	times	per	week,	and	I	seldom	go	on	
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a	ride	without	running	into	a	fellow	trail	user,	so	I	have	personal	knowledge	of	this	issue.		Also,	this	
conflicts	with	the	original	EIR.		Page	7	of	the	original	EIR	determined	that	“displacement	of	existing	
equestrian	uses”	would	be	mitigated	by	development	of	an	equestrian	trail	system,	which	was	
incorporated	into	the	project	design.		The	project	design	no	longer	includes	a	trail	system	interspersed	
with	another	quiet	recreational	activity	(a	golf	course).		It	now	is	a	sidewalk	along	Willow	Road.	

The	proposed	confined	trails	along	the	roadway	would	in	no	way	replace	the	easy	access	to	oak-studded	
canters	I	now	enjoy	down	the	riverbed.		If	an	easement	is	provided	along	a	roadway,	I	would	call	that	a	
sidewalk,	not	a	trail,	and	it	would	have	neither	the	pleasure	of	a	trail,	nor	the	safety.		Perhaps	a	little	
understanding	of	horse	behavior	is	necessary.	

Horses	are	prey	animals,	and	as	such	they	are	highly	reactive,	fear-driven	animals,	with	almost	no	pre-
frontal	cortex.		The	prefrontal	cortex	is	a	portion	of	the	brain	that	assists	predators	with	reasoning	and	
planning	necessary	to	suppress	emotional	responses.		It	allows	them	to	plan	effective	strategies.		In	
horses,	the	limbic,	reactive	portion	of	the	brain	causes	unthinking	responses	to	frightening	stimuli.		And	
horse	reactions	times	are	lightning	fast,	making	it	difficult	for	even	experienced	riders	to	keep	the	horse	
between	the	rider	and	the	ground.	

Most	trail	riders	spend	time	doing	“sensory”	work,	during	which	we	expose	our	horses	to	commonly	
known,	frightening	stimuli,	such	as	plastic	bags	and	umbrellas.		However,	there	are	limits	to	the	
effectiveness	of	these	sessions;	no	horse	is	truly	“bomb	proof,”	and	horses	also	have	phobias	and	
conditions	like	claustrophobia	and	others.		Also,	certain	symptoms	of	autism	are	common	in	horses,	
such	as	being	upset	by	anything	different	or	out	of	place.			

To	illustrate,	I	have	a	pink	umbrella	that	I	have	used	for	training	my	horses.		It	makes	a	nice	popping	
sound,	and	is	suitably	frightening.		After	using	it	several	times	in	training,	the	horses	stopped	spooking	at	
it,	and	accepted	it	relatively	calmly.		However,	after	sessions	with	the	training	umbrella,	one	day	I	was	
riding	my	mare	Rosie	down	Willow	Road,	and	saw,	walking	toward	us,	a	man	holding	his	toddler	
daughter’s	hand	–	and	she	was	holding	a	parasol.		The	training	was	irrelevant	–	the	man	and	his	
daughter	and	her	parasol	were	unexpected	in	that	context.		Rosie	completely	panicked,	even	from	a	
distance.		I	dismounted,	did	my	best	to	settle	her,	and	managed	to	hand	walk	her	past	the	child.			

Similarly,	dairy	tanker	trucks,	farm	equipment,	and	other	unusual-sounding	or	appearing	vehicles,	
including	mining	equipment,	going	by	on	the	road	or	in	a	nearby	mining	pit	will	send	most	horses	into	a	
panic.		Thus,	moving	from	peaceful	trails	across	the	alluvial	scrub	to	a	sidewalk	along	Willow	road	will	be	
like	riding	in	town,	a	totally	terrifying	experience	for	many	horses.	

From	my	perspective,	development	of	a	sand	mine	in	an	area	where	I	have	ridden	the	trails	for	the	past	
25	years,	both	as	a	resident	and	as	a	visitor	before	moving	to	EMV,	would	be	a	considerable,	significant,	
impact.		El	Monte	Valley	is	one	of	the	few	places	where	horse	riders	can	safely	ride	at	faster	paces.		For	
example,	when	I	ride	in	Penasquitos	Canyon	I	only	walk	my	horses,	so	as	not	to	hurt	their	joints	on	the	
harder	surfaces,	and	so	as	not	to	provide	a	safety	hazard	with	pedestrians.		El	Monte	Valley	provides	soft	
substrate	and	openness,	with	good	lines	of	sight.		This	is	the	only	place	I	know	of	where	a	long,	straight	
canter	can	be	safely	enjoyed.		This	is	a	rare	and	valuable	recreational	resource	from	my	perspective.		
With	the	proposed	project,	however,	page	2.3-32	indicates	that	riding	and	trail	use	would	be	confined	
the	constructed	trails	along	the	roadways.		
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Riders	currently	provide	a	benefit	of	keeping	the	narrow	riverbed	trails	that	are	also	used	by	wildlife	
open,	to	allow	flood	flows	during	periods	of	heavy	rain.		The	plant	pallet	calls	for	low	vegetation	in	this	
main	area	of	storm	flow,	however,	without	riders	in	that	area,	riparian	vegetation	will	establish.		The	
alternative	of	maintaining	these	open	corridors	with	equipment	would	be	far	more	damaging	than	trail	
use.				

The	EIR	also	specifies	that	trail	users	would	have	to	follow	rules	and	regulations	that	would	include	
prohibitions	on	riding	at	night.		Night	rides	with	the	stars	above	are	one	of	the	deep	pleasures	of	El	
Monte	Valley,	and	this	would	be	a	significant	loss	to	me	and	my	fellow	riders.		It	is	unclear	to	me	whey	
prohibiting	rides	at	night	would	be	one	of	the	conditions	imposed	on	trail	users	in	the	Valley.		Night	rides	
and	unleashed	pets	are	not	currently	causing	significant	harm	to	the	resources	of	the	Valley,	which	show	
a	remarkable	diversity.			

This	analysis	also	says	that	the	visual	features	introduced	by	the	project	“would	not	be	substantially	
different	from	the	existing	features,”	even	though	it	would	be	modified	in	elevation	by	about	40	feet,	
and	would	be	much	more	straightened	and	engineered	looking,	with	the	simple	plan	pallet	proposed	
replacing	mature	trees	and	meandering	appearance	of	the	existing	features.		The	drop	structure	is	not	
adequately	described.		Thus,	again,	I	disagree	with	the	characterizations	and	conclusions	of	the	analysis.	

Page	2.1-29	points	out	that	the	scenic	overlay	calls	for	minimizing	the	removal	of	native	vegetation	and	
for	minimizing	the	alteration	to	the	existing	topography,	but	the	analysis	dismisses	the	impacts	of	the	
project	because	it	completely	disregards	the	abundance	of	rare	annuals,	and	the	shrubs	of	the	native	
understory	altogether.		Also,	I	wonder	about	how	the	biologists	identified	so	few	oak	trees.		In	fact,	my	
hypothesis	about	the	abundance	of	Q.	agrifolia	is	that	when	the	riverbed	burned	in	the	wildfires	of	
2003,	the	tamarisk	and	everything	was	scorched	to	ground	level,	allowing	an	opening	in	the	canopy.		
The	following	rainy	season,	2004/5,	was	a	heavy	rain	year,	and	a	lot	of	mud	(from	the	ash	of	burned	
vegetation)	was	washed	into	the	formerly	sandy	riverbed.		Clearly,	many	acorns	germinated	that	year	in	
the	riverbed:		there	is	a	great	proliferation	of	oak	trees	that	appear	to	be	about	15	years	old	scattered	in	
between	the	(now	regrown)	tamarisk	trees.	

Page	2.1-32	points	out	that	Lakeside	Community	Plan	calls	for	minimizing	harm	and	disturbances	of	sand	
mining	operations	to	the	residents	and	their	properties.	The	removal	of	the	highly	diverse	existing	
community,	the	mature	oak	trees,	and	more	engineered	look	that	will	persist,	not	to	mention	the	
relatively	more	dangerous	and	less	interesting	or	appropriate	trails,	would	leave	me	trail	users	with	a	
significant	impact.		Also,	in	terms	of	other	issue	areas,	since	this	project	would	raise	the	risk	of	cancer,	
WNV,	and	Valley	Fever,	it	clearly	fails	to	achieve	the	community	plan	goal.		However,	there	are	other	
ways	it	fails	to	meet	this	goal,	for	example,	by	putting	slow-moving	sand	trucks	between	the	residents	
and	the	one	and	only	evacuation	route	they	have	in	the	event	of	a	wildfire.			

Page	2.1-32	says	that	the	mining	operations	would	be	complete	in	12	years.		An	assurance	should	be	
provided	for	this,	with	an	enforceable	mechanism,	to	avoid	extending	the	impacts	unreasonably.			

Page	2.1-33	discusses	the	importance	of	preserving	mature	trees,	using	floodplains	for	recreation	and	
agriculture,	yet	this	plan	does	not	discuss	the	loss	of	many	mature	trees,	and	discounts	the	loss	of	
agricultural	land.		The	2002	CEQA	decision	in	Citizens	for	a	Better	Environment	made	it	clear	that	
agricultural	land	conversion	is	indeed	a	potentially	significant	impact.			I	disagree	that	these	impacts	are	
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not	significant.		On	the	next	page,	although	the	goal	is	to	“void	the	need	for	artificial	structures,”	the	
proposed	project	requires	a	drop	structure,	clearly	a	significant	impact.		

AIR	QUALITY.		The	existing	conditions	fail	to	adequately	describe	the	localized	inversion	layer	that	
frequently	hangs	on	the	Valley.		EMV	has	a	unique	environment	and	micro	climate,	sandwiched	
between	two	lines	of	mountains,	and	open	at	the	west	end	to	the	ocean	influences	of	prevailing	winds.		
Moisture	from	the	wetter	coastal	areas	often	creeps	up	the	river	valley	and	smothers	EMV	in	fog.		
Inversion	layers	in	summer	trap	particulates.		Afternoon	winds	can	be	fierce,	with	gentle	breezes	
squeezed	into	the	narrow	corridor.		When	the	wind	changes	direction,	Santa	Anas	can	shoot	hot	winds	
down	the	Valley,	aiming	anything	in	front	of	them	at	El	Capitan	high	school	and	on	to	El	Cajon	and	
communities	beyond.		None	of	these	frequent,	localized	conditions	are	adequately	described,	and	all	of	
them	can	contribute	to	an	exacerbation	of	impacts.		The	baseline	should	be	more	accurately	described.	

Page	2.2-4	points	out	that	sensitive	receptors	include	preschool-12th	grade	students.		Sensitive	receptors	
at	El	Capitan	High	school	are	immediately	south	and	west	of	the	proposed	project.		They	are	present	in	
the	residential	areas	lining	the	proposed	project.		Sensitive	receptors	are	customers	at	non-profit	equine	
therapy	facilities	and	riding	stables	throughout	the	Valley.		In	addition,	as	page	2.2-6	points	out,	
agricultural	uses	can	also	be	impacted	by	air	quality	impacts,	such	as	those	from	particulates	and	silica,	
especially	those	featuring	equestrian	uses.		This	is	because	horses	are	designed	to	exchange	air	(oxygen	
and	carbon	dioxide	exchange)	quickly,	and	do	not	have	good	air	filtration	associated	with	their	
respiratory	systems.		Also,	horses	and	other	animals,	including	dogs,	fall	prey	to	Valley	Fever.	

Page	2.2-11	calls	it	a	16-year	mining	and	reclamation	project,	with	the	mining	portion	being	12	years,	
according	to	an	earlier	part	of	the	analysis,	and	so	apparently	reclamation	extending	4	years	beyond	
that.		As	already	pointed	out,	the	analysis	is	deficient	by	considering	only	vehicle	emissions,	since	a	
primary	alternative	source	of	aggregate	materials	involves	transportation	by	barge.		Thus,	this	method	
of	delivery	must	necessarily	be	studied	and	compared	to	the	proposed	project	to	properly	gage	the	
project’s	impacts.		Not	only	does	transportation	by	barge	have	lower	emissions	per	mile	traveled	than	
does	transportation	by	truck,	trip	distances	from	port	to	construction	site	in	the	urban	area	would	be	
lower	(less	than	the	30	miles	estimated	from	this	proposed	mining	site	to	likely	construction	site	
locations),	thereby	reducing	associated	impacts	such	as	wear	and	tear	on	streets.	

The	problem	with	complying	with	APCD	Rule	55	concerning	using	water	to	reduce	particulate	emissions,	
is	that	adding	water	to	the	soil	stimulates	spore	production	in	Valley	Fever	organisms,	thereby	
increasing	the	risks	from	Valley	Fever.		Wetting	the	oils	also	increases	damage	to	the	soils,	exacerbating	
compaction	and	other	impacts	associated	with	mining	activities.	

The	problem	with	complying	with	the	requirement	to	suspend	mining	activities	when	winds	exceed	25	
mph,	is	that	that	condition	occurs	almost	every	afternoon	in	that	Valley,	because	of	the	Venturi	effect.		
The	Venturi	effect	is	the	reduction	in	fluid	pressure	that	results	when	a	fluid	flows	through	a	constricted	
section	(or	choke)	of	a	pipe.	The	Venturi	effect	is	named	after	Giovanni	Battista	Venturi	(1746–1822),	an	
Italian	physicist.		If	operations	are	modified	to	avoid	the	windy	part	of	the	afternoon,	there	would	be	an	
increase	in	the	already	high	truck	load	on	local	streets	early	in	the	day	is	going	to	move	from	one	truck	
every	three	minutes,	which	is	already	astronomically	high	and	would	cause	many	air	quality	and	traffic	
issues.		It	is	unlikely	that	truck	trips	would	be	so	evenly	spaced,	and	even	if	evenly	spaced,	they	are	
simply	more	than	the	already	heavily	burdened	local	streets	can	accommodate.		How	will	conditions	
such	as	shutting	down	when	wind	speed	exceeds	25	miles	per	hour	and	vehicles	speed	within	the	
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project	site	not	exceeding	15	miles	per	hour	be	enforced?		Another	potential	permit	condition	is,	as	it	
says	on	page	2.3-31,	“excavation	to	a	maximum	35	feet	below	the	current	surface.”		How	will	this	be	
measured	and	enforced	(I	note	the	project	description	is	inconsistent,	and	lists	a	maximum	40-foot	
excavation)?		If	there	is	no	mechanism	to	measure	and	enforce	the	conditions,	then	characterization	of	
the	project	is	unlikely	to	be	accurate.	

Let	me	provide	an	example	of	this	difficulty.		The	environmental	document	prepared	in	2009	for	a	large	
(Manchester)	project	in	downtown	San	Diego	(Broadway	Navy	Complex)	characterized	excess	dirt	and	
sand	that	would	be	excavated	as	being	used	on	other	sites,	and	not	disposed	of	in	solid	waste	landfills.		
The	document	concluded	there	would	be	no	impact	on	solid	waste	disposal	capacity.		Several	years	
later,	as	the	project	is	being	excavated	in	late	2018,	the	project	proponent	is	now	disposing	of	more	
than	200,000	cubic	yards	of	clean	soil	in	the	Miramar	Landfill,	shortening	the	life	of	the	landfill	and	
wasting	the	dirt	and	sand,	which	are	useful,	reusable	resources.		The	fact	that	the	environmental	
document	mischaracterized	the	project	is	a	regrettable	error	with	no	enforcement	mechanism	once	the	
project	was	approved.		This	example	highlights	the	importance	of	an	accurate	description,	and	the	
importance	of	accurate	consideration	of	baseline	conditions	and	potential	impacts	associated	with	the	
project.		It	illustrates	why	careful	consideration	needs	to	be	given	as	to	how	measures	and	conditions	
will	be	enforced.		It	also	illustrates	why	flooding	the	market	with	excess	virgin	material	further	
undermines	the	reuse	market	of	aggregate	materials,	an	impact	not	addressed	in	the	sand	mine	EIR.		For	
the	sand	mine	project,	there	are	several	mischaracterizations	likely	to	result	in	similar,	unanticipated	
impacts,	especially	in	the	areas	of	water/hydrology,	health	and	safety,	traffic,	biological	resources,	visual	
quality,	land	use,	and	GHG	emissions.	

For	this	EIR,	several	mitigation	measures	discussed	in	the	text	are	not	translated	into	the	summary	of	
mitigation	measures.		Each	mitigation	measure	needs	to	be	carefully	considered	in	terms	of	
enforceability,	and	few	of	them	seem	to	be	structured	to	be	enforceable.	

One	page	2.2-18	I	wonder	what	standard	is	used	to	determine	that	the	project	will	not	have	significant	
effects	on	Lake	Jennings	Park	Road,	on	Julian/El	Monte	intersection,	and	on	the	Mapleview/SR	67	
intersections.		These	spots	are	already	extremely	hazardous,	and	have	some	of	the	poorest	safety	
ratings	in	the	County,	with	poor	levels	of	service.		Locally,	the	Mapleview/67	intersection	is	called	the	
“Intersection	from	Hell,”	and	has	featured	some	disagreement	in	the	community	regarding	how	long	a	
memorial	to	one	of	its	victims	should	remain	up.		Add	to	these	already	problematic	areas	slow	moving	
trucks,	spitting	bits	of	gravel	at	windshields	and	occasionally	dumping	a	load	–	as	recently	happened	on	
67,	causing	the	car	immediately	behind	the	truck	to	go	skidding	off	the	freeway	–	and	yes,	that	addition	
does	indeed	seem	significant.		This	EIR	points	out	that	conditions	are	already	bad	at	these	points,	but	it	
is	unclear	how	that	justifies	concluding	that	additional	impacts	associated	with	traffic	from	this	project,	
impacts	that	may	literally	cost	lives,	are	not	significant.	

My	biggest	concern	is	delays	I	may	experience	during	emergency	evacuations,	since	El	Monte	is	one	way	
in,	one	way	out.		A	couple	of	paragraphs	above	I	asked	how	conditions	imposed	upon	the	project	would	
be	enforced.		Additional	conditions	would	need	to	be	added	to	prohibit	trucks	from	entering	or	leaving	
the	site	in	event	of	a	disaster.		And	I	will	point	out	that	during	the	fires	of	2003,	which	burned	El	Monte	
Valley,	we	were	never	told	to	evacuate,	and	there	was	very	little	warning,	so	the	truck	stoppage	would	
have	to	be	any	threat	of	disaster,	not	just	during	mandatory	evacuations.		I	cannot	think	of	a	condition	
could	be	devised	that	would	adequately	mitigate	this	risk.	
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Page	2.2-21.		Cement	production,	which	is	the	purpose	of	this	aggregate	mining	operation,	is	one	of	the	
largest	sources	of	air	emissions	and	greenhouse	gases,	and	yet	the	air	quality	section	never	addresses	
this	impact.		An	October	2016	article	in	Smithsonian	magazine	(page	16)	discusses	a	new,	seven	story	
green	building	called	“T3”	in	Minneapolis.		The	primary	construction	material	is	“nail	laminated	timber.”		
“Not	only	do	mass	timber	buildings	require	less	energy	to	build,	wood	fibers	are	one	of	nature’s	greatest	
storehouses	of	atmospheric	carbon	(in	the	case	of	T3,	3,200	tons	of	it).		The	architecture	firm	.	.	.	
recently	calculated	that	the	carbon	footprint	for	a	1965	42-story	concrete	apartment	building	…	would	
have	been	60	to	75	percent	lower	if	it	was	made	from	timber	instead.		An	improvement	like	that	can	
have	an	outsized	impact	on	the	environment,	as	the	building	sector	accounts	for	nearly	half	of	all	US	
carbon	emissions,	largely	from	the	production	on	concrete	and	steel.”		However,	if	the	market	is	flooded	
with	virgin	PCC	aggregate,	buildings	will	continue	to	use	concrete	(instead	of	greener	materials),	and	
there	will	be	plenty	of	aggregate	to	build	more	roads	for	more	cars	(instead	of	promoting	less	concrete-
intensive	alternative	modes	of	transportation).	
	
The	December	2011	issue	of	Smithsonian	has	an	article	about	“Concrete,	the	number	one	construction	
material,	is	a	major	source	of	climate	warming	gases.		Meet	one	engineer	who	hopes	to	build	a	better	
world	with	green	cement.”		By	Michael	Rosenwald.		“Last	year	the	world	produced	3.6	billion	tons	of	
cement…		Globally,	the	only	substance	people	use	more	of	than	concrete,	in	total	volume,	is	water…	“It	
is	inexpensive,	pourable	and,	somewhat	inexplicably,	becomes	hard	as	a	rock.		But	one	other	important	
detail	is	seldom	acknowledged:		Cement	is	dirty….		The	recipe	for	making	cement	calls	for	heating	of	the	
limestone,	which	requires	fossil	fuels.		And	when	heated,	limestone	sends	carbon	dioxide	gas	wafting	
into	the	atmosphere,	where	it	traps	heat,	contributing	to	global	warming.		Cement	production	is	
responsible	for	5	percent	of	the	world’s	human-produced	carbon	dioxide	emissions;	in	the	United	
States,	only	fossil	fuel	consumption	(for	transportation,	electricity,	chemical	menopausing	and	other	
uses)	and	the	iron	and	steel	industry	release	more	the	greenhouse	gas….		If	cement’s	enormous	
contribution	to	air	pollution	is	largely	overlooked	by	the	general	public,	Vlasopoulus…	has	been	aware	of	
it	for	some	time.		[He]	worked	in	a	cement	factory	.	.	..			His	job	was	to	assemble	the	equipment	that	
measured	carbon	dioxide	emission	levels.		They	were	high;	typically,	a	factory	produces	nearly	a	ton	of	
carbon	dioxide	for	every	ton	of	cement….	
	
“At	the	time	Vlasopoulos	took	up	the	question	in	2004,	big	cement	firms	around	the	world	were	looking	
for	new	ways	to	make	Portland	cement	more	environmentally	palatable.		The	class	of	material	he	
settled	on	was	magnesium	silicates,	carbon-free	compounds	derived	from	talc,	serpentine,	olivine	or	
other	minerals.		The	world	supply	of	these	minerals	is	about	10,000	billion	tons…		The	chemicals	
Vlasopoulos	mixes	with	magnesium	oxide	and	water	to	make	the	cement	harder	are	magnesium	
carbonates,	which	he	makes	by	adding	carbon	dioxide	to	other	raw	materials.		That	means	the	cement,	
in	some	scenarios,	is	not	just	carbon	neutral	–	it’s	carbon	negative.		For	every	ton	of	Vlasopoulos’	
cement	produced,	one	tenth	of	a	ton	of	carbon	dioxide	could	be	absorbed….		Though	still	refining	
procedures	[Valsopoulos’	company]	is	racing	with	at	least	five	other	companies	and	university	centers	to	
come	up	with	greener	cement.		‘Given	all	the	attention	to	carbon	these	days,	a	lot	of	entrepreneurs	
have	popped	up.’…		With	cement	a	$170	billion	a	year	industry,	investment	money	is	pouring	in.	
	
“A	California	company	called	Calera	has	perhaps	the	most	unusual	approach:		It	harvests	carbon	dioxide	
emitted	from	a	power	plant	and	mixes	it	with	seawater	or	brine	to	create	carbonates	that	are	used	to	
make	cement.	.	..	The	technology	is	still	in	development,	with	a	demonstration	plant	in	Moss	Landing,	
California,	and	a	partnership	with	a	Chinese	group	to	build	a	plant	next	to	a	coal	mine	in	Inner	Mongolia,	
where	they	plan	to	use	carbon	dioxide	emissions	to	make	cement.	
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“Calix,	an	Australian	company,	makes	cement	using	super-heated	steam	.	.	..	The	major	obstacle	that	the	
company	has	to	overcome	is	history.		Portland	cement	works.		Always	has,	since	that	afternoon	in	1824	
in	Joseph	Aspdin’s	kitchen.	‘Cement	has	been	around	for	a	very	long	time,	.	.	.	People	trust	that.		They	
can	look	around	at	all	the	buildings	that	have	survived	hundreds	of	years…		If	I	have	to	build	a	bridge	or	a	
building	using	Novacem	cement,	how	do	I	convince	people	that	that	it	OK?		That	is	the	challenge.”	
	
Visiting	Calera’s	site	(http://calera.com/	)	,	since	that	particular	green	cement-maker	is	California	based,	
the	website	explains	“Calera’s	process	for	CO2	reduction	involves	the	capture	of	CO2	gas	from	industrial	
emitting	sources	and	converting	the	CO2	into	a	novel	calcium	carbonate	cement….	Calera’s	process	
removes	CO2	from	emitting	sources	by	converting	the	gas	into	a	solid	form	of	calcium	carbonate	thereby	
permanently	sequestering	the	CO2.	The	Calera	process	is	unique	with	a	CO2	capture	and	conversion	
technology	that	transforms	CO2	into	a	profitable	feedstock.	Calera’s	CO2	solution	couples	environmental	
sustainability	with	economic	sustainability.			The	conversion	of	CO2	to	calcium	carbonate	requires	a	
source	of	alkalinity	and	calcium.	One	option	is	the	use	of	industrial	waste	streams	that	contain	both	
alkalinity	and	calcium,	like	calcium	hydroxide	(Ca(OH)2).	Another	option	is	separate	streams	–	an	
alkalinity	source,	such	as	caustic	soda	(NaOH),	which	can	be	supplied	from	the	conventional	industrial	
manufacturing	process	and	a	calcium	source,	like	calcium	chloride,	which	can	be	naturally	occurring	or	
found	in	the	waste	streams	of	existing	chemical	processes.	Both	methods	result	in	the	capture	and	
conversion	of	CO2	to	the	special	calcium	carbonate	cement….	The	special	form	of	calcium	carbonate	that	
Calera	produces	in	its	process	mimics	the	form	of	calcium	carbonate	that	marine	organisms	use	to	make	
their	shells	and	other	structures.	The	special	form	of	calcium	carbonate	is	a	binder	that	creates	
structures	with	high	strength	and	toughness.”	
	
Here	is	how	Wiki	reads:		“The	cement	industry	is	one	of	the	primary	producers	of	carbon	dioxide,	a	
potent	greenhouse	gas.		Concrete	causes	damage	to	the	most	fertile	layer	of	the	earth,	the	topsoil.	
Concrete	is	used	to	create	hard	surfaces	which	contribute	to	surface	runoff	that	may	cause	soil	erosion,	
water	pollution	and	flooding….	Concrete	dust	released	by	building	demolition	and	natural	disasters	can	
be	a	major	source	of	dangerous	air	pollution.	The	presence	of	some	substances	in	concrete…	can	cause	
health	concerns	due	to	toxicity	and	radioactivity.	Wet	concrete	is	highly	alkaline	and	should	always	be	
handled	with	proper	protective	equipment.	Concrete	recycling	is	increasing	in	response	to	improved	
environmental	awareness,	legislation,	and	economic	considerations.”			
	
Unfortunately,	concrete	recycling	is	difficult	to	encourage	when	massive	amounts	of	PCC-grade	sand	is	
being	marketed.		Producing	high	quantities	of	virgin	material	makes	it	even	more	difficult	to	recycle	
used	concrete	from	demolition	sites,	meaning	that	landfills	will	fill	up	more	quickly,	resulting	in	even	
more	indirect	impacts	associated	with	aggregate	production.		The	impact	of	developing	markets	for	PCC-
grade	aggregate	at	the	expense	of	greener	alternatives	should	be	included	in	the	analysis.	
	
The	EIR	claims	that	this	is	the	only	site	for	PSS	sand	in	the	county.		This	claim	inhibits	a	proper	
consideration	of	the	impacts.		Here	is	what	technical	manuals	say	about	appropriate	aggregates	for	
concrete	(	http://www.ce.memphis.edu/1101/notes/concrete/PCA_manual/Chap05.pdf	):			
	
“The	fine	and	coarse	aggregates	generally	occupy	60%	to	75%	of	the	concrete	volume	(70%	to	85%	by	
mass)	and	strongly	influence	the	concrete’s	freshly	mixed	and	hardened	properties,	mixture	
proportions,	and	economy.	Fine	aggregates	generally	consist	of	natural	sand	or	crushed	stone	with	most	
particles	smaller	than	5	mm	(0.2	in.).		Coarse	aggregates	consist	of	one	or	a	combination	of	gravels	or	
crushed	stone	with	particles	predominantly	larger	than	5	mm	(0.2	in.)	and	generally	between	9.5	mm	
and	37.5	mm	(3⁄8	in.	and	11⁄2	in.).	Some	natural	aggregate	deposits,	called	pit-run	gravel,	consist	of	
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gravel	and	sand	that	can	be	readily	used	in	concrete	after	minimal	processing.	Natural	gravel	and	sand	
are	usually	dug	or	dredged	from	a	pit,	river,	lake,	or	seabed.		Crushed	stone	is	produced	by	crushing	
quarry	rock,	boulders,	cobbles,	or	large-size	gravel.	Crushed	air-cooled	blast-furnace	slag	is	also	used	as	
fine	or	coarse	aggregate.	
	
“The	aggregates	are	usually	washed	and	graded	at	the	pit	or	plant.	Some	variation	in	the	type,	quality,	
cleanliness,	grading,	moisture	content,	and	other	properties	is	expected.	Close	to	half	of	the	coarse	
aggregates	used	in	portland	cement	concrete	in	North	America	are	gravels;	most	of	the	remainder	are	
crushed	stones.	
	
“Naturally	occurring	aggregates	are	a	mixture	of	rocks	and	minerals….	Recycled	concrete,	or	crushed	
waste	concrete,	is	a	feasible	source	of	aggregates	and	an	economic	reality,	especially	where	good	
aggregates	are	scarce.	Conventional	stone	crushing	equipment	can	be	used….”		SANDAG	provided	a	
study	of	aggregates	within	the	County	a	few	years	ago,	and	despite	involvement	of	EnviroMine	and	
other	proponents	of	this	project,	found	that	the	County	was	rich	in	aggregates.			
	
“For	adequate	consolidation	of	concrete,	the	desirable	amount	of	air,	water,	cement,	and	fine	aggregate	
(that	is,	the	mortar	fraction)	should	be	about	50%	to	65%	by	absolute	volume	(45%	to	60%	by	mass).	
Rounded	aggregate,	such	as	gravel,	requires	slightly	lower	values,	while	crushed	aggregate	requires	
slightly	higher	values.	Fine	aggregate	content	is	usually	35%	to	45%	by	mass	or	
volume	of	the	total	aggregate	content….	
	
“During	the	early	years	of	concrete	technology,	it	was	sometimes	assumed	that	the	smallest	percentage	
of	voids	(greatest	density	of	aggregates)	was	the	most	suitable	for	concrete.	At	the	same	time,	limits	
were	placed	on	the	amount	and	size	of	the	smallest	particles.	It	is	now	known	that,	even	on	this	
restricted	basis,	this	is	not	the	best	target	for	the	mix	designer.	However,	production	of	satisfactory,	
economical	concrete	requires	aggregates	of	low	void	content,	but	not	the	lowest.	Voids	in	aggregates	
can	be	tested	according	to	ASTM	C	29	or	AASHTO	T	19.”	
	
According	to	a	California	Department	of	Conservation	report	(96-04)	discussing	these	PCC-grade	
aggregates,	in	1996	three	companies	were	mining	sand	from	the	upper	San	Diego	River,	and	16	
companies	in	27	locations	were	producing	PCC	aggregates	including	the	TTT	Quarry	run	by	Superior	rock	
in	Lakeside,	which	produces	crushed	stone	of	PCC	quality.		Asphalt	Inc	and	Nelson	and	Sloan	mine	the	
Stadium	Conglomerate	in	Slaughterhouse	Canyon	for	PCC-quality	material.		Ennis	and	Turner	mines	on	
San	Vincente	Creek	also	target	PCC	quality	aggregates,	as	does	the	crushed	stone	from	Hester’s	granite	
Quarry	in	east	county	and	other	quarries	and	mines	throughout	the	region.		The	report	also	noted	that	
“metavolcanics	and	granitic	rocks,	which	underlay	a	large	part	of	the	County,	may	become	an	important	
PCC-grade	aggregate	source	in	the	future….	“	Over	the	last	few	years,	“several	hundred	million	tons	of	
resources	were	added	to	the	total	available	through	development	of	new	deposits	outside	of	designated	
lands.		This	has	resulted	in	a	net	increase	of	over	100	million	tons	in	the	total	of	available	PCC-grade	
aggregate	resources	in	western	San	Diego	county.”	The	report	advises	again	a	“simplistic”	approach	to	
considering	this	resource,	since	concrete-making	technologies	are	not	static,	nor	are	sources	of	PCC-
quality	feedstocks.		Thus,	the	simplistic	approach,	and	the	overstatements	in	the	EIR	limit	the	
understanding	of	the	alternatives	and	impacts	of	the	proposed	project.		The	analysis	is	biased,	and	it	
does	not	adequate	address	the	availability	of	the	resource,	or	the	impact	of	the	project	on	other	
products.	
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Most	of	the	mining	companies	listed	in	the	report	are	still	actively	working	their	sites.		The	report	also	
points	out	that	“it	is	estimated	that.	.	.	less	than	10%	of	the	production	of	base	material	is	from	recycled	
waste….		Also,	there	is	limited	recycling	of	asphalt	paving...				Both	types	of	recycling	operations	are	
important	to	the	supply	of	PCC	grade	aggregate	in	the	County	since	they	reduce	the	demand	on	virgin	
PCC	grade	aggregate	resources.”		The	report	also	documented	significant	decline	in	the	demand	(per	
capita	consumption)	for	PCC	grade	resources	(from	7.3	tons	per	capita	in	1980	to	3.1	tons	per	capita	in	
1996),	and	speculated	that	alternative	materials	were	being	used.	
	
According	to	the	report,	PCC	aggregate	resources	in	Riverside	include	considerable	resources	from	
Temescal	Valley.		Trip	distances	from	Temescal	Valley	to	the	growing	North	County	areas	are	shorter	
than	from	Lakeside,	making	the	analysis	of	the	impacts	associated	with	GHG	suspect,	since	it	estimated	
that	trip	distances	from	Riverside	to	areas	in	need	of	concrete	would	be	farther	than	from	Lakeside.	
	
This	report	does	not	assess	distances	to	batch	plants	–	the	actual	trip	distances	to	markets	are	not	
explained	at	all.		A	more	realistic	estimation	or	traffic	would	consider	this	information.		Here	is	a	screen	
shot	from	Google	showing	the	many	options	that	are	available	in	the	northern	areas,	near	Riverside	
sand	sources.	
	

	
	
	
	
	
The	report	also	noted	that	“economic	climate	is	a	powerful	variable	that	influences	aggregate	demand.”	
This	factor	also	influences	the	consumption	of	other	goods	and	solid	waste	generation.		“High	interest	
rates	and	recession	characteristics	both	tend	to	reduce	aggregate	consumption….”	
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There	are	ways	to	provide	the	necessary	materials	without	causing	impacts.		Recycling	concrete	from	
demolition	projects,	and	use	of	dredge	spoils,	are	two	ways.		Alternative	materials	with	lesser	GHG	
impacts	can	be	selected	for	some	projects.		Also,	aggregate	materials	can	be	extracted	and	used	in	
advance	of	other	developments.		For	example,	the	City	of	San	Diego	allowed	an	aggregate	company	to	
provide	mining	below	the	area	that	currently	severs	as	a	municipal	solid	waste	landfill	(Miramar	Landfill)	
for	the	region.		The	rock	was	mined	and	crushed	and	used	to	make	concrete,	and	the	resulting	pit	
enhanced	the	capacity	of	the	existing	landfill.		Several	other	rock	crushing	operations	occur	throughout	
the	county,	providing	custom	grain	sizes	for	specific	cement	production	specifications.		In	the	San	Diego	
region,	dredge	spoils	from	creeks	and	from	behind	dams	are	typically	not	used	to	make	concrete	
because	the	expense	associated	with	separating	the	grain	sizes	makes	concrete	from	mining	operations	
more	economical.		Sadly	then,	though	technically	usable,	these	dredged	aggregates	often	require	landfill	
disposal.		Similarly,	prices	associated	with	recycled	concrete	cannot	compete	with	concrete	made	from	
virgin	materials,	thus	concrete	continues	to	enter	the	regions	landfills,	as	do	other	recyclable	products	
for	which	markets	cannot	be	found.	
	
In	addressing	the	direct	and	indirect	GHG	impacts	one	approach	is	to	show	there	is	no	net	increase	over	
baseline.		The	baseline	is	no	sand	mine.		The	project	proposes	a	sand	mine.		Thus,	there	will	clearly	be	an	
increase	in	GHG	production.		Furthermore,	the	assumption	that	there	is	a	fixed	need	for	concrete	is	not	
borne	out	by	reality.		Price	effects	construction	material	selection.		Highly	polluting	options	will	have	
artificially	low	costs	if	their	impacts	are	not	considered	and	they	are	not	being	held	accountable	for	their	
contribution	to	GHG	emissions.	

While	life	cycle	analysis	is	typically	not	required	in	CEQA	documents,	by	including	GHG	in	EIRs,	analysis	
begun	to	move	in	that	direction.		For	example,	the	EIRs	for	local	plastic	bag	ordinances	(there	were	
several	that	were	imposed	by	local	governments	prior	to	the	Statewide	single-use	bag	bill)	included	
comparisons	of	the	impacts	of	different	bag	types.		Life	cycle	analysis	of	paper	bags,	reusable	bags	and	
plastic	bags	were	compared.			

In	the	case	of	the	proposed	project,	by	failing	to	address	impacts	associated	with	the	product	that	will	
be	generated,	the	EIR	fails	to	adequately	address	GHG	and	other	air	emissions.			It	fails	to	address	
impacts	to	solid	waste	management	in	terms	of	meeting	mandates	to	divert	waste,	including	recyclable	
concrete	from	disposal.		It	fails	to	consider	storm	water	runoff	and	other	significant	impacts	associated	
with	the	product	the	project	produces.	

Page	2.2-15	is	confusing	because	it	seems	to	suggest	that	increased	diesel	emission	control	reduces	
silica	risks.		It	is	unclear	how,	given	the	severe	health	risks	associated	with	silica,	a	conclusion	of	“less	
than	significant”	can	be	determined.		Furthermore,	the	silica	air	emission	issue	is	not	addressed	in	any	of	
section	2.2’s	tables.	

2.3	BIOLOGY.		The	California	Department	of	Conservation	issued	Special	Publication	123	in	2003.		This	
publication	discusses	the	“Rehabilitation	of	Disturbed	Lands	in	California”	and	provides	a	“Manual	for	
Decision-Making.”		The	manual	provides	considerations	for	biodiversity,	pursuant	to	California	Code	of	
Regulations	Title	14	requirements,	which	includes	reclamation	standards.		These	include:			

“The	anticipated	quantity	and	type	of	minerals	for	which	the	surface	mining	operation	is	to	be	
conducted.”		The	12.5	tons	of	product	described	in	this	EIR	may	or	may	not	be	the	value	needed	for	this	
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portion	of	the	reclamation	plan,	which	would	seem	to	need	the	total	amount	excavated,	not	the	total	
amount	marketed,	if	it	is	to	accurately	consider	root	zone	impacts,	etc.	

“The	proposed	dates	for	the	initiation	and	termination	of	the	surface	mining	operation.”		The	12	years	
described	in	this	EIR	are	unrealistic	given	the	need	to	“develop	markets.”		It	would	seem	likely	that	a	
reasonable	estimate	of	the	duration	of	the	mining	operation	would	be	necessary.	
	
“The	maximum	anticipated	depth	of	the	surface	mining	operation.”		The	EIR	discusses	only	how	far	
below	ground	level	grading	will	occur.		It	would	seem	to	be	impossible	to	enforce	in	the	field,	given	
irregularities	in	ground	level.		A	specific	elevation	above	mean	sea	level	would	seem	to	be	necessary.	
	
“A	description	of	and	a	plan	for	the	type	of	surface	mining	to	be	employed	and	a	time	
schedule	that	will	provide	for	the	completion	of	surface	mining	on	each	segment	of	the	mined	lands	so	
that	reclamation	can	be	initiated	at	the	earliest	possible	time	on	those	portions	of	the	mined	lands	that	
will	not	be	subject	to	further	disturbance	by	the	surface	mining	operation.”		The	project	proponents	
promote	the	reclamation	plan	of	“restore	as	you	go,”	however,	this	is	a	requirement	imposed	by	the	
State.	
	
“A	description	of	the	manner	in	which	reclamation,	adequate	for	the	proposed	use	or	potential	uses,	will	
be	accomplished,	including	both	of	the	following:	
(A)	A	description	of	the	manner	in	which	known	contaminants	will	be	controlled	
and	mining	waste	will	be	disposed.	
(B)	A	description	of	the	manner	in	which	affected	streambed	channels	and	streambanks	
will	be	rehabilitated	to	a	condition	that	minimizes	erosion	and	sedimentation.	
	
“A	statement	that	the	person	submitting	the	reclamation	plan	accepts	responsibility	for	
reclaiming	the	mined	lands	in	accordance	with	the	reclamation	plan.	
	
“§	2773.	(a)	The	reclamation	plan	shall	be	applicable	to	a	specific	piece	of	property	or	properties,	shall	
be	based	upon	the	character	of	the	surrounding	area	and	such	characteristics	of	the	property	as	type	of	
overburden,	soil	stability,	topography,	geology,	climate,	stream	characteristics,	and	principal	mineral	
commodities	and	shall	establish	site-specific	criteria	for	evaluating	compliance	with	the	approved	
reclamation	plan,	including	topography,	revegetation	and	sediment,	and	erosion	control.	
(b)	By	January	1,	1992,	the	board	shall	adopt	regulations	specifying	minimum,	verifiable	statewide	
reclamation	standards.	Subjects	for	which	standards	shall	be	set	include,	but	shall	not	be	limited	to,	the	
following:		(1)	Wildlife	habitat;(2)	Backfilling,	regrading,	slope	stability,	and	recontouring;	(3)	
Revegetation;	(4)	Drainage,	diversion	structures,	waterways,	and	erosion	control.	(5)	Prime	and	other	
agricultural	land	reclamation.	(6)	Building,	structure,	and	equipment	removal.	(7)	Stream	protection.	
(8)	Topsoil	salvage,	maintenance,	and	redistribution.	(9)	Tailing	and	mine	waste	management.	
These	standards	shall	apply	to	each	mining	operation,	but	only	to	the	extent	that	they	are	consistent	
with	the	planned	or	actual	subsequent	use	or	uses	of	the	mining	site.		(Amended	by	Stats.	1990,	Ch.	
1097,	Sec.	11.)”	

The	2003	manual	was	developed	to	help	guide	reclamation,	and	provides	“examples	of	actual	projects	
and	advice	on	devising	test	plots,	planting	plans,	and	monitoring	programs.”		It	explains	that	“disturbed	
soil	is	often	mixed	from	multiple	soil	horizons,	which	results	in	the	disruption	of	soil	structure	and	
chemistry	and	the	dilution	of	beneficial	soil	organics	and	biota.		Site	-indigenous	species	may	be	closely	
tied	to	soil	chemistry	and	biology,	and	the	loss	of	dilution	of	these	through	mixing	may	have	long-term,	
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adverse	impact	on	the	rehabilitation	potential	of	the	site.”		The	EIR	does	not	address	this	potential	
impact.	

“Drastic	disturbance	of	soils,	including	loss	of	topsoil	horizons,	has	great	potential	to	alter	watershed	
dynamics.		In	particular,	disturbed	soils	commonly	have	poor	soil	structure	and	low	infiltration	rates,	
meaning	that	a	greater	proportion	of	precipitation	flows	over	the	land	surface	instead	of	percolating	
into	the	soil.		Rebuilding	of	soil	structure	takes	time,	and	the	first	years	of	rehabilitation	project	typically	
suffer	increased	erosion	.	.	.”		The	EIR,	however,	provides	no	reference	points	or	analysis	of	the	existing	
condition	against	which	to	compare	the	success	of	the	revegetation.		Although	the	existing	condition	is	
known	to	have	rapid	infiltration,	the	biological	analysis	in	this	EIR	and	the	revegetation	plan	assume	
success	of	plantings	within	5	years.		The	analysis	assumes	that	infiltration	will	be	INCREASED,	despite	
many	sources,	such	as	this	manual	on	mine	land	reclamation,	stating	that	the	opposite	is	the	expected	
case.		The	usual	standard	is	to	provide	a	test	plot	and	a	baseline	against	which	to	measure	success,	but	
no	such	baseline	has	been	established,	and	no	test	plots	identified.	

“Soil	is	the	foundation	on	which	a	habilitation	project	is	built.		In	order	for	a	site	to	be	successfully	
revegetated,	the	soils	must	be	able	to	provide	the	plant	community	with	adequate	rooting	volume	.	.	
.and	soil	biological	activity.”		The	manual	provides	many	references,	such	as	“Practical	Handbook	of	
Disturbed	Land	Revegetation;	Reclamation	of	Drastically	Disturbed	Lands;	Reclaiming	mine	soils	and	
Overburden	in	the	Western	United	States;	Soils:	An	Introduction.		“A	typical	natural	soil	contains	about	
half	pore	space	and	half	solid	material…		When	soils	are	moved,	driven	on,	excavated	or	otherwise	
handled	when	wet,	the	particles	become	closely	packed.		Compaction	decrease	soil	aeration,	reduces	
the	ability	of	the	soil	to	hold	and	release	water,	creates	a	higher	fluctuation	in	soil	temperatures,	and	
increases	the	difficulty	of	root	penetration.		After	the	soil	has	been	compacted,	precipitation	is	more	
likely	to	run	overland	and	off	the	site	rather	than	to	percolate	through	the	soil,	resulting	in	increased	
surface	erosion	.	.	.			Web	et.	A.	(1988)	found	that	compacted	soils	may	persist	in	a	desert	setting	for	
over	100	years.	.	..		Depth	and	extend	of	compaction	will	increase	if	the	soil	is	disturbed	while	wet	.	.	..		
Several	measures	can	be	taken	to	minimize	or	avoid	compaction:		work	soils	when	dry	through	the	
whole	profile;	keep...	vehicles	off	or	minimize	the	number	of	trips;	use	equipment	with	oversized	
(flotation)	tires,	which	disperse	the	weight	over	a	larger	area;	use	lighter	equipment	that	will	place	less	
weight	on	the	soil.	.	..”		The	EIR	provides	no	discussion	of	impacts	associated	with	compaction,	
apparently	assuming	it	will	not	occur,	and	thus	provides	no	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	this	impact.	

As	I	have	previously	discussed,	I	disagree	with	the	characterization	of	the	habitat	as	“degraded”	and	
“highly	disturbed.”		Areas	with	equally	abundant	non-native	invasion,	such	as	areas	in	Tijuana	River	
Valley,	are	lauded	for	their	habitat	value,	and	efforts	to	control	the	non-native	species	in	other	such	
areas	carefully	avoid	impacts	to	the	diverse	community	within	the	non-native-dominated	area.		By	over-
emphasizing	the	“degraded”	nature	of	El	Monte	Valley,	the	analysis	does	not	properly	address	the	loss	
of	species	richness	and	diversity	and	habitat	for	rare	species	that	would	occur	because	of	the	project.			

I	am	very	familiar	with	the	Tijuana	River	Valley,	because	this	was	my	primary	study	site	for	my	MS	thesis	
research.		Disturbances	to	that	river	valley	include	rampant	illegal	grading	and	fill,	such	as	the	fill	that	
occurred	over	the	years	on	Peggy	Brown’s	property,	causing	changes	to	the	riverbed	configuration	and	
upstream	flooding	in	residential	areas.		Also,	illegal	disposal,	such	as	that	done	by	Mr.	Disney	on	land	
leased	from	the	County,	has	introduced	another	form	of	disturbance.		Upstream	modifications	include	
dams	and	channelization.		Watershed	contamination	in	Tijuana	Valley	includes	not	only	sewage	from	
residential	uses,	but	also	chemicals	and	radiation	released	from	the	maquiladora	area	south	of	the	
boarder.		Yet	despite	the	disturbances,	contamination,	and	invasion	of	nonnative	species,	the	area	is	
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known	for	and	described	in	environmental	documents,	as	having	rich	habitats	and	excellent	biodiversity.		
I	raise	this,	because	the	emphasis	on	disturbance	in	El	Monte	Valley,	even	though	it	is	relatively	less	than	
what	has	been	experienced	in	the	Tijuana	River	Valley,	provides	challenges	to	honestly	assessing	the	
project’s	impacts	on	what	the	EIR	has	acknowledged	is	“good	habitat”	with	high	species	richness	and	
diversity.	

Having	done	my	masters	research	on	coastal	sand	habitats	in	Tijuana	River	Valley,	I	know	that	seemingly	
bare	sand	can	be	an	important	aspect	of	the	habitat	for	many	of	the	constituents.		As	noted	in	the	
biotechnical	report	of	this	EIR,	“burrowing	owls	prefer	more	open	habitat.”		The	biologist	noted	the	
unusual	abundance	of	the	species	of	special	concern:	spadefoot	toad	in	El	Monte	Valley.		It	prefers	soft	
substrates,	so	its	abundance	in	this	area	is	not	unexpected,	but	given	how	rare	sand	habitat	have	
become,	it	is	now	a	limiting	factor.		Certain	insects	also	prefer	soft	sand.		The	Valley	has	an	abundance	of	
California	seed	harvester	ants	(Pogonomyrmex	californicus),	along	with	several	other	native	ant	species,	
and	horned	lizards,	which	feed	on	them.	Harvester	ants	play	an	important	ecological	role	as	scavengers	
and	seed	dispersers	but	their	numbers	have	declined	due	to	several	invasive	ant	species,	which	are	
attracted	to	disturbances	and	to	water,	such	as	the	watering	proposed	as	part	of	this	project.	Invasive	
ants	compete	for	food	and	even	wage	war	on	these	native	ants,	and	thus	this	project	will	spread	the	
non-native	ants	at	the	expense	of	the	native	ants,	native	horned	lizards,	and	other	important	aspects	of	
the	existing	community.	The	analysis	of	impacts	fails	to	consider	the	elimination	of	native	ants,	the	
introduction	of	non-native	Argentinian	ants,	and	the	impact	that	will	have	on	horned	lizards,	and	many	
other	organisms	that	rely	on	the	existing	substrate.		Argentinian	ants	have	become	ubiquitous,	but	they	
have	not	invaded	the	project	site.		However,	with	the	proposed	dust	suppression	and	sand	washing,	the	
Argentinian	ants	will	invade	the	area,	and	will	decimate	any	native	ants	that	may	have	avoided	direct	
disturbance.		The	cascade	of	impacts	will	effect	the	horned	lizard,	and	other	animals	dependent	upon	
the	native	ants.	

The	Valley	also	has	quite	a	few	orange-throated	whiptails,	which	also	prefer	soft	sands,	and	which	eat	
native	termites,	another	system	that	would	be	destroyed	by	the	proposed	earth	moving	and	watering.		
While	not	every	possible	impact	needs	to	be	disclosed,	the	increasingly	rare	sand	systems	in	ephemeral	
river	courses,	and	special	species	status	of	species	that	rely	on	them,	indicates	that	this	impact	should	
be	addressed.	

The	wildlife	corridor	of	El	Monte	Valley,	underlain	by	sandy	soils,	is	rich	in	rare	insect	species,	including	
several	native	bee	species.		One	night,	entomologist	friends	(David	Faulkner	and	Michael	Klein)	did	some	
work	with	a	black	light	in	El	Monte	Valley,	and	among	other	interesting	finds,	discovered	a	native	
lacewing	found	nowhere	else	in	the	County.		

On	rainy,	moonless	nights,	I	have	even	found	that	we	have	a	phosphorescent	soil	organism,	possibly	a	
bacterium,	or	a	larval	form	of	one	of	the	firefly	species	known	to	occur	in	Southern	California,	or	even	a	
millipede.		I	have	not	managed	to	collect	a	sample,	so	it	is	an	undocumented	species	that	occurs	in	El	
Monte	Valley.		(Marc	Branham	of	the	University	of	Florida	in	Gainesville	reports	18	known	species	of	
fireflies	in	California.		Many	of	the	fireflies	on	the	West	Coast	are	bioluminescent	only	when	they	are	in	
the	larval	stage.	Luminescent	adult	fireflies	have	been	seen	in	the	Laguna	mountains	in	San	Diego.)		

While	EIRs	need	not	be	an	exhaustive	analysis	of	every	possible	impact,	given	the	unusual	and	significant	
insects	and	soil	organisms	present,	not	to	include	them	in	the	discussion	is	a	serious	shortcoming.	
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On	page	2.3-4,	although	the	El	Monte	habitat	is	described	as	“degraded”	it	is	acknowledged	that	even	so	
it	is	“high	quality	habitat.”		Furthermore,	the	EIR	acknowledges	the	role	of	the	area	for	groundwater	
recharge	and	flood	control.		However,	the	EIR	inappropriately	concludes	that	the	area	is	not	an	
important	recreational	area,	despite	the	fact	that	the	EIR	prepared	for	the	golf	course	said	the	opposite,	
and	despite	the	nearby	trails,	parks,	reservoir,	and	scenic	roads.		This	mischaracterization	effects	the	
ability	of	the	EIR	to	adequately	consider	impacts.		

On	page	2.3-5	the	high	species	diversity	of	El	Monte	Valley	is	likely	misrepresented.		It	is	not	by	cover	
that	biologists	measure	species	diversity	and	richness.		Species	richness	is	the	number	of	different	
species	represented	in	an	ecological	community,	landscape	or	region.	Species	richness	is	simply	a	count	
of	species,	and	it	does	not	consider	the	abundances	of	the	species	or	their	relative	abundance	
distributions.	Diversity	considers	species	richness	and	species	evenness.		

One	of	the	remarkable	residents	of	Monte	Valley	is	a	persistent	(many	years)	population	of	Golden	
Eagles.		The	nonnative	grasslands	are	vital	foraging	areas	for	these	and	the	many	other	raptor	species	in	
El	Monte	Valley.		The	raptors,	especially	the	owl	and	hawk	species,	also	make	good	use	of	the	eucalyptus	
trees	for	nesting	and	perching.		Even	the	commonly	seen	herons,	which	are	normally	considered	a	
fishing	species	of	bird,	but	in	El	Monte	Valley	they	are	routinely	seen	snacking	on	gophers	in	the	
nonnative	grassland	habitat.		The	drumming	of	woodpeckers	is	a	regular	backdrop	to	the	varied	calls	of	
the	vast	diversity	of	smaller	birds.	
	
Portions	of	the	analysis	suggest	that	there	are	only	seven	oak	trees,	however,	other	portions	of	the	
analysis	report	many	more.		The	EIR	in	internally	inconsistent	and	under-represents	the	oaks	trees	
present.			
	

Page	2.3-6	and	7	mentions	bat	species.		I	have	been	fortunate	to	know	two	biologists	who	specialize	in	
bats,	and	who	have	done	surveys	in	El	Monte	Valley.		Dr.	Martha	Heath	and	Dr.	Matt	Rahn	found	every	
species	of	bat	that	occurs	in	California	in	El	Monte	Valley.		This	is	likely	because	of	the	diversity	of	
habitats	found	in	the	Valley,	from	broad	sand	flat,	to	trees	suitable	for	tree	roosting,	to	rocky	slopes	
riddled	with	caves,	and	an	abundance	of	food	sources	for	the	various	species.		Bats	are	critical	to	local	
ecology,	and	the	presence	and	abundance	of	bat	species	is	another	indicator	of	the	high	value	of	El	
Monte	Valley	to	wildlife.		Page	2.3-7	has	a	typo,	calling	Antozous	pallidus	“bad.”	Though	the	report	only	
finds	the	three	sensitive	bat	species,	pallidus,	yumanensis,	and	macrotis	“likely	to	occur,”	I	have	heard	
their	calls	using	the	device	bat	researchers	use	to	lower	the	range,	and	have	observed	them	(using	
infrared	glasses	–	people	who	study	bats	have	cool	technology).		I	have	the	recordings	of	bat	calls	from	
El	Monte	Valley	documenting	significant	diversity.		Nowhere	does	the	analysis	address	what	effect	the	
proposed	lighting	will	have	on	these	bats,	or	on	other	species	particularly	sensitive	to	artificial	lighting.	

As	a	resident,	seeing	the	stars	at	night	has	been	one	of	the	joys	of	living	in	EMV.		Before	I	moved	here	I	
did	not	appreciate	how	often	we	have	meteor	showers.		Light	pollution	is	an	impact	to	many	organisms,	
including	humans.		Astronomers	report	deterioration	in	their	ability	to	do	science	from	observatories	
because	of	light	pollution.		Human	sleep	cycles	and	quality	of	life	are	impacted,	as	this	video	describes:	
https://www.facebook.com/GenResist/videos/688401291542895/?hc_ref=ARR5y8ORuqHuSIkSbJfhE4PZ
BXBJjhj1DjlST7kSrS1_wyAo-
fjckaq9qVZGUxFVa3U&__xts__[0]=68.ARAEcTq6pVF9aTHgigk4amY96pTHzbb6AgyNfdpTusF37H847TrvzT
JDihzKVYWk-
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bC2trQ7Yo7aTqPRFImmuzeGpQqXUgVOht0OlXeulTzCMDksYgD7zsDjkgXx9UW5_vUJuOCoHhyHCuUc2PH
jNzNKh9LOsRDIuhxI8BxQQGd4FFKd94EM8h6AN-m2xaTJYYGtrouLmDAf9mPqpW4tIowVcDVFj-
q__An8v__BQA&__tn__=FC-R.		It	is	unclear	why	night	lighting	is	necessary	for	safety,	but	assuming	it	is,	
the	impacts	should	be	considered.	

Page	2.3-7	mentions	spadefoot	toads,	but	not	arroyo	toads,	which	were	found	in	the	Valley,	at	the	west	
end	of	the	project	site,	in	1998.		As	the	report	correctly	notes,	this	finding	was	not	recorded,	although	
findings	east	of	the	project	site	have	been	recorded.		It	is	true	that	the	last	few	years	have	probably	
been	too	dry	for	the	toad	in	the	more	westerly	location,	but	it	is	interesting	that	it	has	been	found	in	
heavy	rain	years	in	the	past,	and	one	wonders	how	it	can	persist	somehow	and	then	occur	when	
conditions	are	favorable.		It	could	be	that	a	few	individuals	are	finding	leaking	horse	water	troughs	or	
other	sources	of	moisture	to	survive	in	the	dry	years,	enough	to	provide	a	population	that	can	take	
advantage	of	moisture	in	better	rain	years.		It	is	also	possible	it	disperses	down	the	wildlife	corridor,	
downstream,	in	heavy	rain	years.		If	that	is	the	case,	then	an	understanding	of	the	upstream	populations	
would	be	necessary	to	understand	the	potential	for	dispersal.	

None	of	the	consultants	appear	to	have	consulted	with	Helix	Water	District	about	resources	(or	hazards)	
present	on	the	site.		Helix	has	allowed	members	of	the	public	to	search	files.		Examples	of	pertinent	
documents	include,	for	example,	2008	ANNUAL	REPORT	OF	ARROYO	TOAD	AND	COAST	RANGE	NEWT	
SURVEYS;	HELIX	WATER	DISTRICT	WATER	RELEASE	STUDY	Prepared	by:	William	E.	Haas	and	Alisa	C.	Zych	
(Pacific	Coast	Conservation	Alliance;	10650	Scripps	Ranch	Boulevard,	Suite	200;	San	Diego,	CA	92131)	

“1.0	INTRODUCTION	
In	the	spring	of	2008,	Helix	Water	District	(HWD)	administered	controlled	water	releases	from	Cuyamaca	
Lake	to	achieve	permit-required	water	levels	in	the	lake	basin	to	comply	with	the	
Conservation	Agreement	for	the	Preservation	of	Cuyamaca	Lake	Downingia	(Downingia	
concolor	var.	brevior)	and	Parish’s	Meadowfoam	(Limnanthes	gracilis	ssp.	parishii)	(5	August	1996).	
The	primary	purpose	of	the	release	is	the	transfer	of	water	from	Cuyamaca	Lake	to	El	Capitan	
Reservoir	(El	Capitan),	where	it	is	stored	for	use	by	HWD	customers.	Water	released	from	
Cuyamaca	Lake	is	transported	along	the	entire	length	of	Boulder	Creek,	merges	with	the	San	
Diego	River	and,	after	a	total	journey	of	approximately	22	kilometers	flows	into	El	Capitan	
(Figure	1)	where	it	is	stored	for	future	use	by	HWD	customers.	The	Coast	Range	newt	(Taricha	
torosa	torosa),	a	California	species	of	special	concern,	occurs	within	Boulder	Creek	Canyon	and	
within	nearby	Cedar	Creek	Canyon.	Both	are	tributaries	of	the	San	Diego	River.	The	federally	
endangered	arroyo	toad	(Bufo	californicus)	is	distributed	throughout	the	San	Diego	River	
Canyon	from	an	area	above	the	river’s	confluence	with	Cedar	Creek	to	El	Capitan….		
	
“In	order	to	investigate	the	effects	of	the	2008	release	on	arroyo	toad	breeding,	we	gathered	data	
from	a	control	area	(the	San	Diego	River	above	its	confluence	with	Boulder	Creek	to	an	area	just	
beyond	the	San	Diego	River	confluence	with	Cedar	Creek)	and	a	treatment	area	(the	San	Diego	
River	confluence	with	Boulder	Creek	to	the	mouth	of	El	Capitan).	Surveys	were	conducted	to	
document	male	advertisement	sites;	breeding	events	(amplexing	arroyo	toad	pairs);	evidence	of	
breeding	(egg	&	larval	masses);	and	recruitment	(successful	conversion	from	larval	stage	to	
metamorph	or	toadlet).	In	support	of	this	study	we	also	collected	hydrologic	data	(in-stream	
flow	rates,	water	depth,	%	dissolved	oxygen,	etc.).	
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“2.0	DESCRIPTION	OF	STUDY	AREA	
Approximately	710	square	kilometers	comprise	the	San	Diego	River	watershed….		The	study	area,	all	of	
which	is	within	the	San	Diego	River	Watershed,	encompasses	the	entire	length	of	Cedar	and	Boulder	
Creeks	as	well	as	a	portion	of	the	San	Diego	River.	It	is	situated	within	a	complex	of	land	ownership	
types	including	federal	(Cleveland	National	Forest),	state	(Cuyamaca	Rancho	State	Park)	and	San	Diego	
County	(William	Heise	County	Park)	lands;	Native	American	(Barona	(Capitan	Grande),	Inaja,	and	Cosmit	
Indian	reservations)	lands;	and	privately	owned	ranches….	
	
“In	2003,	the	Cedar	Fire	burned	more	than	280,000	acres,	including	much	of	the	study	area,	
causing	complete	decimation	of	the	habitats	along,	within,	and	surrounding	all	three	drainages	
of	the	study.	Four	years	later	(October	2007),	much	of	this	area	was	again	ravaged	by	wildfire.	
This	time,	the	197,990	Witch	Fire	burned	through	much	of	the	Cedar	Creek	watershed	and	
through	a	portion	of	the	Boulder	Creek	watershed.	The	area	remains	relatively	open	compared	
to	pre-fire	conditions.	Moreover,	altered	sedimentation	dynamics	in	stream	pools	may	have	
severe	adverse	effects	on	newt	breeding	and	newt	breeding	success	(Gamradt	and	Kats	1997;	
Kerby	and	Kats	1998)	
	
“The	2008	water	release	was	initiated	by	HWD	on	24	March	and	continued	irregularly	through	
16	May.	The	discharge	regime	involved	a	graduated	increase	in	release	rate;	the	initial	release	
rate	was	approximately	six	cubic	feet	per	second	(cfs),	which	was	increased	24	hours	later	to	
approximately	13.6	cfs,	and	24	hours	later	maximized	at	approximately	22	cfs	(Figure	2).	There	
is	no	gauging	system	within	the	watershed	that	allows	HWD	to	determine	the	actual	amount	of	
water	transferred	with	respect	to	the	amount	released;	a	portion	of	the	volume	initially	released	
from	Lake	Cuyamaca	may	occur,	for	example,	as	a	result	of	percolation	and	evaporation.	
Therefore,	the	release	was	periodically	halted	for	a	period	of	approximately	30	hours	so	that	the	
baseline	flow	(that	is,	the	natural,	un-augmented	flow)	of	the	San	Diego	River	could	be	
measured	and	the	difference	between	baseline	and	augmented	flows	determined.	From	these	
data,	the	amount	of	water	transferred	from	Cuyamaca	Lake	to	El	Capitan	could	be	calculated….	
	
“Nighttime	surveys	for	the	arroyo	toad	were	conducted	by	walking	along	the	edge	of,	or	when	
possible	(and	when	posing	no	threat	to	eggs,	larvae,	or	adult	toads)	within	the	channel	of	the	
San	Diego	River.	The	primarily	means	of	detection	was	the	trill	of	an	adult	male	advertising	for	
a	mate.	To	facilitate	the	search,	each	biologist	was	equipped	with	a	Nite-Rider®	high-intensity	
headlamp	and	a	hand-held	GPS	data	recorder.	Although	the	general	location	of	each	adult	male	
toad	was	revealed	by	its	call,	its	specific	location	as	well	as	locations	of	juvenile	and	adult	toads	
on	terraces	adjoining	the	river	were	isolated	by	detecting	reflected	eye-shine	or	sensing	(hearing	
or	observing)	their	movements.	Surveys	were	initiated	thirty	minutes	after	sunset….		
Daylight	surveys	for	the	arroyo	toad	were	conducted	by	walking	along	the	edge	of,	or	when	
possible	(and	when	posing	no	threat	to	eggs	or	larvae)	within	the	channel	of	the	San	Diego	
River.	Diurnal	surveys	focused	on	documenting	the	locations	and	approximate	ages	of	eggs,	
larval	masses,	and	neonates	in	addition	to	deriving	a	general	description	of	breeding	sites	and	
conditions.	Typically,	surveyors	worked	in	tandem	to	facilitate	data	collection	and	recordation.	
Location	data	were	also	recorded	for	other	sensitive	species	(e.g.,	southwestern	pond	turtle,	
Actinemys	marmorata	pallida;	two-striped	garter	snake,	Thamnophis	hammondii;	and	least	Bell’s	
vireo,	Vireo	bellii	pusillus).	Captured	bullfrogs	were	euthanized	and	their	stomach	contents	
itemized….	
 
“We	found	the	arroyo	toad	to	occur	throughout	the	San	Diego	River	Canyon	in	an	area	that	
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includes	the	streambed	and	adjacent	terraces	at	least	one	kilometer	upstream	from	the	San	
Diego	River-Cedar	Creek	confluence	to	the	upper	end	of	El	Capitan.	A	nighttime	survey	on	4	
March	2008	revealed	no	evidence	of	arroyo	toad	breeding	anywhere	within	the	study	area;	that	
is,	we	found	no	arroyo	toad	eggs	or	larvae	nor	did	we	detect	advertising	adult	males	during	
that	nighttime	survey.	During	a	subsequent	survey	on	the	night	of	12	March	we	found	arroyo	
toad	eggs	and	larvae	and	also	detected	numerous	locations	at	which	adult	male	arroyo	toads	
were	calling	for	mates.	We	last	documented	the	presence	of	advertising	males	on	22	April;	
however,	several	two	to	four-day	old	egg	masses	found	on	7	and	8	May	(and	none	during	
subsequent	surveys)	confirm	that	breeding	persisted	through	the	first	days	of	May.	On	12	
March	we	documented	the	greatest	total	number	of	individuals	of	any	survey	night	in	survey	
areas	2,	3,	and	4	(ntot=107;	29	females,	78	males);	these	numbers	also	represent	the	maximum	
number	of	adult	arroyo	toads	documented	from	each	area	on	any	survey	night.	The	maximum	
number	of	adult	arroyo	toads	documented	during	any	survey	of	survey	area	1	occurred	on	17	
April	(ntot=40;	6	females,	34	males).	
	
“Breeding	sites	were	found	in	all	segments	of	the	San	Diego	River	study	area	(Table	4),	with	a	
total	of	30	sites	located	above	the	San	Diego	River-Boulder	Creek	confluence	(SDR-1;	Figure	7)	
and	44	breeding	sites	located	below	the	confluence	(SDR-2,3,4;	Figures	8	and	9).	When	choosing	
breeding	sites	arroyo	toads	typically	avoided	bouldery,	narrow	channels	with	relatively	high	
flow	rates.	Breeding	sites	were	nonetheless	diverse…	.	As	commonly	reported	for	the	species,	the	
primary	substrate	at	breeding	sites	was	fine,	sandy	riverwash.	In	some	portions	of	the	study	area,	
gravel-dominated	breeding	sites	were	chosen.	
	
“The	most	commonly	chosen	egg	deposition	sites	were	non-vegetated	edges	of	the	main	creek	
channel	where	surface	flow	was	<0.2	km/hr.	and	the	substrate	sandy….The	arroyo	toad	bred	
successfully	within	each	study	segment	(Table	4).	We	determined	breeding	success	by	ascertaining	that	
a	breeding	event	yielded	at	least	one	neonate	arroyo	toad.	Some	breeding	sites	were	located	proximate	
to	each	other	and	egg	deposition	frequently	would	have	occurred	on	or	about	the	same	date.	We	could	
ascertain	success	at	a	proximate	breeding	location	only	when	deposition	occurred	at	markedly	different	
times.	Thus	it	was	not	possible	at	these	sites	to	determine	with	100%	confidence	the	origin	of	each	
neonate.	Isolated	breeding	sites	afforded	a	much	higher	level	of	confidence	in	determining	breeding	
success.	For	statistical	purposes,	proximate	breeding	sites	with	identical	deposition	dates	were	
considered	one	breeding	event	
when	determining	success	or	failure.	
	
“Larvae	from	some	breeding	events	(and,	potentially,	eggs,	although	we	found	no	evidence	of	
survivorship	of	any	dislodged	egg	mass)	that	had	been	washed	downstream	and	survived	may	have	
become	associated	with	larvae	from	other	breeding	events;	thus	we	would	have	tallied	one	successful	
breeding	event	when	two	were	possible….	“		These	types	of	files	provide	valuable	information	on	the	
hydrology,	management,	biology	of	the	watershed,	but	were	never	referenced	by	the	consultants	who	
worked	on	this	EIR.		These	reports	suggest	a	high	potential	for	downstream	dispersal	during	heavy	rain	
years.	
	

Many	of	the	species	observed	by	the	biologists	and	listed	on	page	2.3-7	I	see	regularly	on	morning	rides,	
including	kites,	black	tailed	jack	rabbits,	horned	lizards,	legless	lizards	(I	don’t	see	these	from	horseback,	
but	I	see	them	when	I	stop	and	poke	around	a	little),	whiptails,	rattlesnakes,	Cooper’s	hawk	is	very	
common,	as	well	as	other	hawks,	vultures,	I	frequently	hear	the	chatty	little	gnatcatcher,	and	have	heard	
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least	Bell’s	vireo.		Humming	birds	often	zip	right	by	my	face.		The	“keystone”	coyote	often	trot	along	
with	me,	and	I	have	seen	bobcats,	foxes,	and	woodrats.		I	have	not	seen	mountain	lion,	though	they	are	
reported	to	be	present	on	occasion,	and	I	have	certainly	seen	their	primary	prey	item,	mule	deer,	
regularly.		Ravens,	kits,	tanagers,	warblers,	gulls,	herons,	ducks,	quail,	bushtits,	mocking	birds,	blue	
birds,	buntings,	blackbirds,	finches,	woodpeckers,	road	runners,	you	name	it.		The	researchers	did	not	
see	black	tailed	jack	rabbits	in	their	2010	or	2015	surveys,	but	I	see	them	every	year,	usually	every	week,	
in	the	east	end	of	the	project	site,	where	there	is	a	broad	relative	bare	sandy	area,	in	the	lowest	part	of	
the	riverbed.		That	the	researchers	identified	23	observations	of	the	glossy	snake,	the	rarest	snake	in	San	
Diego	County,	is	also	noteworthy.		For	me,	the	presence	of	rosy	boa	is	also	a	treat.			It	indicates	the	great	
importance	of	this	location	to	rare	species,	and	may	be	a	factor	in	determining	that	the	project	may	
have	a	short-term	economic	benefit	at	the	long-term	expense	of	rare	species.	

Page	2.3-13	continues	with	the	assumption	that	the	proposed	common	species	proposed	for	
revegetation	will	improve	the	corridor	and	habitat	functions,	even	though	many	of	the	rare	species	
identified	require	the	less	vegetated,	but	more	diverse	open	sand	areas.		If	the	biologists	impose	
vegetative	biases	in	their	ranking	of	habitat	value	that	do	not	correspond	with	actual	ecological	value,	
that	means	the	analysis	improperly	dismisses	potentially	significant	impacts.	

In	the	descriptions	of	the	requirements	of	various	regulations,	there	appears	to	be	a	typo	on	page	2.3-5.		
I	suspect	the	last	6	words	of	that	page	should	be	deleted.		The	requirements	to	minimize	impacts	and	
fully	mitigate	emphasize	the	importance	of	developing	an	environmentally-preferred	alternative,	as	I	
have	suggested.	The	County’s	Resource	Protection	Ordinance	says	that	larger	buffer	areas	are	needed	
when	erosive	soils	are	present,	and	the	sand	is	an	erosive	soil,	thus	it	appears	that	a	larger	buffer	than	
the	proposed	50	feet	may	be	necessary.	

The	EIR	does	not	provide	results	of	a	soil	analysis.		The	2003	manual	provided	by	the	Department	of	
Conservation	to	assist	with	mine	reclamation	planning	recommends	a	professional	assessment	of	the	
soils,	the	determination	of	baseline	soil	organisms,	nutrient	levels,	cation	exchange	capacity,	pH,	salinity,	
and	the	use	of	reference	areas.		The	EIR	does	not	provide	such	an	analysis	and	does	not	establish	
reference	areas,	making	assessment	of	the	impacts	of	the	project,	and	determination	of	modifications	to	
the	soils	that	may	be	needed	for	successful	revegetation	over	the	long	term,	impossible.		The	manual	
also	recommends	that	the	plant	pallet	be	“developed	from	the	list	of	species	that	formerly	occupied	the	
site	or	that	grow	in	a	reference	site.”		Instead,	the	project	proposes	to	change	the	existing	dominant	
vegetation	characteristic	of	alluvial	systems	to	“common	riparian	species.”		The	manual	talks	extensively	
about	appropriate	vegetation	sources	from	at	or	near	the	project	site,	and	the	importance	of	“project	
planning	and	scheduling	…	to	include	time	for	collection	or	procurement	of	the	seeds.”		No	discussion	of	
how	this	will	be	integrated	into	the	project	planning	is	provided	in	the	analysis.		These	failures	thwart	
the	ability	to	determine	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

Page	2.3-31	is	internally	inconsistent	with	a	description	elsewhere	of	excavation	occurring	to	40	feet	
below	the	existing	surface	–	on	this	page	it	says	35	feet	below	existing,	maximum.		Even	more	
distressing,	in	the	technical	report,	the	project	description	in	that	report	is	that	grading	operations	
would	stay	10	feet	above	the	groundwater	level.		If	the	biologists	working	on	the	project	had	this	
misunderstanding	of	the	project	description,	their	analysis	of	the	impact	of	the	project	on	the	biological	
community	is	going	to	be	in	error.		Page	2.3-31	sets	up	an	unlikely	baseline	condition,	“if	water	
conditions	were	the	same	as	existing	condition	where	ground	water	is	approximately	5	to	15	feet	below	
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the	bottom	of	the	pit,	approximately	366	afy	is	predicted	to	be	lost	by	evapotranspiration	onsite.”		
However,	we	have	had	several	drought	years,	and	the	water	table	has	been	drawn	down.		Thus,	it	is	
likely	that	the	project	description	will	not	be	accurate,	and	the	project,	if	we	have	a	good	rain	year,	will	
excavate	to	BELOW	the	groundwater.	Page	3.4-5	points	out	that	groundwater	rose	to	6	feet	below	the	
surface	in	1984,	1994,	1995,	and	1996.		If	the	project	proposes	to	keep	the	excavation	to	5	feet	above	
the	ground	water,	it	needs	to	excavate	no	more	than	one	foot	of	sand.	

This	EIR	relied	only	on	drought	year	aquifer	levels.		It	mis-represented	the	loss	to	evapotranspiration.		
It	disregarded	loss	of	storage	capacity	due	to	removal	of	the	sand	that	holds	the	water.			

Emphasizing	that	we	are	in	a	drought	cycle,	The	Water	Authority	posted	this	on	October	15,	2018:		
Water	Supplies	Sufficient	for	2019	Demands	Despite	Hot,	Dry	Weather.			

	

	

“At	the	start	of	the	2019	water	year,	the	combination	of	diversified	water	supplies	and	water-use	
efficiency	means	the	San	Diego	region	has	enough	water	for	2019	and	the	foreseeable	future	despite	
historically	low	rainfall	over	the	past	12	months.	

“It	has	been	very	hot	and	dry,	but	we	have	invested	wisely	in	infrastructure	and	regional	water-use	
remains	well	below	where	it	was	at	the	start	of	the	last	drought,”	said	Jeff	Stephenson,	a	principal	
water	resources	specialist	with	the	Water	Authority.	“In	fact,	potable	water	use	over	the	past	three-
plus	years	was	17	percent	below	2013,	which	shows	that	San	Diego	continues	to	live	WaterSmart.”		
Being	water	smart	involves	being	good	stewards	of	our	existing	resources,	and	not	basing	baseline	
conditions	on	drought	year	conditions.	

	

	

		

	

	

As	explained	on	page	2.3-59,	will	Helix	abandon	their	well,	which	produces	250-acre	feet	per	year.		
However,	as	the	water	budget	develops	with	additional	bits	of	information,	it	is	clear	that	the	impacts	of	
the	project	exceed	this	amount.		Yet	the	impacts	on	the	surrounding	well	users	is	not	addressed.	

It	is	important	that	the	project	not	expose	water	to	the	surface,	causing	increased	loss	through	
evaporation,	and	increased	exposure	to	contamination.		The	description	says	the	project	will	stay	5	feet	
above	the	groundwater	level,	but	this	based	on	drought	year	conditions.		More	likely,	the	project	WILL	
expose	groundwater.		This	would	represent	a	failure	to	exercise	proper	stewardship	of	water	resources	
as	required	by	Public	Trust	doctrine.		Even	if	the	project	does	stay	above	the	surface	–	which	could	occur	
as	the	“head	pressures”	as	a	result	of	removal	of	sand	cause	the	aquifer	to	drop,	this	will	be	because	of	
the	dropping	of	the	level	of	the	aquifer,	and	the	increased	evapotranspiration	–	which	are	permanent	
effects	to	the	aquifer.	

Page	2.3-32	indicates	that	storm	water	measures	and	erosion	control	would	be	installed	to	ensure	that	
sediment	does	not	travel	offsite.		This	is	a	strange	understanding	of	the	river	system,	with	its	vital,	
below-ground	river	course.		The	previous	unmitigated	grading	done	by	the	project	proponents	also	
included	installation	of	silt	fences	along	the	sides	of	the	channel,	clearly	intending	to	keep	sediment	
from	entering	the	channel	–	of	the	below-ground	water	that	is	covered	by	sediment.		Thus,	the	plastic	
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fencing	served	no	useful	purpose.		Several	miles	of	it	were	installed,	and	never	removed.		The	plastic	has	
now	degraded	into	micro	particles,	that	wash	into	the	river	and	to	the	sea	during	storm	events.		Those	
degrading	silt	fences	are	still	in	place,	still	adding	microplastics	to	the	system.		These	project	proponents	
do	not	seem	to	not	understand	what	is,	and	is	not,	an	impact.		It	is	unlikely	that	any	silt	fence	would	
serve	a	purpose	in	the	proposed	project	either,	and	could,	if	managed	as	they	have	managed	BMPs	in	
the	past,	cause	far	more	harm	than	good.		Again,	the	impacts	from	the	grading	and	extraction	activities	
conducted	by	these	project	proponents	should	be	described,	and	enforceable	measures	or	conditions	
should	be	established	to	avoid	allowing	them	to	cause	similar	impacts	without	mitigation	again.	

Page	2.3-32	suggests	that	existing	trail	use	may	have,	in	some	unspecified	way,	damaged	the	biological	
resources	of	the	Valley,	and	should	be	curtailed	by	corralling	the	users	along	the	roadways,	keeping	dogs	
on	leashes,	and	prohibiting	people	from	venturing	forth	at	night.		On	the	contrary,	the	existing	trail	use	
is	compatible	with	the	substrate.		There	is	no	evidence	that	wildlife	has	been	harmed	by	trail	use.		
Existing	trail	may	be	comparable	to	natural	disturbances	that	occur	in	dynamic	riparian	systems.		The	
over-characterization	in	this	EIR	of	the	existing	condition	as	unfavorable	makes	a	full	consideration	of	
the	impacts	of	the	project	less	possible.	

The	EIR	seems	to	suggest,	without	evidence,	that	because	riparian	systems	are	disturbance	adapted,	the	
site	can	recover	from	complete	removal	of	the	substrate.		My	emphasis	as	an	undergraduate	and	
graduate	student	in	biology	was	disturbance	ecology.		My	advisor	at	UC	Berkeley,	Dr.	Wayne	Sousa,	had	
studied	under	Dr.	Joseph	Connell.		Dr.	Connell	developed	the	“Intermediate	Disturbance	Hypothesis,”	
finding,	that	in	tropical	rain	forests,	at	intermediate	levels	of	disturbance	was	where	one	found	the	
highest	species	richness	and	diversity.			

Dr	Connell’s	student,	Dr.	Sousa,	who	became	my	advisor	at	Berkeley,	continued	Connell’s	research.		
Sousa	investigated	the	big	rocks	that	tumble	around	near	the	ocean	shore.		His	“boulder	field	study”	
found	that	intermediate	sized	boulders,	those	jostled	around	at	an	intermediate	rate,	had	the	highest	
species	diversity	and	richness.			

For	my	graduate	research	at	SDSU	I	studied	coastal	sand	systems.		I	found	that	at	intermediate	levels	of	
disturbance,	nonnatives	and	native	species	could	coexist	at	high	diversity	levels.		However,	when	
anthropogenic	disturbance	included	bulldozers	and	other	motorized	forms	of	disturbance,	diversity	
dropped	dramatically.			

Moderate	levels	of	disturbance	can	often	increase	diversity.		An	interesting	example	in	England	is	the	
use	of	sheep	to	create	microhabitats	for	fairy	shrimp.		In	the	case	of	El	Monte	Valley,	I	hypothesize	that	
trails	followed	by	trail	users	simulates	the	stronger	disturbances	that	occurred	before	the	dam,	and	
serves	to	promote	species	diversity.		But	no	study	I	have	ever	seen	has	suggested	that	removing	the	
substrate	completely,	even	if	it	is	replanted,	will	improve	the	species	richness	and	diversity.		By	
discounting	the	baseline	value	because	it	is	“disturbed”	while	inflating	the	post	mitigation	value,	the	EIR	
obscures	the	true	impact	of	the	project.	

I	agree	that	not	all	disturbances	are	equal.		This	EIR	seems	to	suggest	that	trail	use	is	a	highly	destructive	
disturbance,	but	that	the	site	can	recover	quickly	from	sand	mining.		The	opposite	seems	much	more	
plausible.		Looking	at	the	site,	there	is	an	area	where	tire	treads	have	been	discarded,	but	they	really	
pose	no	impact	to	the	habitat,	nor	does	the	plywood	left	behind	by	the	herpetologists.		But	the	plastic	
silt	fence	makes	me	shudder.		Literally	miles	of	black	plastic	silt	fence	have	been	left	in	place	by	these	
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project	proponents	to	degrade,	washing	plastic	nano-particles	downstream	during	storm	events,	and	
ultimately	out	to	sea.		The	biased	way	that	disturbances	are	presented	in	this	EIR	makes	it	difficult	to	
assess	the	impacts.		The	prepublicity	materials	circulated	for	years	ahead	of	time	assured	readers	that	
“this	project	will	not	short	shrift	or	double	talk	project	impacts.”		On	the	contrary:		it	does	exactly	that.	

The	entire	Valley	burned	in	2003,	with	many	homes	destroyed,	propane	tanks	exploding,	and	great	loss	
of	property.		The	fact	that	there	were	“bare”	areas	helped	the	fire	move	through	quickly,	and	if	the	
project	proposes	another	habitat	type,	the	effect	in	a	wildfire	situation	should	be	considered	compared	
to	the	baseline	of	low,	sparse	alluvial	fan	vegetation.			

I	was	boarding	my	horses	at	the	west	end	of	EMV	in	2003,	and	I	evacuated	my	horses	and	friends’	
horses.		I	stayed	out	of	the	Valley	for	several	days	after	the	fires	were	controlled,	because	the	smoke	
was	still	heavy	and	horses’	respiratory	systems	are	more	sensitive	to	particulates	than	are	humans’.		
When	I	returned,	the	oaks	looked	dead,	but	they,	and	most	of	the	trees,	recovered.		The	tamarisk	
burned	to	the	ground.		It	occurred	to	me	that	all	that	would	be	required	would	be	vigilance	and	a	
backpack	sprayer,	and	if	the	shoots	were	quickly	squelched,	the	natives	could	return	and	with	minimal	
effort,	if	the	tamarisk	were	prevented	from	re-sprouting.		The	effort	and	expense	would	have	been	
minimal.		Habitat	stewardship	was	apparently	not	the	priority	at	the	time.	

The	following	year	was	a	heavy	rain	year,	and	the	river	channel	now	has	a	large	cohort	of	oaks	that	are	
about	15	years	old.		The	rain	doubtless	washed	acorns	into	the	channel,	provided	water	for	sprouting,	
and	the	overstory	had	been	cleared	by	the	fire,	allowing	many	trees	to	become	established	that	year.	

Page	2.3-35	says	that	precipitation	infiltration	and	groundwater	condition	will	not	be	changed.		
However,	disposal	of	silty	materials	in	the	previously,	graded	and	mined	areas	will	clog	up	a	large	area	of	
infiltration,	increasing	evaporation.		These	materials	are	NOT	suitable	for	revegetation,	and	will	also	
damage	the	hydrology	of	the	system.		Additionally,	the	project	will	draw	down	466	afy;	with	250	afy	of	
Helix	water	(abandoned	well)	not	balancing	this	draw	down.			

Removal	of	the	sand	reduces	the	holding	capacity	of	the	aquifer.		The	project	will	likely	cause	the	water	
table	to	drop.		Thus,	the	existing	riparian	vegetation	would	indeed	be	significantly	impacted	by	the	
proposed	project.		As	the	analysis	notes,	the	ground	water	is	already	a	bit	deep	for	some	species	to	
access,	and	where	the	riparian	vegetation	is	proposed	to	be	left	intact,	the	water	table	will	drop,	making	
the	setting	unsuitable	for	them.		This	impact	is	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.	

On	page	2.3-38	I	have	the	same	disagreement	with	the	analysis	as	explained	in	the	visual	impact	section.		
Throughout	the	discussion,	for	example	on	page	2.3-41,	I	disagree	with	the	conclusion	that	the	project,	
with	its	simple	plantings,	will	“improve”	the	habitat	value	of	the	existing	highly	diverse	habitat	rich	in	
rare	species.		In	this	wildlife	corridor	I	frequently	see	mule	deer,	bobcats,	badgers,	coyotes,	quail,	and	
many	other	species	that	indicate	the	importance	of	free	movement,	and	sensitivity	to	noise,	vibrations,	
and	of	course	the	complete	removal	of	the	substrate	and	everything	living	in	it.		Concluding	that	a	
massive	sand	mine	in	the	heart	of	the	San	Diego	River	watershed	does	not	impact	wildlife	corridors	is	a	
conclusion	I	strongly	disagree	with.		The	analysis	provides	no	criteria	by	which	it	makes	its	
determination,	it	merely	makes	conclusory	statements.	

On	page	2.3-43	the	analysis	says	that	because	the	project	is	not	within	the	MSCP,	it	would	not	impact	
narrow	endemic	species.		Narrow	endemic	species	do	not	know	whether	they	are	in	the	MSCP.		The	
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inclusion	or	exclusion	of	these	species	should	not	be	deciding	factor	in	whether	a	project	would	have	
significant	impacts.	

On	page	2.3-43	the	analysis	says	because	there	are	only	a	few	vireos	and	gnatcatchers,	and	because	of	
the	over	emphasis	on	the	“degraded”	condition	of	the	existing,	richly	diverse	habitat	supporting	many	
rare	and	endemic	species,	the	impacts	are	considered	less	than	significant.		This	overlooks	the	impacts	
of	dropping	groundwater	levels	likely	to	be	caused	by	the	project	on	the	areas	of	riparian	vegetation	
where	indirect	impacts	are	to	be	avoided.		The	drop	in	groundwater	would	likely	impact	the	avoided	
riparian	area,	and	thus	the	vireos.			

Sunday,	September	16	I	was	riding	in	the	Phase	I	area	and	heard	a	gnatcatcher	calling	from	the	
buckwheat.		It	is	worth	noting	the	bird	was	unbothered	by	the	presence	of	me	and	the	horses	(I	was	
riding	one	horse	and	ponying	another	along)	and	allowed	me	to	ride	right	by	without	changing	his	
behavior.		This	area	more	accurately	called	a	“diversity	hot	spot,”	for	raptors,	bats,	insects,	soil	
organisms,	mammals,	annual	plants,	and	wildlife	in	general,	than	“degraded.”	

Page	2.3-44	the	analysis	fails	to	address	the	importance	of	the	nonnative	grassland	to	the	golden	eagles	
foraging	habitat.			

Throughout	the	document,	impacts	are	described	as	“temporary.”		Temporary	disturbances	are	
disturbances	such	as	fire,	flood,	litter,	and	minor	pruning.		Completely	altering	the	grade	and	removing	
the	substrate	is	not	a	temporary	impact.		The	drop	structure	is	not	a	temporary	structure.	These	are	
permanent	impacts.		As	someone	familiar	with	solid	waste	impacts,	landfills	have	a	limited	life	and	then	
are	revegetated.		Yet	because	the	topography,	vegetation,	and	substrate	are	altered,	the	impacts	are	
not	described	as	“temporary.”		In	this	case,	the	substrate	will	be	completely	removed,	including	all	the	
soil	organisms.		The	insect	community	will	be	permanently	altered,	the	mycorrhiza	completely	removed,	
the	land	will	have	been	lowered	by	35	to	40	feet,	the	groundwater	will	have	dropped,	the	channel	will	
have	been	straightened,	and	a	more	uniform,	less	diverse	look	and	habitat	will	be	present.		The	original	
composition	will	be	forever	lost.		The	drop	structure	will	not	be	removed	–	it	is	an	unattractive,	
disruptive,	permanent	feature.		The	reduced	amount	of	sand,	which	is	what	holds	water,	will	
permanently	increase	water	loss	from	this	aquifer,	it	is	not	a	temporary	impact.		For	almost	none	of	the	
descriptions	do	I	agree	that	“temporary”	as	accurate.				Thus,	I	disagree	with	the	use	of	the	term	
“temporary,”	and	the	reduced	consideration	of	impacts	that	results.	

In	looking	at	the	Table	2.3-6,	all	the	habitats	are	mitigated	at	up	to	3:1	ratios,	but	it	is	accomplished	
onsite	because	areas	previously	graded	for	the	golf	course	are	given	no	value	as	“disturbed.”		A	shell	
game	of	calling	an	area	one	habitat	type	for	one	purpose	and	another	habitat	type	for	another	purpose	
appears	to	be	going	on.		The	entire	project	site	is	covered	with	habitat	for	something	sensitive,	and	yet	
completely	removing	the	substrate	and	replacing	the	vegetation	with	a	simple	plant	pallet	is	determined	
to	mitigate	impacts	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		The	analysis	does	not	adequately	explain	how	this	
can	be	the	case.		Massive	grading	is	proposed,	the	disposal	of	silt	that	supports	virtually	nothing	is	
proposed	within	the	project	site,	but	this	is	all	mitigated	with	the	planting	of	“common	riparian”	species.		
This	conclusion	seems	unsupported.	

It	is	interesting	that	when	considering	cumulative	impacts,	recently	permitted	sand	mines	located	in	
Lakeside	are	not	included.		A	quick	Google	search	identifies	41	mines	in	Lakeside.		Cumulative	impacts	
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on	air	quality,	traffic,	biological	resources,	etc.,	should	consider	the	fact	that	Lakeside	already	hosts	
more	than	its	share	of	this	industry.			

Mines in Lakeside, California 

Mine    Minerals 

Atchison 
 		
Stone 

Cameron and Deering 
 		
Stone 

Clemens Granite Co. Quarry 
 		
Stone 

Conrock Company Lakeside Plant 
 		
Sand and Gravel 

Echo Mine   
 
Molybdenum 

El Capitan Quarry   
 
Stone, Crushed 

El Monte Pit(1)   
 
Sand and Gravel 

El Monte Sand Pit(2)   
	
Sand and Gravel 

Ennis Pit 
  	
Sand and Gravel 

Featherstone Deposit   
 
Silica 

Fernbrook 
 		
Molybdenum 

Fletcher Deposit   
 

Thorium 

Uranium 

Foster Quarry 
   
Stone 

Gross Sand Deposit(1) 
   
Sand and Gravel 

Gross Sand Deposit(2) 
 		
Sand and Gravel 

Helix Pit   
 
Sand and Gravel 

Hoover(1)   
 
Feldspar 

Hoover(2)   
 
Gemstones 

Hoover(3)   
 
Feldspar 

Independent Stone Co.   
 
Sand and Gravel 

Ireys Black Granite Deposit   
 
Stone 

Iron Master(1)   
 
Iron 

Iron Master(2)   
 
Iron 

Lakeside Lakeside Lime & Marl Lime   
 
Limestone 
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Mine    Minerals 

Stone, Crushed 

Lakeside Pit(1)   
 
Sand and Gravel 

Lakeside Pit(2)   
 
Sand and Gravel 

Lakeview   
 
Iron 

Lakeview Deposit 
   
Iron 

Lehnberg Quarry 
 		
Stone 

Mcgrath Pit #2   
 
Stone 

Mcgrath Pit #2   
	
Stone, Crushed 

Merrick Kaolin Deposit 
  	
Clays 

Nelson and Sloan Pit No. 12 
  	

Sand and Gravel 

Stone, Crushed 

Red Rose Quarry(1) 
   
Silica 

Red Rose Quarry(2) 
 		
Stone, Dimension 

San Diego Quarry   
 
Stone 

Ttt Quarry  
 	
Stone, Crushed 

Waterman Granit Co Quarry(1) 
 		
Stone 

Waterman Granit Co Quarry(2) 
   

Stone 

Stone, Crushed 

Woodward Base of Operations 
 		
Sand and Gravel 

Woolsey 
 		
Molybdenum 

	

For	the	cumulative	impact	analysis	this	information	on	local	mines	is	pertinent.		For	example,	bicyclists	
sharing	the	roadway	with	a	few	large	trucks	might	not	be	a	daunting	experience,	but	as	the	number	of	
heavy	trucks	associated	mining	operations	increases,	the	usefulness	of	the	roadway	for	alternative	
transportation	diminishes,	exacerbating	an	already	difficult	situation.		According	to	SANDAG	and	County	
planning	documents,	the	region’s	goal	is	to	make	bicycle	traffic	safer	and	more	appealing.		This	project	
moves	in	the	wrong	direction.	

Page	2.3-55	says	that	vegetation	that	will	be	removed	from	the	site	will	be	taken	to	an	approved	green	
waste	facility.	In	August	I	attended	a	joint	workshop	presented	by	the	California	Air	Board	and	
CalRecycle.		Given	the	requirements	of	SB	1383,	the	State	faces	a	severe	shortfall	of	facilities	to	process	
organic	material.		Twenty	million	tons	per	year	of	materials	need	to	be	diverted,	with	5.3	million	tons	
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per	year	of	that	to	be	accomplished	via	composting.			In	San	Diego,	an	additional	600,000	tons	of	organic	
material	must	be	diverted	from	disposal	annually.		The	State	agencies	estimate	that	the	San	Diego	
region	needs	to	site	10	new	composting	facilities	averaging	60,000	tons	per	year	by	2025	to	comply	with	
the	law’s	mandates.		It	is	extremely	unlikely	that	the	necessary	facilities	will	be	available	soon.		Thus,	not	
only	will	this	project	impede	the	ability	to	recycle	concrete	and	keep	it	out	of	landfills,	it	will	also	impede	
the	region’s	ability	to	process	organic	materials	and	keep	them	out	of	landfills	also.		These	significant	
impacts	to	solid	waste	management	should	be	addressed	in	this	EIR.	

A	further	discussion	of	SB1383	is	warranted	because	this	State	law	factors	into	both	a	consideration	of	
the	impacts	of	the	proposed	project,	which	are	not	appropriately	addressed,	and	into	alternatives,	
which	could	provide	an	alternative	which	would	assist	the	County	in	complying	with	State	mandates,	
helping	to	avoid	fines	of	$10,000	per	day,	and	provide	a	facility	that	could	be	more	compatible	with	the	
surrounding	agricultural	community.		The	animal	and	crop	production	facilities	in	EMV	produce	organic	
waste.		Currently,	in	San	Diego	County,	most	of	this	waste	is	being	disposed	of	in	one	of	three	landfills	
within	the	region.		Solana	Recyclers,	which	has	a	contract	with	the	County	storm	water	program,	hires	
me	to	help	teach	onsite	manure	composting,	to	help	reduce	the	amount	of	animal	waste	that	must	be	
disposed	of	in	landfills.		However,	some	equestrian	operations,	including	several	in	EMV,	are	not	suited	
to	onsite	composting.		These	facilities	haul	easily	compostable	manure	to	landfills.		However,	landfills	
may	no	longer	be	able	to	accept	these	materials	in	the	future,	pursuant	to	SB1383.	

The	City	of	San	Diego’s	Miramar	Greenery	does	not	accept	manure.		Finding	a	facility	that	could	
economically	produce	a	soil	amendment,	which	could	then	be	used	on	crops,	including	crops	grown	in	
EMV,	is	challenging.		As	noted	in	the	article	“Seeking	Solutions:	Task	Force	Dialogue	with	CalRecycle	to	
Meet	the	Challenge	of	New	Organic	Waste	Recycling	Senate	Bill	1383	(2016)”	
(http://dpw.lacounty.gov/epd/tf/isw/isw_2018_10.pdf	),	to	comply	with	the	requirements	of	SB1383,	
additional	soil	amendment	producing	facilities	must	be	sited,	and	markets,	such	as	those	associated	with	
the	crop	areas	in	EMV,	must	be	identified.		The	County	faces	fines	if	it	fails	to	do	so.	

“The	draft	SB	1383	regulations	developed	by	the	California	Department	of	Resources	Recycling	and	
Recovery	(CalRecycle)	propose	to	require	jurisdictions	to		

(1)	Verify,	quantify	and	substantiate	that	organic	waste	diversion	programs	are	being	
implemented	by	organic	waste	generators	(programs	selected	by	the	state	and/or	the	
jurisdiction);		
(2)	Develop	measures	to	ensure	the	development/adequacy	of	needed	infrastructure	(such	as	
changes	in	the	local	zoning,	land	use	decision,	etc.);		
(3)	Implement	measures	to	assist	in	making	available	funds	for	the	development	of	needed	
infrastructure;	and		
(4)	Plan	and	develop	various	tools	to	ensure	the	availability	of	markets	for	the	recycled	organic	
waste	products.	

	
“The	proposed	regulations	would	also	require	jurisdictions	to	impose	monetary	penalties	on	residents,	
businesses	and	other	entities	that	fail	to	fully	implement	the	selected	organic	waste	recycling	programs.	
With	the	enactment	of	SB	1383,	the	state	of	California	embarked	on	a	new	solid	waste	management	
strategy	encompassing	recovery	of	discarded	organic	waste	by	50	percent	by	2020	and	75	percent	by	
2025.	Current	organic	waste	disposal	tonnage	is	estimated	to	be	over	25	million	tons	per	year	and	is	
projected	to	increase	in	future	years	due	to	various	factors	such	as	population.	The	new	law	also	
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designates	CalRecycle	as	the	state	administrative/implementing	agency	with	authority	to	impose	
penalties	of	up	to	$10,000	per	day	for	a	jurisdictions	failure	to	comply,	implement	
programs,	and/or	accomplish	the	stated	requirements/mandates….	
	
“The	draft	regulations	describe	the	selected	programs,	technologies	and	enforcement	activities	that	
CalRecycle	expects	local	jurisdictions	implement	to	use	in	complying	with	the	SB	1383	mandates….	
CalRecycle’s	expectations	have	been	far	reaching	and	extremely	difficult,	if	not	impossible,	for	
jurisdictions	to	implement	without	significant	financial	assistance	from	the	State,	as	well	as	a	number	of	
changes	in	existing	state	law	and	regulations.	
	
“At	the	August	2018	meeting,	Task	Force	members	asked	numerous	questions	and	offered	comments	to	
CalRecycle,	which	focused	on	the	need	for	CalRecycle	to	increase	engagement	with	cities	and	counties	
which	recognize	the	difficulties	they	will	face	to	comply	with	the	regulations	as	currently	drafted.	
CalRecycle	needs	to	consider	the	lack	of	influence	jurisdictions	have	over	local	organics	recycling	
markets,	the	significant	need	for	infrastructure	and	funding,	jurisdictions’	concerns	with	the	spreading	of	
quarantined	materials,	(such	as	diseased	trees),	prioritizing	the	recycling	of	food	waste	over	other	
organics	that	are	harder	to	recover,	and	the	need	for	CalRecycle	to	not	prohibit	technologies	(such	as	
thermal,	chemical,	biological,	and	mechanical	conversion	technologies)	that	can	provide	equal	or	greater	
greenhouse	gas	reductions	than	anaerobic	digestion	(AD)	and	composting	processes	while	protecting	
public	health	and	safety.	
	
“According	to	CalRecycle	estimates,	Los	Angeles	County	currently	has	the	largest	organic	waste	
processing	capacity	shortfall	of	any	county	in	the	state	[Los	Angeles	may	have	the	worst	deficit,	but	the	
San	Diego	difficult	in	organic	waste	recycling	facilities	is	also	overwhelming]….	CalRecycle	has	estimated	
that	$2	to	$3	billion	in	investment	will	be	needed	statewide	to	meet	the	2020	goal,	with	additional	
investments	needed	in	subsequent	years	for	new	infrastructure	development.	The	previous	year’s	grant	
awards	from	CalRecycle	of	$25	million	for	organics	recycling	projects	and	$9	million	for	food	waste	
prevention	and	rescue	fall	significantly	short	of	the	$2	to	$3	billion	needed	to	develop	adequate	organic	
waste	processing	capacity….	
	
“Without	assurance	that	projects	can	be	developed,	constructed,	and	begin	operation	by	2022,	
jurisdictions	will	be	unable	to	comply	with	CalRecycle’s	proposed	regulations.	
	
“To	address	the	lack	of	adequate	markets	for	recycled	organic	waste	products,	the	proposed	SB	1383	
regulations	require	each	local	jurisdiction	to	procure	compost	based	[materials].		The	Task	Force	is	
extremely	concerned	that	CalRecycle-required	procurement	by	local	jurisdictions	to	create	“markets”	
for	the	massive	volumes	of	compost	and	other	products	that	will	be	created	from	20	million	tons	per	
year	of	organic	waste	that	would	be	directed	from	landfills	cannot	be	the	sole	solution.	According	to	the	
Association	of	Compost	Producers,	the	California	compost	industry	already	produces	over	16	million	
cubic	yards	of	compost	per	year.	The	Southern	California	region	already	has	half	of	the	state’s	
composting	capacity.	Doubling	or	tripling	this	capacity	to	comply	with	the	proposed	regulations	will	be	
extremely	challenging	without	significant	market	improvements	and	removal	of	legislative	and	
regulatory	barriers.	
	
“As	previously	mentioned,	the	proposed	regulations	require	recycling	of	organic	waste	to	be	done	
through	composting,	anaerobic	digestion,	or	biomass	conversion	(for	select	feedstocks)	in	order	to	
qualify	as	reductions	in	landfill	disposal.	However,	composting	is	clearly	preferred	over	other	methods….		
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“Howard	Levenson,	Hank	Brady	and	Cara	Morgan	discussed	the	development	of	the	SB	1383	proposed	
regulations,	including	coordination	with	local	governments	and	other	stakeholders	to	develop	new	
programs	to	comply	with	the	regulations	and	answered	questions	from	the	Task	Force	
members.	
	
“They	stated	they	understand	the	difficulties	of	funding	and	developing	such	a	significant	amount	of	
needed	infrastructure	and	the	required	capacity.	According	to	Mr.	Levenson,	CalRecycle	is	offering	
limited	low	interest	loans	in	addition	to	grants	allocated	by	the	Legislature	for	new	facilities	
(approximately	$30M)	and	providing	incentives	to	encourage	markets	for	compost	and	renewable	fuels	
produced	from	organic	waste.	CalRecycle	can	also	connect	facility	developers	to	GO-Biz,	the	Governor’s	
Office	of	Business	and	Economic	Development,	and	banks,	as	well	as	provide	information	on	tax	
benefits.	Additionally,	Mr.	Levenson	stated	that	CalRecycle	can	help	developers	understand	the	solid	
waste	permitting	requirements	for	new	facilities,	but	that	developers	will	need	to	seek	guidance	from	
other	entities	with	additional	permitting	and	regulatory	requirements	that	are	not	under	CalRecycle’s	
purview.”	
	

This	EIR	fails	to	address	the	impact	associated	with	production	of	additional	organic	waste	from	the	
vegetation	removal	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		The	alternatives	fail	to	address	the	key	role	
aggregate	facilities	can	plan	in	addressing	the	need	to	develop	finished	products	and	markets	for	organic	
waste.		Given	the	fact	that	this	land	is	intended	for	public	uses,	this	vital	need	should	be	considered	for	
this	land	which	should	be	held	in	public	trust,	with	its	resources,	such	as	the	aquifer	and	unique	alluvial	
habitat,	protected,	and	the	land	should	be	put	to	the	best	use,	which	should	be	compatible	with,	and	
should	include	input	from,	the	community.		Failing	to	do	so	is	both	a	violation	of	public	trust	doctrine,	
and	an	impact	under	CEQA.		

Government	agencies	are	also	tasked	with	encouraging	sustainable	agriculture	practices	that	include	the	
use	of	sustainable	soil	amendments	that	help	sequester	carbon	and	reduce	reliance	on	fertilizers.		This	
sand	mine	project’s	revegetation	plan	only	furthers	reliance	on,	and	associated	impacts	with,	chemical	
fertilizers.	Just	as	the	development	of	structures	or	placement	of	MSCP	restrictions	over	sand	is	an	
impact	to	the	ability	to	use	that	resource	in	the	future,	so	development	of	a	sand	mine	in	place	that	
could	support	an	essential	public	infrastructure,	such	as	a	composting	facility,	could	also	be	considered	a	
similar	type	of	impact.		In	the	case	of	precluding	the	use	of	sand,	there	is	no	penalty	from	the	State	for	
doing	this.		In	the	case	of	failing	to	site	organics	facilities	needed	to	comply	with	the	requirements	of	
SB1383,	the	State	may	impose	fines	of	$10,000	per	day.	

Page	2.3-59	describes	evapotranspiration	of	366	afy,	plus	use	of	100	afy	per	year,	minus	250	afy	from	
the	abandoned	well.		This	does	not	“balance.”		It	results	in	a	net	loss	of	116	afy	year	within	El	Monte	
Valley,	and	of	216	afy	of	loss	from	Lakeside.		Furthermore,	the	250	afy	year	Helix	previously	used	for	
residents	of	East	County	will	have	to	be	replaced	with	another	source,	thus	it	is	a	466	afy	loss	to	the	
region	overall.		Well	abandonment	ruins	a	local,	excellent	source	of	water,	that	requires	minimal	
transportation	and	impacts	associated	with	transportation,	and	replacing	it	with	water	imported	from	
farther	distances,	or	with	purified	water,	and	the	greater	impacts.		Water	from	other	sources	is	by	no	
means	assured.		To	forfeit	water	security	in	this	way	seems	to	be	poor	stewardship.	

California	Constitution	Article	X,	section	2	declares	that	because	of	conditions	prevailing	in	the	state,	the	
general	welfare	requires	that	1)	the	water	resources	of	the	state	be	put	to	beneficial	use	to	the	fullest	
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extent	of	which	they	are	capable,	2)	that	the	waste	or	unreasonable	use	or	unreasonable	method	of	use	
of	water	be	prevented,	and	3)	the	conservation	of	such	waters	is	to	be	exercised	with	a	view	to	the	
reasonable	and	beneficial	use	thereof.		Thus,	it	is	clear	the	conserving	the	existing,	local	aquifer	is	of	
paramount	importance,	and	is,	in	fact,	declared	a	top	priority	by	the	state’s	constitution.	The	impacts	of	
the	proposed	project	which	include	reducing	the	aquifer	holding	capacity	by	removing	sand,	and	
abandoning	a	local	well,	should	include	a	consideration	of	the	priorities	in	the	state	Constitution.	

Integrated	Regional	Water	Management	(IRWM)	is	a	collaborative	effort	to	identify	and	implement	
water	management	solutions	on	a	regional	scale	that	increase	regional	self-reliance,	reduce	conflict,	and	
manage	water	to	concurrently	achieve	social,	environmental,	and	economic	objectives…	The	IRWM	
story	began	in	2002	when	the	Regional	Water	Management	Planning	Act	(SB	1672)	was	passed	by	the	
Legislature.	Since	then,	various	bond	acts	approved	by	California	voters	have	provided	over	$1.5	billion	
in	State	funding	to	support	and	advance	integrated,	multi-benefit	regional	projects.	The	local	match	on	
the	State	resources	has	been	impressive;	often	on	the	order	of	4:1.	Cities,	counties,	water	districts,	
community/environmental	groups,	Tribes	and	others	across	the	State	have	worked	collaboratively	to	
organize	and	establish	48	regional	water	management	groups,	covering	over	87	percent	of	the	State's	
area	and	99	percent	of	its	population.		

Update	San	Diego	IRWM	Plan	to	be	consistent	with	all	2016	IRWM	Plan	Standards	to	include	up-to-date	
data	and	policies	regarding	climate	change	impacts	and	water	quality;	incorporate	Sustainable	
Groundwater	Management	efforts,	Storm	water	Resources	Management	planning	and	subregional	and	
urban	water	management	plans;	DAC	Involvement	Program	will	improve	and	apply	best-practices	for	
engagement	in	the	IRWM	process.		The	primary	target	is	Increase	Regional	Self-Reliance	and	Integrated	
Water	Management	Across	All	Levels	of	Government.		The	EIR	does	not	explain	how	reducing	the	
holding	capacity	of	the	aquifer	and	HWD	abandoning	can	be	considered	consistent	with	thee	plans	and	
with	basic	public	stewardship/public	trust	doctrine.		Tis	impact	is	not	addressed	in	the	EIR.	

It	is	interesting	that	the	project	proponents	claim	that	this	source	of	aggregates	will	reduce	trip	
distances,	but	they	fail	to	address	the	energy	required	to	replace	the	local	water	source	that	will	be	lost	
with	imported	water.		In	2005	a	California	Energy	Commission	(CEC)	study	found	that	19%	of	energy	
in	California	was	used	to	provide	water	related	services.	

The	California	Urban	Water	Conservation	Council	(CUWCC)	developed	Best	Management	Practices	
(BMPs)	for	water	utilities,	which	established	a	set	of	foundational	and	programmatic	guidelines	that	
water	service	providers	should	adopt	and	follow.	Originally	the	BMPs	were	a	voluntary	set	of	
principles	that	signatories	to	the	BMP	Memorandum	of	Understanding	(MOU)	were	encouraged	to	
follow.	The	BMPs,	however,	have	been	elevated	by	the	adoption	of	AB1420,	which	requires	that	
urban	water	service	providers	implement	BMPs	as	a	condition	of	receiving	grant	funding	from	the	
Department	of	Water	Resources	(DWR)	and	other	state	water	agencies.	SBX7-7	the	so	called	“20	by	
2020”	bill	is	more	recent	legislation	that	requires	a	20%	reduction	in	urban	water	use	by	the	year	
2020.	This	legislation	also	requires	the	development	of	water	use	measurement	criteria	to	establish	
a	baseline	against	which	the	20%	reductions	can	be	evaluated.	

Conveyance	of	water	stands	out	as	the	epitome	of	the	system	and	distinguishes	how	Californians	
view	water	supply.	The	California	aqueduct	alone	stretches	more	than	700	miles	and	spans	much	of	
the	state	and	crosses	mountain	ranges	and	deserts.	The	complete	water	value	chain	consists	of	
many	other	elements	including:	supply	acquisition,	groundwater	management,	surface	water	
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conveyance,	water	and	wastewater	treatment,	distribution,	and	discharge.	The	energy	intensity	in	
each	part	of	the	chain	depends	on	several	factors	and	has	a	wide	range	of	values.	But	the	two	main	
drivers	of	energy	intensity	are	the	amount	of	water	pumped	and	input	water	quality	of	water	
subject	to	treatment.	Given	the	relatively	high	quality	of	El	Monte	water,	and	relatively	long	
distance	of	replacement	water,	that	becomes	a	factor	when	considering	the	GHG	and	energy	
consumption	impacts	of	the	project.	

The	landmark	climate	action	bill,	AB	32,	created	the	Climate	Action	Team	(CAT)	to	coordinate	
emission	reduction	activities	across	agencies.	This	team	subsequently	formed	a	sub	group,	the	
Water	Energy	Team	(WET-CAT),	mandated	to	address	the	water	energy	Nexus	issues	and	develop	
working	relationships	and	plans	of	action	to	facilitate	more	coordination	between	the	energy	and	
water	sectors.		High	energy	intensity	systems,	such	as	those	brining	water	from	the	Colorado	River	
and	from	more	northern	parts	of	California,	requiring	pumping	and	energy	consumption,	as	to	be	
avoided.		A	fair	GHG	analysis,	looking	at	barging	emissions	as	a	comparison	for	aggregate	
transportation,	and	looking	at	the	relative	emissions	associated	with	the	imported	water	that	will	
necessarily	replace	the	local	water,	should	be	done	and	distributed	to	the	public	for	review.	

The	San	Diego	Water	Authority	has	a	program	devoted	to	reducing	the	need	to	rely	on	imported	
water.		The	program	focuses	on	water	conservation	“that	generate	energy	savings	and	helps	us	
effectively	manage	the	region’s	water	supply	and	reduce	energy	costs	and	the	GHG	emissions	associated	
with	transporting	and	treating	water.”		This	project	directly	thwarts	the	efforts	of	this	and	other	similar	
programs.		According	to	the	Water	Authority’s	literature:	“Water	takes	energy	to	move.	In	fact,	water-
related	energy	use	in	California	consumes	approximately	20%	of	the	state’s	electricity	and	30%	of	the	
state’s	non-power	plant	natural	gas	according	to	the	California	Energy	Commission.”		Again,	this	key	
impact	associated	with	the	project	is	not	addressed.	
	

2.6	HAZARDS.		Page	2.6-1	suggest	that	there	are	no	known	hazardous	materials	onsite.		Helix	Water	
District	has	information	about	a	hazardous	waste	site	located	near	the	fly	yard	in	Phase	3	of	the	
project	area.		Before	excavation	occurs	there,	and	before	this	EIR	is	finalized,	investigation	of	the	
site	via	Helix	Water	District	files	should	occur	so	that	the	release	of	these	materials	into	the	water	
or	air	can	be	prevented.		Additionally,	contamination	from	Van	Ommerings’	dairy	has	been	
documented,	and	has	been	described	as	a	“high	nitrate	plume”	in	the	dairy	area	of	Phase	1.		That	
also	should	be	investigated	to	prevent	release	of	hazardous	contamination	into	the	aquifer	and/or	
air.	

Page	2.6-2	describes	only	public	schools.		It	does	not	address	the	non-profit	educational	and	
therapeutic	programs	for	children	with	disabilities,	such	as	Partner’s	(http://www.partnersth.org/	)	
and	Magic	Horse	(http://www.partnersth.org/	)	which	occur	in	El	Monte,	not	does	it	address	youth	
programs	associated	with	facilities	such	as	Tumbleweed	
(https://www.facebook.com/horseshowsforyou/	).		The	Van	Ommerings’	dairy	also	caters	to	
programs	that	educate	the	youth	of	San	Diego	about	agricultural	issues	
(http://www.omaspumpkinpatch.com/	),	and	coordinates	with	local	4H	and	FFA	programs	to	
provide	calf	raising	and	other	opportunities	for	students.		The	Future	Farmers	of	America	program	
associated	with	El	Capitan	in	the	past	has	leased	Helix	water	district	land	for	oat	farming.		My	
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horses	enjoyed	this	sustainable	crop,	which	was	raised	using	the	hard	work	of	high	school	students.		
The	students	also	entered	their	agricultural	products	at	the	Del	Mar	Fair,	so	I	happen	to	know	that	
my	horses	enjoyed	not	just	any	oats,	but	award-winning	oats.		I	also	purchased	a	steer	from	a	
student,	which	was	most	likely	also	fed	with	these	oats.		The	steer	I	purchased,	and	consumed,	was	
also	raised	by	local	FFA	students.		With	the	proposed	project,	that	program,	which	helps	educate	
youth	about	important	careers	in	agriculture,	will	be	lost.		Nowhere	in	the	EIR	are	these	impacts	to	
the	agricultural	programs	for	adults	and	youth	identified	and	evaluated.		In	fact,	the	loss	of	ag	land	
is	deemed	not	to	be	significant	enough	to	warrant	analysis	in	this	EIR,	despite	the	continued	loss	of	
agricultural	land	in	the	County;	another	determination	I	disagree	with.		With	many	youth	and	adults	
not	understanding	where	food	comes	from,	and	with	the	health	interest	in	increasing,	not	
decreasing,	this	understanding,	these	losses	to	the	region	may	be	significant.	

Page	2.6-3	describes	three	existing	depressions	that	could	fill	with	water	and	cause	disease	vectors	
to	proliferate.		Information	on	the	apparently	unpermitted	sand	mining	that	occurred	under	the	
guise	of	“grading	for	the	golf	course”	should	be	more	accurately	described.		This	also	speaks	to	the	
concern	I	have	raised	about	how	to	ensure	the	project	will	be	conducted	as	described	and	how	to	
ensure	that	mitigation	measures	will	be	implemented,	given	the	track	record	of	this	developer.			

This	analysis	significantly	understates	the	likelihood	of	exposed	water,	and	diseases,	contamination,	
and	evaporation	associated	with	it	because	it	uses	drought	year	ground	level	measures.		It	fails	to	
address	impacts	related	to	conditions	that	include	groundwater	rising	to	6	feet	below	the	surface	as	it	
did	in	1984,	1994,	1995,	and	1996.			

Page	2.6-3	describes	only	airport	hazards.		I	was	present	on	the	project	site	when	a	military	aircraft	
crashed	onsite	a	few	years	ago.		El	Monte	Valley	often	experiences	overflight	of	sheriff’s	
helicopters,	fire-fighting	aircraft	which	are	seeking	to	re-load	with	water	from	El	Capitan	Reservoir,	
ultralight	recreational	aircraft,	hang	gliders,	military	aircraft,	and	the	Valley	also	supports	a	
recreational	drone	aircraft	landing	area	just	west	of	Phase	4.	

Page	2.6-14	indicates	that	no	impact	will	occur	because	the	nearest	school,	El	Capitan	High	School,	
is	located	.5	miles	west	of	the	project	site,	which	is	beyond	the	.25	guidelines	limit.		Under	CEQA,	
even	if	a	project	complies	with	ordinances	and	standards,	it	is	possible	to	determine	that	there	is	a	
significant	effect.		Given	the	health	hazards	associated	with	the	silica	dust	and	Valley	Fever,	it	seems	
more	reasonable	to	look	at	the	actual	impacts	on	the	sensitive	receptors,	and	the	various	private	
and	non-profit	facilities	catering	to	sensitive	receptors	located	immediately	adjacent	to	the	project,	
rather	than	just	adhering	to	the	.25-mile	guideline.	

Pages	2.6-16	et	seq.	(for	example,	also	Issues	6	and	7	on	page	2.6-23)	address	evacuation	of	
employees,	but	these	pages	fail	to	address	the	issue	of	how	Valley	residents	will	evacuate	if	sand	
mine	employees,	inspectors,	customers,	contractors,	etc.,	in	personal	cars,	or	worse,	sand	trucks,	
are	barring	the	access.		My	horses	have	lived	in	El	Monte	Valley	longer	than	I	have	owned	my	own	
ranch.		There	have	been	several	disasters	requiring	evacuation	over	the	years.		Getting	in	and	out	in	
the	event	of	a	mandatory	evacuation	is	crucial.		A	disaster	is	not	the	time	to	worry	about	
enforcement	of	a	mitigation	measure,	perhaps	one	to	halt	trucks	in	the	event	of	an	emergency.		
Furthermore,	in	the	2003	fires,	during	which	the	wildfire	burned	through	El	Monte	Valley,	there	was	
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no	time	to	call	for	mandatory	evacuation.		No	evacuation	was	ever	ordered.		What	fail	safe	
mechanism	will	prevent	obstruction	of	the	evacuation	route	in	the	event	of	a	declared,	or	
undeclared	emergency?	

Page	2.6-24	identifies	a	cumulatively	significant	impact	associated	with	the	creation	of	standing	
water	associated	with	sand	mining	and	processing,	and	the	resultant	increase	in	mosquitoes.		Note	
that	this	is	particularly	important	to	this	Valley,	which	hosts	numerous	equestrian	facilities,	because	
the	equine	reaction	to	West	Nile	Virus	is	more	severe	than	the	human	reaction,	with	a	higher	
mortality	rate.		Also,	because	of	the	abundance	of	raptors	and	sensitive	birds	in	the	area,	and	
because	some	species	of	birds	are	also	more	sensitive	to	the	virus	than	people,	this	indirect	effect	
on	birds	should	be	addressed	in	the	biology	section.			
	
For	the	mitigation	measures	described	on	pages	2.6-24	et	seq.,	to	be	effective,	they	will	require	
close	monitoring,	not	based	on	a	schedule,	but	based	on	how	the	excavation	is	proceeding,	what	
the	weather	is	like,	if	water	elevations	are	as	predicted,	or	if	they	are	different.		Again,	this	raises	
the	question	of	how	these	measures	will	be	enforced.		Monthly	inspections	will	not	reliably	control	
the	problem.	Also,	it	is	important	to	note	that,	per	the	case	Mission	Bay	Alliance	v	Office	of	
Community	Investment	and	Infrastructure,	project	features	are	not	mitigation	measures.		Project	
elements	should	not	be	used	to	pose	difficulties	with	impact	identification.		In	this	EIR	it	is	difficult	
to	distinguish	project	features	from	mitigation	measures.		

The	flight	habits	of	mosquitoes	varies	by	species.	Most	species	remain	within	a	mile	or	two	of	their	
water	source.	For	all	expected	San	Diego	species,	the	impact	area	of	0.25	miles	is	inappropriately	small.		
Some	species	have	been	recorded	as	far	as	75	miles	from	their	breeding	source.	The	flight	range	for	
females	is	usually	longer	than	that	of	males.		The	life	span	of	the	mosquito	depends	on	several	factors:	
species,	temperature,	humidity,	gender,	and	time	of	year.	Males	are	usually	shorter	lived	than	females.		
The	length	of	the	life	cycle	varies	between	species	and	is	dependent	upon	environmental	conditions	
such	as	temperature	and	moisture,	but	monthly	assessments	of	the	conditions	would	not	be	sufficiently	
frequent	to	identify	a	sudden	uptick	in	larval	populations	–	a	common	occurrence	in	hot	months.		

The	life	cycle	of	all	mosquitoes	is	comprised	of	the	egg,	larval,	pupal,	and	adult	stages.		Eggs	usually	
hatch	within	24	to	48	hours.	Larvae	grow	through	steps	called	“instars”	to	become	approximately	5	mm	
in	length	within	about	seven	or	eight	days,	less	for	some	species	and	if	conditions.	such	as	temperature,	
are	optimal.	(When	I	was	an	under	graduate,	I	worked	in	a	medical	entomology	lab	at	Cal	Berkeley	as	a	
laboratory	technician,	and	was	responsible	for	making	chromosome	slides	using	seventh	instar	Culex	
tarsalis	larva.)		After	a	mosquito	is	fully	developed,	it	will	emerge	as	an	adult	from	its	pupal	case.	The	
new	adult	stands	upon	the	water	and	dries	its	wings	to	prepare	for	flight.	Adult	female	mosquitoes	will	
then	seek	an	animal	on	which	to	feed.	She	can	lay	more	than	100	eggs	at	a	time,	thus	populations	can	
spike	suddenly	if	standing	water	is	available.	

No	standard	is	given	on	which	to	base	the	conclusion	that	impacts	will	be	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	
significance.		Mosquitoes	will	travel	from	the	site	to	the	school,	and	to	horse	ranches,	and	will	effect	the	
birdlife	of	the	Valley.		Measures	that	control	mosquitoes	are	never	100%	effective.			It	seems	likely	that	
the	project	will	result	in	significant	impacts	from	vectors.	

2.7	LAND	USE.		The	Spring	Valley	Lake	Association	versus	Victorville	case	made	it	clear	that,	when	
looking	at	plan	consistency,	the	underlying	issue	is	whether	there	is	an	impact.		Plan	“consistency”	must	
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be	related	to	impacts,	and	mere	assertions	are	not	sufficient.		There	must	be	evidence.		In	the	case	of	
the	proposed	project,	the	area	consists	of	agricultural	uses	on	both	sides	of	the	river.		Putting	an	
industrial	sand	mine	in	the	middle	of	the	Valley	seems	on	its	face	to	be	inconsistent	with	the	existing	
land	use.		In	the	EIR’s	analysis	evidence	to	the	contrary	is	not	adequately	provided.	

Page	2.7-8	asserts	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	divide	the	community	any	more	than	the	
existing	channel	already	divides	the	community.		That	simply	isn’t	true.		I	frequently	ride	to	
Tumbleweed,	the	Lakeside	Polo	Club,	Pillsbury	Ranch,	and	the	property	of	friends	along	Willow	and	El	
Monte	on	horseback,	using	trails	I	have	used	for	25	years	in	El	Monte	Valley.		Teens	from	my	ranch	get	
excited	about	going	on	a	“taco	ride,”	which	takes	us	down	the	Valley,	out	to	El	Monte	Road	near	where	
trucks	would	exit	(with	the	addition	of	trucks,	the	taco	ride	would	become	horrifyingly	dangerous),	along	
sidewalks	to	Lindo	Lake	Park,	and	on	to	a	taco	shop	in	Lakeside	that	lets	us	ride	through	the	drive-
through.		Similarly,	friends	from	Willow	and	El	Monte	sides	walk	and	ride	from	one	side	of	the	river	to	
the	other	to	visit	me.		Sometimes	we	meet	up	mid	Valley.		Having	to	negotiate	a	sand	mine	would	
severely	impede	such	recreational	jaunts,	dividing	a	community	that	is	accustomed	to	socializing	with	
each	other	from	foot	and	from	horseback.			

These	impacts	would	not	be	“temporary”	because	trails	would	be	established	following	mining.		The	
word	“temporary”	in	the	context	means	never,	because	my	horses	and	I	are	unlikely	to	live	to	see	the	
trail	along	El	Monte	Road	constructed,	because	it	is	proposed	for	after	completion	of	the	mining,	and	
will	require	separate	permitting,	and	will	install	a	sidewalk	next	to	a	dangerous	roadway	that	will	be	a	
horror	house	of	frightening	obstacles	for	riding	purposes	-	if	it	is	ever	built.		For	me	it	amounts	to	a	
permanent	loss.		Furthermore,	the	proposed	multi	use	trails	would	eliminate	activities	such	as	our	
currently	(beloved)	night	rides.		The	project	would	impose	rules	and	regulations	that	would	restrict	our	
access,	pinning	us	within	a	narrow	corridor,	primarily	along	the	road,	basically	a	sidewalk,	and	would	
impede	the	activities	we	currently	enjoy.	

Goal	LU-2	of	the	General	Plan	is	to	retain	the	rural	character	by	avoiding	excessive	noise,	vibrations,	
dust,	odor,	aesthetic	impairment	and/or	are	detrimental	to	human	health	and	safety.		This	project	
would	have	these	impacts,	plus	impacts	to	land	designated	for	agricultural	uses,	and	eliminating	
agricultural	educational	uses,	such	as	those	the	land	previously	provided	in	concert	with	El	Capitan	High	
School.		The	project	has	a	significant	and	unmitigated	impact	related	to	silica	emissions.		Yet,	
astonishingly,	is	found	to	be	consistent	with	the	general	plan’s	goal	of	having	no	impact	to	human	
health.			
	
Given	the	importance	of	this	area	to	rare	fauna	such	as	the	glossy	snake,	the	vibrations	the	project	will	
cause	are	particularly	problematic.		Also,	noise	carries	in	the	Valley	incredibly	well.		It	is	basically	a	hard-
walled	bowl.		I	once	gave	a	lady	a	ride	on	my	horse	–	a	person	merely	speaking	on	a	road	above	the	
elevation	of	her	trail	had	caused	her	horse	to	spook	and	run	off.		She	was	uninjured,	but	disoriented	and	
panicked.		Let	me	repeat	that:		the	noise	of	a	person	speaking	spooked	her	horse	and	she	fell	off.		
Imagine	what	the	noise	of	a	sand	mine	will	do	to	the	ability	to	ride	horses	safely	in	the	Valley.		The	
effects	of	the	noise	on	the	recreational	values,	and	the	wildlife	are	mentioned	here,	but	addressed	later	
in	the	document.		The	impacts	to	agricultural	uses	such	as	the	equine	therapy	program	provided	by	the	
Magic	Horse,	are	not	addressed	in	the	EIR,	but	should	be.	
	
The	American	Heart	Association	calls	for	“healthy	adults	and	active	children”	and	there	is	an	increasing	
understanding	that	this	involves	outdoor	recreation	and	a	connection	to	where	food	and	water	come	
from.		El	Monte	Valley	has	in	the	past,	and	can	continue	to	be,	the	key	to	providing	this	healthy	
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connection	to	the	environment.		Why	do	we	want	El	Capitan	students	raising	oats	on	public	land	in	El	
Monte	Valley?		As	the	American	Heart	Association	would	say,	“Life	is	why.”		Putting	a	sand	mine	in	the	
Valley	eliminates	this	important	contribution	to	the	welfare	of	the	public.		These	impacts	to	agricultural	
and	recreational	resources	has	indirect	impacts	on	the	public’s	connection	to	agricultural	and	
recreational	opportunities	in	El	Monte	Valley.		The	purpose	of	an	EIR	is	to	disclose	the	impacts	of	a	
project,	not	to	provide	a	biased	view	that	distorts	the	base	line	and	cherry	picks	values	and	arguments	
to	dress	up	a	project’s	impacts.	
	
A	friend	who	now	works	in	the	private	sector,	but	previously	was	high	level	County	CEQA	staff,	
explained	that	the	EIR	for	a	development	located	between	his	home	in	La	Mesa	and	the	freeway	did	not	
address	the	fact	that	the	tile	rooves	on	the	new	homes	bounce	the	freeway	noise	directly	toward	their	
home.		The	EIR	did	not	address	the	effect	of	the	tiles	on	freeway	noise	to	the	nearby	residential	
neighborhood.		This	impact	was	not	foreseen	by	the	EIR	–	EIRs	often	miss	impacts.		However,	had	a	
comment	been	provided	on	the	draft	EIR,	the	City	could	have	addressed	the	potential	impact.		
Information	about	potential	impacts	provided	by	commenters	should	not	be	overlooked.		Had	the	City	
of	La	Mesa	known,	it	might	ask	the	developer	to	provide	appropriate	mitigation,	or	ask	the	
decisionmaker	to	make	finding	of	overriding	consideration	if	mitigation	was	not	feasible.		The	situation	
of	the	impact	occurring,	but	never	having	been	disclosed	ahead	of	time	in	a	CEQA	document,	should	be	
avoided	whenever	possible.	
	
Goal	LU-6	is	for	an	“intact”	natural	resource	with	long	term	sustainability	of	the	natural	environment.		
Yet	the	project	will	permanently	increase	evaporation	and	require	the	importation	of	water	to	replace	
the	water	lost	to	Helix	Water	District’s	system.		It	will	insert	zones	of	poor	vegetation	because	of	
disposal	of	silt	and	yellow	fill,	and	a	permanent	drop	structure,	imposing	a	physical	carrier	to	ground-
moving	organisms.		The	soil	community	will	have	been	completely	removed,	and	the	hydrology	
permanently	altered.	
	
One	of	the	significant	impacts	often	associated	with	mining	operations	effects	the	soils	and	the	perk-
ability	of	the	soils.		Not	only	are	fine	silts	removed	from	the	substrate	and	then	become	a	varnish,	
impeding	infiltration,	but	the	heavy	equipment	compacts	the	soils,	which	also	reduces	infiltration,	and	
inhibits	subsequent	revegetation	of	the	site.		No	mention	of	compaction	and	its	impacts	and	approaches	
to	minimizing	this	impact	is	provided	in	the	EIR,	thus	this	significant	mining-related	impact	is	not	
addressed.		Similarly,	chemical	changes	to	the	soils	are	not	addressed.		According	to	many	sources,	
these	are	common,	significant	impacts	associated	with	mining	operations.			
	
For	example,	quoting	from	https://sciencing.com/effects-mining-ecosystem-5946932.html,“Ecosystems	
are	affected	by	the	physical	perturbations	of	mining	operations,	as	well	as	the	chemical	alterations	in	
soil	and	water.	Mining	activities	vary,	but	can	include	soil	compaction	and	conversely,	removal	of	the	
topsoil.	These	alterations	disrupt	nutrient	dynamics	by	minimizing	the	availability	of	nitrogen	and	
phosphorus,	lower	the	pH	through	the	acidification	of	the	soil	and	can	introduce	toxic	metals	and	acids.	
Depending	on	the	scale	and	nature	of	the	mining	operation,	these	effects	can	be	localized	to	the	
location	of	the	mining	or,	through	local	hydrology,	can	extend	[beyond]….		Soil	compaction	is	one	of	the	
most	severe	effects	mining	has	on	ecosystems.	Compaction	is	often	the	result	of	bulldozers	and	other	
pieces	of	large	machinery	moving	across	the	landscape,	often	for	many	years	while	the	mining	is	still	in	
operation.	As	the	soil	is	compacted,	there	are	fewer	pore	spaces	for	oxygen	and	water	to	move	through	
the	soil	profile,	minimizing	the	potential	for	plant	establishment.	Also,	as	water	is	unable	to	percolate	
down	through	the	soil,	it	inevitably	will	move	across	the	surface	[reducing	infiltration	into	the	
groundwater	and	increasing	runoff	and	erosion].		Mining	operations	often	contaminate	the	soil	with	
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toxic	heavy	metals	and	acids.	Acids	can	lower	the	pH	of	the	soil,	preventing	plants	and	soil	
microorganisms	from	thriving,	and	can	also	react	with	various	minerals	in	the	soil	that	are	required	by	
plants,	such	as	calcium	and	magnesium.	The	hydrogen	ions	from	the	acid	absorb	the	soil	particles,	
preventing	other	nutrients	required	by	plants	to	remain	in	the	soil.	These	chemical	alterations	can	
interact	with	soil	compaction.	Because	water	isn't	moving	through	the	soil	profile,	some	of	the	metals	
and	acids	can	get	carried	away	by	the	water,	extending	the	mining	effects	throughout	greater	portions	
of	the	landscape.”		The	physical	and	chemical	impacts	to	the	soil,	as	well	as	impacts	to	this	diverse	
biome,	should	be	analyzed	in	the	EIR	to	adequately	assess	the	project’s	impacts.	
	
Goal	LU6-6,	calling	for	the	incorporation	of	natural	features	finds	only	a	handful	of	oak	trees	in	the	
project	area,	a	description	that	does	not	accurately	describe	the	abundant	oaks	in	this	area.		In	addition,	
there	are	many	mature	native	sycamores,	elderberry	trees,	willows,	cottonwoods,	and	other	species.	
	
Goal	LU6-9	requires	the	project	to	conform	to	the	natural	topography,	but	the	proposed	project	will	
lower	the	entire	grade,	and	impose	a	permanent,	engineered	drop	structure,	and	engineered	channel	
slopes	and	configuration.		If	trails	are	then	kept	out	of	the	channel,	mulefat	and	other	brushy	plantings	
will	likely	impede	floodwater,	altering	the	hydrology	further,	and	exacerbating	flooding	issues.			
	
Goal	LU-8.		How	is	it	that	a	project	that	increases	evapotranspiration	by	366	afy	year,	and	then	somehow	
compensate	for	this	with	“induced	run	on”?		The	whole	idea	of	filling	in	the	existing	pits	having	no	effect	
on	groundwater	infiltration,	but	creating	a	new	one	will	somehow	create	additional	“run	on”	does	not	
seem	reasonable.		I	speculate	that	instead	of	considering	the	pits	as	depressions,	into	which	water	falls	
and	collects,	the	analysis	considers	them	more	like	dams,	which	are	erected	ABOVE	the	river	course	
stopping	the	flow	of	water	and	holding	behind	the	dam.		The	two	are	not	analogous	from	a	water	
budget	perspective,	but	I	think	this	may	be	the	error	that	is	made.	
	
The	reclaimed	excavation	pit	will	be	LESS	permeable	than	the	existing	coarse	sand	substrate,	because	it	
will	likely	have	a	varnish	of	silt	over	the	top	of	the	sand.		Holding	water	in	such	a	pit	will	expose	it	to	
even	more	evaporation,	and	contamination.			
	
In	any	event,	the	pit	that	will	be	created	should	be	compared	with	the	pits	that	will	be	“restored,	so	that	
the	reader	can	understand	how	this	counter	intuitive	“increased	run	on”	is	accomplished.			
	
Lakeside	Policy	3	specifically	advises	against	causing	impacts	associated	with	pits.		Pits	are	generally	
considered	to	have	impacts,	and	are	not	usually	described	as	being	hydrologic	mitigation.		BMPs	specify	
that	sand	mines	should	minimize	“accumulations	of	water.”		The	current	sand	substrate	has	virtually	no	
runoff	except	in	heavy	rain	events,	which	occurred	only	once	last	year.		Infiltrations	rates	of	the	existing	
site	are	very	high.		Expecting	a	silt-coated	detention	pond	not	to	simply	lose	water	to	evaporation,	but	
to	actually	increase	infiltration	is	not	reasonable.			
	
Seldom	does	water	flow	in	the	river	under	existing	conditions.		It	mostly	is	absorbed	into	the	spaces	
provided	by	the	sand	grains.		What	flow	there	is	needed	to	provide	the	characteristics	of	a	more	natural	
system	to	the	downstream	areas.		The	upstream	dam	already	significantly	reduces	such	events.			
	
Additionally,	since	yellow	fill	and	silt	will	be	spread	over	some	of	the	existing	recharge	area,	infiltration	
will	be	DECREASED.		And	if	that	much	water	is	retained	in	impoundments	within	the	project,	then	the	
analysis	of	health	effects	from	mosquitoes,	and	other	impacts	needs	to	be	reassessed.		More	accurately,	



54	
	

in	this	system	with	permeable	sand	and	an	underground	aquifer,	this	“induced	run	on”	assertation,	
made	in	the	EIR	here	for	the	first	time,	seems	most	unlikely	to	be	accurate.	
	
The	General	Plan’s	agricultural	goal	would	be	completely	violated,	not	only	with	direct	loss	of	
agricultural	land,	but	also	with	impacts	to	the	previous	program	that	provided	education	and	practical	
experience	to	students	at	El	Capitan,	and	with	impacts	to	existing	agricultural	uses,	such	as	the	equine	
therapy	programs	for	children	with	disabilities.		Similarly,	policy	4	and	the	industrial	goal	of	not	
detracting	from	the	community,	and	of	providing	a	desirable,	healthy,	comfortable	environment	while	
preserving	Lakesides	rural	atmosphere	and	unique	resources	would	be	violated	by	replacing	what	was	
open	space	and	oat	farms,	with	the	occasional	grazing	lease	into	a	heavy	industrial	activity.		The	health	
significant	health	impacts	associated	with	airborne	silica	is	clearly	a	factor	for	the	home	on	the	west	end	
of	cluster	on	Willow	Road,	but	farther	east	is	the	facility	serving	children	with	disabilities,	who	likely	
include	individuals	of	even	higher	sensitivity,	and	a	resident	who	breed	parrots,	also	a	particularly	
sensitive	receptor,	as	are	the	many	avian	species	that	occur	throughout	the	valley.		The	effects	of	
vibrations	on	the	diverse	ground	dwelling	community,	and	the	elevation	of	noise	levels	within	the	valley,	
will	also	be	significant	factors.			
	
While	expanding	the	tax	base	may	be	an	issue	of	consideration	for	the	elected	officials,	it	does	not	seem	
a	relevant	environmental	consideration.		If	it	is	included	as	a	pertinent	factor	in	this	analysis,	then	the	
analysis	should	also	consider	the	economic	impact	that	the	project	will	have	to	the	properties,	
businesses,	and	non-profit	organizations	in	El	Monte	Valley	to	provide	an	appropriate	
context/comparison.			
	
Much	is	made	by	the	project	proponents,	and	even	opponents,	of	the	existing	zoning.		Proponents	
suggest	that	the	zoning	indicates	that	mining	is	the	best	use	for	the	land.		Some	opponents	suggest	that	
the	zoning	was	arrived	at	in	an	unscrupulous	manner.		I	suspect	that	after	SMARA	was	enacted	in	1975,	
the	California	Department	of	Mines	and	Geology	provided	land	classifications,	identifying	areas	
throughout	the	State	where	aggregate	resources	occurred.		Then	local	land	use	authorities	placed	
aggregate	mining	zones	on	those	lands	accordingly.		I	suspect	these	decisions	were	not	made	with	
consideration	of	the	potential	for	these	lands	to	support	other	resources,	such	as	aquifers,	wildlife	
corridors,	or	agricultural	resources,	but	only	on	the	presence	of	the	aggregate	resource.		Subsequent	
“discretionary”	actions	could	sort	out	the	relative	importance	of	other	uses,	perhaps	using	the	new,	
1970	law	called	CEQA,	that	was	extended	from	addressing	only	public	projects	to	also	addressing	private	
projects	with	the	famous	“Friends	of	Mammoth”	case	in	1972.	
	
Special	Report	153	issued	by	the	California	Department	of	Conservation	in	1982	provides	an	update	of	
mineral	resources	in	San	Diego,	identifying	70	percent	of	the	available	PCC	resources	as	occurring	on	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River.		At	that	time,	twelve	mines	were	operating	in	the	Lakeside	region	(sector	M).		Unlike	
the	EIR,	which	does	not	address	the	location	of	delivery	points	in	the	consideration	of	truck	trip	
distance,	this	analysis	selected	two	delivery	points	for	use	in	the	consideration	of	haul	distances	from	
the	source	to	the	batch	plant.		Site	A,	which	has	since	closed,	was	in	Mission	Valley,	just	north	of	
Interstate	8.		Site	B	was	located	along	highway	78	in	San	Marcos.		With	both	delivery	points	in	operation,	
delivery	point	A	has	the	shorter	haul	distance	from	Lakeside	mines	to	Mission	Valley.		The	distance	from	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River	to	delivery	point	B	is	a	few	miles	longer.		Unlike	this	example,	set	by	the	State	in	
1982,	it	is	impossible	to	tell	from	the	current	EIR	which	delivery	points	are	being	considered.	The	
analysis	simply	does	not	provide	the	information.	
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For	the	project	to	be	consistent	with	policy	7	it	should	be	located	where	all	necessary	utilities	already	
occur.		My	understanding	is	the	Lakeside	Water	District	does	not	currently	have	a	connection	providing	
the	necessary	water	to	this	location,	it	is	not	even	clear	that	this	location	is	in	that	District,	since	the	land	
was	owned	by	Helix,	and	the	existing	residents	and	businesses	are	not	served	by	lakeside	Water	District,	
but	instead	use	well	water.		Thus,	a	discretionary	process	may	be	necessary	to	modify	the	District	to	
include	that	area.		If	Lakeside	Water	District	does	not	have	existing	connections,	they	would	have	to	be	
provided.		Providing	such	connections	would,	in	and	of	itself,	be	a	discretionary	matter.		There	is	also	no	
existing	power	to	the	site.		Those	connection	would	have	to	be	provided	by	new	transmission	lines.		In	
my	experience,	providing	new	transmission	lines,	even	generators,	requires	significant	discretionary	
permitting	from	various	agencies.		Approval	of	one	discretionary	action	should	not	preclude	the	ability	
to	say	“no”	to	a	subsequent	discretionary	action.		Thus,	if	permitting	the	project	seems	to	foreclose	the	
ability	of	any	approving	agency	to	reject	a	necessary,	discretionary	portion	of	the	project,	it	is	an	
inappropriate	“piecemealing”	of	the	project.		As	a	rule	of	thumb,	environmental	review	of	discretionary	
projects	should	occur	as	early	in	the	approval	process	as	possible,	but	not	so	early	that	potential	impacts	
are	speculative.		If	a	new	waterline	is	required,	impacts	would	not	be	speculative.		The	proposed	project	
does	not	adequately	detail	how	power	and	water	will	arrive	at	the	site;	the	project	description	is	
inadequate.	
	
In	balancing	the	“community	need	for	freedom	from	disturbing	effects	of	sand	and	gravel	extraction”	
with	the	“regional	need	for	construction	materials,”	it	seems	that	the	community	need	for	freedom	
from	disturbance	is	intended	to	carry	equal	weight	to	the	regional	need	for	construction	materials.		If	
this	is	the	case,	and	since	Lakeside	already	produces	more	than	its	share	of	mined	resources	for	the	
region,	and	since	those	resources	are	available	elsewhere,	it	seems	that	the	needs	of	the	local	
community	should	prevail.		If	the	project	were	to	be	consistent	with	Policy	2,	extracting	sand	in	a	that	
minimizes	harm	or	disturbance	to	adjacent	residents	and	properties,	a	reduced	scale	alternative	might	
be	appropriate.		The	reduced	scale	project	would	be	consistent	with	the	scale	and	degree	of	disruption	
of	other,	existing	sand	mines	in	Lakeside.	
	
Placing	the	project	below	grade	will	in	no	way	mitigate	impacts,	making	it	even	more	visible	and	audible	
to	the	surrounding	human	and	wildlife	communities,	which	are	situated	above	the	grade	of	the	facility.		
Lowering	the	elevation	of	infrastructure	in	this	setting	serves	to	INCREASE	impacts,	not	decrease	them.		
The	impact	of	night	lighting	on	the	night	sky,	insects,	bats,	and	other	members	of	the	community	should	
be	analyzed	and	mitigated.		The	ultimate	look	will	be	significantly	different	from	the	more	meandering	
channel	that	exists	today,	and	will	instead	be	harsher,	more	engineered	in	appearance,	and	will	
permanently	include	the	drop	structure	and	more	homogenous	plantings.	
	
Policy	3	specifies	minimizing	dust,	noise	traffic,	unsightly	views,	accumulations	of	water,	steep	slopes,	
and	safety	and	health	hazards	from	sand	mines.		Despite	significant	unmitigable	effects	associated	with	
silica	emissions	to	the	residence	on	Willow	Road,	the	analysis	calls	this	impact	mitigated	to	below	a	level	
of	significance.		It	asserts	that	providing	watering	to	control	dust	will	also	mitigate	impacts	associated	
with	Valley	Fever,	even	though	dust-suppression	watering	results	in	the	proliferation	of	spores,	with	
corresponding	INCREASES	the	level	of	airborne	contamination	from	this	deadly	disease.		As	previously	
explained,	the	project	DOES	adversely	affect	both	water	quality	and	water	storage,	and	would	result	in	
the	disturbance	of	highly	erodible	soils.		The	noise	analysis	does	not	appropriately	consider	the	narrow	
rock	walls	of	this	canyon	and	the	noise	effects	on	the	human	and	wildlife	community,	made	worse	by	
the	lowering	of	the	grade	in	the	areas	that	that	the	source	of	the	noise.		The	traffic	analysis	
inappropriately	considers	adding	slow	moving	heavily	laden	trucks	at	a	rate	of	one	every	three	minutes,	
though	they	are	not	likely	to	be	so	evenly	spaced,	onto	already	dangerous,	and	difficult	intersection.	
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Policy	6	clearly	intends	that	post	mining	period	the	land	is	to	be	used	and	enjoyed	by	the	community.		
The	proposed	restrictions	on	community	use	of	the	mined	area,	and	restriction	of	access	to	narrow	
trails,	primarily	sited	along	the	roadways,	would	be	a	permanent,	significant	impact	to	the	community.			
Bringing	the	trail	experience	nearer	to	the	homes	and	traffic	of	the	roads	will	provide	many	more	
opportunities	for	horse	reaction.		Horses	are	not	the	brave	chargers	some	people	imagine	them	to	be.		
They	are	anxiety-ridden	prey	animals.		They	are	not	designed	to	consider	if	something	in	their	field	of	
vision,	or	a	sound,	might	be	a	threat	to	them.		They	have	a	very	limited	prefrontal	cortex	for	that	sort	of	
contemplation.		As	prey	animals,	they	react	based	on	stimuli	from	their	limbic	system,	without	much	
filtering	thought.		Most	horse	owners	provide	sensory	training	for	our	horses,	and	have	been	known	to	
brag	that	our	horses	are	“bomb	proof,”	but	the	reality	is,	horses	spook.		Staying	in	the	saddle	when	a	
horse	spooks	can	be,	in	some	situations,	impossible.		Quiet	coyotes	and	darting	cottontails	typically	do	
not	bother	a	seasoned	trail	horse.		However,	traffic,	equipment,	pigs,	cattle,	llamas,	dogs,	and	other	
obstacles	pose	adrenaline-fueled	moments	when	riding	on	horseback.		This	proposed	project	would	
limit	trail	access	to	only	the	most	hair-raising	places	to	ride.		The	proposed	project	would	significantly	
impact	the	existing	trail	experience.	
	
2.8	MINERAL	RESOURCES.		The	Surface	Mining	and	Reclamation	Act	of	1975	(SMARA,	Public	Resources	
Code,	Sections	2710-2796)	provides	a	comprehensive	surface	mining	and	reclamation	policy	with	the	
regulation	of	surface	mining	operations	to	assure	that	adverse	environmental	impacts	are	minimized	
and	mined	lands	are	reclaimed	to	a	usable	condition.		The	intent	of	SMARA	is	to	ensure	that	mined	lands	
continue	to	be	usable.		Designations	that	would	severely	restrict	public	access,	especially	in	an	area	
where	the	public	has	enjoyed	public	access	for	many	years,	is	not	consistent	with	SMARA.		This	law	not	
only	talks	about	the	importance	of	mineral	resources,	as	indicated	in	the	Mineral	Resource	Section	of	
this	EIR,	it	also	provides	the	minimum	acceptable	practices	to	be	followed	in	surface	mining	operations,	
which	are	pertinent	to	an	understanding	of	the	regulatory	framework.		It	specifies	as	follows:			

• The	removal	of	vegetation	and	overburden,	if	any,	in	advance	of	surface	mining	shall	be	kept	to	
the	minimum.			

• Operations	shall	be	conducted	to	substantially	prevent	siltation	of	ground-water	recharge	areas.		
(The	proposed	project	proposes	to	dispose	of	the	silt	onsite,	which	seems	to	conflict	with	this	
directive.)	

• All	reasonable	measures	shall	be	taken	to	protect	the	existing	habitat	that	occurs	on	the	site.	
The	use	of	soil	conditioners,	mulches,	or	imported	topsoil	shall	be	considered	where	
revegetation	is	part	of	the	reclamation	plan	and	where	such	measures	appear	necessary.	It	is	
not	justified	to	denude	areas	of	their	soil.	

• The	lead	government	agency	shall	require	organized	record-keeping	and	monitoring	of	surface	
mining	reclamation	under	its	jurisdiction,	and	shall	forward	a	copy	of	each	permit	and	approved	
reclamation	plan	and	financial	assurance	instrument	to	the	director	of	the	Department	of	
Conservation.	

• The	lead	agency	shall	ensure	that	the	objectives	of	the	reclamation	plan	will	be	attained.	This	
may	include	provisions	for	surety	bonds,	irrevocable	letters	of	credit,	trust	funds,	or	other	forms	
of	financial	assurance.		If	the	State	board	determines	the	lead	agency’s	approved	financial	
assurance	cost	estimate	does	not	meet	the	requirements	of	Sections	2773.1	and	2773.4,	Article	
11	(commencing	with	Section	3800)	of	Subchapter	1	of	Chapter	8	of	Division	2	of	Title	14	of	the	
California	Code	of	Regulations,	and	the	board’s	financial	assurance	guidelines	adopted	pursuant	
to	subdivision	(f)	of	Section	2773.1,	the	board	shall	note	the	deficiencies	and,	based	on	the	
record,	include	adequate	cost	estimates	for	each	noted	deficiency.		The	EIR	does	not	specify	the	
financial	assurance	to	be	provided,	or	anything	about	the	inspection	program	proposed	for	this	



57	
	

project.	This	information	is	relevant	to	an	understanding	of	the	enforceability	of	the	proposed	
project	conditions	and	the	related	effectiveness	of	the	proposed	mitigation.	

• If	the	lead	agency	has	evidence	that	an	operator	may	be	financially	incapable	of	completing	
reclamation	in	accordance	with	its	approved	reclamation	plan	or	that	the	operator	may	have	
abandoned	the	surface	mining	operation	without	completing	reclamation,	the	lead	agency	or	
the	board,	when	acting	as	a	lead	agency,	shall	conduct	a	public	hearing	to	determine	
whether	the	operator	is	financially	capable	of	completing	reclamation	in	accordance	with	the	
approved	reclamation	plan	or	has	abandoned	the	surface	mining	operation.		The	financial	
ability	to	properly	conduct	the	mining	operation	and	reclamation	should	be	public	
information,	and	should	be	assured	by	the	lead	agency.		This	information	is	pertinent	to	
understanding	the	likelihood	of	conditions	of	the	permit	being	implemented.		Per	SMARA,	
“Reclamation	plans,	reports,	applications,	and	other	documents	submitted	pursuant	to	this	
chapter	are	public	records,	unless	it	can	be	demonstrated	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	lead	
agency	that	the	release	of	that	information,	or	part	thereof,	would	reveal	production,	
reserves,	or	rate	of	depletion	entitled	to	protection	as	proprietary	information.”		The	dismal	
example	set	by	Hanson	Pond	(and	many	other	examples	of	poorly	done	or	completely	
abandoned	reclamation,	and	mines	with	unexpected	impacts	and	issues	causing	grave	
environmental	and	public	health	consequences),	at	the	west	end	of	the	project	site,	and	the	
delayed	and	highly	contentious	restoration	of	that	site,	emphasizes	that	proper	planning	and	
financial	assurance	is	needed	in	advance.		

• Inspection	of	a	surface	mining	operation	shall	be	conducted	not	less	than	once	each	calendar	
year	to	determine	if	the	operation	follows	the	requirements	of	Public	Resources	Code	Chapter	9,	
commencing	with	section	2710.		Will	County	staff	provide	this	inspection?		

• A	person,	who	in	the	determination	of	the	lead	agency	has	demonstrated	competence	in	
performing	inspections	of	surface	mining	operations,	shall	perform	inspections.	Evaluation	of	
geological	and	engineering	conditions,	when	required,	shall	be	performed	by	or	under	the	
supervision	of	a	Geologist	Registered	to	practice	in	the	state	under	the	Geologists	and	
Geophysicists	Act	or	a	Professional	Engineer	registered	to	practice	in	the	state	under	the	
Professional	Engineers	Act.	

• A	surface	mine	inspection	shall	not	be	performed	by	any	person	who	holds	a	financial	interest	in	
or	has	been	employed	by	the	surface	mining	operation	in	any	capacity,	including	as	a	consultant	
or	as	a	contractor,	during	the	year	preceding	the	inspection.		Annual	surface	mine	inspections	
may	be	conducted	by	a	specialist	or	a	team	of	specialists	with	expertise	that	includes	but	is	not	
limited	to,	geology,	engineering,	surveying,	ecology,	water	chemistry	and	quality,	and	
permitting.		

• The	operator	shall	be	responsible	for	the	reasonable	cost	of	the	annual	inspection	conducted	by	
the	lead	agency	or	by	the	board	if	the	board	is	the	lead	agency.	

• Inspections	may	include,	but	shall	not	be	limited	to	the	following:	the	operation's	horizontal	and	
vertical	dimensions;	volumes	of	materials	stored	on	the	site;	slope	angles	of	stock	piles,	waste	
piles	and	quarry	walls;	potential	geological	hazards;	equipment	and	other	facilities;	samples	of	
materials;	photographic	or	other	electronic	images	of	the	operation;	any	measurements	or	
observations	deemed	necessary	by	the	inspector	or	the	lead	agency	to	ensure	the	operation	is	
in	compliance	with	Public	Resources	Code	Chapter	9.	

• Whenever	surface	mining	operations	are	proposed	in	the	100-year	flood	plain	for	any	
stream,	and	within	one	mile,	upstream	or	downstream,	of	any	state	highway	bridge,	the	lead	
agency	receiving	the	application	for	the	issuance	of	a	permit	to	conduct	the	surface	mining	
operations	shall	notify	the	Department	of	Transportation	that	the	application	has	been	
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received.	The	highway	67	bridge	over	the	San	Diego	River	may	be	within	this	distance,	and	if	
not,	not	far	beyond,	and	thus	notification	should	occur.	

• Each	agency	shall	have	60	days	to	review	and	comment	on	the	proposed	surface	mining	
operation	described	in	subdivision	(a)	and	the	adoption	of	any	reclamation	plan	therefor.	Each	
agency	shall	comment	on	the	existing	groundwater	quality	and	the	potential	impacts	to	water	
quality	that	may	result	from	the	mining	operations	and	the	proposed	reclamation	plan,	and	shall	
recommend	methods	and	procedures	to	protect	groundwater	quality	and	prevent	groundwater	
degradation.	Each	agency	shall	also	comment	on	the	proposed	mining	activities,	including	the	
conduct	of	excavation	and	backfilling	operations	in	contact	with	groundwater,	and	the	impact	of	
any	proposed	alternative	land	uses	on	groundwater	quality.	When	the	proposed	surface	mining	
operations	or	reclamation	plan	will	impact	the	groundwater,	the	lead	agency	shall	not	approve	
the	reclamation	plan	without	requiring	actions	to	ensure	the	reasonable	protection	of	the	
beneficial	uses	of	groundwater	and	the	prevention	of	nuisance.		
	

The	public	may	appeal	to	the	State	if	the	County	grants	a	disputed	mining	permit.		Any	person	who	is	
aggrieved	by	the	granting	of	a	permit	to	conduct	surface	mining	operations,	may,	within	15	days	of	
exhausting	his	rights	to	appeal	in	accordance	with	the	procedures	of	the	lead	agency,	appeal	to	the	
board.	Appeals	that	the	board	does	not	decline	to	hear	shall	be	scheduled	and	heard	at	a	public	hearing	
held	within	the	jurisdiction	of	the	lead	agency	which	processed	the	original	application	within	30	days	of	
the	filing	of	the	appeal,	or	such	longer	period	as	may	be	mutually	agreed	upon	by	the	board	and	the	
person	filing	the	appeal.	In	any	such	action,	the	board	shall	not	exercise	its	independent	judgment	on	
the	evidence	but	shall	only	determine	whether	the	decision	of	the	lead	agency	is	supported	by	
substantial	evidence	in	the	light	of	the	whole	record.	If	the	board	determines	the	decision	of	the	lead	
agency	is	not	supported	by	substantial	evidence	in	the	light	of	the	whole	record,	which	include	these	
comments	outlining	what	I	describe	as	deficiencies	in	the	EIR,	it	shall	remand	the	appeal	to	the	lead	
agency	and	the	lead	agency	shall	schedule	a	public	hearing	to	reconsider	its	action.	

By	flooding	the	market	with	more	virgin	PCC	than	needed	in	the	region,	the	project	may	cause	existing,	
smaller	facilities	to	be	unable	to	compete,	thus	causing	them	to	close	and	wasting	their	resources.		It	
would	likely	undermine	the	already	weak	market	for	recycled	concrete	and	asphalt.		This	will	result	in	
PCC	materials	being	wasted	where	recycled	materials	could	provide	appropriate,	less	impactful,	
alternate	materials.		It	may	even	lead	to	the	export	of	PCC	aggregates	from	the	region.	

2.9	NOISE.		On	page	2.9-10	the	project-related	traffic	of	the	equivalent	of	813	trips	per	day	in	an	area	
with	residences,	livestock,	facilities	catering	to	children	and	children	with	disabilities,	on	a	two	lane	road	
in	a	narrow	canyon	with	only	one	entrance	an	egress	in	an	impact	that	seems	on	the	face	of	it,	to	be	
highly	significant,	yet	the	analysis	determines	it	to	be	less	than	significant	because	the	existing	noise	
levels	are	already	high,	and	thus	the	analysis	determines	that	the	addition	of	even	more	noise	from	
heavy	sand	trucks	would	be	undetectable.		In	contrast,	Appendix	G	of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	recognizes	
the	rural	areas	are	generally	quieter	than	urban	areas,	and	thus	more	sensitive	to	noise.			Indeed,	El	
Monte	is	often	described	as	a	peaceful	Valley.		That	description	would	not	apply	to	a	sand	mine.	
	
Noise	impacts	to	residences	would	also	be	significant,	and	the	analysis	does	not	address	the	impacts	to	
trail	users	on	the	trails	sandwiched	between	the	mining	activities	and	the	road,	but	the	current	peaceful	
ride	through	the	riverbed,	in	which	the	layers	of	bird	calls	can	currently	be	dissected	to	reveal	an	
orchestra	of	carefully	co-evolved	songs,	would	be	shattered.		The	existing	Eden	of	song	bird	calls,	
mourning	dove	coos,	eagle	cries,	and	woodpecker	drumming	would	be	replaced	with	potentially	spook-
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inducing	traffic	and	equipment	noises.		The	impact	of	vibrations	on	rare	ground-dwelling	fauna	such	as	
the	glossy	snake	should	be	addressed.		The	effect	of	lowering	the	project	roads	and	equipment	will	
exacerbate	the	bowl	effect	of	the	rock	wall	canyons,	which	provide,	in	this	specific	location,	increased	
sound	sensitivity,	with	sound	carrying	and	reverberating	in	this	setting	far	more	than	in	other	settings	
where	the	standards	used	by	the	County	are	established.		Therefore,	even	projects	consistent	with	noise	
level	requirements	have	an	impact	in	this	rock-walled	canyon	inhabited	by	diverse	sensitive	fauna	with	
noise	and	vibration	sensitivities,	and	supporting	facilities	with	agricultural	programs	for	children	and	
children	with	disabilities.	
	
2.10	TRANSPORTATION	AND	TRAFFIC.	The	traffic	analysis	used	the	old	standard	of	Level	of	Service	
analysis.		CEQA	Guidelines	and	methodologies	now	call	for	a	preferred	approach	of	Vehicle	Miles	
Travelled.		The	reason	for	this	change	is	that	by	relying	on	LOS	analysis,	high	density	development	
necessary	for	sustainable	public	transportation	approaches	are	discouraged;	thus,	creating	
environmental	impacts	rather	than	reducing	them,	as	is	the	intent	of	CEQA.		According	to	the	Office	of	
Planning	and	Research,	“Beyond	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	increases	in	VMT	also	impact	human	health	
and	the	natural	environment.	Human	health	is	impacted	as	increases	in	vehicle	travel	leads	to	more	
vehicle	crashes,	poorer	air	quality,	increases	in	chronic	diseases	associated	with	reduced	physical	
activity,	and	worse	mental	health.	Increases	in	vehicle	travel	also	negatively	affects	other	road	users,	
including	pedestrians,	cyclists,	other	motorists,	and	many	transit	users.	The	natural	environment	is	
impacted	as	higher	VMT	leads	to	more	collisions	with	wildlife	and	fragments	habitat.	Additionally,	
development	which	leads	to	more	vehicle	travel	also	tends	to	consume	more	energy,	water,	and	open	
space	(including	farmland	and	sensitive	habitat).	This	increase	in	impermeable	surfaces	raises	the	flood	
risk	and	pollutant	transport	into	waterways.”	
	
On	September	27,	2013,	Jerry	Brown	signed	SB	743	into	law	and	started	a	process	that	changes	
transportation	impact	analysis	as	part	of	CEQA	compliance.	These	changes	will	include	elimination	of	
auto	delay,	level	of	service	(LOS),	and	other	similar	measures	of	vehicular	capacity	or	traffic	congestion	
as	a	basis	for	determining	significant	impacts	for	land	use	projects	and	plans	in	California.	According	to	
the	legislative	intent	contained	in	SB	743,	these	changes	to	current	practice	were	necessary	to	more	
appropriately	balance	the	needs	of	congestion	management	with	statewide	goals	related	to	the	
reduction	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions.		OPR	complete	the	accompanying	changes	to	the	CEQA	
Guidelines	in	2017,	although	agencies	have	an	“opt	in”	period	through	2020.	
	
Although	it	is	not	yet	past	the	opt	in	period,	use	of	LOS	understates	the	actual	impacts	to	the	
environment,	such	as	emissions	generated	by	congested	traffic,	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		
The	traffic	congestion	itself	is	arguably	a	social	issue,	so	the	hand	waving	analysis	that	suggests	that	
lowering	of	an	intersection’s	rating	from	LOS	D	to	LOS	F	is	not	a	significant	impact,	may	be	passable	in	an	
EIR,	but	the	environmental	impacts,	such	as	elevated	GHG	emissions	should	NOT	be	overlooked.	
	
The	Project’s	significant	transportation	impacts	are	deceptively	reported	as	157	vehicle	trips	per	day,	
which	is	one-way	trips	–	of	very	heavy	trucks.		That	of	course	is	314,	because	the	trucks	must	come	to	
the	facility,	as	well	as	leave	it.		And	based	on	the	assumptions	provided	in	this	EIR,	the	project	generates	
2.9	million	VMT.		The	EIR	does	say	the	project	would	generate	2.9	million	VMT,	but	it	also	provides	a	
strained	analysis	suggesting	that	the	baseline	against	which	this	2.9	million	VMT	isn’t	“no	project,	
existing	conditions”	but	rather	it	assumes	that	the	alternative	would	be	importation	from	longer	
distances,	and	it	is	assumed	that	this	will	all	be	from	trucks,	not	from	the	sea	or	by	train.		Page	3.10-7	
asserts	a	REDUCTION	of	7.2	million	VMT,	even	though	this	discounts	several	reality	factors	that	I	have	
provided	later	in	my	comments.		It	is	difficult	to	get	a	true	understanding	of	the	impacts,	because	the	



60	
	

pieces	of	information	used	in	the	analysis	are	inconsistently	presented,	providing	only	part	of	the	picture	
in	various	locations	within	the	lengthy	document.		Also,	when	this	EIR	presents	a	life	cycle	analysis	it	
selects	only	the	speculative	scenario	most	likely	to	make	the	project	appear	in	a	favorable	light,	rather	
than	selecting	scenarios	based	on	actual	conditions	or	likely	alternatives.	
	
The	project	would	have	a	massive	impact	on	traffic	(and	air	emissions)	by	generating	2.9	million	VMT.		
The	analysis	claims	that	without	the	project	trucks	would	have	to	travel	from	farther	distances.		That	
analysis	ignores	several	factors,	including	that	much	of	the	sand,	according	to	this	EIR,	that	is	imported,	
comes	by	rail	or	barge,	which	is	much	more	efficient	and	brings	the	material	much	closer	to	its	ultimate	
destination.		It	also	ignores	the	fact	that	a	reduced	availability	of	sand	could	increase	the	recycling	of	
demolished	concrete,	shortening	trip	distances.		It	never	considers	the	possibility	that	the	region	cannot	
absorb	this	huge	increase	in	supply,	and	that	to	market	the	material	it	will	have	to	be	exported.		The	EIR	
does	not	compare	the	sand	mine	with	no	sand	mine.		The	EIR	compares	the	sand	mine	with	one	of	many	
possible	scenarios,	and	the	only	scenario	considered	is	the	one	that	makes	the	project	look	good.		It	is	
highly	speculative	and	inappropriate	for	consideration.	
	
Impacts	are	proposed	to	be	mitigated	by	roadway/intersection	projects.		These	projects	may	increase	
intersection	crossing	distances	for	pedestrians,	encourages	unsafe	maneuvers,	such	as	passing	slow	
vehicles	and/or	cause	traffic	speeds;	induce	demand	(which	also	increases	air	pollutant	emissions,	
including	greenhouse	gas	emissions).		The	California	Air	Resources	Board	(CARB)	report	entitled	“Impact	
of	Highway	Capacity	and	Induced	Travel	on	Passenger	Vehicle	Use	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,”	
points	out	that	increasing	roadway	capacity	induces	additional	VMT.	Induced	travel	demand	is	one	of	
the	“acknowledged	long-term	drawbacks	of	congestion	relief,”	Cleveland	National	Forest	Foundation	v.	
San	Diego	Assn.	of	Governments.	
	
It	is	difficult	for	the	reader	to	understand	if	the	mitigation	discussed	on	page	2.10-11	will	be	
implemented	or	not.		“.	.	.	a	conflict	was	identified	for	east-bound	left-turning	trucks	with	the	raised	
intersection	on	the	westbound	approach....”	To	mitigate,	“the	limit	lane	and	stop	legend	on	southbound	
Lake	Jennings	Park	Road	is	recommended	to	be	shifted	to	the	north	by	approximately	6	feet.”		However,	
the	EIR	goes	on	and	says	that	since	this	conflict	already	occurs	for	any	trucks	using	this	highway	access,	
“it	is	recommended	that	Caltrans	implements	this	design	improvement.”		Does	this	mean	it	will	be	
implemented	or	not?		If	not,	would	this	result	in	a	significant	unmitigated	impact	due	to	the	
exacerbation	of	an	existing	driving	hazard?	
	
On	page	2.10-13	the	analysis	asserts	that	adding	813	ADT	to	already	congested	roadways	would	not	
result	in	increased	hazards.			
	
There	are	several	special	hazards	associated	with	sand	loads.			

• Gravel	hitting	a	windshield	is	a	hazardous	scenario	I	have	encountered	more	than	once.		This	
hazard	is	associated	with	sand	and	gravel	bearing	trucks	more	than	any	other.		This	hazard	is	not	
addressed.	

• Sand	trucks	occasionally	will	lose	their	loads.		A	few	months	ago,	I	was	driving	on	67	when	a	
sand	truck	dumped	its	entire	load	on	the	highway.		The	car	behind	the	sand	truck	skidded	off	
the	highway	and	into	an	adjacent	field.			

• Sand	trucks	are	especially	heavy,	encouraging	dangerous	driving	to	avoid	getting	trapped	behind	
them	in	congested	traffic.			

	
Thus,	such	vehicles	arguably	have	special	hazards	associated	with	them	that	other	vehicles	do	not.			
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That	further	impacts	to	the	intersection	at	Mapleview	and	highway	67,	already	one	of	the	most	
dangerous	intersections	in	the	County,	is	not	considered	in	the	analysis	to	be	an	exacerbation	of	an	
existing	hazardous	situation.		The	analysis	contents	that	the	project	exacerbates	an	already	bad	
situation,	but	that	does	not	mean	that	it	does	not	have	an	impact.		On	the	contrary,	it	is	because	the	
existing	situation	is	so	congested	that	the	impact	is	particularly	significant.		The	project	is	moving	the	
problem	scenario	in	the	wrong	direction.		Goals	and	plans	are	to	reduce	congestion,	reduce	emissions,	
reduce	road	hazards,	and	increase	availability	of	alternative	modes	of	transportation.		If	a	bad	situation	
is	being	made	worse,	it	goes	against	these	goals.			
	
Pahe	2.10-14	says	that	slow	trucks	entering	a	fast-moving	roadway	will	not	cause	an	impact.		As	
someone	who	currently	departs	El	Monte	Valley	usually	going	at	or	near	the	posted	speed	limit,	I	am	
qualified	to	predict	that	the	addition	of	a	slow-moving	truck	every	3	seconds	will	result	in	backlogs	onto	
El	Monte,	and	likely	will	encourage	the	dangerous	move	of	passing	in	the	lane	for	opposing	traffic.		This	
is	likely	to	result	in	in	increased	risk	of	traffic	accidents.		Additionally,	there	are	often	equestrians	and	
bicycles,	and	occasionally	pedestrians,	along	that	roadway.		There	are	trails	on	both	sides	of	El	Monte	
Road,	and	hikers	sometimes	move	from	one	trail	system	to	another,	crossing	the	road.		The	addition	of	
heavy	trucks	will	introduce	extreme	hazards	to	people	enjoying	recreation	and/or	alternative	modes	of	
transportation	due	to	increased	chance	of	nervous	equine	behavior,	and	inability	to	see	if	blocked	by	a	
sand	truck.	
	
The	original	golf	course	project	proposed	a	bike	lane	along	El	Monte	Road.		This	measure	is	clearly	
feasible,	and	needed	even	more	with	the	proposed	sand	trucks	on	this	scenic	roadway.	
	
Page	2.10-15	asserts	the	bicycles	using	the	roadways	that	will	be	carry	the	additional	813	ADT	will	not	be	
impacted.		The	piece	of	gravel	hitting	a	windshield	and	similar	hazards	discussed	above	are	more	
pronounced	for	bicyclists;	even	wind	draft	is	a	hazardous	to	bicycles.		In	the	scoping	process,	many	
comments	were	made	by	various	people	with	an	interest	in	El	Monte.			Few	of	these	comments	seem	to	
have	made	an	impression	on	how	the	EIR	was	prepared.		A	bicyclist	from	El	Cajon	said	he	rides	El	Monte	
Road	every	week,	and	that	trucks	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	him.		Bicyclists	that	decide	to	drive	
to	the	reservoir	rather	than	cycle,	to	avoid	being	on	the	road	with	big	trucks,	are	taking	our	
transportation	model	in	the	wrong	direction.		We	should	be	encouraging	cycling	in	this	area,	not	
discouraging	it.			
	
Page	2.10-15	also	asserts	that	placing	a	sand	mine	of	more	than	260	acres	in	the	riverbed	of	the	San	
Diego	River,	the	dominant	riverine	feature	in	the	County,	with	an	associated	“mountain	to	ocean”	
connection	vision	implemented	by	the	various	parks,	conservancies,	and	foundations	concerned	with	
the	protection	and	enhancement	of	the	river,	will	not	be	an	impact.		The	analysis	says	that	the	addition	
of	these	heavy	trucks	does	not	represent	a	change	in	roadways	or	bike	lanes.		It	claims	that	the	project	
provides	trails,	even	though	it	significantly	reduces	the	current	access	trail	users	have	had	for	the	last	
few	decades.		Furthermore,	in	addition	to	the	designated	Class	II	lanes,	many	cyclists	use	El	Monte	Road	
because	of	its	gentle	grades	and	scenic	vistas.		The	conclusions	of	the	EIR	are	not	supported	by	the	
analysis.	
	
Throughout	the	document,	especially	in	the	land	use,	recreation,	and	cultural	discussion,	but	also	in	the	
transportation	and	other	sections,	it	should	be	noted	that	multiple	conservancy	groups	promote	a	river-
system	long	river	connection	emphasizing	recreation	and	resource	protection.		This	connection	also	has	
cultural	significance	to	local	Native	People,	who	traditionally	traversed	the	length	river	system,	and	have	
a	cultural	connection	to	the	watercourse.		Written	statements	from	conservancies	related	to	the	need	
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for	a	connected	river	system	include,	for	example:	“The	San	Diego	River	Conservancy	is	an	independent,	
non-regulatory	state	agency	established	to	preserve,	restore	and	enhance	the	San	Diego	River	Area.	The	
Conservancy’s	13-member	Governing	Board	consists	of	both	state	and	local	representatives,	creating	a	
diverse	partnership	dedicated	to	conserving	this	highly	valued	resource	of	statewide	significance.”	
	
The	Conservancy’s	mission	“is	accomplished	by	(1)	acquiring,	managing	and	conserving	land;	and	(2)	
protecting	or	providing	recreational	opportunities,	open	space,	wildlife	species	and	habitat,	wetlands,	
water	quality,	natural	flood	conveyance,	historical/cultural	resources,	and	educational	opportunities.	
For	example,	one	important	Conservancy	goal	is	to	build,	in	conjunction	with	our	partners,	a	River-long	
park	and	hiking	trail	stretching	fifty-two	miles	from	the	River’s	headwaters	near	Julian	to	the	Pacific	
Ocean.	

“With	over	8,000	years	of	human	habitation,	the	San	Diego	River	Area	boasts	no	less	than	twenty-nine	
State	Historic	Landmarks,	four	National	Historic	Landmarks,	three	state	parks,	twenty	local	and	
municipal	parks	and	public	open	spaces,	as	well	as	rich	cultural	resources.	Today,	the	region	is	home	to	
over	one-half	million	people,	including	five	Native	American	tribes,	and	at	least	twenty-five	state-	and	
federally-listed	endangered	and	threatened	plant	and	animal	species.	The	region	is	also	of	significant	
economic	value,	welcoming	more	than	twenty-five	million	visitors,	and	helping	to	support	an	annual	
tourism	industry	in	San	Diego	of	over	five	billion	dollars.”	

The	San	Diego	River	Park	Foundation	website	says,	“Today,	the	San	Diego	River	can	be	seen	as	a	green	
ribbon	winding	its	way	through	steep	valleys,	agricultural	lands,	industrial	areas,	residential	
developments,	and	dense	urban	settings	as	it	journeys	from	the	hills	and	mountains	near	Julian	and	
Santa	Ysabel	to	the	Pacific	Ocean.		
	
“Its	signature	cottonwood	and	willow	trees	mark	much	of	its	course	as	it	travels	approximately	52	miles.	
It	is	a	river	rich	in	history	and	of	great	ecological	values.	It	is	the	namesake	waterway	of	the	San	Diego	
region	and	uniquely	positioned	to	be	the	focus	of	a	new	thinking	about	the	relationship	to	nature	and	
the	value	it	has	in	creating	sustainable,	high	quality	life	communities.		
	
“Our	vision	is	to	protect	and	enhance	the	River’s	valuable	natural	and	cultural	resources	and	encourage	
communities	to	embrace	this	legacy	and	to	celebrate	it	with	the	creation	of	a	river-long	park	system.		
	
“The	San	Diego	River	Park	will	offer	a	variety	of	opportunities	reflecting	the	communities	in	which	the	
river	is	travelling	through.	It	will	be	a	unified	system	of	parks,	trails	and	open	space.	In	some	places	there	
will	be	community	plazas,	public	art	and	educational	facilities	and	in	some	a	more	outdoor-focused	
experience	for	trail	users	and	even	wilderness	opportunities.	The	green	ribbon	can	serve	to	connect	and	
unify	the	local	landscape,	and	serve	as	a	source	of	local	pride	for	generations	to	come.”	

The	Lakeside	River	Conservancy	website	says,	“Our	mission	is	to	preserve	and	restore	the	biological	
integrity	and	beauty	of	the	San	Diego	River	while	integrating	recreational,	educational,	and	cultural	
opportunities	for	youth,	seniors,	families	and	citizens	of	East	San	Diego	County.”	

The	EIR	does	not	address	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	project	to	this	“mountains	to	ocean”	concept	that	
is	of	important	to	Native	Americans	and	to	the	river	conservancies.	

Page	2.10-19	says	that	prevailing	speeds	are	unknown.		As	a	resident,	I	can	tell	you	that	much	of	the	
traffic,	including	last	week	emergency	responders	traveling	the	road	without	the	use	of	flashers	or	
sirens,	often	greatly	exceeds	40	mph.		It	should	also	be	noted	that	school	buses	regularly	travel	this	
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route,	and	the	proposed	sand	trucks	will	likely	have	an	impact	on	the	timing,	expenses,	and	safety	of	the	
public-school	bus	system.		Driver	behavior	when	facing	the	prospect	of	being	stuck	behind	a	slow-
moving	sand	truck	can	easily	be	predicted.		In	addition	to	previously	mentioned	hazards	associated	with	
flying	rocks	and	accidental	load	dumps,	the	proposed	traffic	could	cause	hazards	to	cyclists,	school	
children,	equestrians,	and	pedestrians.		Also,	the	draft	of	the	trucks	could	pose	special	hazards	to	
cyclists.		The	brakes	and	draft	and	bulk	of	the	trucks	are	also	likely	to	introduce	a	spooking	hazard	to	
equestrians.	

Page	2.10-20	says	that	the	proposed	tails	would	support	alternative	modes	of	transportation,	but	the	
proposed	trails	represent	LESS	trail	access	than	what	has	been	available	for	decades,	thus	it	is	a	
reduction	from	the	baseline	condition.		None	of	the	workers	are	projected	to	use	alternative	modes	of	
transportation,	and	no	provision	for	employee	vehicle	charging	is	provided,	thus	again,	this	project	only	
adds	to	a	heavily	single-person	passenger	vehicle	culture	that	is	associated	with	significant	GHG	
production.		While	8	employees	are	a	small	and	not	directly	significant	impact,	the	whole	point	of	a	
cumulative	impact	analysis	is	to	determine	if	a	project	is	contributing	incrementally	toward	moving	in	
the	designed	direction,	which	is	alternative	modes	of	transportation	or	in	the	direction	associated	with	
greater	impacts.		This	project	does	the	latter.	

3.1	AGRICULTURAL	USES.		Approximately	75	acres	of	the	project	land	is	zoned	A70.		The	intent	of	the	
classification	is	to	preserve	areas	intended	for	agricultural	crop	production.		Crop	production	in	this	
area,	specifically	oats,	is	extremely	beneficial,	providing	a	source	of	animal	feed	(hay)	extremely	close	to	
the	site	of	consumption	(for	example,	the	horses	at	my	ranch,	immediately	east	of	the	project	site.		
There	all	no	alternative	sources	with	lesser	impacts.		Typical	alternative	locations	for	oat	hay	production	
are	50	to	100	or	more	miles	away,	with	uphill	components	to	the	haul.		The	local	production	of	this	
sustainable	crop	requiring	no	irrigation	is	a	highly	sustainable	way	to	produce	a	high	quality,	healthy	
feed	for	the	existing	livestock	population.		Production	of	hay	was	stopped	in	advance	of	the	settlement	
agreement,	in	preparation	for	the	proposed	project.		Thus,	the	project	has	already	impacted	my	ability	
to	purchase	locally	grown	hay.		If	the	shorter	trip	distance	of	aggregate	is	assumed,	it	should	be	
considered	together	with	the	longer	haul	distance	for	the	hay	that	I	purchase.	

The	use	of	the	area	for	educational	purposes	related	to	health	and	agriculture	as	I	have	already	
explained	in	comments	above,	including	the	educational	programs	of	the	dairy,	the	public	school,	and	
the	non-profit	equestrian	therapy	programs,	indicates	a	particularly	high	value	of	the	land	for	
agricultural	purposes.		Although	none	of	the	land	zones	for	agricultural	use	is	in	active	production,	this	is	
because	Helix	Water	District,	which	had	been	entering	agricultural	leases	with	the	high	school,	dairy,	
and	other	agricultural	users	of	the	land	cancelled	leases	as	it	began	working	on	the	proposed	project.		I	
suspect	that	the	agricultural	leases	were	not	as	lucrative	as	Helix	hoped	the	golf	course	would	be.		The	
lawsuit	with	the	sand	miners	that	Helix	subsequently	had	to	deal	with	suggests	the	benefits	of	the	golf	
course	were	oversold,	as	I	suspect	the	benefits	of	the	sand	mine	are,	also.		I	disagree	that	impacts	to	
agricultural	land	need	not	be	addressed.			

The	proposed	project	calls	for	the	complete	removal	of	the	substrate,	the	disposal	of	waste	products	
within	the	agricultural	area.		The	direct	and	indirect	effects	of	the	project	on	agricultural	lands	and	uses	
should	be	fully	considered,	including	the	effects	of	noise,	particulates,	silica,	WNV,	and	Valley	Fever	on	
agricultural	constituents	and	uses.	
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The	agricultural	technical	report	calls	out	prime	soils	and	weather.		However,	it	misrepresents	the	grade	
of	the	project.		Normally,	where	steep	grades	are	present,	terracing	is	required	for	most	agricultural	
purposes.		The	report	looks	at	the	area	of	pits	created	during	grading	for	the	golf	course,	and	it	
estimates	a	relatively	steep	grade	for	a	project	site	that	is	alluvial	sand	flat.		However,	at	this	site,	no	
terracing	would	be	required.		Regular	farm	equipment	could,	in	very	short	order,	restore	the	grade	to	a	
more	natural	condition.		The	result	of	this	misrepresentation	is	an	undervaluing	of	the	existing	
agricultural	land,	which	is	important	not	only	because	of	its	inherit	value,	but	because	of	the	educational	
values	that	have	historically	been	associated	with	it,	and	the	low	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	
common	crop	choice	(oats).		A	full	analysis	of	the	impacts	associated	with	the	loss	of	this	rich,	rare,	
valuable	resource	should	be	provided.	

3.2	GEOLOGY.		Page	3.2-9	indicates	that	none	of	the	slopes	proposed	would	cause	a	soil	stability	hazard.		
The	existing	soils	have	very	poor	stability	ratings,	and	the	proposed	slopes	would	indeed	have	a	slip	
potential,	and	the	proposed	removal	of	vegetation	would	cause	slip	and	shift,	which	could	be	sudden	to	
downstream	areas,	especially	in	a	storm	event.		Flooding	hazards,	and	hazards	associated	with	the	
proposed	permanent	drop	structure,	which	may	eventually	fail,	warrant	investigation.	

3.4	HYDROLOGY	AND	WATER	QUALITY.		This	analysis	fails	to	put	the	project	into	context,	and	it	claims	
that	data	on	the	watershed	is	sparse.		Goggling	the	topic,	I	found	many	publicly-available	documents.		
For	example,	I	found	this	Watershed	Sanitary	Survey,	from	2012,	from	the	City	of	San	Diego:			

“The	California	Surface	Water	Treatment	Rule	(CSWTR),	in	Title	22,	Article	7,	Section	64665	of	the	
California	Code	of	Regulations	(CCRs),	requires	every	public	water	system	using	surface	water	to	conduct	
a	comprehensive	sanitary	survey	of	its	watersheds….	The	initial	Watershed	Sanitary	Survey	(WSS)	was	
completed	January	1,	1996	and	is	to	be	updated	every	five	years	thereafter….		
	
“Staff	reviewed	existing	aerial	photographs,	GIS	data,	regulatory	websites,	reports,	water	quality	data	
and	other	record	documents;	and	supplemented	this	information	with	interviews,	field	surveys,	and	
personal	knowledge	of	Public	Utilities	Department	staff.	
	
“In	California,	water	use	and	supplies	are	controlled	and	managed	under	an	intricate	system	of	federal	
and	state	laws.	These	laws,	court	decisions,	rules,	regulations,	and	contracts	or	agreements	all	govern	
how	water	is	allocated,	developed	or	used.	A	summary	is	provided	below:		
	

“California	Constitution	Article	X,	Section	2,	requires	that	all	uses	of	the	State's	water	be	both	
reasonable	and	beneficial.	It	limits	water	rights	by	prohibiting	the	waste,	unreasonable	use,	
unreasonable	method	of	use,	or	unreasonable	method	of	diversion	of	water.		

	
“All	water	belongs	to	the	State.	[Emphasis	added.]		Other	entities	may	obtain	rights	for	water	use,	but	
they	cannot	obtain	ownership.		

“California	operates	under	a	dual	system	of	Riparian	and	Appropriative	Rights	for	surface	water	as	
follows:		
	
“Riparian	Rights:		
The	owner	of	land	contiguous	to	a	stream	has	a	right	to	use	water	from	the	stream's	watershed.	Under	
riparian	rights,	this	use	includes	the	right	to	divert,	but	not	to	store,	a	portion	of	water	flowing	by	his	
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land	for	reasonable	and	beneficial	use	subject	to	certain	limitations.	In	general,	during	times	of	water	
shortages,	all	riparian	water	users	must	reduce	their	diversion	of	water.		
 
“Appropriative	Rights:		
Under	Appropriative	Rights,	an	entity	has	a	right	to	divert,	store	and	use	water	on	land	regardless	if	it	is	
within	the	watershed	or	adjacent	to	a	stream,	provided	the	water	is	for	reasonable	and	beneficial	uses	
and	is	surplus	to	water	from	the	same	stream	used	by	earlier	appropriators.	The	rule	of	priority	between	
appropriators	is	"first	in	time	is	first	in	rights".	If	the	land	is	not	riparian,	a	permit	is	required	for	the	use	
of	surface	water.	Permits	are	issued	by	the	State	Water	Resources	Control	Board	(SWRCB).	The	SWRCB	
can	temporarily	grant	water	rights	and	change	those	already	granted,	which	is	an	important	authority	
especially	during	droughts	or	other	emergencies.		
	
“Pueblo	Water	Rights:		
This	is	a	paramount	water	right	granted	by	the	King	of	Spain	when	California	was	under	Spanish	rule,	
and	was	affirmed	by	the	California	Supreme	Court.	The	CSD	owns	paramount	rights	to	surface	and	
groundwater	resources	of	the	San	Diego	River.	The	Helix	Water	District	(HWD),	through	an	agreement	
with	the	CSD,	shares	yield	of	the	San	Diego	River.	[Emphasis	added]	
	
“The	Water	Commission	Act.		Enacted	in	1914,	this	act	established	a	system	of	state	issued	permits	and	
licenses	to	appropriate	water	which,	per	Division	2,	Section	1000	of	the	Water	Code,	the	SWRCB	has	the	
administrative	responsibility	to	implement.	The	permitting	and	licensing	provisions	do	not	apply	to	pre-
1914	appropriative	rights…	
		
“Contracts.	Much	of	the	water	used	in	the	state	is	not	directly	authorized	under	water	rights,	but	under	
contracts	between	users	and	agencies	with	water	rights.	This	includes	all	water	used	in	the	Central	
Valley	Project	(CVP),	California	State	Water	Project	(CSWP)	and	most	of	the	water	from	the	Colorado	
River.		
	
“Preferential	Rights.	A	provision	of	the	Metropolitan	Water	District	(MWD)	Act	under	Section	135	
authorizes	the	right	to	allocate	water	supplies	available	to	MWD	during	water	shortages.	The	allocation	
is	based	on	assessed	valuation	of	land	within	MWD	member	agencies.	To	date,	MWD	has	not	called	
upon	preferential	rights	to	allocate	water	during	imported	water	shortages.	Instead,	MWD	has	allocated	
water	based	on	water	deliveries	in	prior	years.		
	
“Groundwater.		Generally,	entities	that	own	land	also	have	a	right	to	use	the	groundwater	underlying	
that	land	[my	right]	(unless	the	basin	is	subject	to	Pueblo	Rights	or	adjudication).	Management	of	
groundwater	in	California	is	accomplished	by	either	judicial	court	decisions,	adjudication	of	the	
respective	rights	of	groundwater	users	and	exporters,	or	by	local	management	of	groundwater	rights	
authorized	by	statute	or	agreement.		
	
“Adjudicated	Rights.		The	courts	have	adjudicated	rights	to	some	watersheds	and	groundwater	basins.	
Adjudicated	rights	supersede	all	others.	
	
“AB	3030.	In	1991,	AB	255	was	enacted	authorizing	local	agencies	with	overlying	basins	subject	to	
critical	conditions	of	overdraft	to	establish	programs	for	groundwater	management	within	their	service	
areas.	The	provisions	of	AB	255	were	repealed	in	1992	with	the	passage	of	AB	3030.		The	Groundwater	
Management	Act	of	1992	is	commonly	called	AB	3030.	This	legislation	was	significant	in	that	it	greatly	
increased	the	number	of	local	agencies	authorized	to	develop	a	groundwater	management	plan	and	set	
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forth	a	common	framework	for	management	by	local	agencies	throughout	California.	Groundwater	
management	plans	include	the	identification	and	protection	of	well	heads	and	recharge	areas	[Emphasis	
added],	well	construction	policies,	abandonment	and	destruction	of	wells,	monitoring	and	mitigation	of	
contaminated	water,	control	of	salt	water	intrusion,	mitigation	of	overdraft,	replenishment,	conjunctive	
use,	recharge,	recycling	and	extraction	projects.		
	
“Public	Trust	Doctrine.		In	1983,	the	California	Supreme	Court	extended	the	public	trust	doctrine's	
limitations	on	private	rights	to	appropriative	water	rights.	The	state	must	balance	public	trust	needs	
with	the	needs	for	other	beneficial	uses.	Under	the	Equal	Footing	Doctrine	of	the	U.S.	Constitution	(also	
recognized	as	the	Public	Trust	Doctrine	by	most	states),	each	state	has	title	to	tidelands	and	the	beds	of	
navigable	streams	and	lakes	within	its	borders.	The	state	holds	these	properties	in	trust	for	the	
beneficial	use	of	the	public,	and	that	the	public	rights	of	access	and	use	of	tidelands	and	navigable	
waters	are	inalienable.		
	
“California	law	has	expanded	the	traditional	public	trust	uses	to	include	protection	of	fish	and	wildlife,	
preserving	them	in	their	natural	condition	for	scientific	study	and	scenic	enjoyment,	and	related	open-
space	uses.	As	a	result	of	prior	court	cases	regarding	water	diversions	from	Mono	Lake	and	from	the	
American	River,	the	SWRCB	is	now	authorized	to	reconsider	water	right	permits	and	licenses	in	these	
areas	at	any	time	to	protect	the	public	trust.		
	
“Decision	1485.	In	1978,	SWRCB	adopted	Decision	1485	(D-1485)	setting	water	quality	standards,	export	
limitations,	and	minimum	flow	rates	in	the	Sacramento	Delta	for	CSWP	and	CVP	water	diversions.	The	
decisions	protected	beneficial	uses	for	municipal	and	industrial	water	supply,	agriculture,	and	fish	and	
wildlife.	SWRCB	asserted	that	Delta	water	quality	is	to	be	at	least	as	good	as	it	would	have	been	if	the	
CSWP	and	CVP	had	not	been	constructed.		
	
“Racanelli	Decision.	In	response	to	lawsuits	challenging	D-1485,	court	opinion	written	by	Judge	
Racanelli,	interpreted	the	SWRCB’s	obligation	to	establish	water	quality	objectives,	and	its	authority	to	
set	water	rights	permits	to	provide	reasonable	beneficial	uses	of	Delta	water.	The	court	stated	that	
SWRCB	needs	to	maintain	a	"global	perspective"	in	identifying	beneficial	uses	to	be	protected	(not	
limited	to	water	rights)	and	in	allocating	responsibility	for	implementing	water	quality	objectives	(not	
just	to	the	CSWP	and	CVP).	In	determining	priorities	for	a	reasonable	use	of	water,	stream	uses	(such	as	
fish,	wildlife,	or	navigation)	can	take	precedence	over	water	rights.	All	water	rights	holders,	not	just	the	
state	and	federal	projects,	can	be	held	responsible	for	the	Delta’s	condition.		
	
“Area	of	Origin	Statute.		County	of	origin	statutes	reserve	water	supplies	for	counties	in	the	watersheds	
and	deltas	where	the	water	originates.	Prior	appropriative	water	rights	for	water	exports	may	be	
curtailed	if	it	deprives	an	area	of	origin	of	its	present	or	future	beneficial	needs	of	water.	[This	is	one	of	
the	reasons	why	preserving	local	aquifers	is	so	significant.]	
	
“Endangered	Species	Act.		Once	species	are	listed	as	threatened	or	endangered,	this	act	mandates	that	
two	basic	requirements	must	be	met:		
1)	No	taking	of	the	species	allowed.		
2)	Any	activity	that	could	affect	species	requires	consultation	with	the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	
Game	(CDFG)	and	the	United	States	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	(USFWS).	Mitigation	is	not	considered	until	
it	is	demonstrated	that	there	is	no	feasible	alternative	consistent	with	project	goals	that	would	not	
affect	listed	species.	[This	project	attempts	to	avoid	this	requirement	by	including	the	site	in	the	
County’s	MSCP.]	
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“Section	404	Dredge	and	Fill	Permits.	Section	404	of	the	Federal	Water	Pollution	Act	regulates	the	
discharge	of	dredged	and	fill	materials	into	the	waters	of	the	United	States	including	wetlands.	These	
terms	are	defined	broadly	to	include	the	alteration	of	streambeds	and	construction	of	any	structure	in	
most	water	courses	in	San	Diego	County.	No	work	may	commence	unless	a	permit	is	obtained	from	the	
United	States	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(ACOE).		
	
“Porter-Cologne	Water	Quality	Control	Act.		This	is	California's	comprehensive	water	quality	control	law	
and	complete	regulatory	program.	This	act	is	designed	to	protect	water	quality	and	beneficial	uses	of	
the	State's	waters.	The	San	Diego	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(SDRWQCB)	sets	waste	
discharge	requirements	according	to	the	state	act	and	the	Federal	Water	Pollution	Control	Act.		
	
“Federal	Water	Pollution	Control	Act	(FWPCA)/Clean	Water	Act	(FWPCA).	Section	402	of	the	FWPCA	
established	a	permit	system	known	as	the	National	Pollution	Discharge	Elimination	System	(NPDES)	to	
regulate	point	sources	of	discharges	in	waters	of	the	United	States.	Before	a	permit	is	issued,	Section	
401	of	the	Clean	Water	Act	requires	the	RWQBC	to	certify	the	discharge	will	comply	with	applicable	
water	quality	standards.	After	making	the	certification,	the	SDRWQCB	may	issue	the	permit,	satisfying	
both	state	and	federal	law.	In	1987,	Section	402	was	amended	to	require	the	regulation	of	storm	water	
runoff	under	the	NPDES	permit	system….		
	
“At	first,	the	water	was	provided	within	San	Diego	city	limits	from	private	wells	and	from	the	San	Diego	
River	by	individual	water	carriers.	Water	was	piped	to	the	San	Diego	city	limits	from	wells	in	Mission	
Valley	for	the	first	time	in	1875.	By	1889,	additional	water	was	supplied	by	the	San	Diego	Flume	
Company	from	the	San	Diego	River	at	a	site	located	35	miles	upstream	from	the	coast.	Stretching	from	
the	San	Diego	River	in	the	eastern	reaches	of	El	Monte	Valley	to	Grossmont,	the	fume	traversed	315	
trestles	and	eight	tunnels.		In	1910	Edward	Fletcher	and	James	Murray	purchased	the	Flume	Company	
and	formed	the	Cuyamaca	Water	Company.	
	
“The	municipal	water	system	was	established	in	1901,	when	the	CSD	voted	to	buy	the	holdings	of	the	
San	Diego	Water	Company	and	Southern	California	Mountain	Water	Company	located	within	San	Diego	
city	limits...	Besides	Mission	Valley	well	water,	the	University	Heights	Reservoir	received	surface	water	
first	from	the	San	Diego	River	via	the	San	Diego	Flume	company,	and	later	from	Lower	Otay	Reservoir	
(Otay)	via	the	first	Otay	Pipeline	and	Chollas	Reservoir.		
	
“In	1913,	the	CSD	purchased	the	Otay-Cottonwood	Water	Supply	System	from	the	Southern	California	
Mountain	Water	Company	with	the	obligation	to	continue	to	serve	water	to	the	Coronado	Water	
Company	customers.	The	Coronado	Water	Company	was	succeeded	by	the	California-	American	Water	
Company,	currently	serving	the	cities	of	Coronado,	Imperial	Beach	and	a	portion	of	the	city	of	San	
Diego's	south	bay	service	area.	Shortly	after	this	purchase,	the	Otay	Dam	failed	resulting	in	a	loss	of	lives	
downstream	when	the	so-called	"Hatfield	Floods"	of	1916,	overtopped	the	dam.	A	new	dam	was	
constructed	and	the	damage	to	pipelines	and	well	fields	were	repaired	by	1919.		
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“…Surface	water	from	the	San	Diego	River	was	not	used	by	the	CSD	for	almost	two	(2)	decades	due	to	
litigation.	In	1930,	the	courts	affirmed	the	CSD's	preeminent	water	rights	on	the	San	Diego	River	dating	
back	to	Spanish	and	Mexican	times	when	the	Pueblo	(City)	of	San	Diego	was	established.	In	1934,	the	
CSD	completed	the	El	Capitan	Dam	and	El	Capitan/El	Monte	Pipeline	which	again	delivered	San	Diego	
River	water	to	the	city.	In	a	separate	settlement,	HWD	received	rights	to	the	first	27	cubic	feet	per	
second	(cfs)	flow	of	the	San	Diego	River	and	10,000-acre	feet	(AF)	of	storage	capacity	in	the	El	Capitan	
Reservoir.	The	CSD	has	received	the	remaining	yield	of	the	river,	as	well	as	land	for	the	El	Capitan	
Reservoir	and	the	Mission	George	Reservoir	site,	and	5,000	AF	of	storage	capacity	in	Lake	Murray.		
	
“Besides	the	Mission	Valley	well	fields,	19	wells	were	providing	water	to	the	CSD	from	the	Upper	San	
Diego	River	in	the	Lakeside/Riverview	area	by	1927.	After	the	El	Capitan	Dam	and	Reservoir	were	
completed,	the	well	fields	served	as	drought	reserve.		
	
“The	CSD	made	an	application	to	divert	112,000	AF	of	water	per	year	from	the	Colorado	River	in	1926.	
The	Secretary	of	Interior	approved	the	‘Seven	Party	Agreement	of	1930’	which	allocated	Colorado	River	
water	among	California	users	including	the	CSD.	In	1934,	the	CSD	entered	into	a	contract	with	the	
Secretary	of	Interior	to	provide	for	a	155	cfs	capacity	in	the	All-American	Canal	to	convey	its	112,000-
acre	feet	per	year	(AFY)	of	Colorado	River	water	allocation.	The	CSD	paid	off	its	share	of	the	All-
American	Canal	construction	costs	by	1992	and	continues	to	make	annual	payments	for	the	
maintenance	of	the	canal.		
	
“The	rapid	defense	build-up	during	World	War	II	nearly	doubled	the	1930's	San	Diego	city	population	of	
148,000.	This	made	imported	water	an	immediate	necessity.	Therefore,	pipelines	connecting	to	both	the	
All-American	Canal	and	the	Colorado	River	Aqueduct	of	the	MWD	were	studied.	It	was	recommended	
that	a	71-mile-long	pipeline	be	constructed	from	MWD's	Colorado	River	Aqueduct	to	the	CSD's	San	
Vicente	Dam	and	Reservoir.	Construction	of	the	pipeline	was	completed	in	1943...	
	
“The	CSD	was	not	set	up	to	serve	water	outside	of	its	city	limits,	but	the	entire	region	needed	a	new	
imported	water	supply.	Therefore,	in	1944,	the	San	Diego	County	Water	Authority	(SDCWA)	was	formed	
by	the	CSD	along	with	six	(6)	other	water	districts	and	cities	to	distribute	MWD	delivered	Colorado	River	
Water	within	San	Diego	County.	In	1946,	after	SDCWA	joined	the	MWD,	the	CSD	merged	its	Colorado	
River	water	rights	with	MWD	and	was	annexed	to	the	MWD	service	area.	Delivery	of	the	Colorado	River	
water	the	CSD's	San	Vicente	Reservoir	began	in	November	1947.		
	
“….	Dryer	than	normal	conditions	between	1948	and	1978	left	local	reservoirs	empty	except	for	
imported	emergency	storage.	In	1969,	during	this	dry	period,	the	CSD	sold	the	San	Dieguito	Conduit	
from	Lake	Hodges	to	San	Dieguito	Lake,	the	San	Dieguito	Dam	and	Reservoir,	and	portions	of	the	
Lockwood	Mesa	-	Torrey	Pines	Pipeline	outside	of	San	Diego	city	limits	to	the	SDWD	and	the	SFID.		
	
“…The	first	CSWP	water	from	the	California	Department	of	Water	Resources	(CDWR)	California	
Aqueduct	reached	the	San	Diego	city	limits	via	MWD	and	SDCWA	facilities	in	1978….	[Although	the]	
1977-78	and	1987-92	droughts	curtailed	imported	water	deliveries.	Imported	water	deliveries	are	also	
subject	to	interruption	by	earthquakes	and	other	disasters.	For	these	reasons,	the	CSD	maintains	a	
sufficient	amount	of	water	in	its	reservoirs	to	supply	CSD	customers’	water	demands	for	up	to	seven	(7)	
months….	The	SDCWA	and	the	CSD	have	embarked	on	a	mission	to	reestablish	both	imported	water	
supply	reliability	and	adequate	access	to	local	water	storage	to	meet	all	present	and	foreseeable	future	
needs.”		Goals	focus	on	“providing	adequate	water	supply	to	all	customers	at	all	times,”	“minimizing	
cost	of	service	(such	as	water	purchases,	treatment,	pumping),	in	addition	to:	maintaining	emergency	
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storage	capacity	per	Council	Policy	400-4,	maximizing	use	of	local	water	and	conservation	of	local	runoff	
in	wet	seasons,	while	mining	evaporation	and	transport	losses	in	dry	seasons	[emphasis	added].	Since	
CSD,	with	[Pueblo	Water	Rights]	is	the	ultimate	owner	of	the	water,	these	goals,	to	protect	local	water	
sources,	to	maximize	the	conservation	of	runoff,	make	the	City	a	paramount	conservator	of	the	aquifer.	
	
Given	the	City’s	pueblo	water	rights,	and	their	responsibilities	pursuant	to	these	rights,	and	to	the	City’s	
responsibilities	under	public	trust	doctrine	to	preserve	the	aquifer,	has	the	County	consulted	the	City	
regarding	the	potential	impacts	of	the	project	on	the	aquifer?		SMARA	regulations	indicates	that	“§	
2771.	Whenever	a	proposed	or	existing	surface	mining	operation	is	within	the	jurisdiction	of	two	or	
more	public	agencies	…,	the	evaluation	of	the	proposed	or	existing	operation	shall	be	made	by	the	lead	
agency	in	accordance	with	the	procedures	adopted	by	the	lead	agency	pursuant	to	Section	2774.	If	a	
question	arises	as	to	which	public	agency	is	the	lead	agency,	any	affected	public	agency,	
or	the	affected	operator,	may	submit	the	matter	to	the	board.	…”	
	
Would	the	proposed	project	infringe	upon	the	City’s	rights	and	responsibilities?		An	understanding	of	
the	impact	of	the	project	includes	the	potential	for	the	project	to	impact	the	community,	and	other	
agencies	resource	management	goals.		The	EIR	fails	to	analyze	this	potential	impact.	
	
The	document	continues:	“Accelerated	erosion	or	the	loss	of	soil	at	a	much	faster	rate	than	it	is	formed	
can	cause	ecosystem	damage	[emphasis	added	because	mining	is	basically	EXTREME	erosion].	Excessive	
erosion	causes	serious	problems	including	loss	of	soil,	damaged	drainage	networks,	lower	surface	water	
quality,	and	receiving	water	degradation.	It	has	impacts	which	are	both	on-site	and	off-site.		
The	main	on-site	impact	of	accelerated	erosion	is	the	reduction	in	soil	quality	which	results	from	the	loss	
of	the	nutrient-rich	upper	layers	of	the	soil	and	reduced	water-holding	capacity	of	many	eroded	soils…	
[R]emoval	of	the	upper	horizons	of	the	soil	results	in	a	reduction	in	soil	suitability	for	vegetation	because	
the	eroded	upper	horizons	tend	to	be	the	most	nutrient-rich….	The	breakdown	of	aggregates	and	the	
removal	of	smaller	particles	or	entire	layers	of	soil	or	organic	matter	can	weaken	the	structure	and	even	
change	the	texture.	Textural	changes	can,	in	turn,	affect	the	water-holding	capacity	of	the	soil,	making	it	
more	susceptible	to	extreme	conditions	such	a	drought	[emphasis	added].	The	implications	of	soil	
erosion	extend	beyond	the	removal	and	textural	changes	of	the	soil.	Seeds	and	plants	can	be	disturbed	
or	completely	removed	from	the	eroded	site.		
	
“In	addition	to	its	on-site	effects,	the	soil	that	is	detached	by	accelerated	water	or	wind	erosion	may	be	
transported	considerable	distances	causing	off-site	effects.	Eroded	soil	deposited	down	slope	can	inhibit	
or	delay	the	emergence	of	seeds,	bury	small	seedlings,	and	necessitate	replanting	in	the	affected	areas.	
Sediment	can	be	deposited	on	down	slope	properties	and	contribute	to	flooding	and	local	property	
damage.	Sediment	which	reaches	streams	or	watercourses	can	clog	drainage	ditches	and	stream	
channels,	silt	in	reservoirs,	cover	fish	spawning	grounds,	and	reduce	downstream	water	quality.	

Soils	that	have	been	disturbed	may	expose	naturally	occurring	hazardous	materials:			
	
“Asbestos	is	a	term	used	for	a	group	of	magnesium	silicate	minerals	that	occur	as	asbestiform	fibers	
having	high	tensile	strength,	flexibility,	and	heat	and	chemical	resistance.	Serpentine	(chrysotile)	and	
amphibole	(tremolite)	asbestos	occur	naturally	in	certain	geologic	settings	in	California….	
	
“Mercury	occurs	in	various	forms	and	compounds	in	the	environment,	some	of	which	are	not	
bioavailable.	When	mercury	enters	an	aquatic	environment,	by	erosion,	atmospheric	deposition	or	as	
the	result	of	human	activity,	it	may	encounter	conditions	that	cause	its	conversion	to	methyl	mercury.	
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Methyl	mercury	is	readily	taken	up	by	aquatic	organisms	and	tends	to	concentrate	as	it	moves	up	the	
food	chain….	Mercury	was	mined	historically	in	California	and	widely	used	for	gold	recovery	at	mines	
until	about	1970.	California	environmental	mercury	issues	relate	to	historical	mining	operations	in	two	
ways.	The	first	is	mercury	mining	activity	that	occurred	between	1846	and	1981,	during	which	time	
about	100	million	kilograms	of	mercury	were	produced	within	the	state.	The	second	is	historic	gold	
mining	activities	that	took	place	between	1848	and	the	first	part	of	the	20th	century,	which	depended	
upon	gold	recovery	processes	using	mercury.”		El	Monte	Valley	has	been	subject	to	significant	mining	
activities	historically.		One	of	my	neighbors	purchased	mining	rights	for	a	few	years	to	mines	located	a	
short	walk	from	my	home,	and	he	took	a	group	of	us	on	a	tour	to	see	them.		Historical	mining	operations	
should	be	documented	to	determine	if	there	are	associated	contamination	hazards.	
	
“Radon	gas	is	a	naturally-occurring,	radioactive	gas	that	is	invisible,	odorless,	tasteless,	and	soluble	in	
water.”		Mining	is	one	of	two	common	sources	of	radon.			
	
“Arsenic	occurs	naturally	in	rocks	(Arsenopyrite)	and	soil,	water,	air,	and	plants	and	animals….		Higher	
levels	of	arsenic	tend	to	be	found	more	in	ground	water	sources	than	in	surface	water	sources	of	
drinking	water.”		
	
The	potential	for	the	mine	to	release	any	of	these	materials	into	the	aquifer	should	be	evaluated.		Page	
114	of	the	December	2015	National	Geographic	discusses	the	destruction	of	communities	because	of	
mining	activities.		Often,	mines	occur	in	poor	areas.		“Historically	mining	has	negatively	impacted	the	
environment,	poisoning	the	water	and	soil	.	.	.		[but]	how	can	you	argue	with	someone	.	.	.	with	political	
power…?”	
	
Page	3.4-2	points	out	that	the	San	Diego	River	in	its	pre-dam	condition	was	characterized	as	
“ephemeral.”		Although	the	dam	reduced	the	force	of	the	floods	by	capturing	flood	event	flows	behind	
the	dam	for	later	use,	the	river	continues	to	be	ephemeral,	although	with	reduced	flood	flows.		El	Monte	
Valley	still	experiences	flood	flows,	though	of	a	much	lesser	extent.		Last	year,	a	drought	year,	one	major	
storm	event	resulted	in	significant	movement	of	sand	within	the	system	below	the	dam,	simulating	a	
more	restrained	type	of	natural	sand	movement.		Generally,	however,	I	agree	with	the	characterization	
provided	in	the	EIR.	

Page	3.4-5	points	out	that	groundwater	rose	to	6	feet	below	the	surface	in	1984,	1994,	1995,	and	1996.		
If	the	project	proposes	to	keep	the	excavation	to	5	feet	above	the	ground	water,	it	needs	to	excavate	no	
more	than	one	foot	of	sand.			

The	page	also	points	out	that	groundwater	levels	have	declined	by	approximately	1.7	feet	per	year	on	
average,	exactly	the	type	of	decline	the	SGMA	was	intended	to	prevent.		Thus,	again,	consistent	with	
State	and	regional	goals,	groundwater	decline	must	be	reversed,	and	not	exacerbated,	thus	the	
proposed	project	exacerbates	an	already	significant	impact	related	to	groundwater	draw	down.		Goal	
COS-5	is	to	protect	local	watersheds,	aquifer-recharge	areas,	and	natural	drainage	systems.		Impacts	to	
groundwater	resources	are	to	be	avoided.		The	analysis	on	page	3.4	points	out	the	potential	for	impacts,	
but	maintains	the	BMPs	would	mitigate	impacts	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		In	my	previous	
comments	I	have	pointed	out	that	the	project	proponents	previous	“BMPs”	did	nothing	to	protect	water	
resources,	and	on	the	contrary,	introduced	microplastics	into	the	system.		Given	the	track	record	of	the	
project	proponent,	additional	detail	is	needed	to	provide	significant	evidence	that	impacts	would	be	
mitigated.	
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The	County’s	threshold	on	page	3.4-16	of	50%	of	the	groundwater	storage	of	the	basin	is	inappropriate	
given	the	precious	nature	of	water	resources.		Consistency	with	this	threshold	is	not	indication	of	lack	of	
significant	impact.		Again,	on	this	page	the	drought	year	(current)	groundwater	elevation	is	used	to	
justify	a	40-foot	excavation,	even	though	groundwater	rose	to	6	feet	below	the	surface	in	1984,	1994,	
1995,	and	1996.			

The	analysis	switches	sides	in	its	arguments.		For	example,	the	dam	is	described	as	significantly	altering	
the	functions	of	the	system,	although	the	discussion	accurately	represents	that	it	doesn’t	modify	the	
type	of	system	(ephemeral)	but	it	does	reduce	flood	flows	and	holds	flood	volumes	for	use.		Holding	
these	flood	volumes	also	produces	aquifer	recharge,	but	even	with	the	dam	and	its	constant	supply	of	
underground	recharge,	the	aquifer	is	still,	according	to	the	EIR,	retreating	by	1.7	feet	per	year.		The	
budget	provided	in	the	EIR	says	that	the	project’s	small	(relative	to	the	reservoir),	silted	over	retention	
basin	will	result	in	recharge	of	368	afy	per	year.		Given	that	the	current	condition	does	not	have	a	silt	
layer	to	impede	infiltration,	but	the	proposed	basins	would,	and	the	area	where	additional	silt	is	
proposed	for	disposal	would	have	reduced	infiltration,	these	factors	reduce	the	368	afy	estimate	
significantly.		Furthermore,	retention	of	waters	onsite	should	be	MINIMIZED	to	mitigate	disease	vectors,	
evaporation,	and	contamination	potential.		The	EIR	also	claims	benefits	to	denuding	the	vegetation	as	
reduced	phaeophyte	ET,	but	the	analysis	in	the	biology	section	seems	to	want	to	have	it	the	other	way:		
that	the	vegetation	will	be	superior	post	mining	operations.		The	document	seems	internally	
inconsistent	on	this	point	and	seems	to	vary	the	argument	according	to	what	seems	more	favorable	to	
the	project.	

On	page	3.4-20	the	flows	available	for	recharge	would	be	reduced	if	the	description	on	this	page	is	
accurate,	because	this	page	says	the	berms	are	intended	to	direct	flows	away	from	the	project	site,	thus	
reducing	the	area	of	infiltration	available,	and	further	reducing	the	368	afy	recharge.		Which	is	it?		Do	
the	berms	direct	the	flows	away	from	the	pits,	or	do	they	not?		If	they	do,	then	they	increase	
downstream	flooding,	by	reducing	the	width	of	the	flow,	and	they	reduce	infiltration	time.		If	they	do	
not,	then	why	are	they	built	in	the	first	place?		Especially	if	having	standing	water	in	the	pit	is	desirable	
from	a	recharge	perspective	(it	is	not,	since	it	increases	evaporation,	contamination,	and	vectors).	

Would	the	descriptions	saying	that	no	significant	changes	would	occur	be	correct,	or	would	the	
description	saying	a	pit	holding	35	feet	of	water	would	be	created	be	more	accurate?		To	use	one	
description	in	the	area	where	impacts	are	associated	with	the	water,	and	a	different	description	in	areas	
where	impacts	are	associated	with	there	NOT	being	35	feet	of	water,	seems	to	provide	difficulty	in	
discerning	the	true	nature	of	the	impacts.	

About	flooding,	we	have	had	several	years	of	drought,	so	people	forget	that	we	already	experience	
heavy	property	loss	in	the	San	Diego	River	watershed	during	heavy	storm	events.		If	the	berms	and	other	
features	are	successful,	them	there	would	surely	be	a	cumulatively	significant	contribution	to	that	
existing	significant	impact.	

Evapotranspirative	losses	were	greatly	underestimated	in	this	EIR	because	they	relied	on	drought	year	
conditions.		Also,	the	EIR	argues	two	different	ways.		It	argues	that	it	will	minimize	ponding	and	the	
evaporation,	contamination,	and	health	effects	associated	with	vectors	from	stagnant	water.		But	then	it	
says	that	by	providing	standing	water,	it	will	increase	“run	on”	(infiltration),	predicting	as	much	as	35	
feet	of	water	accumulating	in	the	pit.		But	then	the	LOSS	of	infiltration	from	filling	in	the	pits	that	were	
made	when	sand	extraction	was	done	in	the	name	of	creating	“golf	course	water	features”	with	silt,	and	
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not	considered.		So,	pits	will	be	removed,	and	the	infiltration	from	those	pits	will	be	lost,	but	that	is	not	
considered	in	the	water	balance.		Only	the	new	pit,	with	its	remarkable	recharging	ability	is	considered.		
Seems	to	me	we	are	swapping	the	existing	pits	for	a	new	pit,	and	that	doesn’t	gain	us	any	“run	on”	
(infiltration).		And	the	35-foot	estimate	is	far	off	the	mark,	unless	for	some	reason	a	lot	of	clay	coats	the	
pit,	in	which	case	we	are	going	to	have	all	those	evaporative	and	vector	problems.		Also,	in	terms	of	the	
infiltration	abilities	of	the	site,	compaction	of	course	reduces	infiltration	as	does	deposition	of	fine	
materials.	

It	is	unclear	how	a	project	that	claims	it	will	produce	more	vegetation	than	occurs	currently,	will	use	
466-acre	feet	per	year,	will	increase	evaporation,	will	increase	the	silts	that	impede	percolation	into	the	
aquifer,	will	somehow	produce	a	net	benefit.		Furthermore,	the	regional	water	and	energy	impacts	
associated	with	replacing	the	250	afy	that	Helix	currently	uses	with	imported	water,	or	with	water	
reclaimed	from	sewage,	which	also	has	high	energy	costs,	should	be	evaluated.	

3.6	PUBLIC	SERVICES.		Page	3.6-5	does	not	address	the	impact	encountering	one	slow	heavy	sand	truck	
every	3	minutes	would	have	on	response	times	in	El	Monte	Valley.		It	does	not	address	impacts	to	school	
bus	routes.			

3.7	RECREATION.		Page	3.7	asserts	that	the	project	would	include	a	“new”	recreational	trail	system.		
Existing	trails	within	El	Monte	Valley	have	been	in	use	for	dozens	of	years.		The	proposed	exclusion	of	
recreational	users	from	much	of	the	Valley	would	significantly	reduce	recreational	access	compared	to	
historical,	baseline	access.	

The	proposed	“primitive”	Type	C	trails	would	be	3	feet	wide,	and	proposed	Type	D	pathways	would	be	
10-12	feet	wide,	though	with	a	narrower	easement	(20	feet	rather	than	25).		Type	D	trails	would	be	
constructed	during	Phase	I.		Type	C	trails	and	the	southwestern	staging	area	I	have	no	specific	
construction	schedule.		The	staging	area	has	no	description	at	all	to	determine	if	it	would	be	safe	and	
avoid	causing	impacts	to	the	area.		For	example,	it	would	it	provide	refuse	collection	services?		Who	
would	provide	maintenance?		Would	it	be	paved	or	dirt?	

3.8	TRIBAL	CULTURAL	RESOURCES.		The	existing	conditions	on	page	3.8	fail	to	describe	the	importance	
of	the	ocean	to	mountains	–	and	beyond	-	connection	associated	with	the	San	Diego	wildlife	corridor,	
that	was	of	importance	to	the	“Yuma”	people	of	the	region.	In	the	consultation	description	on	page	3.8-
2	it	is	not	clear	how	the	Barona	band	was	contacted.		This	indigenous	people’s	group	is	currently	the	
most	closely	associated	with	Lakeside,	contributing	generously	to	library	development,	youth	sports,	fire	
safety,	and	other	important	programs	in	Lakeside.		Much	of	the	importance	of	sites	is	known	by	oral	
tradition,	thus	the	analysis	described	on	page	3.8-5	should	have	included	asking	tribal	representatives	
about	the	potential	importance	of	the	trail	and	water	systems	to	the	people.		In	public	meetings	people	
from	Barona	have	discussed	the	importance	of	the	waste	in	language	that	sounds	almost	as	if	they	take	
on	a	public	trust	responsibility.		EMV	was	taken	from	Native	People,	but	many	apparently	feel	their	
ancestors	there,	and	are	determined	to	protect	the	resources.	

3.9	UTILITIES	AND	SERVICE	SYSTEMS.		Page	3.9-1	describes	an	“existing	water	pipeline	and	meter.”		I	
did	not	know	there	was	such	a	pipeline,	or	that	the	site	was	even	in	the	LWD	district.		Does	a	district	
adjustment	require	a	discretionary	LAFCO	process?		Is	the	connection	and	the	meter	on	the	figures	(my	
printouts	are	small	–	I	may	have	missed	them)?		Has	a	water	supply	assessment	been	done?		Has	any	
document	for	a	southern	California	project	ever	referred	to	100	afy	as	a	“minimal”	water	supply	before,	
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and	is	this	an	accurate	characterization?		The	table	on	page	3.9-9	shows	4,205	as	the	total	supply	LWD	
district	has,	and	there	is	a	projected	demand	of	4,138.		Thus,	the	proposed	project	requires	a	significant	
percentage	of	the	supply	available.		This	does	not	seem	“minimal.”		Is	abandonment	of	a	250	afy	well	an	
impact	to	Helix?		No	data	on	the	Helix	system	is	provided,	so	the	analysis	does	not	analyze	what	sort	of	
an	impact	this	might	be.	

The	CEQA	Guidelines	have	been	updated	and	new	Guidelines	will	soon	be	issued.		An	important	area	for	
update	is	regarding	solid	waste	impacts.			Given	the	State	focus	on	reducing	GHG,	and	requirements	that	
local	governments	reduce	waste,	landfill	capacity	is	no	longer	the	only	issue	that	needs	to	be	addressed	
in	CEQA	documents.		It	never	was	the	only	issue	that	should	be	addressed,	it	was	just	an	example	in	
Appendix	G.		The	City	of	San	Diego	has	long	required	projects	to	look	at	their	contribution	to	State	and	
local	solid	waste	goals,	including	diverting	waste	from	disposal,	providing	recyclable	materials	markets,	
and	complying	with	waste	reduction	plans,	such	as	the	City’s	Zero	Waste	Plan,	which	is	part	of	its	
approved	Climate	Action	Plan.	

As	explained	above,	and	brought	up	by	the	State	Department	of	Conservation	in	its	reports,	failing	to	
recycle	concrete	wastes	an	important	resource	and	increases	demand	for	virgin	PCC.		This	largescale	
project	is	likely	to	result	in	additional	geological	and	construction	waste	materials	going	to	landfills,	
making	it	harder	for	the	County	to	comply	with	waste	diversion	mandates	imposed	by	the	State.	

The	project	would	use	potable	water	from	the	LWD,	increasing	demand	on	already	stressed	systems,	
and	increasing	energy	consumption	for	water	treatment.	

ENERGY.		Appendix	F	of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	highlights	the	importance	of	considering	larger	issues	
associated	with	energy	consumption.		Mining,	extraction,	and	cement	production	are	major	energy	
consumers.		Issue	that	should	be	considered	include:		1)	Increased	movement	of	water,	requiring	
increased	energy	consumption.	2)	Energy	demands	associated	with	transportation,	and	the	increased	
fuels	required	by	the	increased	traffic	congestion	the	project	will	cause.		Additionally,	the	project	
proposes	relatively	more	energy-intensive	transportation	(trucks)	than	the	alternative	(barges)	and	
relatively	longer	hauls	to	project	sites	than	from	ports.	3)	Energy	demands	of	cement	production,	which	
are	greater	than	for	other	construction	materials,	although	there	are	“greener”	cement	products	
available.	Given	the	need	to	reduce	GHG	emissions,	the	reliance	on	cement	is	problematic.		Alternative	
materials	with	lesser	GHG	impacts	will	need	to	be	identified	to	achieve	aggressive	State-wide	GHG	
reduction	goals.		All	feasible	measures	to	reduce	GHGs	must	be	considered,	including	moving	to	lower	
GHG-producing	construction	materials.		Given	this,	and	given	the	need	for	no	net	increase	in	GHG	
production,	a	new	sand	mine	may	be	inconsistent	with	the	State’s	GHG	reduction	goals.		Should	the	
project	purchase	carbon	credits?		4)	Energy	demands	of	the	equipment	that	will	be	used	at	the	project	
site	and	for	hauling.		Are	alternative	fuels	and/or	electric	equipment	being	considered?					

Page	3.10-3	discusses	the	“substantial	use	of	non-renewable	resources”	from	Riverside	and	Imperial	
Counties.		However,	the	project	does	not	propose	to	replace	the	consumption	of	non-renewable	
aggregate	resources	with	a	more	renewable	alternative.		It	proposes	to	provide	a	massive	local	source	of	
that	resource,	to	potentially	encourage	additional	consumption,	and	undermine	markets	for	recycled	
materials,	thus	furthering	consumption	of	a	renewable	resource.	

In	terms	of	the	fuels	for	delivery,	Riverside	does	have	large	aggregate	sources	near	the	border	with	San	
Diego	County.		Trips	distances	from	that	sand	source	are	SHORTER	to	developing	areas	in	North	County	
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from	that	source,	thus	Riverside-origin	materials	may	have	reduced	GHG	emissions	and	trip	distances.		
As	for	the	aggregates	coming	from	Mexico,	these	aggregates	typically	arrive	by	barge,	a	short	trip	
distance	from	developments	near	the	harbor.		Barges	move	one	ton	of	cargo	576	miles	per	gallons	of	
fuel,	that	is	163	miles	further	than	a	railcar	and	421	miles	further	than	a	truck.		Aggregates	that	arrive	by	
rail	also	have	a	shorter	trip	distance	from	the	rail	hub	than	from	the	proposed	project,	and	rail	transport	
is	also	far	more	efficient	than	truck.		By	equating	the	distance	to	truck	miles	driven,	the	analysis	
contradicts	its	own	information	about	rail	and	barge	use	for	importation	of	these	materials.		VMT	just	
does	not	equate	to	miles	by	train	and	miles	by	truck,	without	considering	the	greater	efficiency	of	barge	
and	rail	transportation.				

At	its	most	basic,	the	baseline	for	this	project	is	NO	SAND	MINE.		To	say	that	other	sources	will	be	
equally	used,	and	would	have	greater	impacts	than	this	sand	mine	is	to	factor	out	economic	conditions,	
which	might	encourage	the	recycling	of	demolished	concrete	without	this	sand	mine,	or	other	scenarios,	
including	EXPORT	from	San	Diego	to	the	Los	Angeles	area.		To	only	choose	the	scenario	that	favors	the	
project	is	unrealistic,	given	the	multiplicity	of	alternative	possibilities.		

Page	3.10-4	asserts	that	energy	use	for	lighting	will	be	low,	and	3.10-6	says	the	trailers	won’t	use	much	
power.		Page	3.10-7	indicates	that	1.5	million	kWh	would	be	needed,	and	that	seems	as	though	it	is	
more	than	minimal.		Also,	no	discussion	is	provided	of	the	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	power	
lines	that	would	need	to	be	constructed.		How	much	electricity	is	not	much,	and	is	the	provision	of	the	
power	a	discretionary	project	(piecemealing),	and	would	it	have	associated	impacts?		Should	the	project	
at	least	consider	providing	PV	to	power	the	trailers,	solar	lighting,	and	provisions	for	alternative	
transportation	of	employees,	maybe	at	least	charging	stations?	

This	page	also	uses	the	“selected	and	misrepresented”	one	single	scenario	of	the	many	possible	
scenarios	for	alternative	sources	of	aggregate	to	compare	the	project	to	a	speculative,	unsubstantiated	
hypothetical.		There	are	no	guarantees	that	this	project	will	cause	sand	that	is	coming	by	barge	or	train	
to	no	longer	come	by	barge	or	train.		There	is	no	evidence	for	any	scenario	provided	in	the	EIR.			The	
impacts	of	the	project	should	be	compared	with	the	no	project,	not	with	an	imagined	hypothetical,	
speculative	scenario.	

Page	3.10-5	indicates	the	farthest	aggregates	are	imported	from,	but	does	not	mention	the	other,	
existing	PCC	quarries	that	are	a	couple	of	miles	CLOSER	to	the	freeways	than	the	proposed	project.		
Again,	if	the	project	wishes	to	compare	with	hypothetical	scenarios,	it	should	provide	an	appropriate	
range	of	hypothetical	scenarios,	rather	than	selecting	only	the	one,	unlikely,	scenario	that	reflects	
favorably	on	the	project.		If	a	realistic	broad	life	cycle	comparison	cannot	be	made,	then	the	EIR	can	stay	
with	the	approach	of	comparing	the	project	with	the	baseline,	existing	conditions,	“no	project”	
alternative.	

While	CGS	has	confirmed	a	shortage	of	PCC	grade	sand,	it	also	continually	identifies	new	sources	of	PCC	
materials,	and	cautions	against	a	“simplistic”	approach	to	characterizing	the	availability	of	this	resource	
as	limited,	and	to	assessing	the	demand	as	steady,	when	it	is	declining.		Both	the	availability	of	the	
resource	and	the	demand	are	more	flexible	than	they	are	characterized	in	this	EIR,	according	to	the	CGS	
(http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/Documents/SpecialReports/SR_240_WSD_2017_Report.pdf	).	
	
According	to	the	2017	report,	“Nine	new	aggregate	resource	Sectors	(AA	through	II)	for	PCC-grade	
aggregate	have	been	identified	since	the	1985	designation.	These	yet	to	be	designated	Sectors	total	
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1,461	acres	and	contain	an	estimated	282	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	resources,	increasing	the	
total	estimated	resources	in	the	P-C	Region	to	5,982	million	tons.	These	nine	new	Sectors	may	be	
considered	for	designation	by	the	SMGB	at	a	future	date.	.	..”		The	following	explains	that	PCC	resources	
are	far	less	limited	than	originally	thought.		It	also	provides	possible	alternative	sites	for	consideration.		
	
“This	update	report	reassesses	and	reclassifies	lands	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	for	
PCC-grade	aggregate	resources,	which	typically	are	used	to	supply	other	grades	of	aggregate.	.	..		
	
“Sycamore	Ridge	Property:	A	482-acre	area	in	northwestern	San	Diego	County,	on	the	west	flank	of	the	
Merriam	Mountains,	five	miles	northeast	of	the	City	of	San	Marcos.	The	area	is	underlain	by	Cretaceous	
age	granodiorite	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	batholith.	Test	data	provided	by	the	petitioner	indicates	
material	from	this	site	meets	quality	standards	for	PCC-grade	aggregate.	The	property	was	reclassified	to	
MRZ-2	from	MRZ-3	in	OFR	88-16	(Clinkenbeard,	1988).	“	This	site	is	even	larger	than	the	subject	
property,	thus	would	be	an	appropriate	“mega-mine”	alternative.	
	
“Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry	Property:	A	78-acre	area	in	northern	San	Diego	County,	north	of	State	
Route	76,	approximately	one	mile	east	of	Interstate	Highway	15.	The	area	is	underlain	by	the	Cretaceous	
age	leucogranodiorite	of	Indian	Mountain.	Test	data	provided	by	the	petitioner	indicates	fresh	rock	
material	from	this	site	meets	quality	standards	for	PCC-	and	AC-grade	aggregate,	base,	and	subbase.	The	
property	was	classified	MRZ-2	for	aggregate	materials	in	OFR	89-15	(Clinkenbeard,	1989).		
“Twin	Oaks	Quarry	Property:	A	164-acre	area	in	northwestern	San	Diego	County,	low	on	the	east	slope	
of	the	San	Marcos	Mountains,	five	miles	north	of	the	City	of	San	Marcos.	The	area	is	underlain	by	
Cretaceous	age	gabbro	and	granodiorite	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	batholith.	Test	data	provided	by	the	
petitioner	shows	that,	with	appropriate	processing,	material	from	this	site	meets	quality	standards	for	
PCC-	and	AC-grade	aggregate.	The	property	was	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	from	MRZ-3	in	SR	191	(Busch,	
2006).	
	
“Areas	within	the	P-C	Region	Reclassified	to	MRZ-2	for	PCC-Grade	Aggregate	from	MRZ-3	or	MRZ-4	in	
OFR	96-04		
The	first	update	report	for	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	(Miller,	1996)	reclassified	several	
areas	within	the	P-C	Region	from	MRZ-3	or	MRZ-4	to	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate.	These	include:		
•	San	Marcos	Quarry	area	(MRZ-3	to	MRZ-2,	544	acres)	[also	very	large	–	appropriate	for	mega	mine	
design],		
•	TTT	Quarry	(MRZ-3	to	MRZ-2,	36	acres),		
•	San	Vicente	Creek	area	(MRZ-4	to	MRZ-2,	696	acres),		
•	Hester’s	Granite	Quarry	(MRZ-3	to	MRZ-2,	112	acres),		
•	A	part	of	Dehesa	Valley	(MRZ-4	to	MRZ-2,	196	acres),	and		
•	Sycamore	Ridge	Property	(482	acres	previously	reclassified	to	MRZ	-2	by	petition).		
	
“Areas	Outside	the	P-C	Region	Classified	MRZ-2	in	OFR	96-04		
OFR	96-04	also	classified	two	areas	outside	of	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	boundary	as	
MRZ-2:		
•	The	previously	mentioned	Rosemary’s	Mountain/Pankey	Ranch	site	(adjacent	to	the	P-C	Region	at	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River	[78	acres]	had	previously	been	classified	MRZ-2	for	“Mixed	Aggregate”	by	petition),	
and		
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•	The	Jamul	Quarry	(3	miles	east	of	the	P-C	Region	[158	acres]	was	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	
aggregate.		
	
“Area	Reclassified	to	MRZ-2	from	MRZ-3	in	this	Update	Report		
In	this	update	report,	one	area	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	is	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	for	
PCC-grade	aggregate	from	MRZ-3:		
Jamacha	Rock	Quarry:	Approximately	65	acres,	two	miles	south	of	El	Cajon	and	two	miles	east	of	Casa	
de	Oro,	are	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	(PCC)	from	MRZ-3.	Here,	quartz-diorite	and	gabbro	are	mined	to	
produce	decomposed	granite,	fill,	and	crushed	rock	aggregate.	Mining,	which	began	in	the	1940s,	
originally	produced	decomposed	granite;	more	recently,	unweathered	rock	suitable	for	use	as	crushed	
rock	aggregate	of	PCC-grade	has	been	exposed.		
	
“Area	Reclassified	to	MRZ-2	from	MRZ-1	and	MRZ-3	in	this	Update	Report		
In	this	update	report	one	area	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	is	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	from	
MRZ-1	and	MRZ-3:		
Cottonwood	Golf	Course:	Approximately	167	acres,	four	miles	southeast	of	El	Cajon	and	three	miles	east	
of	Casa	de	Oro,	are	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	from	MRZ-1	and	MRZ-3.		
		
“Alluvial	sand	and	gravel	deposits	along	the	middle	reach	of	the	Sweetwater	River	Valley	near	Jamacha	
historically	have	been	mined	on	a	small	scale.	Aggregate	resource	evaluation	reports	provided	to	CGS	
indicate	that	aggregate	resources	at	this	site	meet	engineering	specifications	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	
and	threshold	value	requirements.		
	
“Areas	Reclassified	to	MRZ-3	from	MRZ-2	in	this	Update	Report		
Hanson	Aggregates,	Inc.	Oceanside/Carlsbad	Pit:	An	82-acre	site	in	the	City	of	Oceanside	south	of	State	
Route	78	and	west	of	College	Avenue,	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	153	and	
OFR	96-04,	is	reclassified	to	MRZ-3	for	PCC-grade	aggregate.	This	area	was	underlain	by	dacite	volcanic	
rocks.	The	material,	previously	mined	for	a	variety	of	uses,	is	apparently	mined-out;	the	site	is	being	
developed	to	other	uses.		
	
“Hanson	Aggregates,	Inc.	Pala	Sand	Pit:	A	127-acre	site	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	Valley	south	of	State	
Route	76	and	west	of	Pala,	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	153	and	OFR	96-
04,	is	reclassified	as	MRZ-3	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	this	update	report.	This	site	was	underlain	by	
Quaternary	age	alluvial	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	The	material,	PCC-grade	sand	and	gravel,	is	
reportedly	mined-out	and	site	reclamation	was	certified	complete	by	the	lead	agency	in	2005.		
	
“CalMat	Company	Pala	Reservation	Pit:	A	220-acre	site	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	Valley	north	of	State	
Route	76	and	east	of	Pala,	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	153	and	OFR	96-04	
is	reclassified	as	MRZ-3	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	this	update	report.	This	site	was	underlain	by	alluvial	
fan	deposits	eroded	from	the	Palomar	Mountains.	These	sand	and	gravel	deposits	of	PCC-grade	are	
apparently	mined-out.	The	site	is	within	the	jurisdiction	of	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians.		
	
“Miramar	Marine	Corp	Air	Station:	Approximately	1,116	acres	south	of	the	main	runways	of	the	Marine	
Corp	Air	Station	Miramar,	north	of	State	Route	52	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	
in	SR	153	and	OFR	96-04	is	reclassified	as	MRZ-3	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	this	update	report.	This	site	
is	now	the	location	of	nearly	filled	municipal	landfills;	it	was	underlain	by	sand	and	gravel	deposits	of	the	
Eocene	age	Poway	Fan.		
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“Enniss,	Inc.	San	Vicente	Pits:	Two	areas	totaling	about	37	acres	along	San	Vicente	Creek	in	the	Moreno	
Valley	south	of	San	Vicente	Reservoir	and	east	of	State	Route	67	were	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	
aggregate	in	OFR	96-04.	These	areas	are	reclassified	MRZ-3	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	this	update	
report.	This	site	was	underlain	by	Quaternary	age	alluvial	deposits	of	the	San	Vicente	Creek.	The	
material,	sand	and	gravel	of	PCC-grade,	is	reportedly	mined-out.		
	
“Hanson	Aggregates,	Inc.	El	Monte	Sand	Pit:	A	104-acre	site	in	the	San	Diego	River	Valley	east	of	
Lakeside,	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	153	and	OFR	96-04	is	reclassified	as	
MRZ-3	in	this	update	report.	This	site	is	underlain	by	Quaternary	age	alluvial	deposits	of	the	San	Diego	
River.	The	material,	sand	and	gravel	of	PCC-grade,	is	reported	to	be	mined-out.	The	site	ceased	
production	in	2009.	
	
“Sloan	Canyon	Sand	Co.,	Sloan	Canyon	Sand	Mine:	A	166-acre	site	in	the	Sweetwater	River	Valley	east	of	
El	Cajon	near	the	community	of	Dehesa,	previously	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	153	
and	OFR	96-04	is	reclassified	as	MRZ-3	in	this	update	report.	This	site	was	underlain	by	Quaternary	age	
alluvial	deposits	of	the	Sweetwater	River.	The	material,	sand	and	gravel	of	PCC-grade,	is	reported	to	be	
mined-out.	The	site	ceased	production	in	2008;	reclamation	is	in	progress…	

“This	section	of	the	report	reevaluates	the	PCC-grade	aggregate	resources	in	the	Western	San	Diego	
County	P-C	Region	based	on	updated	information.	This	reevaluation	includes	the	areas	originally	
designated	by	the	SMGB	and	new	areas	identified	in	subsequent	mineral	land	classification	reports	
including	this	update	report.	These	areas	include:		
•	The	nineteen	Sectors	designated	by	the	SMGB	in	1985,		
•	The	five	areas	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	OFR	96-04,		
•	The	Sycamore	Ridge	Property	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	OFR	88-16,		
•	The	Rosemary’s	Mountain	area	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	OFR	89-15,		
•	The	Twin	Oaks	Quarry	Property	classified	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	SR	191,		
•	The	Superior	Ready	Mix	Jamacha	Quarry	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	this	report,	
and		
•	The	Cottonwood	Golf	Course/Sweetwater	River	area	reclassified	to	MRZ-2	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	in	
this	report.		
	
“Reserve	calculations	in	these	areas	are	based	on	mining	permits	valid	as	of	November	2015….		
Sectors	are	areas	classified	as	MRZ-2	by	the	State	Geologist,	and	that	have	current	land	uses	deemed	
compatible	with	mining.	The	SMGB	defines	compatible	land	uses	as	those	that	are	non-urbanized	or	that	
have	very	low-density	residential	developments	(one	dwelling	unit	per	ten	acres	or	less);	land	without	
high-cost	improvements;	and	land	used	for	agriculture,	grazing,	or	open	space.	Urbanization	and/or	
incompatible	land	uses	are	defined	by	the	SMGB	as	improvements	of	high	cost,	such	as	high-density	
residential	developments,	intensive	industrial	developments,	commercial	developments,	and	major	
public	facilities.”	

	“A	summary	follows	describing	the	factors,	conditions,	and	status	(as	of	2015)	of	the	remaining	
designated	Sectors….		

Channel	and	floodplain	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	from	near	Douglass	Drive	in	the	City	of	
Oceanside	and	extending	east	about	six	miles	to	a	point	about	2,000	feet	west	of	Vista	Way	and	the	old	
Bonsall	bridge…	Approximately	619	acres	containing	78	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	…		Channel	
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and	floodplain	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	from	approximately	2,000	feet	west	of	Vista	Way	at	
State	Route	78	(Bonsall	bridge)	upstream	to	approximately	5,000	feet	east	of	the	Interstate	Highway	15	
bridge.	.	.	1,459	acres	in	Sector	C	contain	160	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate.”		In	addition,	this	area	
has	fluvial	and	alluvial	deposits	“from	500	feet	east	of	Interstate	Highway	15	upstream	to	the	
community	of	Rincon…	Approximately	2,730	acres	containing	436	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	
remain	in	Sector	D...	Alluvial	fan	deposits	[occur]	on	the	north	side	of	San	Luis	Rey	River	from	the	
community	of	Pala	east	to	Pauma	Valley….	Approximately	4,241	acres	containing	482	million	tons	of	
PCC-grade	aggregate	remain	in	Sector	E….	Alluvial	fan	deposits	on	the	east	side	of	San	Luis	Rey	River	
near	the	community	of	Rincon….	Approximately	156	acres,	containing	20	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	
aggregate	resources,	remain	in	Sector	F	
.		
“[A]n	area	of	the	granitic	rocks	in	the	Merriam	Mountains	east	of	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road,	approximately	
five	miles	north	of	the	City	of	San	Marcos	(Plate	2A).	The	area	of	this	Sector	is	43	acres	and	the	
aggregate	resource	total	is	proprietary….”		
		
“Channel	and	floodplain	deposits	of	the	San	Dieguito	River/Santa	Ysabel	Creek	and	tributaries	upstream	
from	Lake	Hodges	to	the	east	end	of	San	Pasqual	Valley….	Approximately	2,982	acres	containing	400	
million	tons	of	mostly	sand-size	PCC-grade	aggregate	material	remain	accessible	in	Sector	I.		
	
“…	Mesa-forming	conglomerate	deposits	in	four	areas	in	or	near	the	communities	of	Rancho	Bernardo,	
Rancho	Penasquitos,	Mira	Mesa,	Tierra	Santa,	the	cities	of	Poway	and	Santee,	and	the	Miramar	Marine	
Corps	Air	Station.	Only	three	subsectors,	J(1),	J(5),	and	J(6)	were	previously	designated….	Approximately	
19,481	acres,	containing	over	3,100	million	tons	of	mostly	coarse	PCC-grade	aggregate	material,	remain	
in	Sector	J.		
	
“…Underlain	by	metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	Santiago	Peak	Volcanics,	north	of	the	San	Diego	River	in	
Mission	Gorge	(Plate	2B).	The	area	of	this	Sector	is	97	acres.		
Changes	in	Sector	K:	11	acres	in	Sector	K	adjacent	to	the	San	Diego	River	consist	of	protected	wetlands	
and	are	precluded	from	mining.	The	aggregate	resource	total	is	proprietary.	…	Channel	and	floodplain	
deposits	of	the	San	Diego	River	from	Magnolia	Avenue	in	the	City	of	Santee	east	to	within	one	mile	of	El	
Capitan	Reservoir	Dam….	Changes	in	Sector	M:	701	acres	are	mined	out	or	otherwise	precluded	from	
mining	by	urbanization.	Approximately	1,134	acres,	containing	an	estimated	172	million	tons	of	PCC-
grade	aggregate	material,	remain	in	Sector	M.		
	
“Alluvial	deposits	of	the	Sweetwater	River	upstream	of	Sweetwater	Reservoir	(Plate	2B).	The	area	of	this	
Sector	is	151	acres.	Changes	in	Sector	O:	Resource	recalculation	for	this	update	report	indicated	four	
million	tons	of	aggregate	resources….	Alluvial	deposits	of	the	Sweetwater	River	in	upper	Jamacha	Valley	
bounded	on	the	west	by	Willow	Glen	Road	between	Hillsdale	Road	and	Dehesa	Road,	southeast	of	the	
City	of	El	Cajon…		Approximately	181	acres,	containing	15	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	material,	
remain	in	Sector	P.	…	Alluvial	deposits	of	the	Sweetwater	River	from	the	Singing	Hills	Golf	Course/Sycuan	
Resort	extending	upstream	about	four	miles…	Approximately	147	acres	remain	in	Sector	Q;	this	area,	
located	mostly	upstream	of	the	bridge	on	Sloan	Canyon	Road,	is	estimated	to	contain	six	million	tons	of	
PCC-grade	aggregate	material.	
		
“…Channel	and	floodplain	deposits	of	the	Otay	River	upstream	from	Interstate	Highway	805	to	near	the	
eastern	end	of	Otay	Valley	(Plate	2B).	SR	153	reported	that	most	of	the	area	of	Sector	R	has	been	mined	
to	a	depth	of	approximately	15	feet;	at	this	depth,	operators	reportedly	encountered	a	clay	layer.	SR	153	
inferred	the	presence	of	additional	PCC-grade	resources	exist	beneath	the	clay	layer.		
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Changes	in	Sector	R:	The	original	area	of	Designated	Sector	R	was	1,358	acres;	276	acres	have	been	
urbanized	leaving	an	area	of	1,082	acres.	An	estimated	six	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	remain	in	
Sector	R.	Additional	inferred	resources	may	exist	at	depth	in	Sector	R….	Metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	
Santiago	Peak	Volcanics	at	Rock	Mountain	on	the	north	side	of	upper	Otay	Valley	.	.	..	374	acres	contain	
approximately	500	million	tons	of	aggregate	resources	(including	reserves).	The	permitted	reserves	are	
proprietary.		
	
“…Floodplain	deposits	of	the	Tijuana	River	from	the	international	boundary	downstream	(west)	about	
four	miles	.	.	..	[covers	approximately]	1,355	acres	contain	232	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	resources	
(mostly	sand).	…	Mesa-forming	conglomerate	deposits	of	the	San	Diego	and	Lindavista	Formations	in	the	
Border	Highlands	area	south	of	the	Tijuana	River	(Plate	2B).	Sector	V	is	subdivided	into	two	subsectors,	
V(1)	and	V(2).	The	area	of	Sectors	V(1)	and	V(2)	is	268	acres	and	146	acres,	respectively.		….	
[A]pproximately	23	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	material	are	contained	in	the	remaining	325	
acres.	
		
“The	original	resource	calculations	in	SMARA	Designation	Report	No.	4	reported	a	total	of	5,880	million	
tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	were	recoverable	from	designated	sectors	in	the	Western	San	Diego	
County	P-C	Region.	Reevaluation	of	available	PCC-grade	aggregate	resources	for	this	update	report	--	
using	resource	parameters	from	the	original	reports,	reinterpretations	of	original	data,	and	new	data	--	
indicates	that	about	5,700	million	tons	of	resources	remain	accessible	in	previously	designated	Sectors	
as	of	2015.”	
	
“…Nine	new	(yet,	undesignated)	aggregate	resource	Sectors	for	PCC-grade	aggregate	are	identified	in	
this	update	report:	from	north	to	south,	the	Sectors	are	identified	as	AA	through	II.	Values	used	to	
calculate	resources	and	reserves	are	included	in	Appendix	A.	Descriptions	of	these	new	Sectors	follow:		
	
“Sector	AA	–	Approximately	78	acres	in	the	Pala/Rainbow	area	of	north	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2A).	It	is	
on	the	north	side	of	State	Highway	76	approximately	1.25	miles	east	of	Interstate	Highway	15.	
Granodiorite	and	tonalite	of	Cretaceous	age	is	mined	to	produce	crushed	rock	aggregate,	some	of	which	
is	PCC-grade.	The	presence	of	significant	aggregate	resources	in	Sector	AA	was	documented	in	OFR	89-
15	(Clinkenbeard,	1989).	The	site	was	included	in	areas	classified	as	MRZ-2	in	OFR	96-04	(Miller,	1996).	
Granite	Construction’s	Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry	is	in	Sector	AA.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	
proprietary.		
	
“Sector	BB	–	Approximately	164	acres	northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista	and	two	miles	west	of	Interstate	
Highway	15	in	northern	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2A);	it	is	west	of	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	in	the	South	
Fork	of	Gopher	Canyon	on	the	east	slope	of	the	San	Marcos	Mountains.	Gabbro	and	diorite	of	
Cretaceous	age	is	mined	to	produce	crushed	rock	aggregate,	some	of	which	is	PCC-grade.	The	presence	
of	significant	aggregate		
resources	in	Sector	BB	is	documented	in	SR	191	(Busch,	2006).	The	Superior	Ready-Mix	Twin	Oaks	Valley	
Road	Quarry	is	in	Sector	BB.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	proprietary.		
	
“Sector	CC	–	Approximately	482	acres	in	northern	San	Diego	County	in	the	Merriam	Mountains	(Plate	
2A).	It	is	east	of	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	and	west	of	Interstate	Highway	15	between	the	South	Fork	of	
Gopher	Canyon	and	the	South	Fork	of	Moosa	Canyon.	The	presence	of	significant	aggregate	resources	in	
Sector	CC	is	documented	in	OFR	88-16	(Clinkenbeard,	1988)	and	OFR	96-04	(Miller,	1996).	Granodiorite	
of	Cretaceous	age	is	the	dominant	rock-type;	it	has	been	demonstrated	to	be	suitable	for	use	as	crushed	
rock	aggregate	of	PCC-grade.	It	is	estimated	that	approximately	120	million	mineable	tons	of	PCC-grade	
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crushed	rock	aggregate	resources	exist	in	Sector	CC.	Hanson’s	inactive	North	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	
Quarry	is	in	Sector	H,	one-half	mile	west	of	Sector	CC.		
	
“Sector	DD	–	Approximately	180	acres	of	alluvial	sand	and	gravel	deposits	along	San	Vicente	Creek	in	
northern	Moreno	Valley	east	of	State	Highway	67,	south	of	San	Vicente	Reservoir	and	two	miles	north	of	
the	community	of	Lakeside	in	central	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2B).	The	site	was	classified	MRZ-2	in	OFR	
96-04	(Miller,	1996).	It	is	adjacent	to	the	Enniss	Sand	Pit.	It	is	estimated	that	approximately	six	million	
tons	of	PCC-grade	alluvial	sand	and	gravel	resources	are	present	in	Sector	DD.		
	
“Sector	EE	–	Approximately	65	acres	in	central	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2B);	it	is	west	of	Jamacha	Road	
about	two	miles	south	of	the	City	of	El	Cajon	and	two	miles	east	of	Casa	de	Oro.	Cretaceous	age	quartz-
diorite	and	gabbro	of	the	western	zone	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	batholith	is	mined	to	produce	
decomposed	granite,	fill,	and	crushed	rock	aggregate.	Mining	began	in	the	1940s	primarily	for	
decomposed	granite	and	fill;	more	recently,	mining	has	uncovered	unweathered	hard	granitic	rock	
suitable	for	use	as	crushed	rock	aggregate	of	PCC-grade.	Sector	EE	is	the	site	of	the	Superior	Ready	Mix	
Jamacha	Rock	Quarry.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	proprietary.		
	
“Sector	FF	–	Approximately	103	acres	in	central	San	Diego	County	about	four	miles	southeast	of	the	City	
of	El	Cajon	and	four	miles	northeast	of	Casa	de	Oro	(Plate	2B);	it	is	west	of	the	Sweetwater	River.	
Cretaceous	age	hornblende	gabbro	and	quartz-diorite	of	the	western	zone	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	
batholith	is	mined	to	produce	decomposed	granite,	base,	and	crushed	rock	aggregate	of	PCC-grade.	The	
presence	of	significant	aggregate	resources	in	Sector	FF	was	reported	in	OFR	96-04	(Miller,	1996);	the	
site	was	reclassified	at	that	time	from	MRZ-3	to	MRZ-2.	Sector	FF	is	the	site	of	Hester’s	Granite	Quarry	
operated	by	Robertson’s	Ready	Mix.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	proprietary.		
	
“Sector	GG	–	Approximately	64	acres	of	alluvial	sand	and	gravel	deposits	in	Dehesa	Valley,	a	tributary	to	
the	Sweetwater	River	approximately	six	miles	east	of	El	Cajon	and	five	miles	southwest	of	Alpine	in	
central	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2B).	The	area	underlain	by	Sector	GG	was	reclassified	from	MRZ-4	to	
MRZ-2	in	OFR	96-04	(Miller,	1996).	Sector	GG	is	adjacent	to,	and	upstream	of,	the	mined-out	Sloan	
Canyon	Sand	Mine	in	Designated	Sector	Q.	An	estimated	two	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	alluvial	sand	and	
gravel	resources	are	present	in	Sector	GG.	
	
“Sector	HH	–	Approximately	167	acres	of	alluvial	sand	and	gravel	deposits	in	Jamacha	Valley	along	the	
middle	reach	of	the	Sweetwater	River	Valley	approximately	four	miles	southeast	of	the	City	of	El	Cajon	
and	three	miles	east	of	Casa	de	Oro	in	central	San	Diego	County	(Plate	2B).	Sector	HH	is	reclassified	in	
this	update	report	from	MRZ-3	and	MRZ-4	to	MRZ-2;	this	action	is	based	on	an	aggregate	resource	
evaluation	report	(TerraMins,	2006)	provided	to	CGS	in	2016	by	the	property	owner.	Sector	HH	is	
adjacent	to,	and	downstream	of	Designated	Sector	P.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	proprietary.		
	
“Sector	II	–	Approximately	158	acres,	about	six	miles	north	of	the	International	Border	in	southern	San	
Diego	County	(Plate	2B).	It	is	immediately	south	of	Otay	Lakes	Road,	ten	miles	east	of	the	City	of	Chula	
Vista	and	one	mile	east	of	Lower	Otay	Reservoir.	Mesozoic	age	Santiago	Peak	Volcanic	rocks	are	the	
source	of	crushed	rock	for	use	as	PCC-grade	aggregate.	The	presence	of	significant	aggregate	resources	
in	Sector	II	was	reported	in	OFR	96-04	(Miller,	1996),	where	the	site	was	reclassified	from	MRZ-3	to	
MRZ-2.	Sector	II	is	the	site	of	the	Jamul	Quarry.	Reserve	and	resource	information	is	proprietary.		
To	summarize,	newly	identified	Sector	areas	AA	through	II	total	a	combined	1,461	acres	and	contain	an	
estimated	282	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	resources.	Table	3	summarizes	PCC-grade	aggregate	
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resources	in	the	nine	newly	identified	Sectors.	Sectors	AA	through	II	may	be	considered	for	designation	
by	the	SMGB	at	a	future	date.	
	
“…As	of	December	2014,	based	on	data	from	the	California	Division	of	Mine	Reclamation,	eight	
companies	had	current,	valid	permits	to	operate	eighteen	mining	properties	capable	of	producing	PCC-
grade	aggregate	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	(one	production	site	was	operated	as	part	
of	a	permit	for	a	municipal	waste	landfill).	Four	additional	mining	operations	in	the	Region	produce	
construction	aggregate	that	has	not	been	demonstrated	to	be	of	PCC-grade	quality.	The	eight	companies	
producing	PCC-grade	aggregate	are:		
•	Hanson	Aggregates	West,	Inc.	(six	properties),		
•	Superior	Ready-Mix	Concrete	L.P.	(five	properties),		
•	Vulcan	Materials	Company,	CalMat	Division	(three	properties),		
•	Granite	Construction,	Inc.	(one	property),		
•	Robertson’s	Ready-Mix	Ltd.	(one	property),		
•	Enniss,	Inc.	(one	property),		
•	M.J.	Baxter	Drilling	Company	(one	property),	and		
•	RCP	Block	and	Brick,	Inc.	(one	property).		
	
Permitted	mining	operations	as	of	December	2014	are	shown	on	Plates	2A	and	2B.	Brief	descriptions	of	
the	operations	follow:		
Hanson	Aggregates	West,	Inc.	operates	permitted	mines	in	the	City	and	County	of	San	Diego.	In	the	City	
of	San	Diego,	it	operates	the	Carroll	Canyon	Quarry	(California	Mine	ID	Number	(CMID	91-37-0007),	the	
Miramar	Pit	(CMID	91-37-0013),	and	at	the	Sycamore	Landfill	site	(The	Sycamore	Landfill	site	produces	
aggregate	as	a	byproduct	of	municipal	waste	landfill	activities	but	does	not	operate	as	permitted	mine	
and	does	not	have	a	California	Mine	ID	number).	In	the	County	of	San	Diego,	it	operates	the	Highway	67	
and	Vigilante	Road	Pit	(CMID	91-37-0036),	the	Slaughterhouse	Canyon	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0021),	and	
the	Channel	Road	Pit	(CMID	91-37-0065)	in	the	Lakeside	area.		
	
“The	Carroll	Canyon,	Highway	67	&	Vigilante	Road,	Slaughterhouse	Canyon,	Miramar	Pit,	and	the	
Sycamore	Landfill	site	all	produce	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	Poway	Group	sediment	of	
Eocene	age.	The	Highway	67	&	Vigilante	Road	and	Slaughterhouse	Canyon	quarries	could	potentially	
produce	additional	aggregate	from	underlying	Cretaceous-age	granitic	basement.	The	Channel	Road	Pit	
produces	PCC-grade	sand	and	gravel	from	alluvial	deposits	of	Quaternary	age.		
Superior	Ready-Mix	Concrete	L.P.	operates	permitted	mines	in	the	City	and	County	of	San	Diego.	It	
operates	the	Canyon	Rock	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0024)	in	the	City	of	San	Diego.	The	Twin	Oaks	Valley	
Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0052),	the	Willow	Sand	Resources	Pit	(CMID	91-37-0010),	the	TTT	Quarry	(CMID	91-
37-0019),	and	the	Jamacha	Rock	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0011)	operate	in	the	County	of	San	Diego.		
	
“The	Canyon	Rock	Quarry	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	meta-andesite	and	other	
metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	Santiago	Peak	Volcanics	of	Mesozoic	age.	The	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Quarry	
produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	gabbro	and	diorite	of	Cretaceous	age.	Willow	Sand	
Resources	Pit	produces	PCC-grade	sand	and	gravel	from	alluvial	deposits	of	Quaternary	age.	The	TTT	
Quarry	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	a	fine-	to	medium-grained	leucocratic	
intrusive	rock	of	Mesozoic	age.	The	Jamacha	Rock	Quarry	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	
from	gabbro	and	quartz	diorite	of	Cretaceous	age.		
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“Vulcan	Materials	Company	CalMat	Division	operates	the	Rock	Mountain	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0035)	in	
Chula	Vista,	the	Carroll	Canyon	Pit	(CMID	91-37-0029)	in	the	City	of	San	Diego,	and	the	Poway	Pit	(CMID	
91-37-0030)	in	the	City	of	Poway.		
	
“The	Carroll	Canyon	Pit	and	the	Poway	Pit	produce	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	Poway	
Group	sediments	of	Eocene	age.	The	Rock	Mountain	Quarry	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	
aggregate	from	meta-andesite	and	other	metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	Santiago	Peak	Volcanics	of	Mesozoic	
age.		
	

“Granite	Construction,	Inc.	operates	the	Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry	near	Fallbrook,	in	the	County	of	
San	Diego.	Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0066)	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	
aggregate	from	Mesozoic-age	granitic	rocks.	

“Robertson’s	Ready	Mix	operates	Hester’s	Granite	Quarry	southeast	of	El	Cajon	in	San	Diego	County.	
Hester’s	Granite	Quarry	(CMID	91-37-0020)	produces	PCC	and	other	grades	of	aggregate	from	gabbro	
and	quartz	diorite	of	Mesozoic	age.		
	
“Enniss,	Inc.	operates	the	Enniss	Sand	Pit	in	Lakeside,	San	Diego	County.	The	Enniss	Pit	(CMID	91-37-
0041)	produces	PCC-grade	sand	and	gravel	from	alluvial	deposits	of	Quaternary	age.		
M.J.	Baxter	Drilling	Company	operates	the	M.J.	Baxter	Drilling	Company	Mine	(CMID	91-37-0064)	north	
of	Lakeside	in	the	County	of	San	Diego.	It	is	adjacent	to	Hanson’s	Highway	67	and	Vigilante	Road	Pit.	It	
produces	PCC-grade	aggregate	and	other	material	from	Cretaceous	age	granitic	basement.		
	
“RCP	Block	and	Brick,	Inc.	operates	RCP	Pits	1,	2,	3,	&	5	Inclusive	in	the	City	of	Santee.	RCP	Pits	1,	2,	3,	&	
5	Inclusive	(CMID	91-37-0025)	produce	PCC-grade	sand	and	gravel	from	alluvial	deposits	of	Quaternary	
age	along	the	San	Diego	River.		
	

Information	about	importation	provided	in	this	EIR	assumes	a	certainty	that	is	not	present	in	the	data.		
As	reported	by	the	State	conservation	agencies:	“At	various	times,	construction	aggregate	has	been	
imported	into	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	from	mines	in	Los	Angeles,	San	Bernardino,	
Riverside,	and	Imperial	counties.	Material	has	also	been	imported	from	Baja	California,	Mexico	both	
overland	and	through	the	Port	of	San	Diego.		

“For	example,	the	2014	mineral	land	classification	update	for	the	Temescal	Valley	Production	Area,	(SR	
231;	Miller	and	Busch,	2014)	found	that	exports	into	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	from	the	
Temescal	Valley	Production	Area	for	2012	was	estimated	to	be	approximately	five	percent	of	the	total	
aggregate	production	of	the	Temescal	Valley	Area.	For	2012,	this	amounted	to	about	476,000	tons.		
	
“While	the	tonnages	of	aggregate	produced	in	a	region	are	reported	annually,	information	on	where	the	
material	is	used	is	not.	Aggregate	producers	may	be	hesitant	to	discuss	specifics	of	their	market	regions	
because	of	the	competitive	nature	of	the	industry.	So,	detailed	information	on	annual	aggregate	
import/export	in	a	region	is	often	difficult	to	obtain.		
	

“For	this	study,	an	estimate	of	the	amount	of	aggregate	imported	into	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-
C	Region	has	been	made.	Data	on	imports	was	collected	from	operators	or	other	entities,	such	as	local	
government	or	the	Port	of	San	Diego,	to	estimate	annual	aggregate	imports	into	the	Western	San	Diego	
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County	P-C	region	from	1995	to	2014.	In	addition,	information	on	production	of	aggregate	from	non-
mining	sources	such	as	landfill	operations,	habitat	restoration	projects,	etc.,	was	also	collected.	This	
information	was	used	to	make	a	conservative	estimate	on	a	year-by-year	basis	of	the	aggregate	used	in	
the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	from	imports	and	local	non-mine	sources	to	better	estimate	
the	amount	of	aggregate	used	within	the	region	from	1995	to	2014.”		The	port	of	San	Diego	would	have	
data	on	sand	that	is	BERGED,	a	highly	efficient	mode	of	transportation,	to	a	location	very	near,	much	
nearer	than	Lakeside,	to	the	urban	center,	thus	with	SHORTER	trip	distances,	and	lower	VMT/ton	of	
sand,	than	the	proposed	project.	

The	report	notes	that	in	1985	12,100,000	tons	were	consumed,	but	in	2014	that	number	had	fallen	to	
7,843,566.		This	is	because	per	capita	demand	dropped	from	6.0	tons	per	year	to	2.6	per	year.				The	
2014	data	had	the	highest	estimate	for	imported	aggregate,	at	40,300,000	tons.	

“Potential	additional	sources	of	PCC-grade	aggregate	are	likely	to	exist	within	and	near	the	Western	San	
Diego	County	P-C	Region	beyond	those	deposits	classified	as	MRZ-2	in	this	update	report.		
	
“Crushed	Rock	Sources		
The	Cretaceous	plutonic	and	metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	western	Peninsular	Ranges	batholith	are	
potential	alternative	sources	of	PCC-quality	crushed-rock	aggregate.	Sectors	H,	K,	S,	AA,	BB,	CC,	EE,	and	
FF	within	the	P-C	Region	and	Sector	II	outside	of	the	P-C	Region	are	all	examples	of	locations	where	
unweathered,	chemically	and	physically	resistant	plutonic	or	metavolcanic	rocks	are	demonstrated	to	be	
suitable	for	use	as	PCC-grade	aggregate.		
	
“Other	suitable	areas	of	unweathered	plutonic	or	metavolcanic	rocks	may	exist	within	some	of	the	MRZ-
3	areas	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	or	in	areas	east	of	the	P-C	Region.	Some	may	be	
adjacent	to	existing	mines;	others	may	not	be	near	current	or	historic	mining	operations.	However,	
while	some	plutonic	and	metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	batholith	are	suitable	as	PCC-
grade	aggregate,	rock	from	many	locations	may	not	be	suitable.	Some	granitic	rocks	may	be	deeply	
weathered;	some	metavolcanic,	metasedimentary,	and	older	granitic	rocks	contain	sulfide	minerals	or	
other	deleterious	materials.	Older	metasedimentary	rocks,	commonly	present	in	the	central	part	of	the	
County,	often	occur	as	mixtures	of	rock	types	that	may	render	a	deposit	unsuitable.	Further	exploration	
and	testing	is	necessary	to	identify	other	areas	containing	plutonic	or	metavolcanic	rocks	suitable	for	
PCC-grade	aggregate.	In	addition	to	meeting	quality	requirements,	alternative	sources	must	be	located	
close	enough	to	the	market	region	to	be	competitive	with	other	aggregate	sources	in	the	region.		
	
“Synergistic	Aggregate	Production		
Another	potential	alternative	source	of	aggregate	in	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region	is	
synergistic	aggregate	production.	Synergistic	aggregate	production	occurs	when	production	of	aggregate	
materials	is	associated	with	the	development	of	other	necessary	projects	or	beneficial	land	uses.	This	
brings	needed	aggregate	into	the	market	from	what	would	normally	be	perceived	as	non-mining	
projects.	Such	projects	that	have	occurred	in	San	Diego	County	include:		
Sycamore	Landfill,	west	of	the	City	of	Santee,	is	a	currently	active	example	of	synergistic	aggregate	
production.	Under	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Plan,	the	landfill	owner/operator	is	subcontracting	the	
excavation	of	30-40	million	cubic	yards	(50-70	million	tons)	of	native	earth	material	to	expand	landfill	
capacity,	provide	suitable	landfill	cover	material,	and	produce	PCC-grade	aggregate	as	a	co-product.	This	
has	the	benefit	of	providing	both	needed	landfill	capacity	and	needed	construction	aggregate	to	the	
local	market.	California	State	University	San	Marcos	is	an	example	where	aggregate	extraction	activity	
successfully	facilitated	the	development	of	the	campus	and	surrounding	areas.	
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“Possible project types that may be candidates for synergistic aggregate production include:  

• Construction and operation of municipal waste landfills;  
• Dredging of streams, flood control channels, sedimentation or debris basins, and reservoirs to 

remove sediment build-up and increase capacity;  
• Habitat restoration projects;  
• Public or private development projects; and  
• Road/Highway construction or realignment projects.  

	
“Any	such	project	will	need	evaluation	on	a	case-by-case	basis	to	determine	if	it	meets	local	needs.	
While	it	may	not	be	possible	to	incorporate	synergistic	aggregate	production	into	all	such	projects,	
consideration	of	its	inclusion	by	planners	and	decision	makers	could	lead	to	needed	aggregate	resources	
entering	the	local	market,	and	reducing	transportation	costs	and	environmental	impacts	when	
compared	to	aggregate	imported	from	outside	of	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region.		
	
“Imported	Aggregate		
…	Aggregate,	predominantly	sand,	has	been	imported	by	truck	from	production	areas	in	Thermal,	Lake	
Elsinore,	and	Corona	in	Riverside	County;	Rialto	in	San	Bernardino	County;	Irwindale	in	Los	Angeles	
County;	and	Ocotillo	in	Imperial	County.	Aggregate	has	also	been	imported	both	by	water	and	overland	
from	Baja	California,	Mexico	(SANDAG	Service	Bureau,	2011).	Therefore,	imports	are	already	serving	as	
an	alternative	source	of	aggregate	for	the	Western	San	Diego	County	P-C	Region.”	

“...	In	discussions	of	aggregate	import,	other	modes	of	transportation	such	as	rail,	barge,	or	ship	are	
often	mentioned	as	alternative	methods	of	moving	aggregate.	SANDAG	evaluated	fuel	use	and	CO2	
emissions	for	several	scenarios	involving	different	transport	options	for	importing	aggregate	into	the	
San	Diego	area	(SANDAG	Service	Bureau,	2011).	They	looked	at	the	impacts	based	on	various	
combinations	of	transport	options	for	the	following	five	scenarios:		
•	In	region	production,		
•	Import	by	truck	from	neighboring	regions,		
•	Import	by	rail/truck	from	San	Bernardino	County,		
•	Import	by	barge/truck	from	Baja	California,	Mexico,	and		
•	Import	by	ship/truck	from	British	Columbia,	Canada.		
	
“In	the	SANDAG	study,	fuel	consumption,	CO2	emissions,	and	some	other	pollutant	emissions	
(nitrogen	oxides	(NOx)	and	particulate	matter	(PM))	were	estimated	based	on	round-trip	travel,	
with	aggregate	transported	to	the	point	of	use	and	the	vehicle	returning	empty.	For	scenarios	
involving	non-truck	transport	(rail,	barge,	and	ship),	delivery	to	the	final	point	of	use	by	truck	was	
included….	
		
“Transportation	methods	that	move	larger	amounts	of	aggregate	per	load	can	be	more	efficient	in	
terms	of	fuel	consumption	(gallons	of	fuel	consumed	per	net	ton-mile	traveled)	and	CO2,	NOx,	and	
PM	emissions	(grams	of	CO2,	NOx,	and	PM	emitted	per	net	ton-mile	traveled).”	
 

Mode		 Payload		 Fuel	Consumption		
(gallons/net	ton	per	mile)		

CO2	Emissions		
(grams/net	ton	per	mile)		

Truck		 25	tons		 0.0086		 86.9		
Rail		 100	tons	per	hopper	 0.0021		 21.4		
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car		
Barge		 1,500	tons		 0.0068		 69.6		
Ship		 72,786	tons		 0.0004		 5.3		
 	
	

SANDAG,	in	its	study	which	included	the	project	proponents	on	the	advisory	panel,	assumed	the	
following	distances:	

	

TRANSPORT	OPTION		 MILEAGE	BY	MODE		
Local:	Truck		 26	miles	one	way	/	52	miles	round	trip		
	
Import:	Truck		

	
100	miles	one	way	/	200	miles	round	trip		

	
Import:	Rail	+	Truck		

	
Rail:	200	miles	one	way	/	400	miles	round	
trip		
Truck:	20	miles	one	way	/	40	miles	round	
trip		

Import:	Barge	+	Truck		 Barge:	70	miles	one	way	/	140	miles	round	
trip		
Truck:	20	miles	one	way	/	40	miles	round	
trip		

Import:	Ship	+	Truck		 Ship:	1,540	miles	one	way	/	3,080	miles	
round	trip		
Truck:	20	miles	one	way	/	40	miles	round	
trip		

	

These	are	highly	suspect	assumptions,	since	Riverside-sourced	aggregate	would	likely	be	trucked	to	
destination	in	North	County.	VMT	travelled	add	cost,	so	of	course	people	find	ways	to	minimize	cost.		I	
have	ordered	truckloads	of	sand	for	my	horse	ranch	in	EMV	(sand	is	so	good	for	horses	as	a	substrate	
that	even	though	my	ranch	has	a	lot	of	sand,	I	buy	MORE)	Lakeside,	and	have	been	able	to	locate	the	
nearest	sources	to	minimize	costs.		Of	course,	developers	are	quite	savvy,	as	are	dirt	brokers.		Oceanside	
could	brag	recently	about	the	low	GHGs	associated	with	a	beach	sand	replenishment	project	because	
the	sand	was	barged	in.			

In	2016,	the	San	Diego	Unified	Port	District	issued	an	NOP	for	a	draft	EIR	for	the	Mitsubishi	Cement	
Warehouse	and	Loading	Facility	Project,	(UPS	EIR-2016-178.		The	project	is	located	at	645	Switzer	Street	
(Warehouse	C)	on	the	District’s	TAMT.		The	proposed	project	involves	two	phases	of	improvements	to	
bays	C-7	through	C-10	of	Warehouse	C	for	the	receipt,	storage,	and	distribution	of	cement	and	
cementitious	material	including,	but	not	limited	to,	cement,	slag	fly	ash,	and	pozzolans.		At	maximum	
storage	operation,	the	project	will	be	able	to	import	and	distribute	up	to	600,000	metric	tons	per	year	of	
cementitious	material.		The	CEQA	analysis	for	project	did	not	identify	“longer”	hauls	associated	with	
shipping	these	materials	to	the	region.			
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Cement	Americas	provided	this	helpful	article,		Mitsubishi	Cement,	Port	of	San	Diego	Enter	Agreement	
Published:	Friday,	26	June	2015	14:03	,	explains	that	“As	part	of	strategic	efforts	to	increase	cargo	
business	at	the	Port	of	San	Diego,	the	port	has	entered	into	a	conditional	agreement	with	Mitsubishi	
Cement	Corporation	(MCC),	one	of	the	largest	cement	companies	in	California,	for	potential	future	
operations	at	Tenth	Avenue	Marine	Terminal	….The	port	entered	into	this	agreement	to	facilitate	MCC's	
potential	development,	lease	and	operation	of	a	marine	transfer	and	storage	facility	for	the	importation,	
distribution,	exportation,	handling	and	storage	of	bulk	cement,	cement-related	bulk	products	and	
concrete	aggregate.	

“The	conditional	agreement	envisions	contributions	by	MCC	toward	modernizing	the	marine	terminal	
and	the	company's	participation	in	development	costs	for	long-term	improvements.	

“‘Our	maritime	business	capacity	is	a	core	strength	of	the	Port	of	San	Diego,	and	that's	why	we	are	
committed	to	maximizing	our	cargo	facilities,"	said	Port	Chairman	Dan	Malcolm.	"We	look	forward	to	
working	with	Mitsubishi	Cement	Corporation.	By	harnessing	the	power	of	partnerships	to	invest	in	this	
terminal,	we	reinforce	our	status	as	San	Diego's	maritime	cargo	gateway	to	the	world."	

‘The	agreement	with	Mitsubishi	Cement	Corporation	is	a	key	step	in	the	long-term	redevelopment	and	
modernization	of	the	Tenth	Avenue	Marine	Terminal	and	helps	us	build	momentum	for	increasing	
volume	in	one	of	our	three	core	cargo	areas:	Break	Bulk,	Refrigerated	Containers	and	Bulk,"	said	
Maritime	Director	Joel	Valenzuela.	"This	partnership	supports	our	efforts	to	realize	the	potential	of	
Tenth	Avenue,	while	positively	impacting	the	San	Diego	economy	and	directly	supporting	regional	
construction	activity."	

A	google	search	reveals	that	“Mitsubishi	Cement	manufactures	all	of	the	major	types	of	Portland	and	
Specialty	cement	used	in	the	California,	Arizona,	Nevada,	and	Utah	markets.		It	operates	a	“Cushenbury	
plant	…	located	on	the	rim	of	the	Mojave	Desert	[Lucerne	Valley]	…	since	1988.	…		The	majority	of	the	
raw	materials	we	use	to	manufacture	cement	and	related	products	are	produced	at	our	mining	facility	in	
California	in	strict	compliance	with	all	state	and	federal	employment	laws.	Altogether,	more	than	98%	of	
the	raw	materials	contained	in	our	finished	products	are	obtained	from	suppliers	who	produce	these	
materials	in	the	United	States.	Only	one	of	our	suppliers	produces	the	raw	materials	outside	the	United	
States….		The	centerpiece	of	the	manufacturing	complex	is	the	four-stage	preheater…	tower.	Sixty	
percent	of	the	plant’s	fuel	consumption	is	used	here	in	the	preparation	of	blended	raw	materials	en	
route	to	the	250ʹ,	rotating	kiln,	which	is	the	oven	that	will	cook	the	rock	to	2700	degrees	Fahrenheit….		
What	everybody	finds	most	interesting	are	our	80	to	100-ton	haul	trucks.	These	trucks	haul	the	
limestone	from	the	quarry	to	the	primary	crusher.	These	workhorses	are	on	the	frontline	of	the	cement	
manufacturing	process.”	

Patching	together	the	bits	of	information	that	are	not	provided	in	the	EIR,	according	to	a	Google	search,	
there	are	no	cement	manufacturing	facilities	in	the	San	Diego	area.		I	surmise,	but	the	EIR	analysis	does	
not	clarify,	that	the	sand	is	added	to	the	cement	at	the	batch	plant.		There	are	batch	plants	located	in	
the	San	Diego	area.		Thus,	the	VMT	analysis	should	include	a	consideration	of	the	distances	all	the	
products	to	make	concrete	must	be	imported	from,	with	various	distances	to	various	batch	plants,	most	
likely	with	sand	being	the	heaviest	of	the	components	used	in	the	process.		As	written,	the	EIR	does	not	
address	the	actual	travel	distances	and	VMTs	associated	with	the	product.	
	
SANDAG	has	been	challenged	successfully	in	court	on	several	occasions	over	its	assumptions	about	
vehicle	traffic.		In	analyzing	SANDAG’s	table	and	assumptions,	the	“import	truck”	is	most	likely	to	near	



87	
	

destination,	such	as	Riverside	aggregate	to	North	County	developments.		Import	miles	are	probably	
close	to	30	miles	one	way,	depending	on	the	exact	site.		In	contrast,	sites	in	South	Bay	would	likely	be	
served	from	Mexico.			The	Tijuana	River	Valley	watershed	is	mostly	on	the	Mexican	side	of	the	border,	
Again,	trip	distances	from	Mexico	to	destinations	in	South	Bay	are	probably	also	about	30	miles	one	
way.		For	the	coastal	area,	barged	sand	from	farther	south	in	Mexico	is	a	likely	source,	with	barge	trips	
likely	being	70	miles,	as	SANDAG	reports,	and	truck	trips	being	15	miles	or	so,	one	way	–	going	to	
destinations	in	the	coastal	urban	area.		People	find	ways	to	access	a	source	as	close	as	possible	to	
minimize	transportation	costs.		In	many	areas,	train	is	the	most	flexible	for	this.		Although	we	have	
issues	with	rail	freight	availability	in	this	area,	where	rail	is	used	it	often	can	bring	loads	to	within	15	
miles	or	so	of	final	destination.			
	
Direct	hauling	from	the	aggregate	source	to	the	destination	is	often	associated	with	the	longest	truck	
haul	distances,	because	since	the	material	does	not	need	to	be	transferred	from	one	vehicle	type	to	
another,	longer	hauls	are	more	economical.		Thus,	direct	haul	from	the	source	is	likely	to	have	the	
longest	haul	distances	associated	with	trucks,	more	likely	in	the	SAME	neighborhood	as	for	imported	
sand,	or	about	30	miles.		The	breaking	point	in	terms	of	cost	for	when	it	is	more	economical	to	bear	the	
cost	associated	with	modifying	mode	of	transport	to	a	more	efficient	mode	varies	according	to	various	
market	and	labor	conditions,	so	again,	as	the	State	agencies	indicate,	these	factors	are	not	static,	and	
should	not	be	over	simplified.	
	
	

Mode		 Payload		 Fuel	Consumption		
(gallons/net	ton	per	mile)		

CO2	Emissions		
(grams/net	ton	per	mile)		

Truck		 25	tons		 0.0086		 86.9		
Rail		 100	tons	per	hopper	

car		
0.0021		 21.4		

Barge		 1,500	tons		 0.0068		 69.6		
Ship		 72,786	tons		 0.0004		 5.3		
	
	
Asphalt and concrete are the most recycled materials in California by tonnage. Recycling programs 
that recover demolition rubble, such as concrete and asphalt, significantly help reduce the waste-
stream going into landfills and extend the life of existing aggregate mines. Many aggregate plants are 
equipped to collect and make base-grade aggregate from this material. “[T]he use of recycled asphalt 
pavement has been steadily increasing since a percentage is now allowed to be added directly to hot 
asphalt mix to make AC.”  Another factor that is not static is the technology to produce aggregate 
products, and the safety regulations and required product specifications.  Thus, materials that were 
once previously not useful for certain processes, have since become usable.  The	EIR	makes	no	
attempt	to	provide	balancing	views,	even	though	these	excerpts	that	I	have	provided	provide	a	different	
perspective.	
	
Typo	on	page	3.10-5.		“as	far	away”	not	“as	far	as	way”	
	
On	page	3.10-6,	as	pointed	out	in	the	energy	section,	the	project	would	consume	significant	energy	in	
the	operations,	and	yet	provides	for	no	alternative	transportation	or	fuels.		It	carries	the	same	“status	
quo,	continued	and	expanded”	that	has	been	problematic	for	SANDAG	in	adjusting	the	regional	
paradigm	away	from	heavy	reliance	on	tradition	vehicles.		Furthermore,	the	whole	point	of	the	project	is	
to	provide	a	feedstock	for	a	highly	energy-intensive	cement	industry.	
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As	pointed	out	above,	cement	technology	is	evolving.		Rice	University	scientists	
(https://phys.org/news/2018-09-spheres-concrete-leaner-greener.html	)have	developed	micron-sized	
calcium	silicate	spheres	that	could	lead	to	stronger	and	greener	concrete,	the	world's	most-used	
synthetic	material.	The	spheres	represent	building	blocks	that	can	be	made	at	low	cost	and	promise	to	
mitigate	the	energy-intensive	techniques	now	used	to	make	cement,	the	most	common	binder	in	
concrete.		The	researchers	formed	the	spheres	in	a	solution	around	nanoscale	seeds	of	a	common	
detergent-like	surfactant.	The	spheres	can	be	prompted	to	self-assemble	into	solids	that	are	stronger,	
harder,	more	elastic	and	more	durable	than	ubiquitous	Portland	cement.	Cement	doesn't	have	the	
nicest	structure	.	.	..	But	with	this	material,	we	know	what	our	limits	are	and	we	can	channel	polymers	or	
other	materials	in	between	the	spheres	to	control	the	structure	from	bottom	to	top	and	predict	more	
accurately	how	it	could	fracture.		Another	advance	is	described	in	“How	to	make	stronger,	“greener”	
cement”	from	the	MIT	News	Office.		“Concrete	is	the	world’s	most-used	construction	material,	and	a	
leading	contributor	to	global	warming,	producing	as	much	as	one-tenth	of	industry-generated	
greenhouse-gas	emissions.	Now	a	new	study	suggests	a	way	in	which	those	emissions	could	be	reduced	
by	more	than	half	—	and	the	result	would	be	a	stronger,	more	durable	material.	

“The	findings	come	from	the	most	detailed	molecular	analysis	yet	of	the	complex	structure	of	concrete,	
which	is	a	mixture	of	sand,	gravel,	water,	and	cement.	Cement	is	made	by	cooking	calcium-rich	material,	
usually	limestone,	with	silica-rich	material	—	typically	clay	—	at	temperatures	of	1,500	degrees	Celsius,	
yielding	a	hard	mass	called	“clinker.”	This	is	then	ground	up	into	a	powder.	The	decarbonation	of	
limestone,	and	the	heating	of	cement,	are	responsible	for	most	of	the	material’s	greenhouse-gas	output.	

“The	new	analysis	suggests	that	reducing	the	ratio	of	calcium	to	silicate	would	not	only	cut	those	
emissions,	but	would	actually	produce	better,	stronger	concrete…	Cement	is	the	most-used	material	on	
the	planet…	Since	emissions	related	to	concrete	production	are	estimated	to	represent	5	to	10	
percent	of	industrial	greenhouse-gas	emissions	.	.	.	any	reduction	in	calcium	content	in	the	
cement	mix	will	have	an	impact	on	the	CO2.”		

Industries	are	starting	to	respond	to	the	need	for	greener	materials	that	environmentally-	damaging	
concrete	that	ruins	mining	areas	and	produces	high	levels	of	carbon	dioxide,	as	well	are	being	used	to	
create	impermeable	surfaces	that	contribute	to	runoff	problems.			An	environmentally	friendly	concrete,	
which	uses	less	energy	in	its	production	and	produces	less	CO₂	than	the	normal	concrete	is	called	green	
concrete	(https://www.quora.com/What-is-green-concrete-where-it-is-used).		Use	of	fly	ash	as	part	of	
replacement	of	cement	or	as	mineral	admixture	in	concrete	saves	on	cement	and	hence	the	emission	of	
carbon	dioxide.		Green	concrete	often	uses	recycled	materials.	It	is	used	in	construction	of	bridges,	
building,	and	road	construction.	

There	is	this	article	(https://www.constructconnect.com/blog/green-construction/greener-concrete-
key-sustainable-construction/	),	Is	Greener	Concrete	the	Key	to	Sustainable	Construction?	Posted	on	
August	3,	2018August	2,	2018	by	Kendall	Jones.		

“The	problem	with	concrete	is	that	it	is	one	of	the	largest	contributors	to	man-made	carbon	dioxide	
(CO2)	emissions	on	the	planet	each	year.	To	be	more	accurate,	cement,	the	binder	that	is	mixed	with	
aggregate	and	water	to	form	concrete	is	responsible	for	about	7%	annually	of	all	man-made	CO2	

emissions.	
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“Cement	production	creates	CO2	emissions	in	two	ways.	First,	massive	amounts	of	fossil	fuels	are	burned	
to	heat	the	kilns	to	temperatures	between	2,500°	and	3,000°	F.	The	second	way	is	through	a	chemical	
process	known	as	calcination	that	occurs	during	production.	

“Portland	cement	is	typically	made	using	limestone	and	clay	containing	silica,	aluminum	oxide,	calcium	
compounds	and	iron	oxide.	The	heat	from	the	kiln	causes	the	ingredients	to	fuse	together	without	
melting	into	a	liquid,	to	form	new	compounds	that	come	out	in	the	form	of	pellets	called	clinker.	When	
the	limestone	gets	hot	enough,	the	calcium	carbonate	(CaCO3)	separates	into	CO2	and	calcium	oxide	
(CaO).	

“When	you	add	in	all	the	CO2	emissions	from	the	equipment	and	vehicles	needed	to	harvest	the	raw	
materials,	transport	them	to	the	cement	plant	and	then	transport	the	finished	product	from	the	plant,	it	
adds	up	to	a	ton	of	man-made	CO2	being	released.	Global	cement	production	accounted	for	4	billion	
pounds	of	CO2	emissions	in	2017,	according	to	the	U.S.	Geological	Survey.	

“In	order	to	curb	the	carbon	footprint	from	concrete	and	cement	production,	researchers	are	looking	at	
ways	to	reduce	the	amount	of	limestone	used	to	make	cement	which	would	reduce	CO2	emissions	and	
how	to	make	concrete	stronger,	so	less	material	is	needed	in	construction.	

“Here	are	a	few	examples	of	how	stronger	and	more	environmentally	friendly	concrete	is	being	
researched	and	developed:	

“Graphene-Infused	Concrete	-	Researchers	at	the	University	of	Exeter	have	found	to	incorporate	
graphene	in	concrete	to	make	it	stronger.	Graphene	is	form	of	carbon	made	of	a	single	layer	of	atoms	
arranged	in	hexagonal	lattice.	Graphene	is	a	semi-metal	that	is	200	times	strong	than	steel,	extremely	
lightweight	and	flexible,	a	great	conductor	of	heat	and	electricity,	transparent,	and	practically	
impermeable.	The	new	concrete	is	twice	as	strong	as	normal	concrete	and	four	times	more	water	
resistant.	

“The	research	team	used	nanoengineering	technology	to	suspend	sheets	of	graphene	in	the	water	used	
in	the	concrete	mix.	Because	of	the	new	concrete’s	strength,	half	the	amount	of	materials	would	be	
needed	to	be	used	which	would	help	reduce	CO2	emissions.	

“Root	Vegetables-		Researchers	at	Lancaster	University	are	using	root	vegetables,	like	sugar	beets	and	
carrots,	to	make	concrete	stronger	and	more	durable.	The	university’s	B-SMART	project	is	being	funded	
by	the	European	Union	with	a	goal	to	“develop	new	intelligent	cementitious	nanocomposites	for	
multifunctional	built	infrastructure.”	

“The	research	team	is	combining	regular	Portland	cement	with	nanoplatelets	taken	from	the	fibers	of	
carrots	and	beets.	When	the	nanoplatelets	are	added	to	Portland	cement	it	increases	the	amount	of	
calcium	silicate	hydrate,	which	is	responsible	for	making	concrete	strong.	By	making	the	concrete	
stronger,	less	Portland	cement	is	needed.	

“In	addition	to	being	stronger,	the	microstructure	of	the	cement	is	denser	which	could	lead	to	a	more	
durable	and	sustainable	concrete.	By	using	waste	materials	from	the	food	industry,	the	root	vegetable	
nanoplatelets	would	be	cheaper	to	source	than	additives	like	graphene.	
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“Concrete	from	Coal	Waste-		At	the	University	of	Washington,	researchers	have	found	a	way	to	make	
concrete	with	coal	fly	ash	that	doesn’t	require	heating	or	the	use	of	cement.	Coal	fly	ash	is	a	waste	
material	generated	when	coal	dust	is	burned	for	energy	generation.	

“The	research	team	is	using	graphene	oxide	to	manipulate	and	rearrange	the	atoms	and	molecule	of	the	
fly	ash.	The	modified	fly	ash	is	combined	with	sodium	silicate	and	calcium	oxide	to	create	a	pervious	
inorganic	polymer	that	works	as	a	binder	in	place	of	cement.	

“This	new	concrete	would	help	divert	fly	ash	from	ending	up	in	landfill.	Because	the	material	was	
designed	to	be	pervious,	it	could	help	replenish	groundwater	and	reduce	the	potential	for	flooding	by	
allowing	the	water	to	pass	through	it	to	the	ground	below.”	

I	excerpted	a	few	of	these	articles	(above)	on	“green”	cement	to	highlight	the	impacts	that	are	
associated	with	aggregate	production,	cement	manufacture	and	cement	use,	most	of	which	were	not	
addressed	in	this	EIR.		By	failing	to	even	mention	progress	toward	“greener”	products,	with	mitigation	of	
impacts	and	use	of	recycled	feedstocks,	the	EIR	overlooks	the	fact	that	cement	can	be	produced	in	a	
greener	way.		Mitigation	and	alternatives	are	feasible.		The	project	supports	traditional	cement	
production.		Just	as	building	ever	wider	freeways	for	ever	more	cars	does	not	result	in	better	use	of	
alternative	transportation	and	lower	greenhouse	gas	emission,	so	proposing	more	aggregate	with	no	
mitigation	of	related	impacts	thwarts	efforts	toward	greener	construction.			This	impact	is	not	addressed	
in	the	EIR.	
	

Page	3.10-6	discusses	the	impact	of	the	project	on	energy	supplies.		It	should	be	noted	that	SDG&E	
frequently	shuts	off	power	in	this	area	because	of	the	problem	with	the	powerlines	starting	fires.		At	my	
own	home	I	have	installed	a	generator,	because	since	I	am	on	well,	there	is	no	water	when	the	power	
goes	out.		The	project	should	have	a	plan	for	dealing	with	poor	cell	service,	interrupted	power,	and	a	
plan	regarding	how	to	prevent	causing	a	safety	hazard	to	evacuating	vehicles	in	an	emergency.	

Page	3.10-8	asserts	that,	although	this	project	will	do	nothing	to	promote	green	cement	production,	will	
provide	no	green	power	at	the	project	site,	will	do	nothing	to	encourage	alternative	modes	of	
transportation,	and	will	consume	significant	quantities	of	power	and	fuel,	that	it	will	not	have	a	
cumulative	effect	on	these	resources.		The	impacts	of	the	project	must	be	adequately	disclosed,	and	
feasible	mitigation	should	be	implemented.	

CHAPTER	4	ALTERNATIVES.		Page	4-3	explains	that	the	project	described	during	the	scoping	process	was	
determined	not	to	be	feasible.		Since	an	alternative	project	is	being	proposed,	it	seems	that	the	
proposed	project	that	is	the	subject	of	this	draft	EIR	has	not	had	the	benefit	of	a	scoping	process.		It	
seems	reasonable	that	the	public	should	have	an	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	scope	of	the	newly	
proposed	project.	

Page	4-5	continues	to	emphasize	the	negative	aspects	of	the	current	condition	“disturbed”	without	
mentioning	the	positive	aspect	of	the	current	and	no	project	condition,	which	is	“highly	diverse.”		In	fact,	
this	wildlife	corridor	is	a	diversity	hotspot	supporting	many	rare	and	sensitive	species.		By	downplaying	
the	value	of	the	site,	an	accurate	consideration	of	the	impacts	of	the	project	becomes	impossible.			
Similarly,	that	page	compares	the	project	alternative	“trails”	to	“no	trails.”		Having	been	on	the	“no	
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trails”	on	designated	public	land	only	an	hour	before	I	write	this,	clearly	the	existing	condition	does	not	
seem	to	me	to	be	accurately	described	as	“no	trails.”	

Page	4-18	says	that	an	alternative	project	site	would	need	to	be	zoned	S82,	which	is	inconsistent	with	
the	flexibility	urged	by	the	State	Department	of	Conservation,	and	with	greener	alternatives	such	as	
synergistic	aggregate	production.	

Appendix	F	AIR	QUALITY	TECHNICAL	REPORT.		Page	7	typo	–	depression	not	depressing.		When	used	
onsite,	the	fines	would	1)	increase	dust	generation,	and	2)	decrease	infiltration.		Furthermore,	these	
fines	(450,000	tons	of	them)	do	not	make	a	nice	substrate	for	the	existing	biodiversity,	nor	would	it	be	
conducive	to	the	proposed	plants.		Impacts	associated	with	this	approach	should	be	addressed.	

Page	9.		Lowering	the	site	would	make	it	more	audible	and	more	visible.		The	special	noise	
characteristics	of	this	rock	-walled	canyon	should	be	addressed.	

Page	10.		Where	is	this	“existing	connection”?		Is	the	site	in	the	LWD	district?	

Page	11.		The	project	site	is	a	biodiversity	hot	spot,	and	wildlife	corridor,	a	scenic	asset,	and	a	traditional	
pathway	with	cultural	significance	to	native	people.		By	describing	it	as	“vacant”	this	EIR	fails	to	clearly	
analyze	the	impacts	of	the	project.		

Initial	site	grading	included	mining	of	hundreds	of	thousands	of	tons	of	sand	without	benefit	of	a	mining	
permit.		Failing	to	disclose	the	violations	and	litigation	history	of	the	site	provides	an	inaccurate	project	
description.		The	“storage	ponds”	seldom	hold	water,	and	are	an	indication	of	the	fallacy	of	the	concept	
of	“increased	run-on”	associated	with	mining	pits.	

Page	24	does	not	address	recreation	locations	such	as	Tumbleweed,	the	Lakeside	Polo	Club,	and	the	
existing	therapy	programs	in	El	Monte	Valley	providing	services	to	children	with	disabilities.	

Page	27,	delete,	after	“drop	structure.”		How	tall	would	the	drop	structure	be?	

Page	28.		Why	is	the	haul	distance	estimated	at	30	miles?		

Page	29.		The	project	would	compete	with	other	local	rock	crushing	and	sand	mining	operations.		The	
project	should	be	compared	against	impacts	without	a	sand	mine.		If	alternative	scenarios	are	
considered,	the	EIR	should	assume	that	there	is	flexibility	in	the	source	of	feedstocks,	in	the	method	of	
manufacture,	and	in	the	market	for	the	product,	as	the	many	excerpts	from	the	State	clearly	emphasize.		
To	select	only	one	speculative,	hypothetical	scenario	that	reflects	well	on	the	project	to	use	as	a	baseline	
is	inappropriate	and	obscures	an	understanding	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.		Regarding	trails,	the	
“result”	of	the	project	is	to	move	existing	peaceful,	scenic	trails	to	a	confined	area	where	all	users	would	
be	in	a	narrow	corridor,	sandwiched	between	the	road	and	the	sand	mine.	
	
Page	31.		How	does	one	measure	“as	soon	as	possible”	when	one	is	enforcing	mitigation	measures?		
How	will	these	mitigation	measures	be	assured?	
	
Page	35.		The	table	indicates	that	El	Monte	Road	currently	does	not	have	a	rating	–	likely	it	is	A.		Adding	
314	truck	trips	per	day	would	reduce	the	LOS	to	B.		I	am	surprised	that	the	loss	of	service	would	be	only	
from	A	to	B.		That	is	a	lot	of	trucks	for	that	road.		When	looking	at	LOS,	the	analysis	provided	in	this	
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document	seems	to	describe	projects	as	not	having	significant	impacts	unless	they	happen	to	trigger	a	
move	from	C	to	D.		Any	project	that	adds	trips,	regardless	of	the	VMT,	does	not	seem	to	be	considered	
to	have	significant	impacts	unless	it	happens	to	trigger	this	move.		Even	when	a	project	analyzed	in	this	
EIR	trips	a	reduction	in	service	level,	for	example	Lake	Jennings	Park	Road	intersection,	the	fact	that	the	
intersection	is	deteriorating	anyway	again	is	used	as	reason	to	not	consider	the	full	impacts,	which	seem	
should	be	even	more	serious	if	the	intersection	is	in	decline,	not	less.	
	
Page	36.		The	“upfront”	portion	of	the	EIR	stated	that	silica	was	a	significant	impact	on	the	residence	at	
the	west	end	of	Willow.		Appendix	D-10	estimates	the	generation	of	170	pounds	per	year	of	silica	
generation,	and	table	4	concludes	that	it	is	not	a	chronic	health	risk.	
	
Where	solid	waste	generation	is	stated	as	75	tons	per	week,	this	should	either	be	deleted	or	corrected	
to	pounds	per	week.		Reading	these	unnumbered	pages,	I	learned	that	“A	permanent	processing	plant	
was	added	to	the	project	description	in	addition	to	the	mobile	plant.”		Therefore,	fugitive	dust	emissions	
were	doubled,	energy	emissions	were	doubled,	and	water	consumption	was	doubled.		Thus,	clearly	
energy	emissions,	fugitive	dust,	and	water	consumption	could	be	reduced	by	eliminating	the	permanent	
processing	plan.		This	is	a	feasible	mitigation	measure.	
	

Appendix	D	categorizes	open	pit	sand	mining	as	“light”	industry.		According	to	Wikipedia,	“Heavy	
industry”	is	industry	that	involves	one	or	more	characteristics	such	as	large	and	heavy	products;	large	
and	heavy	equipment	and	facilities	(such	as	heavy	equipment,	large	machine	tools,	and	huge	buildings);	
or	complex	or	numerous	processes.	Because	of	those	factors,	heavy	industry	involves	higher	capital	
intensity	than	light	industry	does,	and	it	is	also	often	more	heavily	cyclical	in	investment	and	
employment.		

“Transportation	and	construction	along	with	their	upstream	manufacturing	supply	businesses	have	been	
the	bulk	of	heavy	industry	throughout	the	industrial	age,	along	with	some	capital-intensive	
manufacturing.	Traditional	examples	from	the	mid-19th	century	through	the	early	20th	included	
steelmaking,	artillery	production,	locomotive	erection,	machine	tool	building,	and	the	heavier	types	of	
mining.	From	the	late	19th	century	through	the	mid-20th,	as	the	chemical	industry	and	electrical	
industry	developed,	they	involved	components	of	both	heavy	industry	and	light	industry,	which	was	
soon	also	true	for	the	automotive	industry	and	the	aircraft	industry.	Modern	shipbuilding	(since	steel	
replaced	wood)	is	considered	heavy	industry.	Large	systems	are	often	characteristic	of	heavy	industry	
such	as	the	construction	of	skyscrapers	and	large	dams	during	the	post–World	War	II	era,	and	the	
manufacture/deployment	of	large	rockets	and	giant	wind	turbines	through	the	21st	century.[1]	

In	contrast,	Wikipedia	describes	light	industry	as	“industries	that	usually	are	less	capital-intensive	than	
heavy	industry	and	is	more	consumer-oriented	than	business-oriented,	as	it	typically	produces	smaller	
consumer	goods.	Most	light	industry	products	are	produced	for	end	users	rather	than	as	intermediates	
for	use	by	other	industries.	Light	industry	facilities	typically	have	less	environmental	impact	than	those	
associated	with	heavy	industry.	For	that	reason	zoning	laws	are	more	likely	to	permit	light	industry	near	
residential	areas.”		

In	contrast,	one	definition	states	that	light	industry	is	a	"manufacturing	activity	that	uses	moderate	
amounts	of	partially	processed	materials	to	produce	items	of	relatively	high	value	per	unit	weight.”	
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Reading	these	definitions,	it	seems	that	sand	mining	and	cement	production	are	the	very	definition	of	
heavy	industry,	not	light	industry.		If	the	type	of	industry	has	been	misconstrued,	potential	impacts	have	
been	understated.	
	
Appendix	G	BIOLOGICAL	TECHNICAL	REPORT.		Page	S-3	does	not	indicate	if	the	County	has	any	kind	of	
tree	protection	ordinance	that	protects	mature	oaks,	sycamores,	or	other	significant	vegetative	
resources.		The	survey	identified	very	few	mature	oaks,	which	is	surprising,	because	El	Monte	Valley	is	
known	for	its	oaks.		George	Marston	and	Kate	Sessions	served	on	the	El	Monte	Oaks	Committee,	and	
encouraged	the	County	to	purchase	El	Monte	Park	in	1921	to	help	make	this	resource	available	to	the	
public.		Riding	as	I	do	on	the	subject	property,	I	have	favorite	oaks	I	enjoy	taking	a	break	under.	I	cannot	
tell	from	the	descriptions	and	the	figures	how	the	analysis	misses	these	resources.	
	
Page	5	describes	the	project	as	lasting	“approximately”	16	years.		Elsewhere	the	temporary,	brief	(!)	
nature	of	the	project	is	emphasized,	but	no	mechanism	is	described	that	would	limit	the	project	to	16	
years	of	operation.		The	definition	of	“temporary”	has	changed	significantly	over	the	years	of	
development	of	the	project	between	the	original	EIR	certification	and	now.		In	2010,	in	an	initial	study,	
the	project	is	described	as	including	12	million	tons	of	aggregate	extraction	over	8	years	of	active	
mining.		At	that	time	groundwater	was	proposed	for	use	in	the	mining	operation,	and	the	maximum	
excavation	depth	was	to	be	15	feet.		It	is	of	note	that	now	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC-aggregate	removal	is	
expected	to	require	37	–	41	feet	of	excavation.		The	original	description	in	the	original	EIR	has	
apparently	been	completely	replaced	not	because	of	new,	more	realistic	information,	but	instead	on	the	
amount	of	PCC	desired.	
	
Page	6	mentions	that	mining	would	be	“subject	to	market	conditions.”		This	is	the	first	place	where	the	
EIR	acknowledges	that	markets	are	flexible,	and	that	the	16-year	project	life	is	an	unlikely	limit.		In	fact,	
contrary	to	the	impression	given	in	the	EIR,	existing	mining	operations	sometimes	have	difficulty	
marketing	PCC	product.	
	
Page	6	is	also	the	first	time	the	project	description	includes	anything	about	a	“slurry	pipeline,”	or	use	of	
tarps.	
	
Page	8	does	not	provide	the	height	of	drop	structure.		It	says	that	the	grading	will	stay	10	feet	above	the	
water	table.		This	is	an	especially	concerning	inconsistency.		Elsewhere	the	document	says	the	project	
will	excavate	to	within	5	feet	of	the	water	table,	not	10.		If	the	biologists	do	not	have	accurate	
information	on	the	water	table	depth,	many	of	their	assumptions	about	the	revegetation	program	may	
be	inaccurate.		Page	8	does	not	address	difficulties	the	fines	would	pose	to	the	success	of	the	plantings.	
	
Page	12	mentions	“fuel	management	zones.”		While	modifying	the	vegetation	from	the	existing	alluvial	
vegetation	to	riparian	vegetation	will	likely	increase	fire	risks	by	adding	biomass	to	the	Valley,	most	rules	
regarding	fire	zones	relate	to	protection	of	structures.		The	mining	operation	should	not	come	within	
100	feet	of	any	of	the	existing	residences	or	agricultural	uses,	to	provide	a	buffer	between	the	existing	
use	and	this	industrial	use.		The	bordering	uses	would	be	expected	to	provide	necessary	fuel	zones	for	
their	uses	on	their	own	land.		It	is	unclear	why	any	fuel	management	zones	would	be	necessary	on	this	
site,	nor	is	it	clear	where	they	would	be	located.		Page	12	also	specifies	that	“reclamation	is	not	intended	
to	meet	natural	habitat	(i.e.,	compensatory	mitigation)	performance	standards.		This	seems	
contradictory	to	the	description	in	the	“up	front”	section	of	the	EIR.	
	



94	
	

Page	14	is	the	first	place	where	this	description	is	provided,	“If	enough	water	runs	off	surrounding	slopes	
of	the	8,400-acre	watershed	and/or	water	is	released	from	El	Capitan	Reservoir	during	flood	events	a	
pond	may	form	in	the	pit.”		This	did	not	happen	last	year.		“Run	on”	groundwater	balancing	relies	on	this	
unlikely	event,	which	is	amazingly	estimated	to	be	“2,000	acre-feet	would	be	temporarily	stored	within	
approximately	75	acres	if	the	pit	were	completely	filled.”		That	is	the	first	time	we	learned	that	the	pit	
would	be	75	acres	–	which	does	not	seem	consistent	with	the	goal	of	minimizing	pits.		And	the	likelihood	
of	it	retaining	such	a	massive	amount	of	water	are	remote.		Furthermore,	if	the	drought	does	break,	
groundwater	will	rise,	and	the	project	will	have	graded	to	below	the	groundwater	level.	
	
Page	16	provided	a	bit	of	a	jolt	as	I	read	through	the	EIR.		My	trail	use	of	the	site	was	labelled	
“unauthorized.”		On	the	contrary,	when	the	site	was	owned	by	Helix,	I	served	as	a	“Mounted	Monitor”	
with	duties	to	report	unauthorized	activities	such	as	dumping	of	trash	and	off-road	vehicle	use	(there	
are	signs	posted	prohibiting	off	road	vehicle	use).		Thus,	clearly	at	that	time	I	was	authorized.		After	the	
litigation,	the	land	transferred	to	the	new	owners,	but	it	is	still	designated	as	public	land.		It	still	provides	
an	access	-	breaks	in	the	fence	that	allow	trail	users	to	step	over,	but	making	it	difficult	for	off	road	
vehicles	to	have	unauthorized	access.		I	suspect	that	part	of	the	transfer	of	ownership	arranged	by	the	
courts	as	a	settlement	to	the	litigation	between	the	parties	specified	retaining	public	access.		Thus,	the	
description	of	existing	conditions	is	inaccurate.		Additionally,	there	clearly	is	an	existing	trail	system,	so	
this	would	not	be	a	“new”	trail	system.		It	would	replace	a	large	system	of	“informal”	trails,	the	trails	
would	be	restricted	to	a	narrow,	dedicated,	side-walk	trail.	
	
Page	17	provides	a	very	general	description	of	where	and	how	the	trails	will	be	developed.		Unless	the	
trails	are	developed	at	the	beginning	of	the	project,	mining	and	restoration	needs	are	likely	to	remove	
all	but	the	barest	minimum	of	trail	area	possibilities.		There	had	been	a	series	of	meetings	organized	by	
the	Lakeside	Planning	Group,	but	none	of	the	stakeholder	input	is	reflected	in	the	EIR.		Trails	are	a	key	
part	of	the	scenic	value	of	El	Monte	Valley	and	should	not	be	an	afterthought.		To	do	so	is	to	defer	
mitigation,	and	a	failure	to	provide	feasible	mitigation.		Deferral	of	the	specifics	of	mitigation	is	
permissible	where	the	local	entity	commits	itself	to	mitigation	and	lists	the	alternatives	to	be	
considered,	analyzed	and	possibly	incorporated	in	the	mitigation	plan.		 	If	mitigation	is	feasible	but	
impractical	at	the	time	of	a	permit,	it	is	sufficient	to	articulate	specific	performance	criteria	and	make	
further	approvals	contingent	on	finding	a	way	to	meet	them.		 	
	
Figure	5	supposedly	depicts	the	two	staging	areas.		My	printout	is	only	8	½	x	11,	but	I	cannot	find	them,	
nor	any	information	about	them.		This	information	needs	to	be	clearly	provided	so	that	safety	can	be	
assessed.		Will	the	staging	areas	provide	trash	cans?		Who	will	provide	service	to	those	receptacles	if	so?		
If	not,	will	the	community	have	an	area	that	becomes	a	dumping	ground?			
	
Trail	etiquette	demands	that	trail	users	refrain	from	using	constructed	trails	during	and	after	rain	to	
avoid	impacting	the	trails.		The	trail	through	El	Monte	Park	and	up	the	mountain,	past	the	Flume	Trail,	
on	to	the	Blossom	Valley	is	not	very	useful	to	me	because	it	is	an	extreme	uphill	climb	–	horses	can	
easily	overheat	on	such	a	climb	and	so	temperatures	are	an	important	factor.		An	early	morning	ride	
would	provide	an	opportunity	to	have	my	horses	accomplish	the	climb	without	over-heating,	but	the	
gate	is	locked	until	9:00	am.		A	ride	in	the	rain	would	also	protect	my	horses,	but	the	gate	is	locked	
during	and	immediately	after	rain	events	to	prevent	trail	users	from	causing	erosion.			
	
In	contrast,	in	the	sand	of	El	Monte	Valley,	trail	use	is	possible	any	time	of	day,	at	night,	and	in	all	
weather.		It	is	the	only	area	I	know	of	in	this	County	where	that	is	true,	so	in	heavy	rain	years,	it	is	often	
the	only	option	for	many	trail	users.			
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This	description	on	page	15	indicates	that	the	new	channel	configuration	would	prohibit	access	to	the	
channel	during	storm	events.		In	so	many	ways	the	proposed	trail	would	be	much	more	restrictive	than	
the	current	condition.		Trail	users	are	also	left	to	question	who	will	own	and	maintain	and	enforce	rules	
on	the	trails,	since	the	description	is	vague,	“If	the	trails	are	not	dedicated	to	the	County,	they	would	be	
maintained	by	a	future	conservation	organization	that	the	site	would	eventually	be	transferred	to.”		
Originally,	the	Endangered	Habitats	Conservancy	was	partnering	with	the	project	proponents.		Their	
involvement	was	part	of	describing	the	mining	project	as	a	restoration	project,	something	CEQA	does	
not	allow.		Perhaps	they	became	marginalized	during	the	lawsuit	between	the	partners,	but	the	
community	has	long	suspected	that	this	organization	is	behind	much	of	the	misrepresentation	of	the	
project.			

“The	mission	of	the	Endangered	Habitats	Conservancy	is	to	acquire,	manage,	monitor	and	maintain	land	
in	Southern	California	for	habitat	protection	and	restoration,	agricultural	preservation,	and	other	
conservation	purposes.	Incorporated	in	2005,	EHC	currently	manages	approximately	4,000	acres	of	
conserved	open	space	lands.		

“EHC	plays	a	critical	role	in	assembling	our	preserve	systems	through	strategic	land	acquisitions.	It	also	
leads	the	way	with	high	quality	management	and	monitoring	practices	for	the	stewardship	of	preserve	
lands.	Using	professional	real	estate	skills	and	creative	partnerships,	EHC	collaborates	with	property	
owners,	government	agencies	and	other	stakeholders	to	secure	key	wildlife	corridors	and	core	habitat	
reserves	for	our	region's	wildlife.”		Recreation	and	public	access	are	not	mentioned.	

	

At	a	site	known	as	Lakeside	Downs,	EHC	closed	existing	trails	and	eliminated	public	access	to	the	area.		
Trail	users	in	El	Monte	valley	therefore	are	concerned	about	the	exact	nature	of	the	trails	and	the	
parties	providing	stewardship.		It	is	difficult	to	assess	impacts	to	trail	use	without	knowing	more	details	
about	the	trails.	
	
Page	18	and	from	here	on	we	see	the	word	“stabilized.”		That	seems	to	be	synonymous	with	
“vegetated”	as	it	is	used	in	this	EIR,	though	it	is	not	specified.		When	bringing	in	mulch,	will	potential	
impacts	associated	with	infestations	of	the	shot	borer,	or	other	invasive	organisms	be	avoided?		How?		
What	overburden	and	topsoil	will	be	used?		Are	there	specifications?		Will	the	project	try	to	mimic	the	
existing	conditions,	which	is	the	standard	for	mine	site	reclamation?		Will	application	of	fertilizer	cause	a	
contamination	issue?		What	will	the	application	rate	be	for	seeds	and	container	plantings?		At	the	
bottom	of	the	page,	the	wording	suggests	that	habitats	will	be	created.		The	word	“species”	should	be	
used	to	make	it	clear	that	the	goal	is	not	to	create	natural	habitats.	
	
My	graduate	advisor,	Joy	Zedler	focused	on	evaluating	the	biological	values	of	mitigation	areas.		What	
she	found	was	that	most	of	them	got	the	specified	plants	to	grow,	but	not	one	of	the	mitigation	sites	
she	studied	showed	similar	habitat	value.		Soil	organisms,	invertebrates,	and	other	vital	components	of	
the	system	were	lacking	many	years	after	they	had	been	deemed	“successful”	by	regulatory	agencies.		
The	discrepancy	between	the	existing	diversity	“hot	spot”	conditions,	and	the	post	reclamation,	lower-
diversity	conditions	should	be	specified	to	make	the	actual,	permanent	impacts	of	the	project	clear.	
	
Page	30	explains	a	lot	of	the	bias	in	the	report.	It	says	that	“information	on	the	history	of	the	project	site	
is	based	on	personal	knowledge	from	the	project	applicant.”		This	“knowledge”	includes	describing	the	
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project	in	a	way	that	is	biased	and	that	accuses	the	local	community	of	dumping	refuse.		There	is	a	Hopi	
saying,	“the	one	who	tells	the	story	rules	the	world.”		In	our	culture	we	acknowledge	that	the	victor	
writes	the	history.		Cognitive	scientists	tell	us	that	reality	is	nothing	more	than	a	story	we	tell	ourselves.		
And	they	study	how	people	can	impose	their	version	of	reality	on	others.		It	is	important	that	an	EIR	not	
be	a	source	of	biased	information.		This	is	why	I	have	provided	so	much	cut	and	paste	from	neutral	
sources	such	as	Wiki.		The	consultants	should	have	accessed	neutral	sources,	and	the	lead	agency	should	
have	required	it.	
	
On	the	next	page	the	EIR	says,	“the	company	has	experienced	local	residents	dumping	personal	waste	
throughout	the	property.”		As	a	Mounted	Monitor	on	Helix	land,	I	submitted	logs	of	my	regular	
monitoring.		I	reported	occasional	illegal	dumping	on	the	project	site,	and	other	illegal	activities;	
however,	in	the	incidents	that	I	reported,	perpetrators	of	illegal	dumping	were	not	residents.		On	the	
contrary,	I	have	observed	residents	confronting	would-be	dumpers,	and	making	them	take	their	refuse	
away.	The	phase	I	report	points	out	that	trail	use	deters	the	use	of	the	site	for	illegal	activities.		I	posit	
that	trail	use	is	beneficial	for	this	reason,	and	also	to	provide	a	less	damaging	way	to	maintain	flood	
control	breaks	in	the	river	channel.				
	
Local	residents	also	rescue	and	adopt	the	pets	that	often	become	unwanted	and	are	dumped	along	the	
road	–	several	of	my	neighbors	have	accumulated	several	cherished	“family”	members	that	were	
dumped	by	people	who	most	certainly	were	not	local.		Thus,	the	EIR	appears	not	only	to	be	biased	
against	the	biological	community	in	the	Valley,	but	also	the	human	community,	including	the	residents	
and	the	trail	users,	describing	them	as	impact	vectors,	rather	than	emphasizing	the	health	aspects	of	
recreation,	and	the	possible	benefit	of	trail	use	at	deterring	hazardous	scenarios.	
	
That	said,	if	the	community	does	not	support	the	uses	proposed	for	this	public	land,	that	can	be	an	
issue.		This	is	a	community	that	can	work	together	to	save	each	other’s	homes	during	a	wildfire	or	in	
time	of	need,	sharing	equipment	and	coming	to	each	other’s	aid.		It	is	a	community	where	many	have	
access	to	farming	equipment.		If	invested	in	the	public	land,	they	will	work,	and	use	their	time,	skills,	
equipment,	and	other	resources	to	support	public	goals	on	it.		However,	if	the	community	does	not	
agree	with	the	uses	proposed	for	public	land,	lack	of	cooperation	may	have	indirect	impacts,	as	noted	
(below)	regarding	the	dedication	of	trail	easements.	
	
Unconscious	bias	is	insidious.		Although	sociologists	report	that	we	all	have	them,	we	are	unaware	of	
them.		Even	scientists	will	often	“trust	their	gut,”	not	fully	appreciating	that	unconscious	feelings	are	the	
source	of	bias.		Sociologists	also	tell	us	that	our	biases	are	persistent.		Even	under	situations	where	we	
are	dis-abused	of	biased	information	in	a	laboratory	setting,	after	a	few	days,	study	subjects	usually	
return	to	their	persistent	biases.	
	
It	cannot	be	under-reported	the	years	of	effort	the	project	proponents	went	to	cementing	[!]	their	
version	and	perspective	with	as	many	people	as	possible.		For	example,	1)	AEP.		I	have	been	a	member	
of	the	Association	of	Environmental	Professionals	for	many	years,	and	in	fact	was	this	year’s	winner	of	
the	award	for	the	“Outstanding	Contribution	to	the	Environmental	Profession.”		Several	years	ago,	the	
project	proponents	came	to	an	AEP	luncheon,	to	present	a	glowing	view	of	the	project,	to	reach	as	many	
CEQA	practitioners	as	possible	with	their	view	of	the	project.		2)		SANDAG	and	other	government	
agencies.		The	project	proponents	participated	in	SANDAG’s	aggregate	study	and	worked	with	other	
public	agencies	to	ensure	that	plans	accommodated,	and	sometimes	specifically	called	out,	this	project	
in	positive	terms.		3)		Audubon	and	other	NGOs.		As	a	member	of	Audubon,	I	was	contacted	by	a	friend	
several	years	ago	when	this	project	was	on	the	agenda	for	consideration	by	the	conservation	
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committee.		A	member	of	the	committee	distributed	talking	points	from	the	project	proponent.		In	fact,	
every	NGO	I	am	a	member	of,	from	Sierra	Club	to	SOHO,	and	every	well-known	activist,	has	been	
contacted	by	the	project	proponents	and	given	a	rosy	view	of	the	project.	
	
The	energy	and	pervasiveness	of	pre-	project	“information”	dissemination	was	remarkable.		The	project	
was	described	to	Audubon’s	July	28,	2015	conservation	committee	as	follows,	“It’s	a	mess.		It	is	limited	
to	nothing	but	mineral	value	in	its	present	form.”		The	written	materials	erroneously	labelled	it	
“degraded	in	the	extreme…	over	90%	of	the	site	is	occupied	by	non-native	vegetation….		Because	it	is	
not	paved	over,	the	site	does	support	low	numbers	of	native	species,	although	species’	populations	and	
biodiversity	are	very	low.”		The	materials	cited	RECON	for	this	information,	Vegetation	Mapping	and	
Analysis	for	the	El	Monte	Valley	Restoration	Project.		Clearly	if	RECON	was	unable	to	find	biodiversity,	in	
EMV,	they	did	not	know	where	to	look	–	and	the	project	proponents	were	happy	to	disseminate	this	
clearly	false,	disparaging	information	to	environmental	groups,	County	staff	and	officials,	and	
professional	organizations.			
	
How	could	RECON	have	gotten	it	so	wrong?		I	believe	that	RECON	has	some	excellent	biologists	on	staff	
and	does	highly	professional	work.		When	I	worked	there	30+	years	ago	it	was	a	much	smaller	
organization,	and	it	has	grown	and	developed	significantly	since	then.		There	are	several	possibilities	for	
the	publication	of	such	an	inaccurate	report,	given	that	the	current	reports	describe:		a	highly	diverse	
habitat	featuring	many	sensitive,	threatened	and	endangered	species.		I	will	speculate	on	a	few	
possibilities	and	provide	my	opinion	about	how	likely	they	are.	

1) Outright	false,	corrupt,	in	the	pocket	of	the	developers:		Highly	unlikely,	in	my	opinion.	
2) Biased	and	thus	blind,	forgetting	what	biologists	are	taught	in	academia	about	using	proper	

protocols	to	avoid	biasing	results	(I	discuss	this	a	bit	more	below):	Possible.		I	suspect	that	
Michael	Beck	is	biased	against	the	existing	site	values,	and	that	he	is	very	influential.		I	suspect	
that	the	prepublicity	influenced	many,	and	that	the	site	is	only	slowly	clawing	back	from	the	
campaign	to	bias	the	baseline	description.		It	has	moved	for	“90%	non-native	and	no	diversity,	
no	sensitive	species”	to	“50%	non-native	and	high	biodiversity,	many	sensitive	species.”		With	
time	and	comparisons	with	other	sites,	with	biologists	familiar	with	the	unique	habitat	type	of	
the	area	weighing	in,	I	suspect	the	baseline	may	move	even	more	over	time,	to	an	even	better	
appreciation	of	the	existing	values.	

3) The	results	were	accurate	based	on	what	they	were	asked	to	look	at.		Likely.		I	believe	this	is	the	
most	likely	explanation	of	the	inaccurate	results.		They	were	not	asked	about	species	diversity.		
They	looked	only	where	they	were	asked	to	look,	and	at	what	they	were	asked	to	look.	

4) The	results	are	accurate	because	when	RECON	prepared	the	report,	the	grading	for	the	golf	
course	had	been	recently	completed,	oats	were	still	being	farmed,	and	thus	there	really	was	
90%	non-native.		However,	in	just	a	few	intervening	years,	native	reestablished	so	that	by	the	
time	surveys	were	performed	for	the	2018	REIR,	the	site	was	50%	native.		This	natural	
recruitment	explanation	is	probably	also	true.		I	suspect	that	the	RECON	report	and	the	current	
report	both	overestimate	non-natives,	but	the	significant	difference	in	the	findings	can	be	
partially	explained	by	natural	reestablishment	of	native	species.		While	I	think	that	bias	resulted	
in	the	previous	90%	and	the	current	50%	estimates,	I	have	not	personally	done	properly	
designed	transacts	to	give	an	accurate	estimate	–	however,	the	consultants	didn’t	either.		They	
used	their	best	guesses.		My	best	guess	is	that	the	90%	is	overestimated	by	about	30%	and	the	
50%	is	overestimated	by	about	10%.		At	least	we	are	moving	closer	to	a	more	accurate	
description	of	this	unique	and	valuable	resource.	
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The	September	16,	2010	presentation	of	the	project	to	CEQA	planners	at	the	Association	of	
Environmental	Professionals	luncheon,	which	I	attended,	also	portrayed	the	existing	setting	as	having	no	
biological	value	what-so-ever.		The	pre-publicity	was	intense,	and	it	continued	energetically	and	
intelligently	for	more	than	a	decade,	using	every	avenue	to	spread	the	(we	now	know	false)	message	
that	the	site	has	no	existing	value,	and	that	the	proposed	sand	mine	would	turn	it	into	paradise.		Some	
organizations,	such	as	Audubon,	recognized	that	the	prepublicity	might	be	one	sided,	and	chose	not	to	
weigh	in	on	the	project	at	all.		Others,	such	as	Sierra	Club,	although	they	happily	partner	with	Michael	
Beck	on	issues	such	as	opposing	developments	such	as	Lilac	Hills,	were	willing	to	consider	the	El	Monte	
Valley	situation	independently,	and	respectfully	disagree	with	him	on	this	project.		Environmental	
Democrats,	Lakeside	Historical	Society,	and	several	other	organizations	made	independent	assessments	
and	determined	that	the	sand	mine	was	not	something	they	could	support	and/or	would	actively	
oppose.	
	
On	one	occasion,	a	biologist	friend	told	me	there	was	going	to	be	a	meeting	of	biologists	at	a	hotel	in	
Mission	Valley	to	discuss	the	project.		My	friend	urged	me	to	come.		When	I	suggested	I	might	not	be	
welcome,	my	friend	assured	me	that	all	biologists	were	invited.		When	I	arrived,	the	room	was	set	up	
with	wine	and	cheese,	and	I	saw	many	of	my	biologist	colleagues	socializing	happily.		However,	the	
project	proponents	saw	me	from	across	the	room.		Immediately	the	atmosphere	changed.		The	friend	I	
had	come	with	looked	at	what	I	was	facing,	and	he	expressed	his	surprise.		“I	think	you	should	stay	
anyway.”		He	said.		Seeing	very	clearly	that	I,	and	any	perspective	other	than	the	one	the	sand	miners	
wanted	to	be	presented,	was	not	welcome,	I	left.		
	
Biologists	learn	about	biases	during	our	course	work.		A	general	biology	curriculum	includes	learning	
how	animals,	including	humans,	develop	“search	images,”	that	make	certain	things	of	interest	very	
clear,	while	causing	the	animal	to	overlook	other,	potentially	important,	things.		Biologists	are	taught	
methods	of	protecting	against	bias,	including	proper	experimental	design,	selection	of	the	“null	
hypothesis,”	and	other	methods	to	retain	objectivity.		The	technical	report	preparers	do	not	describe	
any	method	by	which	they	guarded	against	or	reassessed	biases	that	may	have	been	provided	by	the	
project	proponent.		Instead	of	relying	on	the	narrative	provided	by	the	project	proponents,	the	
document-preparers	could	have	listened	to	additional	sources.		By	looking	at	a	project	from	multiple	
perspectives,	a	more	realistic	picture	that	more	accurately	analyzes	impacts,	can	be	obtained.		Helpful	
sources	include	the	internet,	Lakeside	Historical	Society,	academics,	locals,	and	Native	Peoples.		
Considering	the	many	years	of	time,	expense,	and	effort	the	project	proponent	has	spent	inserting	a	
positive	bias,	it	is	especially	important	that	the	EIR	be	objective,	so	that	the	true	impacts	can	be	
thoroughly	considered.			
	
Public	opposition	to	a	conservation	program	is	problematic	to	accomplishment	of	conservation	goals.		
Most	conservancies	have	learned	that	the	local	people	must	be	included	on	conservation	activities	for	
them	to	be	successful.		The	EHC’s	track	record	of	excluding	the	public	from	Lakeside	Downs	suggests	
that	this	project	partner	does	not	factor	in	the	importance	of	public	support.		Some	members	of	the	
public	are	aware	that	I	know	Michael	Beck	of	EHC,	who	was	personally	named	in	the	lawsuit	between	
the	partners	on	this	project,	is	an	executive	for	EHC,	served	on	the	SANDAG	advisory	panel	for	the	
aggregate	study,	and	serves	on	the	County	Planning	Commission.		In	the	past,	I	boarded	horses	at	the	
residence	where	he	lived,	I	housesat,	and	attended	parties	with	him,	and	he	has	ridden	my	horse.		Mike	
Kelly,	whom	I	mention	later	in	the	context	of	biological	controls	for	tamarisk	and	Michael	Beck	helped	
me	eradicate	California	pepper	trees	from	my	property	in	EMV	when	I	first	purchased	it,	and	Michael	
Beck	provided	me	a	few	oak	seedlings.		This	is	the	full	extent	of	my	interactions	with	Michael	Beck.		
(Mike	Kelly	has	also	ridden	the	same	horse	–	Cacho,	an	appaloosa,	whom	I	put	down	at	the	age	of	28	a	
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few	years	ago.)		The	community	has	expressed	concern	that	EHC	or	its	officers	will	exclude	them	from	
this	land,	as	trail	users	were	excluded	from	Lakeside	Downs.		This	would	be	an	impact	on	the	
recreational	use	of	the	Valley.	
	
Also,	in	the	spirit	of	disclosure,	former	employees,	colleagues,	and	current	and	former	consultants	
participated	in	the	development	of	this	EIR.		As	a	private	consultant,	and	then	a	30+	year	career	in	
planning	with	the	City,	I	have	met	and	worked	with	many	people	on	the	team.		I	do	not	think	this	
association	biases	me	in	favor	of	the	project,	but	in	the	spirit	of	transparency	I	mention	it.	
	
During	the	pre-publicity	phase	of	the	project,	the	deeper	excavation	project	that	was	then	being	
proposed	was	touted	not	as	destroying	the	ground	water	and	generating	vectors,	which	it	would	have	
done,	but	as	turning	a	barren	wasteland	into	magnificent	red	winged	black	bird	habitat.		This	depiction	
of	suitable	RWBB	habitat	was	being	attributed	to	a	researcher	from	Davis,	Robert	Meese.		However,	
when	I	called	him,	he	knew	of	the	El	Monte	project,	but	was	not	enthusiastic,	since	it	was	on	the	edge	of	
the	distribution	of	the	species,	had	never	naturally	been	habitat,	and	likely	was	short	on	necessary	
habitat	components.		He	was	far	more	excited	about	voluntary	measures	implemented	by	farmers	in	the	
Central	Valley.		He	said	these	were	the	best	option	for	providing	the	needed	conservation	for	the	
species.			
	
Time	and	time	again,	conservancies	turn	to	the	local	community	to	implement	voluntary	measures	to	
support	conservation	goals.		Proposing	a	project	that	is	strongly	opposed	by	the	community	faces	uphill	
challenges	in	achieving	conservation	goals.		For	example,	property	owners	in	EMV	have	said	that	they	
will	provide	easements	on	their	land	for	public	trails	to	further	the	“mountains	to	ocean”	vision	for	the	
San	Diego	River,	but	only	if	there	is	no	sand	mine.		The	additional	indirect	impacts	associated	with	
community	hostility	to	the	project	should	be	considered.	
	
On	page	30	the	EIR	also	says	the	dam	precluded	“all”	water	flow	to	the	lower	San	Diego	River	Valley,	
which	not	only	contradicts	other	parts	of	the	report,	is	unreasonable.	For	example,	page	3.4-2	in	the	
hydrology	section	points	out	that	the	San	Diego	River	in	its	pre-dam	condition	was	characterized	as	
“ephemeral.”		Although	the	dam	reduced	the	force	of	the	floods	by	capturing	flood	event	flows	behind	
the	dam	for	later	use,	the	river	continues	to	be	ephemeral,	as	it	was	before	construction	of	the	dam,	
although	with	reduced	flood	flows.		In	the	biotechnical	report,	in	contrast,	which	is	based	on	“personal	
knowledge	from	the	project	applicant”	the	text	says	that	before	the	dam	the	San	Diego	River	“flowed	
continuously,”	which	of	course	is	not	the	same	as	“ephemeral.”		The	document	is	internally	
contradictory.	
	
Page	30	indicates	that	“the	valley	was	a	frequent	gathering	and	seasonal	camping	area	for	local	Native	
American	tribes,”	which	contradicts	the	analysis	in	the	Tribal	section	that	says	the	river	was	not	
important	to	the	tribes.			Page	31	contradicts	the	Hazards	section	by	referring	to	a	“toxic	waste	recycling	
facility”	which	is	not	addressed	in	the	Hazards	section.	
	
Page	35	mentions	trails	made	by	humans,	but	does	not	note	the	many	wildlife	trails	one	finds	
throughout	that	Valley.			
	
On	Page	35,	as	a	user	of	the	crop	commonly	raised	on	the	project	site,	I	was	surprised	to	find	it	referred	
to	as	“cereal”	rather	than	oat	hay.		This	page	notes	that	the	area	is	impact	sensitive,	public/semipublic	
land,	intensive	agriculture,	multiple	rural	use,	and	estate	residential.		These	designations	seem	to	
suggest	that	the	severity	of	the	impact	of	open	pit	mining	might	be	more	significant	than	suggested	in	
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the	analysis,	where	these	designations	are	not	mentioned.		The	proposed	General	Plan	Update	
continues	to	designate	the	entire	project	area	as	Public	Agency	Lands.		
	
On	page	37,	the	areas	that	were	“bare	at	the	time	of	habitat	mapping”	are	also	areas	that	were	graded	
in	preparation	for	the	golf	course.		Even	so,	bare	areas	are	consistent	with	high	habitat	quality	in	many	
habitat	types,	including	deserts,	alluvial	fans,	and	other	sand	habitats,	where	bare	areas	are	necessary	
for	many	native	species,	and	contributes	to	the	diversity	of	the	area.		Additionally,	an	abundance	of	
annual	species,	both	native	and	nonnative,	have	invaded,	though	they	were	apparently	no	longer	
observable	at	the	time	of	habitat	mapping.	Interesting,	because	it	is	late	in	the	year	now,	and	I	ride	
through	several	times	per	week,	and	I	would	not	describe	them	as	“bare”	even	now.			
	
On	page	39,	11.18	acres	of	willow	in	the	more	western	portion	of	the	San	Diego	River	would	not	be	
considered	a	“fragment”	in	many	analyses	in	this	area.		The	relative	context	of	other	areas	should	be	
provided.		What	percentage	of	the	Ramona	Grasslands,	for	example,	is	nonnative?		Tijuana	Estuarine	
Sanctuary?		Miramar	Mounds	National	Landmark?		What	kind	of	species	diversity	is	present	in	other	
areas?		This	report	identified	(page	46)	121	wildlife	species,	again,	not	including	some	I	have	seen,	but	
even	so,	high,	but	with	no	context	given.		And	the	presence	of	21	special	status	wildlife	species	(page	51)	
is	a	remarkably	high	number.		It	would	be	extremely	helpful	for	that	to	be	put	into	context	so	that	the	
impact	can	be	adequately	considered.	
	
Page	45	reports	that	140	plant	species	were	observed	onsite,	although	a	count	of	species	listed	in	Table	
1	of	the	Revegetation	Plan	indicates	that	190	species	are	present,	and	this	list	may	miss	a	few	that	I	have	
noted.		This	count	does	not	include	a	comprehensive	list	of	funguses	or	epiphytes.		Even	so,	140	is	a	
remarkably	high	number,	a	diversity	hot	spot,	but	the	report	quickly	pivots	to	an	emphasis	on	the	fact	
that	about	half	are	non-native.		Many	non-native	species	provide	important	functions,	which	is	why	
even	NNG	and	tamarisk	scrub	enjoy	a	degree	of	protection.		This	area	has	quite	a	bit	of	native	lotus,	
even	in	disturbed	areas.		Lotus	is	a	nitrogen	fixer,	and	improves	the	soils.		Bare	areas	support	several	
other	native	disturbed	area	invaders,	such	as	broom	baccharis.		Lotus	looks	“dead”	this	time	of	year,	but	
it	is	not.		Similarly,	non-native	filarie	is	abundant	on	the	project	site,	and	is	also	a	nitrogen	fixer,	loved	by	
rabbits,	horses,	and	deer.		It	is	important	to	building	the	soils,	which	were	devastated	by	the	grading	and	
mining	done	by	the	project	proponents.		Even	tumbleweed,	which	is	most	prevalent	in	the	access	road	
and	at	the	fly	yard,	where	base	was	imported	and	disturbances	from	equipment	remains	high,	but	even	
tumbleweed	can	help	soils	recover	in	disturbed	areas	and	provide	fodder	and	habitat.			
	
The	“bare”	description	helps	the	biologists	use	Holland	code	11300,	which	are	areas	that	have	been	
physically	disturbed	by	previous	legal	human	activity	and	are	no	longer	recognizable	as	a	native	or	
naturalized	vegetation	association.	In	areas	under	this	code,	vegetation,	if	present,	is	nearly	exclusively	
composed	of	non-native	plant	species	such	as	ornamentals	or	ruderal	exotic	species	that	take	advantage	
of	disturbance,	or	shows	signs	of	past	or	present	animal	use	that	removes	any	capability	of	providing	
viable	natural	habitat	for	uses	other	than	dispersal.	It	is	found	throughout	San	Diego	County,	especially	
in	highly	populated	areas	and	regions	with	increased	off-road	vehicle	activities.  Examples	of	disturbed	
land	include	areas	that	have	been	graded,	repeatedly	cleared	for	fuel	management	purposes	and/or	
experienced	repeated	use	that	prevents	natural	revegetation	(i.e.,	dirt	parking	lots),	recently	graded	
firebreaks,	graded	construction	pads,	construction	staging	areas,	off-road	vehicle	trails,	and	old	
homesites.		It	is	described	by	Helix	Environmental	Consultants	
(https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/regulatory/docs/VALIANO/BTR_021815%20pa
ges%209-20.pdf)	for	another	project	as	“land	cleared	of	vegetation	(e.g.,	dirt	roads),	land	containing	a	
preponderance	of	non-native	plant	species	such	as	ornamentals	or	ruderal	exotic	species	that	take	
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advantage	of	disturbance	(previously	cleared	or	abandoned	landscaping),	or	land	showing	signs	of	past	
or	present	animal	usage	that	removes	any	capability	of	providing	viable	habitat.”		Similarly,	it	is	
described	by	AECOM	in	another	report	
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/TechStudies/ESJWellAccessRoadBR.pdf)	as	
“the	disturbed	areas	of	the	survey	area	include	the	dirt	roads	that	access	the	site	from	the	east	and	west	
and	the	well	head	and	pump	house.	The	dirt	roads	are	compacted	and	do	not	support	vegetation.		The	
land	on	the	project	site	was	disturbed	by	the	project	proponents,	but	is	clearly	not	considered	beyond	
recovery,	even	by	the	project	proponents.		The	description	provided	does	not	accurately	reflect	the	
diversity	and	abundance	of	sensitive	species.	
	
Page	65	indicates	that	black	tailed	jack	rabbit	was	not	seen	in	2010	or	2015.		I	see	it	almost	every	month,	
in	the	area	mapped	as	“disturbed,”	near	where	some	tire	treads	have	been	discarded.		The	falconer	who	
visits	occasionally	knows	it	is	there	as	well,	and	says	his	birds	enjoy	chasing	the	larger	rabbits.	
	
This	page	also	dismisses	the	possibility	of	arroyo	toads	occurring	in	this	Valley,	although	as	noted,	they	
are	documented	to	be	present	upstream,	and	I	saw	them	one	year	just	west	of	Hanson	Pond.		I	have	
also	seen	coastal	gnatcatchers	in	more	locations	than	documented	on	the	maps,	including	in	the	
“disturbed”	area.	
	
Page	67	discusses	the	limited	area	that	was	found	to	be	jurisdictional;	however,	assessing	an	ordinary	
high-water	mark	in	sandy	soils	in	a	year	that	lacked	major	storm	events	will	result	in	under-identification	
of	jurisdictional	area.		This	also	will	lead	to	under	appreciation	of	impacts.		Page	67	also	emphasizes	how	
“disturbed”	the	site	is,	even	when	admitting	to	“relatively	high-quality	habitat	for	wildlife	species.”		An	
interesting	analogy	to	this	ephemeral	river	system	is	the	underground	stream	system	through	the	Namib	
desert.		This	ancient	desert	is	brutally	arid,	yet	supports	plant	life,	albeit	plant	associations	that	are	
separated	by	broad	sandy	spaces.		The	plants	manage	to	penetrate	deeply	enough	to	access	
underground	streams.		The	plant	life	in	turn	supports	charismatic	mega	fauna,	including	the	largest	
elephants	on	Earth,	in	an	area	called	Damaraland.		In	EMV,	the	lack	of	“streambed	setting”	and	the	
depth	of	the	water	table	does	preclude	certain	wetland	species,	but	it	comprises	and	declining,	vital	
habitat	type	that	is	essential	to	many	wildlife	species.		Page	67	describes	the	wetland	functions	as	
“limited;”	however,	the	aquifer	is	in	fact	sand	filtered,	and	filtering	is	a	key	function	that	is	assessed	in	
this	context.		This	section	also	refers	to	sand	soils	as	“impervious.”		In	fact,	sand	is	highly	porous,	with	
large	spaces	between	the	grains.		The	text	does	acknowledge	that	the	river	functions	to	contribute	to	
groundwater	recharge	and	flood	control.		On	page	77	this	misinterpretation	that	inappropriately	
assesses	low	chemical	and	physical	functions	is	repeated.		Also,	the	soils	are	not	considered	highly	
erosive,	although	again,	sand	does	not	bind	well,	and	thus	is	indeed	highly	erosive.	
	
Page	67	also	identifies	recreation,	heritage,	aesthetics,	and	uniqueness	as	low	“because	of	the	limited	
access	of	the	public.”		In	fact,	the	access	of	the	public	is	high	on	this	public	land,	as	this	EIR	identifies,	
and	has	been	high	for	decades,	as	well	as	being	part	of	a	scenic	corridor.		Thus,	the	ratings	of	the	value	
of	the	area	in	this	context	are	badly	misrepresented,	thus	diminishing	the	analysis	of	project	impacts.	
	
In	describing	the	surrounding	area	on	page	71,	private	fences	are	noted.		The	EIR	suggests	that	this	
fencing	is	a	significant	detriment	to	wildlife	movement,	both	here,	and	also	they	plan	to	use	it	to	reduce	
wildlife	mortality.		It	is	an	ineffective	measure	for	wildlife	exclusion.		My	own	fenced	property	has	a	
regular	parade	of	coyote,	turkeys,	and	even	deer	entertaining	my	horses.		Coyotes	and	deer	will	go	over	
any	fence	type	I	have	seen	in	EMV.		True,	while	most	feral	turkeys	learn	to	deal	with	fences,	it	seems	like	
there	is	always	one	that	will	run	up	and	down	the	fence	after	the	others	have	gone	over,	forgetting	that	
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it	really	can	use	its	wings	to	provide	a	little	lift.		But	for	the	most	part	I	have	not	seen	the	fences	in	EMV	
deter	reptiles,	amphibians,	mammals,	birds,	insects,	or	other	wildlife.		What	does	seem	to	deter	wildlife,	
and	is	especially	helpful	at	discouraging	ground	squirrels,	is	dogs.	
	
Cute	illustration:		my	neighbor	has	grapefruit	trees.		One	of	the	ground	squirrels	from	my	property	
apparently	decided	to	go	to	the	grapefruit	store.		I	do	not	normally	have	a	“search	image”	for	ground	
squirrels.		I	only	noticed	because	on	the	squirrel’s	return	trip,	it	looked	like	a	bouncing	grapefruit	headed	
to	my	place.		The	squirrel,	of	course,	could	not	see	where	it	was	going	around	the	huge	grapefruit	that	it	
held	in	its	mouth.		So,	when	it	got	to	the	fence,	it	bounced	against	it,	moved	down	a	bit,	and	tried	again.		
The	squirrel	never	put	the	grapefruit	down,	continued	to	butt	against	the	fence,	but	did	eventually	find	
the	place	where	the	gate	allowed	a	big	enough	gap	for	the	squirrel	to	make	it	through,	with	the	
grapefruit	still	in	its	mouth.	
	
The	linkages	described	in	this	section	do	not	appreciate	the	regular	movement	of,	for	example,	deer	
from	thicket	to	thicket	across	large	open	spaces,	often	at	night.			Having	waited	for	quail	to	cross	the	
road,	and	snakes,	and	many	other	species,	and	having	encountered	them	traversing	the	“bare”	areas	
described	in	this	report,	I	think	the	report	significantly	overestimates	the	need	for	lush	vegetation,	and	
fails	to	appreciate	the	value	of	sparse,	diverse	alluvial	fan	habitat.	
	
Page	77	indicates	that	the	mining	operation	will	trigger	the	application	of	RPO	on	the	site,	and	result	in	
limiting	public	access	to	the	site.		This	should	be	more	clearly	disclosed	so	that	the	public	understand	
what	they	project	means	in	terms	of	access.		Page	79	indicates	that	if	the	project	is	included	in	the	MSCP	
mitigation	ratios	would	be	reduced.		In	addition	to	a	reduction	in	mitigation	ratios,	inclusion	in	the	MSCP	
would	remove	the	requirement	for	obtaining	a	Habitat	Loss	Permit,	and	thus	would	reduce	the	direct	
input	of	the	US	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service.		This	is	most	likely	the	motivation	for	including	it	in	the	MSCP.		
The	determination	about	the	significance	of	impacts	is	not	dependent	on	the	inclusion,	thus,	the	impacts	
associated	with	restricting	access,	the	recreational	impacts	and	the	mineral	impacts,	are	avoidable	at	
the	higher,	feasible,	mitigation	ratio.		Thus,	NOT	including	the	site	in	the	MSCP	is	feasible	and	would	
reduce	impacts	to	recreation	and	mineral	resources.	
	
It	is	difficult	to	tell	exactly	what	the	mitigation	is,	what	ratios	of	what	habitats	and	where,	and	it	is	a	bit	
of	a	moving	target,	depending	on	the	MSCP	inclusion	issue.		The	changing	project	description,	and	
varying	mitigation	inhibit	full	disclosure	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	
	
Page	87	describes	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	as	“temporary”	despite	the	permanent	change	to	the	
topography.		Also,	as	indicated	above,	the	compaction	and	alternation	to	the	native	soil	biome	and	
chemistry	will	not	be	repaired.		Additionally,	the	functions	and	values	of	the	existing	system	were	
significantly	undervalued	in	the	analysis,	glossing	over	the	role	of	sand	in	water	purification	and	flood	
control.	
	
Page	88	mentions	potential	impacts	to	vireos	with	nighttime	lighting,	but	many	birds	and	insects,	and	
even	mammals	are	significantly	disoriented	by	nighttime	lighting.		The	aggregate	site	at	the	Miramar	
Landfill	was	conducted	without	any	nighttime	lighting,	as	part	of	the	restrictions	within	the	leasehold	of	
that	facility,	which	is	on	Marine	Corps	Air	Station	Miramar.		The	lack	of	nighttime	lighting	was	not	an	
issue.		In	the	case	of	this	project,	the	site	will	be	fenced.		Why	is	nighttime	lighting	necessary?		It	seems	
that	eliminating	nighttime	lighting	is	a	feasible	measure	to	mitigate	a	significant	potential	impact.	
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Page	88	concludes	that	arroyo	toad	is	unlikely	in	the	Valley,	despite	documented	occurrence	upstream	
and,	as	I	mentioned,	I	saw	it	near	Hanson	pond	in	the	1990s.		I	have	personal	experience	documenting	
arroyo	toad	where	it	was	not	expected.		Several	years	ago,	an	intern	and	I,	working	with	collaborators	
documented	arroyo	toad	in	Boden	Canyon,	where	it	had	similarly	been	dismissed.		It	was	described	as	
not	having	the	right	habitat,	but	the	surveys	documented	its	presence,	and	in	fact	abundance,	in	that	
canyon.		Recruitment	from	upstream	in	a	wet	year	should	not	be	ruled	out	in	EMV.	
	
Page	88	uses	the	brand	name	AggreBind	instead	of	calling	the	product	a	styrene acrylic polymer, which 
may not sound as friendly, but certainly has green attributes when considered as a replacement for 
cement.  It has fewer impacts associated with its use and manufacture than does cement, and of course 
cement is the proposed end product of the mine, even though the more environmentally-friendly 
AggreBind is available, but never mentioned in that context.  Although AggreBind is considered generally 
safe to use, styrene	can	be	hazardous,	especially	in	case	of	eye	contact,	but	also	in	case	of	skin	contact,	
ingestion,	and	inhalation.	Because	AggreBind	is	patented,	the	exact	chemical	composition	is	not	
available,	but	styrene	is	metabolized	into	styrene	oxide	in	humans.	Styrene	oxide	is	considered	toxic,	
mutagenic,	and	possibly	carcinogenic.	Styrene	oxide	is	hydrolyzed	in	vivo	to	styrene	glycol	by	the	
enzyme	epoxide	hydrolase.	The	presence	of	a	vinyl	group	allows	styrene	to	polymerize,	which	may	
reduce	some	of	the	effects	of	styrene.	These	materials	are	used	in	rubber,	plastic,	insulation,	fiberglass,	
pipes,	automobile	and	boat	parts,	food	containers,	and	carpet	backing.	
	
On	page	99	this	miracle	product	is	described	as	“easy	to	contain	and	remove	in	its	entirety.		There	would	
be	no	negative	impacts	to	groundwater,	the	river	channel,	or	surrounding	vegetation	from	this	method	
of	dust	suppression….		Thus,	application	of	AggreBind	…	would	avid/minimize	construction	generated	
dust	impacts	to	special	status	species.”			
	
AggreBind	is	water	resistant,	which	will	reduce	water	recharge	into	the	aquifer	wherever	it	is	used;	since	
the	hydrology	section	did	not	factor	this	in,	it	underestimated	the	impacts	of	the	project.		AggreBind	is	
not	biodegradable,	so	it	will	persist	in	the	environment,	and	where	coated	particles	are	washed	
downstream,	it	will	end	up	in	the	ocean.		Have	the	effects	on	ocean	life	been	considered	with	this	
scenario?		“Environmentally-friendly”	is	a	relative	term,	though	the	EIR	treats	the	product	rather	as	a	
magical	product	with	no	impacts.		While	it	is	generally	considered	greener	than	cement,	it	is	not	without	
impact	–	no	product	is.		It	binds	and	hardens	and	can	be	used	as	cement	is	used,	but	unlike	cement,	it	is	
not	recyclable,	and	would	require	disposal	when	it	is	removed.		This	tonnage	was	NOT	included	in	the	
estimation	of	waste	material	that	would	be	generated	by	the	project.		Thus,	the	solid	waste	impacts	
were	significantly	under	estimated.	
	
AggreBind	is	to	be	used	for	dust	suppression,	along	with	water.		Water	is	known	to	INCREASE	the	Valley	
Fever	released	from	a	site.		It	is	likely	that	the	effect	of	AggreBind	on	Valley	Fever	spores	and	life	cycle	is	
unknown,	as	is	its	effect	on	other	soil	microorganisms.			
	
Figure	15	shows	the	project	severing	the	north-south	corridor	for	gnatcatcher	dispersal.		Page	93	
explains	that	destruction	of	all	three	vireo	territories	and	the	north-south	gnatcatcher	wildlife	crossing	is	
not	considered	significant,	because	the	mitigation	is	considered	to	mitigate	impacts	to	below	a	level	of	
significance,	although	the	mitigation	is	based	on	a	best-case	scenario	in	terms	of	timing	of	the	mining	
operation	and	success	of	the	restoration,	and	untested	measures	such	as	moving	glossy	snakes.		As	I	
have	pointed	out,	the	impacts	are	more	significant	than	described,	and	the	mitigation	very	likely	will	not	
go	perfectly,	thus	the	nature	of	the	impacts	is	not	fully	disclosed	in	this	EIR.	
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Page	93	and	throughout	the	document	it	is	merely	asserted	that	lighting,	noise,	and	vibration	would	not	
be	significant	or	would	be	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance,	but	glossy	snakes	and	other	ground	
dwelling	species	are	highly	sensitive	to	vibration,	song	birds	are	highly	sensitive	to	noise,	and	bats,	
insects,	and	other	animals	are	highly	sensitive	to	lighting.	
	
Page	95	continues	to	assert	a	best-case	scenario,	completely	effective	mitigation	with	“only	three	years”	
of	impact	in	each	phase.		The	project	description	of	three	years	per	phase	is	a	best-case	scenario	
depending	on	market	conditions,	and	is	highly	unlikely.		The	impacts	are	thus	glossed	over,	and	the	
mitigation	expectations	are	inflated.	
	
Page	96	seems	to	indicate	that	those	fenced	properties	such	as	my	own	that,	according	to	a	previous	
section	of	the	EIR,	keep	out	wildlife,	would	provide	alternate	hunting	territory	for	golden	eagles.		While	
cooper’s	hawks	and	owls	and	number	of	raptors	do	visit	my	property,	much	to	the	terror	of	the	garter	
snakes,	cotton	tails,	and	ground	squirrels,	I	have	never	seen	a	golden	eagle	on	my	property	and	would	
not	expect	it.	The	EIR	uses	one	argument	in	one	location	and	another	in	another	location,	depending	
upon	what	suits	the	narrative	to	more	beneficially	portray	the	project.		This	provides	a	faulty	analysis	of	
the	impacts.	
	
Landfill	staff	have	extensive	experience	revegetating	highly	disturbed	sites.		Here	is	an	example	from	
Sunshine	Canyon	
(http://dpw.lacounty.gov/sur/nas/epd_dms/D_F___%60PATKWONG%60Solidwaste%60PUB_N%60FRE
Q_N%6010_11_2012%60%60REC_N%600000_00%600000_00%60SUNCYN%60Restoration%20Strategy
%20for%20City%20South%20A,%20B,%20and%20C%20Task%20Force%20Presentation%60%209.pdf	).		
Compaction,	such	as	what	heavy	equipment	at	mines	and	landfills	cause,	is	a	major	issue,	as	is	low	soil	
fertility	where,	for	example,	fines	from	a	mining	operation	have	been	spread.		Many	mines	and	landfills	
have	problems	with	Russian	thistle	invasion,	and	the	usual	approach	is	eradication,	but	Russian	thistle	
can,	surprisingly,	be	an	effective	part	of	a	restoration	program.		According	to	the	USDA	
(https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_sapa8.pdf),	“Russian	thistle	is	extremely	water	efficient	and	
is	known	to	produce	relatively	high	yields	with	minimal	water	resources.	As	such,	there	is	some	potential	
for	hay	or	forage	production	in	semi-arid	and	arid	ecosystems.	In	1978,	Fowler	and	Hageman	conducted	
a	forage	study	with	barbwire	Russian	thistle,	S.	tragus,	and	hybrids.	They	concluded	that	S.	tragus	was	
superior	for	forage	due	to	the	degree	of	spiny-ness	and	growth	patterns.	Hageman	et	al.	(1988)	
conducted	a	study	of	514	individual	plant	selections	from	five	states	around	New	Mexico	that	included	
barbwire	Russian	thistle,	S.	tragus,	S.	collina,	and	possible	hybrids.	The	generalized	results	were	highly	
variable,	but	indicated	good	nutrition	when	young	with	low	risk	of	oxalate	and	nitrate	poisoning.	
Agricultural	potential	has	not	yet	been	realized	as	barbwire	Russian	thistle	is	considered	a	pest	rather	
than	a	commodity	crop.		
	
“Human	Use:	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	is	edible	to	humans.	Young	shoots	and	tips	may	be	eaten	raw	or	
cooked	like	greens.	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	contains	small	amounts	of	oxalates,	which	may	cause	
oxalate	poisoning	if	eaten	in	abundance	(Tull	2013).	Be	absolutely	certain	of	a	plant’s	identity	prior	to	
consumption.		
	
“Landscape	Restoration:	While	barbwire	Russian	thistle	is	an	invasive	species	that	can	negatively	affect	
rangeland	ecosystems;	in	some	cases,	it	may	have	value	in	landscape	restoration.	Barbwire	Russian	
thistle	can	be	used	to	vegetate	extreme	conditions	such	as	alkali	soils,	mine	tailings,	and	populations	
were	even	found	in	Nevada’s	nuclear	test	sites.	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	does	not	form	mycorrhizal	
associations.	Rather,	it	is	infected	by	mycorrhizal	fungi	(Meshkov	2015)	which	may	reduce	the	barbwire	
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Russian	thistle’s	fitness	while	increasing	the	mycorrhizal	fungi	population.	The	increase	in	mycorrhizal	
fungi	population	may	facilitate	the	germination,	growth,	and	survival	of	native	vegetation	that	does	
form	mycorrhizal	associations	(Allen	and	Allen	1988).	In	addition,	barbwire	Russian	thistle	can	out	
compete	the	poisonous	invasive	weed	Saltlover	and	the	invasive	S.	tragus	(Young	et	al.	1999).		
	
“Livestock:	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	can	provide	forage	for	cattle,	horses,	and	sheep.	In	its	native	range,	
it	is	considered	good	forage	for	sheep	and	camels	and	nutritious	for	cattle	in	the	fall	when	covered	in	
seeds	(Kostivkovsky	and	Young	2000).	The	nutritional	value	of	this	forage	is	considered	fair	when	young,	
but	may	be	less	palatable	than	S.	tragus	due	to	its	stiff	spines.	In	some	locations,	it	is	viewed	as	security	
for	livestock	when	more	palatable	options	are	not	available.	Oxalate	and	nitrate	concentrations	are	
highly	variable	and	highest	in	younger	plants,	but	are	typically	below	toxic	levels.	Oxalate	poisoning	is	
rare	and	may	be	more	of	a	problem	for	sheep	than	cattle	(Hageman	et	al.	1988,	Boerboom	1995).	
Nitrate	poisoning	is	also	rare.	Hageman	et	al.	(1988)	evaluated	70	collections	of	Salsola	spp.	and	found	
six	collections	to	have	potentially	toxic	levels	(>2%)	of	nitrate.		
	
“Pollinators:	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	is	a	source	of	pollen	for	a	wide	variety	of	insects;	such	as	bees,	
flies,	moths,	and	butterflies.	It	is	a	larval	host	plant	of	the	introduced	Western	Pygmy	Blue,	Brephidium	
exilis,	which	is	the	smallest	butterfly	in	North	America.		
	
“Wildlife:	Barbwire	Russian	thistle	has	value	both	for	wildlife	habitat	and	food.	The	plant	can	provide	
shelter	for	small	mammals,	reptiles,	and	birds,	while	it	is	nutritious	and	palatable	to	a	wide	variety	of	
herbivores.	Young	plants	are	the	most	palatable,	but	standing	dead	are	consumed	when	softened	by	
moisture.	Seeds	are	readily	consumed	by	a	variety	of	birds	and	small	mammals.	Heteromyid	rodents	in	
particular	consume	a	large	amount	of	seed	(Longland	2007).	
	
“Ethnobotany:	Salsola	species	have	been	used	since	antiquity	in	the	production	of	glass	and	soap.	
Salsola	accumulates	salts	when	grown	in	sodium-rich	soils.	The	plants	are	burned	and	the	ash	mixed	
with	water	to	create	a	solution	high	in	sodium	carbonate.	The	water	is	extracted	and	boiled	off,	leaving	
behind	sodium	carbonate	of	varying	purity.	The	sodium	carbonate	is	then	used	to	reduce	the	melting	
point	of	sand	to	make	glass,	or	mixed	with	oil	or	fat	to	make	soap.	Glass	objects	dating	back	to	2500	BC	
have	been	found	in	Syria	and	a	Babylonian	clay	tablet	dated	to	2200	BC	listed	water,	cassia	oil,	and	alkali	
(sodium	carbonate	and/or	potassium	carbonate)	as	ingredients	for	soap.	This	process	remained	
relatively	unchanged	since	antiquity.	Kingzett	(1877)	reported	that	the	quality	of	ancient	Egyptian	glass	
was	similar	to	19th	century	crown	glass	from	England.	
	
“Prior	to	1793,	sodium	carbonate	was	produced	primarily	from	the	ashes	of	salt	adapted	plants.	At	this	
time,	Spain	was	a	major	producer	of	sodium	carbonate,	cultivating	Salsola	soda	(syn.	Soda	inermis),	
Salsola	kali,	and	Halogeton	sativus	for	this	purpose.	The	industry	was	viewed	as	critical	to	Spain’s	
economy,	and	they	created	laws	forbidding	the	export	of	seeds;	punishable	by	death	(Kingzett	1877).		
	
“In	1793,	French	chemist	Nicolas	Leblanc	invented	a	new	process	for	creating	sodium	carbonate	through	
the	use	of	salt,	limestone,	sulfuric	acid,	and	coal.	Shortly	thereafter	the	global	production	of	sodium	
carbonate	shifted	away	from	plant	based	products….	
	
“Targeted	Grazing:	Targeted	grazing	may	be	a	useful	strategy	in	controlling	barbwire	Russian	thistle.	The	
plant	is	considered	fair	forage	with	adequate	nutrition	(Blaisdell	and	Holmgren	1984,	Fowler	and	
Hageman	1978).	It	is	most	palatable	in	early	spring.	Palatability	returns	after	senescence	when	the	sharp	
spines	are	softened	by	moisture.	Heavy	grazing	prior	to	flowering	may	reduce	seed	production	and	
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decrease	future	thistle	recruitment.	Some	caution	is	needed	as	barbwire	Russian	thistle	has	oxalates	
that	may	become	toxic,	especially	for	sheep,	if	eaten	in	abundance	(Fowler	and	Hageman	1978).	Nitrate	
poisoning,	while	rare,	may	also	be	an	issue	(Hageman	et	al.	1988).”	
	
In	contrast	to	the	description	of	trail	users	as	agents	of	destruction	in	this	EIR,	as	a	horse	owner,	I	try	to	
provide	targeted	grazing	on	my	rides.		My	horses	will	preferentially	graze	young	tumbleweed	shoots,	
filarie,	oats,	and	Bermuda	grass	growing	in	EMV.		They	also	eat	the	various	brome	and	other	nonnative	
annuals	when	they	are	young	and	green.		In	contrast,	they	are	not	interested	in	common	native	species	
such	as	primrose,	lupine,	lotus,	and	buckwheat.		Oak	is	poisonous	to	them,	and	horses	are	not	typically	
browsers,	they	are	grazers,	although	there	is	a	mulberry	tree	overhanging	Willow	Road,	and	apparently	
mulberry	leaves	are	especially	delicious.		Thus,	snacking	along	the	roadside	provides	a	small	benefit	to	
the	environment	on	each	ride.		(I	generally	lope	out	and	walk	home,	so	the	snacking	is	done	on	the	more	
leisurely	walk	home.		I	typically	take	my	rides	first	thing	in	the	morning,	to	maximize	my	wildlife	viewing,	
and	minimize	the	heat	stress	suffered	by	my	horses	during	the	loping	portion	of	the	ride.)	
	
Nonnative	grasslands	also	can	have	high	habitat	value.		“Exotic	grasses	can	serve	as	important	habitat	of	
equal	quality	in	terms	of	reproductive	success	(Jones	&	Bock	2005).	Likewise,	grassland	birds	in	
Argentina	(Isacch	et	al.	2005)	and	Brazil	(Francisco	2006)	occupy	exotic	grasslands	that	effectively	
increase	the	amount	of	habitat	available	to	them.	Similarly,	exotic	shrubs	can	provide	important	nesting	
substrate	that	decrease	nest	predation	in	some	areas,	such	as	for	the	Veery	(Catharus	fuscescens)	in	
forests	of	the	eastern	United	States	(Heckscher	2004;	Schmidt	et	al.	2005)	but	not	for	others	such	as	the	
Blackcap	(Sylvia	atricapilla)	in	the	Czech	Republic	(Remes	2003).	The	structure	of	vegetation,	
native	or	exotic,	may	be	more	important	to	birds	than	the	actual	species	composition	(Hausner	et	al.	
2002;	Jones	&	Bock	2005),	and	different	species	of	birds	will	respond	differently	
(Gjerde	&	Saetersdal	1997).		The	complexity	of	responses	by	bird	communities	to	exotics	in	different	
ecosystems	around	the	world	suggests	that	negative	impacts	by	exotics	cannot	be	universally	assumed;	
rather,	evaluation	of	impacts	should	be	conducted	species	by	species	with	attention	to	geographic	
differences.”		The	EIR	of	course	assumes	that	exotic	species	provide	poor	habitat,	despite	the	high	
diversity	of	the	project	site,	thus	inappropriately	under	analyzing	impacts,	assuming	effectiveness	of	
mitigation,	and	failing	to	follow	biological	imperatives	to	document	the	situation	on	a	case-by-case	
basis.		The	high	existing	diversity	alone,	coupled	with	the	large	number	of	sensitive	species,	suggests	
reevaluating	the	assumptions	and	biases	in	the	EIR.			
	
Page	38	of	the	Reclamation	Plan	uses	the	term	“noxious.”	It	is	true	that	USDA	has	put	Russian	thistle	on	
this	list	(https://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=06),	but	not	tamarisk.		Whether	
a	plant	is	“noxious”	or	not	can	be	situational.	
	
Tamarisk,	in	particular,	has	important	habitat	values.		According	to	this	report	
https://www.peer.org/assets/docs/usda/6_22_10_Bird_tamarisk_habitat_study.pdf,	also	excerpted	
above,	“49	species	use	Tamarix	as	breeding	habitat.	Importantly,	the	relative	use	of	Tamarix	and	its	
quality	as	habitat	vary	substantially	by	geographic	location	and	bird	species.	Few	studies	have	examined	
how	breeding	in	Tamarix	actually	affects	bird	survivorship	and	productivity;	recent	research	on	
Southwestern	Willow	Flycatchers	has	found	no	negative	effects	from	breeding	in	Tamarix	habitats.	
Therefore,	the	ecological	benefits	and	costs	of	Tamarix	control	are	difficult	to	predict	and	are	likely	to	be	
species	specific	and	site	specific.	Given	the	likelihood	that	high-quality	native	riparian	vegetation	will	not	
develop	at	all	Tamarix	control	sites,	restoration	projects	that	remove	Tamarix	but	do	not	assure	
replacement	by	high-quality	native	habitat	have	the	potential	to	reduce	the	net	riparian	habitat	
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value	for	some	local	or	regional	bird	populations.	Therefore,	an	assessment	of	potential	negative	
impacts	is	important	in	deciding	if	exotic	control	should	be	conducted.	In	addition,	measurable	project	
objectives,	appropriate	control	and	restoration	techniques,	and	robust	monitoring	are	all	critical	to	
effective	restoration	planning	and	execution….	
	
“Multiple	studies	have	documented	that	Tamarix	can	provide	important	habitat	for	regional	breeding	
bird	communities	in	some	parts	of	the	American	Southwest.	Hunter	et	al.	(1988)	were	among	the	first	to	
describe	the	riparian	bird	communities	breeding	in	Tamarix	along	the	Pecos	River	and	the	Rio	Grande	in	
New	Mexico	and	the	lower	Colorado	River	in	Arizona	and	California….	Similarly,	Livingston	and	
Schemnitz	(1996)	reported	that	Tamarix	along	the	Pecos	River	in	New	Mexico	supported	a	diverse	and	
abundant	breeding	bird	community,	having	three	to	four	times	the	number	of	birds	than	did	the	
adjacent	grassland	or	grassland/shrub	habitats	that	would	be	present	if	Tamarix	did	not	occur	there.	
	
“[A]long	the	Colorado	River	in	the	Grand	Canyon,	Tamarix	flourished	and	dramatically	increased	along	
the	river	edge	following	construction	of	Glen	Canyon	Dam,	and	the	riparian	bird	community	increased	in	
abundance	and	diversity	(Brown	et	al.	1987).	Several	of	the	bird	species	that	benefited	from	increased	
Tamarix	riparian	habitats	were	species	of	regional	and	national	concern	(Holmes	et	al.	2005).	Sogge	et	
al.	(2005)	reported	that	the	area	and	volume	of	Tamarix	habitat	patches	within	the	Grand	Canyon	were	
among	the	best	positive	predictors	of	bird	species	abundance,	richness,	and	diversity	along	the	
river	corridor.	In	yet	another	drainage,	Fleishman	et	al.	(2003)	reported	that	the	species	richness	of	
native	birds	(up	to	45	breeding	species	per	site)	along	the	Muddy	River	in	the	Mojave	Desert	was	best	
predicted	by	total	vegetation	volume,	and	bird	species	richness	was	not	negatively	affected	by	invasion	
of	non-native	plants	(including	Tamarix),	provided	that	the	vegetation	community	retained	
structural	diversity.”	
	
One	of	my	concerns	about	the	proposed	revegetation	is	that	because	of	the	preference	for	mulefat	and	
representatives	of	riparian	communities,	a	much	more	homogenous,	less	structurally	diverse	post-
mining	landscape	is	proposed.		This	will	be	both	less	interesting	to	look	at,	and	less	able	to	support	a	
wide	diversity	of	species.	
	
Avian	species	documented	using	Tamarisk	as	breeding	habitat,	based	on	habitat	descriptions	in	the	Birds	
of	North	America	(http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/BNA/)	include:	

Abert’s	Towhee		 	 Pipilo	aberti	
Ash-throated	Flycatcher		 Myiarchus	cinerascens	
Bell’s	Vireo		 	 Vireo	bellii	
Bewick’s	Wren		 	 Thryomanes	bewickii	
Black-crowned	Night	Heron		 Nycticorax	nycticorax	
Black-tailed	Gnatcatcher		 Polioptila	melanura	
Blue	Grosbeak		 	 Guiraca	caerulea	
Brown	Thrasher		 	 Toxostoma	rufum	
Bullock’s	Oriole		 	 Icterus	bullockii	
Cactus	Wren		 	 Campylorhynchus	brunneicapillus	
Cattle	Egret		 	 Bubulcus	ibis	
Chihuahuan	Raven			 Corvus	cryptoleucus	
Common	Moorhen			 Gallinula	chloropus	
Common	Yellowthroat		 Geothlypis	trichas	
Crissal	Thrasher		 	 Toxostoma	crissale	
Elf	Owl		 	 	 Micrathene	whitneyi	
Gambel’s	Quail		 	 Callipepla	gambelii	
Greater	Roadrunner		 Geococcyx	californianus	
Lucy’s	Warbler		 	 Vermivora	luciae	



108	
	

Mourning	Dove		 	 Zenaida	macroura	
Pyrrhuloxia		 	 Cardinalis	sinuatus	
Roseate	Spoonbill		 	 Ajaia	ajaja	
Song	Sparrow		 	 Melospiza	melodia	
Summer	Tanager		 	 Piranga	rubra	
Tri-colored	Blackbird		 Agelaius	tricolor	
Verdin		 	 	 Auriparus	flaviceps	
White-faced	Ibis		 	 Plegadis	chihi	
White-winged	Dove		 Zenaida	asiatica	
Willow	Flycatcher		 	 Empidonax	traillii	
Yellow	Warbler		 	 Dendroica	petechia	
Yellow-breasted	Chat		 Icteria	virens	
Yellow-headed	Blackbird		 Xanthocephalus	xanthocephalus	

	
“Approaching	restoration	by	focusing	only	on	invasive	control	is	problematic	
and	unlikely	to	prove	successful....	Thus,	there	are	many	challenges	to	effective	riparian	restoration,	
especially	at	large	scales,	and	there	are	no	guarantees	such	efforts	will	produce	the	desired	outcome	or	
result	in	the	same	vegetative	communities	that	were	present	before	Tamarix	became	established	
(D’Antonio	&	Meyerson	2002;	Harms	&	Hiebert	2006;	Shafroth	et	al.	2008).	“	
	
The	EIR	makes	a	big	issue	of	the	prevalence	of	tamarisk.		However,	time	is	of	the	essence	for	this	project	
is	to	use	this	argument,	because	tamarisk’s	days	are	numbered	in	San	Diego	County.		The	project	
proponents	know	this,	and	County	staff	knows	this.	
	
According	to	personal	communications	with	Mike	Kelly,	a	mutual	friend	of	Michael	Beck’s	and	myself,	
tamarisk	control	is	ultimately	not	needed	in	San	Diego.		Biocontrol	insects	such	as	Diorhabda	elongate	
have	already	arrived	in	San	Diego	County.		County	staff	in	fact	hosted	a	workshop	on	this	topic	last	year.		
Diorhabda	beetles	defoliated	approximately	50,000	ha	of	Tamarix	at	sites	in	Nevada,	Utah,	Wyoming,	
and	Colorado	(DeLoach	2006;	DeLoach	et	al.	2006).	I	asked	Mike	Kelly	about	this	on	October	11,	2018,	
and	he	informed	me	that	the	beetle	had	already	arrived	in	San	Diego.			
	
This	contradicts	the	narrative	provided	by	the	project	proponents	that	the	existing	condition	is	a	
tamarisk	wasteland,	and	that	the	proposed	project	will	restore	better	values	to	it.		In	fact,	the	tamarisk	
provides	existing	habitat,	but	will	eventually	be	eradicated	by	the	beetles.		This	information	is	known	to	
the	project	proponents	and	to	County	staff.		It	contradicts	the	biased	analysis	of	the	“degraded”	baseline	
values	and	the	benefits	of	the	proposed	mitigation.	
	
There	has	been	some	litigation	surrounding	the	beetle,	including	Case	No	2:13-cv-01785-RFB-GWH	in	
Nevada	brought	by	the	Center	for	Biological	Diversity.		The	case	explains	that	in	1986	the	USDA	began	
researching	biological	control	methods	for	tamarisk.		USDA	identified	Diorhabda	elongate.		The	USDA	
ultimately	scheduled	the	initial	release	for	1995,	but	it	was	delayed	so	that	consultation	with	the	US	Fish	
and	Wildlife	Service	could	occur.		Consultation	was	required	because	tamarisk	is	used	by	willow	fly	
catcher,	and	thus	the	beetles	were	to	be	released	in	cages.		The	USDA	completed	the	final	
Environmental	Analysis	and	Finding	of	No	Significant	Impact	in	1999.	
	
A	second	release	program	was	developed	in	2005,	with	48	sites	for	release.		However,	both	the	1999	
and	the	2005	release	programs	assumed	that	the	beetle	could	not	survive	south	of	37N.		At	a	biological	
conference	in	2009	scientific	data	indicated	that	the	beetle	could	successfully	reproduce	as	far	south	as	
32N.		Based	on	this	information,	and	after	informal	consultation	with	the	US	Fish	and	wildlife	Service,	
the	decision	was	made	to	terminate	the	2005	program.		The	Center	for	Biological	Diversity	sued,	alleging	
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that	cancelling	the	release	program	should	be	subject	to	formal	consultation.		They	lost	on	that	part	of	
the	law	suit,	the	USDA	could	legally	cancel	the	release	program,	but	the	Center	won	on	their	allegation	
that	the	USDA	must	actively	conserve	willow	fly	catcher	habitat.		The	court	found	that	while	the	
Endangered	Species	Act	creates	an	affirmative	duty	on	the	part	of	federal	agencies	to	conserve	
endangered	species.		Regardless	of	the	cancellation	of	the	release	program,	the	beetle	has	indeed	
proceeded	to	move	and	spread	throughout	the	Southwest,	including	into	San	Diego	County.	
	
Page	118	of	the	Biological	Resources	Report	describes	trail	use	as	a	“heavy”	use.		The	report	contrasts	
the	trails	proposed	by	the	project	proponent	as,	“[a]	formalized	trails	system	would	have	rules	and	
regulations	for	trail	users	such	as	keeping	pets	leashed	and	staying	on	public	trails,	as	well	as	timing	of	
trail	access	limited	to	daytime	hours.”		As	I	have	described	in	discussing	the	fact	that	“not	all	
disturbances	are	equal”	in	the	context	of	EMV,	trail	use	may	involve	impacts	analogous	to	flooding	
events	that	may	have	occurred	pre-dam,	and	may,	because	of	targeted	grazing	or	other	factors,	be	
beneficial	to	and	supportive	of	the	highly	diverse	system	that	has	developed	despite,	or	because	of,	the	
baseline	trail	use.	
	
Page	97	mentions	that	EMV	is	a	“core	wildlife	area.”		This,	of	course,	contrasts	with	the	usual	EIR	
description	of	EMV	as	“disturbed	and	degraded.”		By	overlooking	wildlife	use	of	plants	such	as	
tumbleweeds,	the	EIR	presents	an	overly	negative	description	of	the	baseline	conditions,	thus	limiting	
disclosure	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.		Similarly,	the	EIR	provides	a	best-case	scenario	for	mitigation.		
It	does	not	address	the	fragility	of	alluvial	soils,	nor	the	length	of	time	necessary	for	the	microbial	
community	within	soils	to	be	restored.		While	adding	mulch	and	fertilizers	can	speed	plant	growth,	it	can	
impede	native	soil	organism	recovery.	
	
It	is	well	known	that	soils	“take	many	years	to	form.	Younger	soils	have	some	characteristics	from	their	
parent	material,	but	as	they	age,	the	addition	of	organic	matter,	exposure	to	moisture	and	other	
environmental	factors	may	change	its	features.	With	time,	they	settle	and	are	buried	deeper	below	the	
surface,	taking	time	to	transform.	Eventually,	they	may	change	from	one	soil	type	to	another.”	
	

According	to	this	link	(https://soilsmatter.wordpress.com/2013/08/29/soil-formation/	)	“it	takes	500	to	
thousands	of	years	to	create	an	inch	of	topsoil.	The	reason	is	that	soil	is	often	derived	from	rock.	The	
rock	has	to	be	broken	into	small	pieces	first.	This	happens	by	physical	weathering:	things	like	freezing	
and	thawing	in	colder	climates,	and	chemical	weathering	in	warmer	climates.	Once	cracks	form	in	the	
rock	and	plants	can	take	hold,	the	plants	continue	to	break	the	rock	into	smaller	pieces	by	root	action	
and	start	to	add	organic	matter.	Chemical	weathering	also	continues,	turning	the	rock	pieces	into	the	
sand,	silt,	and	clay	particles	that	make	up	our	soil.	

“Formally,	we	think	of	soil	as	being	formed	by	five	factors:	1)	Parent	material…or	the	type	of	rock	or	
unconsolidated	material	we	start	with;	2)	Vegetation…the	action	of	roots	and	the	addition	of	organic	
matter;	3)	climate…which	controls	physical	and	chemical	weathering	processes;	4)	Topography…which	
controls	the	stability	of	the	soil	in	the	landscape;	and	lastly	5)	TIME…as	mentioned	above.”	

Removing	the	soils	in	a	mining	operation,	and	then	spreading	mulch,	silt,	and	fertilizer	on	top	does	not	
replace	the	rich	biodiversity	of	the	natural	soils.		Living	organisms	present	in	soil	include	archaea,	
bacteria,	actinomycetes,	fungi,	algae,	protozoa,	and	a	wide	variety	of	larger	soil	fauna,	including	
springtails,	mites,	nematodes,	earthworms,	ants,	insects	that	spend	all	or	part	of	their	life	underground,	
and	larger	organisms	such	as	burrowing	rodents.		The	presence	of	Valley	Fever	is	an	indication	of	one	
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type	of	soil	fungus,	but	there	is	a	great	diversity	of	soil	organisms	in	EMV.		Soil	organisms,	which	range	in	
size	from	microscopic	cells	that	digest	decaying	organic	material	to	small	mammals	that	live	primarily	on	
other	soil	organisms,	play	an	important	role	in	maintaining	fertility,	structure,	drainage,	and	aeration	of	
soil.	They	also	break	down	plant	and	animal	tissues,	releasing	stored	nutrients	and	converting	them	into	
forms	usable	by	plants.		

According	to	the	Encyclopedia	Britannica,	(https://www.britannica.com/science/soil-organism	)		“Since	
most	of	the	functions	of	soil	organisms	are	beneficial,	earth	with	large	numbers	of	organisms	in	it	tends	to	
be	fertile;	one	square	metre	of	rich	soil	can	harbour	as	many	as	1,000,000,000	organisms.	

“Soil	organisms	are	commonly	divided	into	five	arbitrary	groups	according	to	size,	the	smallest	of	which	
are	the	protists—including	bacteria,	actinomycetes,	and	algae.	Next	are	the	microfauna,	which	are	less	
than	100	microns	in	length	and	generally	feed	upon	other	microorganisms.	The	microfauna	include	
single-celled	protozoans,	some	smaller	flatworms,	nematodes,	rotifers,	and	tardigrades	(eight-legged	
invertebrates).	The	mesofauna	are	somewhat	larger	and	are	heterogeneous,	including	creatures	that	
feed	on	microorganisms,	decaying	matter,	and	living	plants.	The	category	includes	nematodes,	mites,	
springtails	(wingless	insects	so	called	for	the	springing	organ	which	enables	them	to	leap),	the	insect	like	
proturans,	which	feed	on	fungi,	and	the	pauropods.	

“The	fourth	group,	the	macrofauna,	are	also	quite	diverse.	The	most	common	example	is	the	potworm,	
a	white,	segmented	worm	that	feeds	on	fungi,	bacteria,	and	decaying	plant	material.	The	group	also	
includes	slugs,	snails,	and	millipedes,	which	feed	on	plants,	and	centipedes,	beetles	and	their	larvae,	and	
the	larvae	of	flies,	which	feed	on	other	organisms	or	on	decaying	matter.	

“Megafauna	constitute	the	largest	soil	organisms	and	include	[worms	and	also]	vertebrates….	

“One	of	the	most	important	roles	of	soil	organisms	is	breaking	up	the	complex	substances	in	decaying	
plants	and	animals	so	that	they	can	be	used	again	by	living	plants.	This	involves	soil	organisms	as	
catalysts	in	a	number	of	natural	cycles,	among	the	most	prominent	being	the	carbon,	nitrogen,	and	
sulfur	cycles.	

“The	carbon	cycle	begins	in	plants,	which	combine	carbon	dioxide	from	the	atmosphere	with	water	to	
make	plant	tissues	such	as	leaves,	stems,	and	fruits.	Animals	eat	the	plants	and	convert	the	tissues	into	
animal	tissues.	The	cycle	is	completed	when	the	animals	die	and	their	decaying	tissues	are	eaten	by	soil	
organisms,	a	process	that	releases	carbon	dioxide.	

Another	article	explains	that	(https://www.hunker.com/12392174/list-some-types-of-bacteria-found-in-
soil)	“There	are	between	100	million	and	one	billion	bacteria	in	an	average	gram	of	soil,	according	to	
Texas	A&M	University.	A	single	acre	of	soil	can	have	as	much	as	3,000	lbs.	of	microbes	in	it,	or	about	12	
lbs.	for	every	square	foot.	These	microscopic	creatures	come	in	a	variety	of	forms	and	perform	vital	
functions	in	the	soil	ecosystem.	

“Bacteria	species	such	as	Bacillus	subtilis	and	Pseudomonas	fluorescens	serve	as	decomposers,	digesting	
organic	materials	and	breaking	them	down	into	soil	and	compost,	according	to	the	New	South	Wales	
Department	of	Primary	Industries.	Decomposers	typically	take	simple	compounds	like	root	and	plant	
litter	and	convert	it	to	forms	that	plants	can	use.	Some	decomposers	can	break	down	pesticides	or	
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herbicides,	and	are	very	good	at	retaining	nutrients	within	their	cells,	preventing	essential	nutrient	loss	
in	the	soil.”	

I	was	not	able	to	collect	a	specimen	of	the	glowing	soil	organism	I	have	encountered	at	night,	in	wet	
years,	during	rain	events.		While	my	first	theory	is	that	it	is	a	larval	stage	of	a	fire	fly,	it	could	also	be	that	
there	are	intense	pockets	of	Pseudomonas	fluorescens.			These	are,	per	Wiki,	“Gram-negative	rod-
shaped	bacteria	that	inhabit	soil,	plants,	and	water	surfaces.	The	optimum	growth	temperature	is	
between	25-30	degrees	Celsius.	The	Pf-5	strain	resides	in	the	plant’s	rhizosphere	and	produces	a	variety	
of	secondary	metabolites	including	antibiotics	against	soil	borne	plant	pathogens.	Pseudomonas	
fluorescens	PFO-1	is	well	adapted	to	the	soil	where	it	was	first	isolated	in	agricultural	soil.		Pseudomonas	
fluorescens	strain	SBW25	grow	on	plant	leaves	and	roots	where	they	can	contribute	to	plant	growth.	
Soluble,	green	fluorescent	pigments	are	produced	when	the	iron	concentration	is	low.	The	significance	
of	these	organisms	have	increased	because	of	their	ability	to	degrade	various	pollutants	and	their	use	as	
bio-control	against	pathogens.	Sequencing	the	genome	provided	further	information	of	its	
environmental	interaction	and	its	metabolic	capabilities,	which	can	be	used	against	agricultural	disease	
control.	Pseudomonas	fluorescens	is	interesting	and	important	to	study	because	it	produces	a	particular	
antibiotic	(Mupirocin)	which	has	been	proven	effective	in	treating	certain	kinds	of	skin,	ear,	and	eye	
disorders.”	

Returning	to	the	Hunker	article,	“Nitrogen	is	one	of	the	key	mineral	nutrients	that	plants	require	to	grow	
and	prosper.	Bacteria	play	an	important	role	in	extracting	nitrogen	gas	from	the	air	and	converting	it	
into	mineral	form	that	plants	use.	These	bacteria	most	often	live	in	root	nodules	of	plants	like	alfalfa,	
clover	and	legumes.	Rhizobium	bacteria	serve	as	nitrogen	fixers	in	many	different	plants,	and	are	
mutualists,	forming	a	partnership	with	the	plants	they	inhabit.	

“Aerobic	bacteria	require	oxygen	to	survive,	and	are	most	common	in	well	drained	soils	where	there	is	
no	standing	water.	These	bacteria	make	up	the	majority	of	the	species	found	in	most	soils,	and	also	play	
a	vital	role	in	nitrification.	These	bacteria	turn	ammonium	into	nitrates	which	are	then	used	by	the	
plants	to	turn	into	proteins.	

“Though	its	name	implies	otherwise,	green-blue	algae	is	a	form	of	bacteria,	specifically	cyanobacteria.	
These	bacteria	are	photosynthetic	and	transform	sunlight	into	energy	and	release	oxygen	as	a	
byproduct.	

“Actinomycetes	are	a	large	and	important	group	of	bacteria	that	give	freshly	turned	earth	its	
recognizable	"earthy"	scent.	These	bacteria	are	decomposers	that	specialize	in	decomposing	tough	
materials	like	cellulose	and	chitin.	Especially	active	in	high	pH	soils,	these	bacteria	can	produce	
antibiotics,	according	to	the	USDA.”	

The	importance	of	soils	is	why	most	mining	operations	are	required	to	study	the	existing	soils,	set	up	
test	plots	to	determine	if	the	condition	of	the	existing	soils	can	be	reproduced	through	the	proposed	
restoration	activities.		An	undisturbed	area	is	set	aside	to	use	as	a	baseline.		This	project	does	not	
address	soil	function	at	all,	and	in	fact	discounts	the	many	functions	and	values	provided	by	the	existing	
soils.		Thus,	the	EIR	fails	to	address	a	major	significant	impact.	

“Proteins	are	the	basic	stuff	of	organic	tissues,	and	nitrogen	is	an	essential	element	of	all	proteins.	The	
availability	of	nitrogen	in	forms	that	plants	can	use	is	a	basic	determinant	of	the	fertility	of	soils;	the	role	
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of	soil	organisms	in	facilitating	the	nitrogen	cycle	is	therefore	of	great	importance.	When	a	plant	or	
animal	dies,	soil	organisms	break	up	the	complex	proteins,	polypeptides,	and	nucleic	acids	in	their	
bodies	and	produce	ammonium,	ions,	nitrates,	and	nitrites	that	plants	then	use	to	build	their	body	
tissues.	

“Both	bacteria	and	blue-green	algae	can	fix	nitrogen	directly	from	the	atmosphere,	but	this	is	less	vital	
to	plant	development	than	the	symbiotic	relationship	between	the	bacteria	genus	Rhizobium	and	
leguminous	plants	and	certain	trees	and	shrubs.	In	return	for	secretions	from	their	host	that	encourage	
their	growth	and	multiplication,	Rhizobia	fix	nitrogen	in	nodules	of	the	host	plant’s	roots,	providing	
nitrogen	in	a	form	usable	by	the	plant.	

“Soil	organisms	also	participate	in	the	sulfur	cycle,	mostly	by	breaking	up	the	naturally	abundant	sulfur	
compounds	in	the	soil	so	that	this	vital	element	is	available	to	plants.	The	smell	of	rotten	eggs	so	
common	in	swamps	and	marshes	is	due	to	the	hydrogen	sulfide	produced	by	these	microorganisms.	

“Though	soil	organisms	have	become	less	important	in	agriculture	due	to	the	development	of	synthetic	
fertilizers,	they	play	a	vital	role	in	woodlands,	especially	in	the	creation	of	humus,	a	finely	separated	
complex	of	organic	materials	composed	of	decaying	leaves	and	other	vegetable	matter.	

“When	a	leaf	falls	it	cannot	be	eaten	by	most	animals.	After	the	water-soluble	components	of	the	leaf	
are	leached	out,	fungi	and	other	microflora	attack	its	structure,	making	it	soft	and	pliable.	Now	the	litter	
is	palatable	to	a	wide	variety	of	invertebrates,	which	fragment	it	into	a	mulch.	The	multipedes,	wood	
lice,	fly	larvae,	springtails,	and	earthworms	leave	the	litter	relatively	unchanged	organically,	but	they	
create	a	suitable	substrate	for	the	growth	of	the	primary	decomposers	that	break	it	into	simpler	
chemical	compounds.	There	is	also	a	group	called	secondary	decomposers	(some	creatures,	such	as	the	
springtails,	are	in	both	groups),	which	break	it	down	even	further.	

“So	the	organic	matter	of	leaves	is	constantly	being	digested	and	redigested	by	waves	of	increasingly	
smaller	organisms.	Eventually	the	humic	substance	that	remains	may	be	as	little	as	one-fourth	of	the	
original	organic	matter	of	the	litter.	Gradually	this	humus	is	mixed	into	the	soil	by	burrowing	animals	
(such	as	moles,	rabbits,	etc.)	and	by	the	action	of	the	earthworms.	

“Though	some	soil	organisms	can	become	pests—especially	when	a	single	crop	is	grown	repeatedly	in	
the	same	field,	encouraging	the	proliferation	of	organisms	that	prey	on	their	roots—by	and	large	they	
are	essential	elements	in	the	process	of	life,	death,	and	decay,	which	rejuvenates	the	environment.”	

Page	97	of	the	biotechnical	section	of	the	EIR	does	not	address	soils,	provides	a	12	year,	best-case,	unlikely,	
impact	scenario,	and	dismisses	pests.		Pests	could	be	introduced	by	the	ponding	or	by	the	mulch	and	
fertilizers	that	will	be	imported	to	make	the	plants	grow	without	waiting	for	natural	soil	formation.		The	
increased	risk	of	mosquitoes	from	the	pond	is	especially	important	in	this	area	with	such	an	abundance	and	
diversity	of	bird	species,	including	sensitive	species,	migratory	species,	endangered	and	threatened	species.		
Mosquitoes	can	carry	WNV,	which	is	especially	problematic	for	horses	and	birds.		Even	just	lowering	the	site	
will	increase	the	incidence	of	ponding,	even	small	puddles,	of	example	along	the	haul	road,	can	allow	
increased	mosquito	formation.	

Page	98	again	gives	a	description	of	the	altered	hydrology	that	conflicts	with	the	description	in	the	hydrology	
section.		Here	the	argument	is	that	ponding	will	not	occur,	except	perhaps	in	extreme	rain	events.		In	the	
hydrology	section,	in	contrast,	ponding	was	assumed	to	occur	and	to	provide	“increased	run	on”	



113	
	

(groundwater	recharge).		Here	it	describes	excavation	36	to	41	feet	below	the	current	channel	surface,	and	
“4	feet	above	the	water	table,”	but	dismisses	the	impacts	that	could	be	caused	by	ponding	since	the	ponding	
would	be	so	transient.	

Page	99	explains	that	burrowing	owls	prefer	more	open	habitat,	but	the	“bare”	areas	are	dismissed	as	having	
no	value.		The	bare	areas	can	be	important	areas	for	animals	to	roll	in,	to	condition	and	protect	their	skin.		
They	can	provide	“puddling”	opportunities	for	butterflies,	which	often	gather	in	moist	soil	areas	to	gather	
minerals.		El	Monte	Valley	is	rich	in	butterfly	species,	and	it	seems	a	likely	place	for	Hermes	copper	and	many	
other	rare	species.		Bare	areas	can	(and	do)	harbor	soil	fauna	such	as	native	ant	species.		And	of	course,	they	
can	be	important	factors	in	some	species	site	selection,	such	as	borrowing	owls.		This	is	another	example	of	
the	report	using	one	description	in	one	place,	and	another	one	in	another.		Here	the	site	is	not	bare,	it	is	too	
densely	vegetated	for	burrowing	owls.	

Lack	of	cactus	wren	habitat	is	reported	on	page	99.		I	am	not	sure	the	exact	parameters	that	were	
considered,	it	does	not	specify,	so	this	may	be	true,	but	there	is	prickly	pear	on	the	subject	property,	and	
cactus	wren	occurs	on	the	valley	slopes.		It	could	well	be	that	potential	impacts	to	cactus	wren	are	
inappropriately	discounted,	but	not	enough	information	is	given	to	know.	

Page	100	indicates	that	there	is	no	light-footed	clapper	rail	in	EMV.		I	would	hope	not.		The	light-footed	
clapper	rail	is	marsh	bird.			

The	golf	course	EIR	performed	a	K-rat	survey.		No	explanation	is	provided	regarding	why	this	survey	was	
needed	then,	but	not	now.	

Page	107	says	the	Reclamation	Plan	would	stabilize	soils.		My	understanding	is	that	vegetating	the	soils	is	
intended	not	only	to	provide	habitat	but	also	soil	stabilization.		However,	the	plant	pallet	proposed	differs	
significantly	for	the	existing	composition,	so	while	plants	do	indeed	“stabilize”	soils,	as	discussed	above,	the	
soil	chemistry	and	function,	the	degree	of	compaction,	and	the	nature	of	the	vegetation	will	be	significantly	
altered,	resulting	in	changes	to	how	“stabilized”	or	not	this	dynamic	system	is.		Over-stabilization	would	be	
detrimental	to	a	system	that	normally	has	shifts	in	the	location	of	channels	as	part	of	the	natural	processes	of	
the	system.	

Because	the	mitigation	measures	are	not	assured	to	be	effective,	whenever	possible	they	should	be	
completed,	or	at	least	tested,	prior	to	impacts.		The	“trapping	and	collection	of	herpetofauna	species”	is	not	
an	approach	I	have	seen	before.		Has	this	approach	been	tested	elsewhere?		Could	this	approach	cause	more	
harm	than	good?		Would	the	fine	silts	proposed	to	be	spread	everywhere	by	this	project	as	part	of	the	
“restoration”	be	suitable	for	the	herpetofauna,	or	other	wildlife	or	the	large	diversity	of	organisms	in	the	
existing	habitat?			

Page	109	discusses	the	“project	biologist.”		Most	biologists	specialize	in	one	area	of	biology	or	another	(my	
specialty	is	disturbance	ecology	of	sand	habitats).		A	biologist	who	knows	parameters	for	vireo	habitat	may	
not	know	parameters	for	bat	habitat.		Given	the	large	diversity	of	sensitive	species	requiring	mitigation,	will	
one	biologist	have	the	necessary	skills	to	provide	all	the	necessary	oversight?		Given	the	large	diversity	in	the	
existing	site	condition,	a	biologist	who	is	monitoring	the	grading	of	the	habitat	may	not	have	the	specialty	
skills	to	recognize	if	an	unforeseen	impact	is	occurring.		Will	the	biologist	be	authorized	to	issue	stop	work	
orders,	or	will	there	be	an	incentive	to	keep	the	sand	mine	operating?	

Page	117	discusses	the	“temporary	habitat	loss,”	but	is	considering	the	best-case	scenario	of	12	years	of	
impact,	and	the	EIR	is	not	factoring	in	that	the	topography	will	be	permanently	altered,	and	the	depth	to	
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ground	water	permanently	changed.		It	discusses	excavation	to	a	“maximum	of	35	feet	below	the	current	
surface”	although	elsewhere	the	document	describes	41	feet	below	the	current	surface.		It	does	not	mention	
the	permanent	drop	structure	or	other	permanent	changes.		Thus,	the	analysis	is	based	on	an	inaccurate	
project	description	and	under-reports	the	impacts.	

Page	118	does	not	include	the	information	presented	in	the	Reclamation	Plan,	page	49,	that	the	project	will	
result	in	the	loss	of	600	acre-feet	of	water	storage	capacity.		Removing	the	sand	is	analogous	to	lowering	a	
dam,	since	the	bedrock	has	a	much	smaller	water	retention	ability	than	does	the	sand.		The	sand	is	thus	the	
source	of	storage	of	water.		If	the	sand	is	removed,	the	water	table	will	drop	accordingly.		I	saw	this	at	the	
various	sites	where	I	studied	coastal	dune	vegetation	when	I	was	doing	my	research	for	my	master’s	degree.		
I	was	under	the	impression	that	the	plants	in	the	sand	habitat	were	xerophytic.		As	it	turned	out,	seeds	
germinated	during	rain	events,	and	rapidly	sent	a	fine	root	down	until	it	reached	a	freshwater	lens.		In	the	
coastal	area,	fresh	water	typically	rests	above	the	denser	salt	water	that	intrudes	from	the	ocean.		The	sand	
of	the	dunes,	due	to	the	complicated	physics	that	influences	“head”	pressure,	pulls	the	water	upward,	
toward	the	surface.		If	the	sand	is	removed,	and	the	surface	drops,	the	water	level	drops	correspondingly.		
The	EIR	does	not	explain	this	effect.		It	selects	only	the	information	that	supports	a	conclusion	of	no	impact,	
even	though	elsewhere	in	the	document	more	accurate	information	on	this	topic	is	provided.	

Page	119	the	second	paragraph	on	that	page	is	an	exact	duplicate	of	the	previous	paragraph.		To	avoid	
confusing	the	reader	it	should	be	deleted.	

Page	120	mentions	that	the	existing	grade/elevation	means	that	groundwater	is	too	deep	for	certain	riparian	
species.		This	“too	deep”	scenario	is	part	of	what	promotes	the	high	diversity	of	the	alluvial	fan.		Page	123	is	
one	of	the	few	places	where	alluvial	fan	habitat	is	even	mentioned,	and	the	endangerment	status	of	it,	and	
the	ecological	value	is	never	addressed.		The	project	would	lower	the	entire	system,	and	thus	would	
permanently	modify	the	habitat,	excluding	alluvial	fan	habitat	and	introducing	riparian	habitat.		This	impact	is	
not	addressed.		Page	20	also	uses	the	word	“restored,”	to	describe	the	effect	of	the	revegetation.		Much	of	
the	habitat,	included	the	entire	soil	component,	will	have	been	removed	with	no	understanding	of	the	
baseline,	let	alone	a	plan	for	restoration,	thus,	revegetated	is	the	more	accurate	word.	

Where	existing	riparian	species	occur,	and	where	direct	impacts	would	be	avoided,	the	project	will	likely	
result	in	a	dropping	of	the	groundwater	table,	due	to	removal	of	water-holding	sand,	evaporation,	etc.		Thus,	
the	existing	riparian	community	will	suffer	from	indirect	effects.	

Page	122	concludes	that	despite	the	high	existing	species	diversity,	even	though	nothing	in	the	report	
addresses	the	soil	functions,	the	value	of	the	sand	at	purifying	the	water,	etc.,	that	the	project	will	“improve	
overall	native	habitat	quality	and	functions.”		Areas	where	revegetation	will	occur	will	themselves	be	
impacted	by	the	revegetation.		Though	the	EIR	dismisses	these	areas	as	having	low	value	because	of	non-
native	species,	the	EIR	does	recognize	that	at	the	same	time	these	areas	support	a	very	high	diversity	of	both	
non-native	and	native	species.		Thus,	the	information	in	the	EIR	seems	contradictory	to	its	conclusions.	

Page	123	discusses	bringing	the	biomass	to	be	removed	to	“an	approved	green	waste	facility.”		SB	1383	poses	
challenges	for	local	government	because	of	its	requirements	to	increase	the	diversion	of	organic	waste	from	
disposal.		SB	1383	calls	for	methane	reduction	by	reducing	organic	waste	by	50%	by	2020	and	75%	by	2025.		
State	staff	estimate	that	80	to	100	new	or	expanded	organic	material	processing	facilities	will	be	needed	in	
California	to	comply	with	this	requirement.		In	San	Diego	10	new	composting	facilities	are	needed,	each	
processing	600,000	tons	of	material	annual	for	use	as	a	soil	amendment,	in	addition	to	other	organic	
materials	processing	facilities.		The	public	utilities/public	services	analysis	of	this	EIR	did	not	address	the	
quantity	of	waste	organic	waste	material	that	would	be	generated,	and	what	the	impact	would	be	on	the	
existing	essential	public	facilities	that	process	this	material	into	a	soil	amendment.	
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Page	124	says	“Because	of	the	existing	grades,	depth	to	groundwater,	and	sandy	alluvial	soils,	
implementation	of	a	planting	program	and	temporary	irrigation	system	are	not	considered	appropriate	or	a	
worthwhile	use	of	resources	in	the	proposed	enhancement	areas.		Relying	on	natural	recruitment	and	
treating	exotic	species	is	considered	the	best	approach	to	establish	native	vegetation	adapted	to	the	site	that	
will	be	self-sustaining	over	time.”		However,	elsewhere	the	EIR	describes	installing	temporary	irrigation,	soil	
amendments,	and	irrigation.		It	is	difficult	to	understand	which	argument	is	being	used	when	and	why,	
because	the	document	shifts	arguments	and	project	description	frequently.	

Page	125	again	describes	the	highly	diverse	existing	baseline	as	“only	low	quality”	while	the	proposed	plant	
pallet	to	be	planted	is	“high	quality.”		Converting	alluvial	fan	vegetation	to	riparian	vegetation	is	described	as	
converting	to	a	“higher	value”	habitat.	

When	I	was	doing	my	masters	research,	the	manager	of	the	site	at	Tijuana	Estuary,	who	had	done	his	
research	on	light	footed	clapper	rails,	had	seen	the	landward	migration	of	the	coastal	sand	dunes	as	a	threat	
to	the	channels	of	the	estuary,	which	are	vital	clapper	rail	habitat.		His	idea	was	to	bulldoze	the	sand	from	the	
back	of	the	dune	to	the	front	of	the	dune.		The	value	of	the	dune	system,	with	its	large	bare	spots,	and	low	
vegetation	cover,	was	not	apparent	to	him.		I	discussed	this	with	several	experts	at	Scripps	and	other	
institutions,	and	they	confirmed	the	ecological	importance	of	barrier	dunes,	and	the	fact	that	adding	
bulldozer	movement	to	the	substrate	would	exceed	even	the	off-road	vehicles	use	and	equestrian	and	
pedestrian	disturbances	that	were	already	existing	at	the	site.		Equipment	use	would	“point	a	loaded	gun”	at	
the	estuary,	by	removing	the	functions	of	the	sand	system.		However,	I	was	a	student,	and	he	was	the	
sanctuary	manager,	and	so	he	proceeded	with	the	work,	albeit	leaving	me	a	few	ungraded	areas	for	
comparison	to	use	in	my	research.	

It	was	only	a	few	months	after	he	completed	the	grading	and	the	revegetation	(the	revegetation	was	of	lower	
species	diversity,	but	it	did	consist	of	native	species	only),	when	a	high	tide	event	coincided	with	a	storm	
event,	and	pushed	the	entire	graded	portion	into	the	channels	of	the	estuary,	as	I,	and	other	experts,	had	
predicted.		The	ungraded	areas,	of	course,	fared	much	better.		In	fact,	despite	the	relative	high	baseline	levels	
of	disturbance	and	dominance	of	a	non-native	species	with	poor	sand	holding	abilities,	the	non-graded	areas	
almost	did	not	move	at	all	during	the	storm	event.		(My	advisor	has	provided	a	publication	targeting	junior	
high-aged	readers.		Here	is	a	link,	with	my	research	summarized	http://trnerr.org/saltmarshsecrets/	.)		The	
situation	in	El	Monte	is	analogous.		The	EIR	does	not	address	the	differences	in	disturbance	level	associated	
with	completely	removing	the	substrate	using	heavy	equipment,	as	compared	to	“passive”	trail	use	
disturbances.		It	also	assumes	that	the	planted	community	will	be	of	better	quality	than	the	existing	
community.		At	the	sand	system	at	Tijuana	Estuary,	the	invasive	species	Cakile	maritma	was	not	a	good	sand	
stabilizer,	and	yet	the	bulldozed	areas	suffered	much	greater	than	the	non-bulldozed	areas,	despite	the	
significant	invasion	of	this	poor	sand	stabilizer.		The	bulldozed	areas	had	been	planted	with	a	“superior”	
(native-only)	vegetation	mix,	but	all	the	soil	organisms	and	the	native	species	had	been	removed,	the	
functions	and	values	of	the	baseline,	albeit	disturbed,	community	had	been	underrated.		This	EIR	does	the	
same	thing,	and	fails	to	adequately	assess	impacts,	while	inflating	the	effectiveness	of	mitigation.	

On	page	126	I	notice	that	the	EIR	uses	the	word	“will”	with	regard	to	the	implementation	of	the	proposed	
project.		Word	choice	can	impose	a	bias	in	the	thinking	of	the	reader.		Because	the	project	WOULD,	IF	
IMPLEMENTED,	have	various	impacts,	the	verb	“would”	is	often	used	in	EIRs	to	avoid	introducing	bias.		That	
may	be	too	small	a	bias	factor	to	consider,	but	cumulatively,	it	is	yet	another	example	of	the	type	of	bias	
throughout	the	document.	

I	have	great	difficulty	in	understanding	the	footnotes	on	page	127,	because	I	cannot	understand	how	the	
numbers	add	up.		It	seems	a	bit	like	a	shell	game.		I	also	cannot	understand	how	moving	from	an	unvegetated	
channel	to	a	vegetated	channel	does	not	introduce	flood	hazards.		It	seems	to	be	an	unanalyzed	impact.	
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Page	132	provides	the	language	the	community	is	expecting	on	signage:	“sensitive	habitat	area:		KEEP	OUT.”				
Given	the	years	of	access	the	community	has	enjoyed	to	this	public	land,	which	apparently	has	been	
compatible	with	very	high	species	diversity,	this	approach	and	language	will	not	inspire	community	
cooperation	with	conservation	goals,	and	will	likely	result	in	indirect	impacts,	such	as	property	owners	not	
providing	trail	easements,	or	not	promoting	other	project	goals.		Figure	17	shows	that	this	exclusion	would	
occur	not	only	in	the	area	where	mining	is	proposed,	but	also	to	the	east,	where	the	silt	will	be	disposed	of	in	
the	existing	pit	area.		Why	the	reach	of	the	exclusion	of	the	public	from	the	land	extends	so	far	east	is	not	
clear,	but	this	part	of	the	impact	on	recreational	use	could	feasibly	be	reduced	(mitigated)	at	no	cost	
whatsoever	to	the	project	proponents	by	keeping	at	least	the	eastern	area	out	of	the	MSCP	and	allowing	
public	access	to	continue.	

If	the	property	is	to	be	conveyed	to	a	conservancy,	the	best	way	to	ensure	that	it	will	be	managed	consistent	
with	community	values,	is	to	select	a	conservancy	with	a	track	record	of	working	with	the	local	community,	
rather	than	one	that	has	excluded	trail	users	from	historical	trail	areas.		The	upfront	of	the	EIR	says	that	the	
County	will	hold	the	land,	but	page	132	says	“It	is	the	intent	of	the	property	owners	to	transfer	these	areas	to	
a	non-profit/conservancy	group	prior	to	the	completion	of	the	habitat	mitigation	restoration.”		It	appears	
that	EHC	is	counting	on	this,	since	it	is	affiliated	with	a	Wildlife	Foundation	that	is	underwriting	the	sand	mine	
expenses.		Thus	“non-profit”	status	may	be	misleading,	since	clearly	there	is	major	financial	stake	on	the	part	
of	those	doing	the	restoration	in	the	sand	mine	going	forward.		This	is	the	kind	of,	um,	networking	(though	
not	so	much	an	exchange	of	ideas	as	a	promotion	of	a	particular	idea),	that	leads	to	bias	in	the	language	of	an	
EIR.	

Page	133	says	that	impacts	to	groundwater	“shall	be	mitigated	by	removing	the	Helix	Water	District	Well	
HWD-101	from	production.”		Ok,	let’s	count:	

100	afy,	direct	use.	

366	afy,	increased	evapotranspiration.	

600	afy,	loss	of	sand/retention	ability.	

Total	impact:		1,066	afy.	

Removing	the	250	afy	would	not	reduce	consumption	of	water	in	the	region	by	250	afy,	so	arguably	does	
nothing	to	reduce	impacts,	in	fact	increases	impacts,	since	the	new	source	will	have	increased	energy	
consumption	and	other	impacts	associated	with	imported	and/or	reclaimed	water.		However,	even	if	it	would	
reduce	impacts,	at	least	locally,	1,066	–	250	=	816	afy	of	impact	remaining.		Now	previous	sections	have	over-
emphasized	the	pit	retaining	water	(without	subtracting	out	the	pit	that	will	be	filled)	but	have	come	to	the	
generous	and	unlikely	conclusion	that	“run	on”	will	be	increased.		I	am	searching	for	the	number	on	that,	but	
have	yet	to	find	it,	and	I	am	thousands	of	pages	into	my	review.		Yet	the	biologists	believed	that	the	250	afy	
would	mitigate	project	impacts.		Thus,	the	biologists	underestimated	the	impact	of	the	project	on	the	aquifer	
and	so	on	the	habitats	dependent	upon	it	–	which	is	one	of	the	guidelines	for	determining	significance	of	
impacts	to	federal	wetlands,	as	stated	on	page	137.	

Page	138	calls	the	drop	structure	temporary,	which	again	suggests	that	the	biologists	may	not	have	been	
working	from	an	accurate	project	description.		It	also	describes	a	maximum	35-foot	excavation	below	the	
current	surface,	although	in	other	places	the	depth	of	excavation	is	described	as	much	as	41	feet,	again,	
leaving	the	biologists	with	an	inaccurate	project	description.	
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Page	138	describes	250	afy	in	increased	evaporation	from	the	pit,	which	is	the	only	place	I	have	seen	this	
description	associated	with	250	afy.	

What	page	139	misses	is	that	the	project	proposes	to	take	species	such	as	primrose,	filarie,	oats,	buckwheat,	
broom	baccharis,	and	lotus,	and	replace	them	with	mulefat	and	willows,	thus	greatly	increasing	the	loss	from	
the	aquifer	by	means	of	plants	transpiring.		They	report	that	by	lowering	the	ground,	they	will	expand	the	
area	that	can	support	riparian	species,	to	the	detriment	of	the	alluvial	fan	species,	and	thereby	will	greatly	
increase	losses	to	the	aquifer	from	transpiration.			

The	analysis	concludes	that	“[m]ature	Riparian	Woodland	would	not	be	significantly	impacted	by	mining	
activities.”	Although	alluvial	scrub	may	be	replaced	with	riparian	woodland	species,	the	area	of	existing	
riparian	woodland	that	is	proposed	to	be	protected	from	direct	impacts	would	likely	be	negatively	indirectly	
impacted	by	lowering	of	the	groundwater.		It	is	analogous	to	the	situation	with	the	grading	done	for	the	golf	
course,	where	excavation	left	oak	trees	on	higher	elevation	islands.		Remarkably	those	oak	trees	survived.		It	
is	not	known	if	the	riparian	area	would	survive	similar	treatment.	

Page	142	says	the	project	would	“temporarily	limit	access”	to	the	actively	mined	portions	of	the	site,	and	
then	conclude	that	this	“could”	affect	wildlife	breeding	and	movement.		More	accurate	language	would	be	
“virtually	eliminate”	access	to	the	site,	and	“would”	impact	wildlife	movement	and	breeding.		Ah,	but	these	
effects	would	“limited	to	a	small”	[I	believe	they	are	referring	to	the	75-acre	pit	as	“small”]	portion	of	the	
project	area	at	any	time.	Phase	1	would	be	93	acres	of	area	affected	by	mining.		I	am	not	sure	in	which	book	
that	is	considered	a	“small”	impact.		Ah,	and	then	again,	they	refer	to	the	best-case	scenario	of	12	years	of	
impact.		The	analysis	is	inadequate	because	it	does	not	accurately	consider	the	likely	impacts.	

Page	142	also	discusses	231	trucks.		I	am	not	sure	how	that	related	to	the	157	tucks,	with	314	in	and	out	
activities	reported	elsewhere.			Does	this	mean	truck	traffic	in	and	out	is	462?		Even	if	it	is	“just”	the	314	
trucks	in	and	out	per	day,	that	is	a	truck	every	minute	or	two.		That	is	going	to	exclude	any	wildlife	
movement.		Panicked	animals	such	as	skunks	and	ground	squirrels	will	be	killed,	no	matter	how	slowly	the	
trucks	are	moving,	and	scavengers	that	try	to	feed	off	the	corpses	will	also	be	killed	at	high	rates.		That	this	
occurs	during	“daylight	hours”	will	not	prevent	significant	road	kill.	

Page	143	repeats	the	assertion	that	the	permanent	lowering	and	channel	creation,	with	additional	riparian	
forest	featuring	high	perch	spots	for	the	abundant	predatory	birds,	will	not	interrupt	the	existing	north-south	
corridor.		The	new	topography	and	vegetation	will	completely	alter	the	existing	line	of	site,	and	the	phases	
are	not	“small.”		The	previous	figures	show	that	phase	3	would	occur	right	in	the	middle	of	the	north-south	
corridor.		The	conclusion	that	this	is	not	a	significant	impact	lacks	evidence.	

Page	146	describes	the	coastal	sage	scrub	as	“poor	quality”	although	it	is	occupied	by	a	high	diversity	of	
species,	including	gnatcatchers.		This	is	yet	another	misrepresentation	of	the	baseline	conditions.	

Page	148	continues	to	call	large	phases,	each	phase	in	this	project	is	larger	than	most	total	sand	mines,	as	
“small.”		It	references	“temporary	interruptions	to	connectivity,”	considering	a	best-case	of	12	years	for	the	
sand	mine.		It	repeats	the	231-truck	trip	figure,	which	again	is	confusing	and	inconsistent,	and	again	says	that	
because	of	the	road	kill	occurring	daylight	hours,	it	would	not	be	significant.		At	landfills,	often	trucks	are	
lined	up	at	opening	time	to	deliver	loads.		Opening	time	for	the	sand	mine	would	likely	be	before	dawn	
during	the	winter	months.	Sunset	is	at	about	4:40	in	November,	and	sunrise	in	October	is	before	after	7:00	
am	until	daylight	savings	time	kicks	in,	throwing	sunset	to	before	5:00	pm.		Dawn	and	dusk	are	important	
times	for	wildlife	movement,	as	are	daylight	hours.	
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Page	151.		It	is	frustrating	to	read	through	these	thousands	of	pages	trying	to	figure	out	what	the	impacts	will	
be,	only	to	find	inconsistencies,	biases,	and	assurances	that	further	plans	will	be	provided	to	the	satisfaction	
of	a	government	agency,	and	thus	will	mitigate	impacts	to	below	a	level	of	significance.		If	the	parameters	for	
future	plans	are	not	provided,	this	is	an	impermissible	deferral	of	mitigation.		.		In	the	next	technical	report,	
the	Reclamation	Plan,	on	page	28,	it	discusses	a	subsequent	herpetofauna	plan	which	shall	be	developed	in	
future.		I	have	expressed	concern	about	which	conservancy	will	end	up	with	responsibility	for	the	site.		It	does	
make	a	difference	in	terms	of	how	the	property	is	managed,	and	therefore	what	the	impacts	will	be.		As	I	
have	noted,	if	the	conservancy	does	not	work	with	the	community,	there	would	likely	be	indirect	effects	

Appendix	J	RECLAMATION	PLAN.		I	reviewed	the	draft	Reclamation	plan,	which	was	attached	to	the	Biology	
Appendix,	before	I	realized	that	I	would	need	to	also	review	Appendix	J,	which	is	an	updated	reclamation	
plan.		Sigh.		The	draft	Reclamation	Plan	is	based	on	10.3	million	tons	of	construction	aggregate	being	
excavated,	not	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	grade	aggregate.	I	will	point	out	that	not	only	did	this	cause	problems	
for	me,	it	had	to	have	been	a	problem	for	the	consultants	in	the	field,	to	be	working	from	inaccurate	project	
descriptions,	although	the	consultants	seem	determined	not	to	find	impacts,	regardless	of	the	project	
description.		If	the	technical	experts	are	working	from	an	incorrect	project	description,	they	cannot	properly	
analyze	the	impacts.	

Attachment	C,	the	Groundwater	Evaluation	Technical	Memorandum	seems	to	also	be	Appendix	R,	Hydraulic	
Analysis,	and	it	says	that	19%	of	the	basin	is	comprised	of	soil	group	A,	which	has	high	infiltration	and	
permeability	rates,	but	Soil	Group	B	(and	a	little	C)	underlie	34%	of	the	basin,	and	they	are	comprised	of	
rocky	loam	with	a	low	infiltration	rate.		And	47%	of	the	basin	is	underlain	by	sandy	loam	with	low	infiltration	
rates.		These	soil	types	will	have	a	high	percentage	of	materials	that	will	not	be	useful	as	PCC	aggregates	and	
will	require	disposal.		Additional	excavation	will	be	required	to	recover	the	targeted	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	
aggregate.		This	impact	is	not	adequately	described	and	is	key	to	understanding	the	magnitude	of	the	
impacts.			

The	numbers	get	confusing	as	the	technical	details	of	the	report	are	laid	out.		When	you	get	to	the	borings,	
we	find	that	there	is	a	significant	amount	of	silt.		Page	5	says	that	11.3	million	tons	would	be	excavated	to	
recover	10.3	million	tons	of	construction	aggregate.		Based	on	the	borings,	it	seems	that	even	more	would	
need	to	be	excavated	to	achieve	that	much	construction	aggregate,	and	even	more	to	obtain	12.5	million	
tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate.		Thus,	the	analysis	is	based	on	far	less	than	12.5	million	tons	of	material	
excavated,	but	the	actual	project	impacts	would	be	far	more	than	12.5	million	tons	of	material.		Again,	the	
project	objective	is	for	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	grade	aggregate.		So	how	much	would	need	to	be	excavated	
to	obtain	that	much	aggregate?		The	borings	suggest	far	more	than	12.5	million	tons	of	material,	which	would	
cause	the	project	to	need	to	dip	below	the	groundwater	table	to	fulfill	its	objective.			Thus,	this	EIR	fails	to	
fully	address	the	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	

The	EIR	is	misleading	in	representing	that	12.5	tons	of	material	would	be	excavated,	when	the	technical	
report	makes	it	clear	that	if	the	project’s	goal	and	how	it	is	regulated	is	based	on	PCC-grade	quality	material	
obtained,	far	more	than	12.5	million	tons	must	be	excavated.		One	of	the	pages	is	suggesting	that	13	percent	
of	material	excavated	will	be	fines	that	will	be	spread	onsite	“to	protect	surface	water	quality,”	though	it	is	
unclear	how	transforming	the	surface	from	porous	sand	to	fine	silt	improves	surface	or	groundwater	quality	
in	any	way.		Page	31	of	the	(final)	Reclamation	Plan	says	450,000	tons	of	fines	will	be	used	to	backfill	the	12.8-
acre	pit.		How	the	material	will	be	transported	is	left	open,	could	be	truck	or	slurry	pipe,	but	the	impacts	
associated	with	the	two	methods	of	movement	are	different.		The	project	description	should	be	clarified	if	
impacts	are	to	be	adequately	assessed.			

The	document	anticipates	that	perhaps	more	fines	will	be	generated	than	can	be	used.		Page	31	of	the	final	
reclamation	plan	mentions	possibly	selling	the	fines	if	more	is	generated	than	can	be	used	onsite.		I	am	
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unaware	of	a	market	for	silt,	as	it	does	NOT	make	a	useful	soil	amendment,	contrary	to	the	analysis	provided	
here,	but	as	explained	in	some	of	the	materials	I	have	quoted	here,	such	as	the	Department	of	Conservation	
manual.		Thus,	either	more	will	be	used	onsite	than	would	be	productive	for	the	site	–	well,	none	of	it	would	
be	productive	for	the	site,	but	if	it	is	determined	that	adding	yet	more	silt	to	the	site	is	detrimental,	and	I	am	
not	sure	who	would	stop	the	project	proponents	from	just	disposing	of	it	all	onsite,	regardless	of	the	impacts,	
but	if	asked	to	stop,	for	some	reason,	unless	there	is	some	new	market	developed	for	silt	between	now	and	
then,	selling	would	not	be	an	option.		It	would	likely	have	to	be	disposed	of	in	a	landfill.		This	impact	is	not	
addressed.			

The	reclamation	plan	(both	final	and	draft)	says:	“Groundwater	was	encountered	at	depths	ranging	from	
approximately	30	to	47	feet	in	previous	drilling	efforts.”		Thus,	grading	to	41	feet	below	grade	is	likely	to	
expose	groundwater,	and	would	NOT	stay	5	feet	above	the	level	of	the	groundwater,	as	described	in	the	
upfront	of	the	EIR.		However,	here	the	excavation	is	described	as	25-	30	feet	below	the	surface,	another	
inconsistency.		It	is	going	to	be	very	hard	for	the	County	to	hold	this	project	proponent	to	a	consistent	project	
description	–	there	are	various	descriptions	of	the	project	even	within	the	final	versions.			The	description	
goes	on	to	quote	the	many	uses	of	the	groundwater,	from	municipal	and	domestic	to	agricultural,	recreation,	
and	various	habitats,	and	include	jurisdictional	waters.		It	cites	AECOM	(not	borings,	just	cites	AECOM)	as	
stating	that	the	current	depth	to	groundwater	is	40	to	50	below	grade,	but	that	it	has	been	as	shallow	as	5	to	
10	feet	from	ground	surface.		It	describes	Tujunga	sand,	which	occurs	in	alluvial	fans,	and	is	good	for	use	on	
golf	courses,	and	is	highly	permeable,	with	an	available	water	holding	capacity	of	3	inches.		Runoff	from	this	
material	is	very	slow.		Good	that	at	least	some	portions	of	the	analysis	recognize	that	the	existing	system	
absorbs	(quickly)	and	holds	water.		Other	parts	of	the	document,	however,	insist	that	disposing	of	fines	on	
the	surface	and	otherwise	manipulating	the	site	will	somehow	result	in	improved	infiltration.	

The	reclamation	plan	describes	4:1	slopes	in	some	areas,	but	3:1	slopes	are	described	on	page	46.		The	
gentler	4:1	slopes	are	better	in	this	scenario	because	of	the	nature	of	the	sand.		However,	consistency	is	
needed	among	the	various	documents,	and	permit	language	must	be	clear	on	this	point.		The	document	does	
not	agree	internally,	and	it	underestimates	potential	impacts.	

The	language	disparaging	the	baseline	conditions	regarding	“disturbed	habitats,”	and	“monoculture”	of	
tamarisk	are	repeated	throughout	the	reclamation	plan	without	mention	of	the	high	values	represented	at	
the	site	such	as	diversity	and	uniqueness.		The	12-year	scenario	is	repeated	as	if	it	were	a	hard	limit,	not	a	
best-case	scenario,	repeatedly	underreporting	the	impacts.			

The	working	draft	of	the	Reclamation	Plan	on	page	15	adds	information	not	found	elsewhere	in	the	
document	that	the	trails	would	be	permitted	separately	from	the	proposed	project.		It	accurately	concludes	
that	after	the	mining	is	completed,	human	access	would	be	less;	however,	as	I	have	previously	explained,	
excluding	people	from	public	land	could	have	other	indirect	impacts.		The	working	draft	also	specified	that	
the	trail	easement	adjacent	to	El	Monte	Road	would	not	be	accessible	during	the	work	week,	and	that	a	that	
“access	onto	the	property	would	be	blocked	by	a	locked	gate	at	the	site	entrance.”		These	descriptions	
suggest	that	restricting	and	excluding	the	public	is	an	important	aspect	of	the	project,	but	the	language	has	
been	modified	to	avoid	highlighting	this	impact.	

Page	47	says	that	the	roads	(created	with	AggreBind)	would	be	stripped	and	hauled	away,	but	this	tonnage	is	
not	considered	in	descriptions	of	waste	materials	generated	by	the	project.	

Page	48	discusses	compaction	only	in	the	context	of	slope	stability,	where	MORE	compaction	is	desirable.		
However,	as	explained	in	various	references	materials,	including	the	Department	of	Conservation’s	mining	
manual,	compaction	is	an	IMPACT	associated	with	mines	that	is	a	n	impact	to	the	aquifer	and	to	the	natural	
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community.		Thus,	the	description	on	page	48	of	compacting	the	site	sufficiently	to	promote	stability	fails	to	
address	the	impacts	associated	with	that	compaction.			

The	Reclamation	Plan	on	page	48	does	not	pretend	that	the	natural	drainage	will	not	be	altered,	as	other	
portions	of	the	EIR	have.		However,	even	here,	providing	a	3:1	slope,	a	massive	slope	that	is	20-foot-high,	and	
that	ends	in	a	constructed	wall	of	a	height	that	is	never	specified,	a	slope	that	runs	for	a	couple	of	miles	in	an	
engineered	design	down	the	middle	of	the	Valley	is	not	really	properly	described	as	the	resulting	feature	of	
the	project.		Brow	ditches,	8-foot	tall	berms,	and	other	features,	are	also	not	adequately	considered	as	part	
of	the	final	features.	

Figure	3.3-1	shows	trails	on	both	sides	of	a	completely	excavated	valley.		The	trails	will	be	permitted	
separately,	and	the	trail	along	Willow	Road	may	be	completed	in	my	lifetime.		I	suspect	I	will	not	live	to	see	
the	end	of	the	mining	operation,	nor	the	creation	of	the	trail	along	El	Monte	Valley.		What	will	motivate	the	
project	proponent	to	expend	money	and	effort	necessary	for	separate	permitting	to	improve	public	access	to	
the	site?	

The	project	would	“alter	natural	drainage	features	onsite	by	effectively	lowering	the	substrate	elevation	on	
the	surface	of	the	San	Diego	River	24	–	30	feet.	.	.	which	would	be	15	–	25	feet	above	the	water	table.”		
(AECOM	is	cited	for	this.)		In	other	paces	the	EIR	describes	35	–	41	feet	below	grade	excavation,	to	within	5	
feet	of	the	water	table.		Here	the	language	applies	specifically	to	the	channel,	and	is,	confusing	25	–	30	feet,	
which	seems	inconsistent,	but	it	might	depend	on	what	they	mean	by	below	grade,	and	how	they	are	looking	
at	the	“channel,”	and	so	forth.		By	the	data	included	in	the	report,	since	borings	found	groundwater	at	30	
feet,	how	they	can	then	say	grading	down	30	feet	will	be	15	to	20	feet	above	the	water	table	is	not	
comprehensible.		The	analysis	does	not	fully	disclose	the	potential	impacts	of	the	project,	which	very	likely	
would	grade	to	below	the	level	of	the	water	table.	

The	Reclamation	Plan	asserts	that	post-project	conditions	would	“improve”	onsite	drainage.		That	is	
surprising	since	portions	of	the	existing	channel	are	described	as	“bare”	but	the	proposed	situation	would	be	
thick	with	mulefat	and	other	riparian	species.		This	configuration	would	seem	to	clog	the	floodway	and	
promote	flooding.	

Page	50	of	the	final	plan	indicates	that	the	County	believes	the	project	proponent	that	the	project	will	stay	
above	the	water	table,	something	that,	according	to	the	boring	data,	is	highly	unlikely.		However,	if	it	is	
accurate,	then	the	County	was	wise	to	ask	the	project	proponent	to	revise	the	plant	pallet	to	include	more	
upland	species.	

Potential	cactus	wren	habitat,	depending	on	the	parameters	used,	does	occur	onsite.	

A	less	biased	way	to	word	the	discussion	(the	language	is	found	in	both	the	draft	and	the	final	report)	would	
be	to	replace	“high	enough	quality”	with	“appropriate	species.”		The	high	diversity	of	the	site,	the	large	
number	of	sensitive	species,	and	the	connection	to	other	open	spaces	indicate	high	quality.	

The	report	(both	draft	and	final)	describes	a	herpetofauna	plan	which	will	be	developed	in	the	future,	but	
that	will	be	including	trapping	and	collection	of	herpetofauna	species	prior	to	mining	activities.		Has	this	ever	
been	done	before?		The	experimental	nature	of	this	endeavor	is	not	appropriately	disclosed,	leading	to	an	
underestimation	of	the	potential	impact.	

Page	37	of	the	working	draft	explains	that	“operations	may	continue	beyond	the	proposed	termination	date	
if	required	to	fully	exhaust	permitted	volumes.”		Page	38	indicates	that	timing	of	mining	and	reclamation	is	
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“subject	to	market	demand.”		However,	these	qualifiers	were	removed	in	the	final	draft,	leaving	the	
impression	that	the	facility	could	immediately	market	the	total	amount	proposed	for	annual	excavation.		This	
is	a	very	unlikely	prospect.		This	real-life	qualification	is	deleted	from	the	final	draft.			

Much	of	the	proposed	trail	system	would	be	after	phase	4	is	completed,	which	is	unlikely	to	be	in	12	years,	
since	the	project	is	subject	to	market	demand.		Page	37	of	the	working	draft	specifies	10.3	tons	of	
production,	but	it	would	be	however	much	is	needed	to	get	10.3	million	tons	of	construction	material.		
Maximum	depth	is	specified	in	the	draft	as	400	feet	AMSL	(approximately	35	feet	bgs)	–	but	in	some	places	
this	is	more	than	35	feet,	and	it	is	different	from	other	sections	of	the	report,	which	only	reported	the	bgs.		
Confusingly,	and	in	conflict	with	the	boring	data	included	in	this	report,	page	41	says	that	15	to	25	feet	above	
the	water	table	will	occur	with	mining	activities	extending	40	–	50	feet	bgs.		The	400	AMSL	is	deleted	from	
the	final	draft,	and	is	simply	not	specified,	again,	making	enforcement	even	more	challenging.		If	enforcement	
is	not	based	on	a	specific	elevation,	and	if	the	entire	topography	is	altered,	how	can	limits	be	effectively	
enforced	on	the	excavation?	

The	report	does	not	discuss	the	effect	of	spreading	fines	over	the	property	in	terms	of	reducing	permeability,	
and	thus	aquifer	recharge.		It	does	not	address	the	effect	on	the	existing	river	views	of	an	8-foot	tall	berm.			

Page	40	of	the	draft	refers	to	the	existing	pit	that	was	left	by	previous	unpermitted	sand	mining	operations	as	
part	of	the	golf	course	project	a	“12.8-acre	depression”	that	“would	be	backfilled	with	about	300,000	cubic	
yards	(450,000	tons)	of	wash	fines.”		This	suggests	that	450,000	tons	of	aggregate	have	already	been	mined	
out	of	the	project	area,	without	benefit	of	a	mining	permit.		This	reference	has	been	deleted	from	the	final	
version.	

Page	48	of	the	draft	(page	39	in	the	final)	reports	that	the	groundwater	rose	to	446	feet	above	mean	sea	level	
in	1984,	1994,	1995,	and	1996,	which	is	46	feet	above	the	maximum	excavation	depth	specified	in	this	report.		
The	many	ways	this	report	makes	it	clear	that	the	project	will	expose	ground	water,	and	yet	describes	the	
project	as	NOT	exposing	groundwater,	is	remarkable.		This	information	is	deleted	from	the	final	draft,	making	
it	much	less	obvious	that	the	project	will	expose	groundwater,	thus	not	clearly	identifying	a	significant,	an	
utterly	crucial,	impact.	

Page	48	of	the	working	draft	and	page	39	of	the	final	explains	that	“The	surface	mining	and	resultant	pit	will	
remove	material	that	would	have	otherwise	had	the	potential	to	store	groundwater.”		Although	the	pit	may	
store	water,	it	is	“subject	to	evaporation	and	induce	groundwater	inflow	into	the	pit.”		In	other	words,	it	
could	suck	water	from	the	surrounding	area	into	the	pit,	where	it	would	be	the	source	of	vectors,	subject	to	
contamination	and	evaporation.		Page	49	then	explains	that	“proposed	project	extraction	of	7.5	million	cubic	
yards	of	material	[not	sure	why	it	is	not	10.3	million	or	12.5	million,	or	more	to	account	for	silt	that	will	be	a	
waste	material,	but	we’ll	go	with	it]	would	result	in	the	loss	of	600-acre	feet	of	groundwater	storage	
capacity.”		That	is	not	a	temporary	impact.		That	is	a	permanent	impact.		The	City	of	San	Diego,	during	the	
scoping	phase	of	the	project,	specifically	asked	for	an	analysis	of	this	impact.	

The	final	report,	which	analyzes	12.5	million	tons	of	sand,	did	not	increase	the	loss	of	storage	capacity,	even	
though	it	increased	the	volume	of	sand	to	be	removed	from	10.3	million	tons	in	the	draft,	to	12.5	million	tons	
in	the	final.		Page	40	of	the	final	analysis	also	uses	the	600-acre	foot	figure	for	the	amount	of	lost	storage	
capacity,	the	same	number	used	in	the	10.3-million-ton	draft	version.		Clearly	the	loss	of	storage	capacity	
should	be	increased	because	the	volume	of	sand	removed	was	increased	between	the	draft	version	and	the	
final	version.		This	failure	to	accurately	show	the	actual	scale	of	impacts	is	part	of	ongoing	assumptions	and	
biases	continually	making	errors	only	to	the	benefit	of	the	project.		These	errors,	because	they	only	are	made	
to	the	benefit	of	the	project	seem	intentional	and	do	not	seem	to	be	on	random,	“oops	we	missed	a	point,”	
type	basis.		Thus,	the	document	fails	to	adequately	disclose	impacts.			
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Page	39	of	the	final	report	says,	“Under	current	[drought]	conditions	groundwater	levels	would	be	below	the	
bottom	of	the	pit,	in	which	case	excavated	sand	would	not	affect	groundwater	storage.”		Even	this	part	of	the	
analysis	is	inaccurate.		Reducing	the	amount	of	sand	above	the	aquifer	increases	access	for	phaeophyte	root	
systems,	which	are,	in	fact,	proposed	to	be	planted	as	part	of	the	revegetation	plan.		The	EIR	describes	the	
shift	from	alluvial	fan	species,	a	unique	and	highly	diverse	habitat	that	is	associated	with	low	transpiration	
rates,	to	more	typical	riparian	species	as	a	benefit.		I	contend	that	this	biological	assumption	overlooks	
important	factors,	and	thus	is	in	error.		However,	in	terms	of	the	hydrology,	reducing	the	sand	is	most	
certainly	an	impact.		Furthermore,	as	the	borings	indicate,	saturated	sand	often	occurs	above	the	actual	
groundwater	level.		Thus,	reducing	the	sand	that	occurs	over	the	groundwater	not	only	reduces	the	holding	
capacity	of	the	aquifer,	it	also	increases	evaporation.		Therefore,	the	analysis	fails	to	address	potential	
impacts.	

Page	39	of	the	final	version	continues	with	a	newly	introduced	concept	in	the	event	of	a	release	from	the	
dam.		The	EIR	reports	that	in	that	event	the	water	table	may	rise	above	the	pit	bottom	and	a	pond	would	
form.		Indeed,	the	excavation	going	BELOW	the	groundwater	level	is	not	unexpected,	contrary	to	the	claims	
in	this	EIR,	but	this	is	not	the	new	concept.		The	new	concept	is	that:	“The	quantity	of	water	stored	as	surface	
water	(approximately	1,200-acre	feet)	would	be	greater	than	if	it	was	stored	as	ground	water.”		No	
explanation	of	this	remarkable	finding	is	provided.		It	runs	completely	contrary	to	the	analysis	done	by	Bondy	
and	Huntley,	and	to	all	other	sources.		On	page	39	no	reference	is	provided.		The	entire	analysis	in	the	report	
depends	upon	accepting	this	point.		Even	in	the	unlikely	event	that	this	assumption	is	true,	the	“pit”	is	
supposedly	temporary.		The	goal	is	NOT	to	have	ponding,	stagnant	water	(breeding	vectors	and	causing	
evaporation),	so	the	loss	of	storage	provided	by	the	sand	is	permanent,	while	the	“benefit”	of	the	pit	is	
temporary.	

Pages	39/40	of	the	final	report	provides	a	water	budget	as	follows:	

There	are	26,800-acre	feet	of	existing	storage	capacity.	

An	estimated	77%	of	previous	drought	year	levels	would	be	left	in	storage	in	2015.	

The	project	would	reduce	storage	capacity	to	26,200-acre	feet.		(This	is	based	on	the	removal	of	13.5	
million	tons	of	material,	which	here	in	the	analysis	at	least	estimates	1	million	tons	of	waste	fines	will	
be	generated.		Based	on	the	borings,	it	will	likely	be	even	more;	however,	this	is	the	first	time	the	
extra	tons	of	excavation	is	disclosed.		However,	as	pointed	out	below,	the	600-acre-foot	loss	is	one	
that	was	apparently	originally	calculated	based	on	extraction	of	10.3	million	tons	of	PCC	+	extra	fines,	
not	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	+	extra	fines,	and	thus	is	most	certainly	under	estimated.)	

However,	the	analysis	estimates	that	in	drought	years	the	loss	of	storage	capacity	would	not	tap	out	
the	aquifer,	but	it	would	reduce	it	from	77%	to	70%.	

Then,	remarkably,	with	explanation	of	the	increase,	after	reducing	storage	by	600-acre	feet,	and	
getting	rid	of	the	miraculous	water	generating	pit,	and	planting	acres	of	phreatophytes,	the	post	
mitigation	site	would	somehow	increase	the	water	retention	in	drought	years	from	77%	to	79%	of	
the	previous	level.		The	analysis	is	insufficient.		It	does	not	explain	this	surprising	and	counter	
intuitive	conclusion.	

Page	40	of	the	final	report	repeats	the	erroneous	conclusion	from	AECOM	that	the	groundwater	level	is	
dropping	by	1.7	feet	per	year,	ignoring	data	that	show	an	INCREASE	in	the	water	level	last	year,	despite	it	
being	a	drought	year.		Again,	as	someone	with	an	80	foot	well,	and	who	has	lived	in	the	Valley	for	14	years,	if	
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the	numbers	provided	in	the	report	were	accurate,	my	own	groundwater	level	should	have	dropped	by	23.8	
feet	since	I	bought	the	property,	and	my	well	should	tap	out	any	day.		In	fact,	my	groundwater	has	not	
dropped	at	all	since	I	purchased	the	property.		As	Bondy	and	Huntley’s	model	shows,	the	input	into	the	
system	can	be	complicated,	can	include	inputs	from	the	bedrocks,	from	under	the	dam,	etc.,	and	exports	
from	the	system	are	even	more	variable,	so	groundwater	levels	are	more	complicated	than	can	be	strictly	
predicted	by	rainfall,	though	rainfall	does	suggest	cycles:			

WET:	 Shallow	groundwater	levels	in	1939	through	1947	correspond	to	a	wet	period	(aquifer	
full).		

DRY:		Water	levels	dropped	between	1947	to	1977,	although	a	few	years,	such	as	1966/7	were	
good	rain	years,	as	was	1969	and	1973,	but	overall,	these	years	had	below	average	rainfall.	

WET:		Significant	recharge	occurred	during	the	period	1978	through	1980.		1978	had	a	very	good	
rain	year,	and	though	1981	was	only	78%	of	normal,	overall	rain	was	strong.		Between	1980	and	
1984,	water	levels	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	continued	wet	conditions	and	additional	
reservoir	spills.		

DRY:		Between	1984	and	1993	water	levels	gradually	declined	in	response	to	below-average	
precipitation	and	ongoing	pumping.	1984	was	an	especially	dry,	and	though	rain	was	very	good	
in	1986	and	1988,	it	was	not	enough	to	keep	the	system	fully	recharged.	

WET:		In	1991	the	aquifer	began	to	recover,	with	especially	heavy	rains	in	1933,	during	which	
water	levels	rose	nearly	to	1980	-	1984	levels	in	response	to	above-average	precipitation.	
Following	1993,	water	levels	fluctuated	but	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	above-average	
precipitation	in	the	1994	1995	and	1997	-	1998	winters.	

DRY:		Except	for	heavy	rain	in	2005,	and	slightly	above	average	rain	in	2011,	2015,	and	2017,	the	
period	since	1998	has	been	characterized	by	below	average	rainfall.		Thus,	the	existing	condition	
of	an	aquifer,	estimated	to	be	40	feet	below	the	ground	surface,	is	based	on	the	time	of	analysis	
being	at	the	end	of	20	years	of	drought	cycle.	

These	cycles	are	not	evenly	remotely	suggestive	of	a	1.7	foot	per	year	decline	overall.		Instead	these	cycles	
suggest	that	the	water	level	fluctuates	from	very	near	the	surface	to	as	much	as	40	feet	below	the	surface.		
The	data	suggest	that,	in	fact,	the	current	level	of	the	aquifer	is	at	its	lowest	level	in	the	cycle.	

Page	40/41	of	the	final	report	provides	the	following	budget:	

• Annual	recharge:		1,800	afy.	
• Future	recharge:		2,100	afy.		It	is	interesting	that	this	report	assumes	that	recharge	will	INCREASE.		

Again,	assumptions	in	this	report	seem	always	to	be	selected	to	show	the	project	in	a	favorable	light.		
While	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	model	shows	that	recharge	is	not	strictly	related	to	rainfall,	rainfall	is	a	
dominant	factor.		Given	climate	change,	many	scientists	predict	that	drought-prone	areas	could	
experience	more	severe	droughts.		This	could	mean	that	recharge	from	rain	in	post-project	
conditions	would	be	LESS	than	in	pre-project	conditions.		The	assumption	of	increased	recharge	is	
not	explained	and	seems	unlikely,	and	instead	seems	to	lead	to	an	underestimation	of	the	impacts	of	
the	project.	
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• “The	potential	for	a	reduction	to	50	percent	or	more	of	the	basin	storage	is	analyzed	based	upon	the	
‘water	budget’	of	the	tributary	watershed	(i.e.,	the	amount	of	water	entering	the	groundwater	basin	
and	the	amount	of	water	leaving	the	groundwater	basin)	with	implementation	of	the	proposed	
project.”		I	am	thinking	that	this	is	the	way	the	document	discloses	that	the	project	could	reduce	the	
existing	26,800	acre-feet	of	storage	capacity	by	600-acre	feet	or,	apparently	much	more.		The	project	
could	potentially	reduce	the	aquifer’s	potential	storage	to	13,400-acre	feet.		This	potential	impact	is	
highly	buried	in	the	analysis,	is	not	clearly	disclosed,	and	is	immediately	swept	away	with	some	
assumptions:	

• Three	factors	are	considered:		1)	storm	water	runoff	into	the	pit;	2)	evaporation	from	the	pit;	3)	
changes	in	phreatophyte	coverage.	The	baseline	1,800	afy	infiltration	from	the	existing	sand	flat	is	
NOT	considered	a	factor.		Instead,	storage	associated	with	the	pit	associated	with	the	“temporary”	
impacts	of	the	project	is	not	compared	against	the	baseline	conditions,	is	internally	inconsistent,	is	
NOT	accurate,	and	does	not	fully	disclose	impacts.	

• Without	addressing	the	delta,	the	change,	from	baseline	sandflat,	highly	permeable	conditions,	368	
afy	year	is	assumed	to	be	added	in	the	post	mining,	revegetated	conditions.		This	even	though	the	
post	mine	conditions	will	have	fine	wastes,	and	thus	reduced	infiltration	compared	to	the	baseline,	
and	will	replace	low	transpiring	alluvial	species	with	higher	transpiring	riparian	species,	somehow	
368	afy	of	recharge	is	added,	even	after	the	magical	water	adding	pit	is	back-filled	with	fine	wastes.	

• The	pit	is	estimated	to	lose	4.66	afy.		The	analysis	does	not	provide	the	acreage	over	which	this	
should	be	multiplied,	using	4.66	presumably	because	it	seems	like	a	small	amount	of	loss,	thus	failing	
to	disclose	the	scope	of	the	impact.			The	analysis	shifts	from	conditions	that	occur	1)	during	active	
mining	conditions,	a	period	in	which	there	may	(or	may	not)	be	a	magical	pit,	which	somehow	holds	
more	water	than	the	sand	does;	and	2)	during	post	mining	conditions,	during	which	there	are	
apparently	magical	revegetated	riparian	phreatophytes	that	apparently	exhibit	reverse	transpiration	
as	compared	with	the	existing,	low	transpiration	rate,	alluvial	fan	species.		[And	exhaustion	and	
exasperation	apparently	promote	sarcasm.]		The	analysis	selects	the	most	favorable	factors	and	
assumptions	for	the	various	conditions	and	combines	them	together	to	call	them	the	effects	of	the	
project.		However,	even	if	both	proposedly	positive	effects	were	true,	they	would	not	both	be	true.		
They	do	not	occur	at	the	same	time.	

• The	project	claims	that	it	will	remove	325	to	366	afy	of	existing	phreatophytes.		In	the	draft,	it	
repeats	this	number,	and	the	draft	also	adds	72	afy	because	of	removal	of	the	tamarisk,	although	this	
is	deleted	in	the	final,	perhaps	because	it	was	too	obviously	double	counting).		As	previously	noted,	a	
control	beetle	is	expected	within	the	next	few	years	that	will	effectively	remove	the	tamarisk	in	the	
no	project	scenario.		Thus,	this	benefit	is	part	of	the	baseline	conditions,	and	should	not	be	
attributed	to	the	project.		Furthermore,	the	beetle	is	not	the	only	option	for	removal	of	the	tamarisk.		
As	I	mentioned,	after	the	fires	of	03,	a	couple	of	days	and	back	pack	sprayer	would	have	been	
sufficient.		Now	more	effort	would	be	required,	but	this	measure	could	be	part	of	other	alternatives.		
However,	again,	because	of	the	beetle,	of	which	both	the	County	and	the	project	proponents	are	
fully	aware,	elimination	of	the	tamarisk	is	part	of	the	baseline	conditions.	

• “When	combing	all	three	factors,	the	project	would	be	considered	a	net	benefit.”		This	is	concusary	
and	NOT	supported	by	the	evidence.	

Page	50	of	the	working	draft	also	asserts	that	the	reclamation	and	revegetation	plan	will	add	368	afy	to	the	
basin.		In	trying	to	make	sense	of	the	hydrology,	since	the	revegetation	plan	would	transform	smaller	plants	
and	“bare”	areas	to	areas	with	larger	riparian	species	that	transpire	much	greater	quantities	of	water,	it	is	
unclear	where	this	estimate	comes	from,	again,	as	explained	above,	presumably	from	removal	of	the	
tamarisk.		Additionally,	spreading	fines	all	over	the	site	will	reduce	porosity	and	thus	reduce	infiltration,	
increasing	runoff,	and	reducing	infiltration	into	the	basin.		Going	back	to	the	info	we	have	so	far:	
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IMPACT.		100	afy,	direct	use	+	366	afy,	increased	evapotranspiration	+	600	afy,	loss	of	
sand/retention	ability	=	total	impact	of	1,066	afy.	

MITIGATION.		Then	there	is	a	claim	that	abandoning	the	well	will	add	250	afy,	the	reclamation	
will	miraculously	add	368	afy	=	total	mitigation	of	618	afy.			

REMAINING	IMPACT.		That	still	leaves	448	afy	of	impact,	even	if	you	just	accept	the	(unlikely)	
numbers	provided	in	the	analysis.	

This	does	not	support	the	conclusion	that	the	project	has	a	net	benefit	or	that	the	storage	potential	of	the	
aquifer	“shall	not	be	diminished.”	

Page	45	of	the	final	report	says	that	“water	to	wash	the	excavated	materials	would	be	contained	in	a	series	of	
settling	basins	near	the	plant.”		These	settling	basins	are	the	sort	of	feature	that	should	be	considered	and	
subtracted	from	the	existing	infiltration	rates	if	a	realistic	comparison	of	pre-	and	post-mine	hydrologic	
conditions	were	to	be	conducted,	rather	than	imaginary	one	that	only	considers	factors	that	benefit	the	
project.		These	basins	also	are	not	discussed	in	other	sections	of	the	EIR,	distressingly,	not	even	in	the	
woefully	inadequate	vector	management	appendix,	which	merely	says	that	if	emergent	vegetation	occurs,	it	
will	be	weeded	out,	and	if	monthly	checks	indicate	the	presence	of	mosquitoes,	government	agencies	will	be	
consulted.		This	is	yet	another	deferral	of	mitigation.		The	analysis	estimates	that	203	gallons	per	minute	
would	be	needed	by	the	operation,	and	that	25	gpm	would	be	needed	in	these	settling	basins	to	make	up	for	
10%	loss	through	evaporation	and	retention	on	material.	

Page	45	of	the	final	and	page	54	of	the	working	draft	mentions	communications	being	provided	by	cell	
service	(deleted	from	final).		Cell	service	is	unreliable	in	EMV.		Two-way	radios	or	other	communication	
should	be	provided.	

Page	45	of	the	final	report	describes	the	provision	of	an	above	ground	fuel	storage	tank.		Given	the	proximity	
to	an	important	groundwater	source,	details	of	the	plan	to	avoid	leaks	and	spills	should	be	provided.		This	is	
another	example	of	inadequate	project	description.		The	document	fails	to	provide	enough	information	to	
determine	if	this	feature	will	pose	a	threat	to	the	groundwater.	

In	direct	contraction	to	the	Biology	Technical	Report	and	the	upfront	of	the	EIR,	page	73	of	the	draft	that	was	
used	by	the	biologists,	and	page	63	of	the	final	report	specifies	that	“no	federal	or	state	threatened	or	
endangered	species	were	found	onsite,	as	the	site	has	been	disturbed	and	active	for	several	decades.		
Although	wildlife	is	likely	to	utilize	the	reclaimed	site,	this	reclamation	plan	does	not	propose	reclamation	
specifically	for	habitat	uses.”		The	statement	about	lack	of	endangered	species	is	internally	inconsistent.		
These	conflicting	reports	and	project	descriptions	indicate	the	misdirection	that	consultants	were	working	
with,	and	they	create	confusion	that	obscures	the	impacts	of	the	project.			

Additionally,	the	final	version	suggests	that	the	site	is	not	useful	to	foraging	raptors	because	of	non-native	
vegetation.		Nonnative	vegetation	supports	an	abundance	of	small	mammals.		Raptors	do	not	eat	vegetation,	
they	eat	the	prolific	snakes,	lizards,	squirrels,	and	other	small	ground	dwelling	animals	that	thrive	in	the	
existing	habitat.		Not	adequately	disclosing	impacts	to	other	consultants	who	relied	upon	the	information	in	
the	technical	report	may	have	contributed	to	the	cycles	of	bias	passed	around	by	the	consultants,	leading	to	a	
document	that	fails	to	accurate	describe	the	baseline	or	to	adequately	address	impacts.	

Page	73	of	the	draft	also	asserts	that	the	quality	of	water,	recharge	potential,	and	storage	capacity	of	
groundwater	aquifers	“are	not	expected	to	be	diminished	as	a	result	of	this	extraction	operation”	but	this	
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conclusion	is	not	supported	by	information	within	this	same	document.		This	inaccurate	statement	was	
deleted	from	the	final	draft,	but	again,	it	may	have	been	misleading	to	the	biologists	who	were	relying	on	this	
information,	leading	them	to	a	misunderstanding	of	the	groundwater,	and	hence	inaccurate	conclusions	
about	the	viability	of	the	post-mining	revegetation	success.	

Page	74	of	the	draft	discusses	the	“small	runoff	generated	by	the	plant”	but	does	not	address	the	massive	
spreading	of	fines,	which	would	increase	runoff.		It	asserts	that	heavy	irrigation	is	required	for	some	crops	
due	to	the	porosity	of	the	soil	materials	.	.	.	[and]	the	property	has	not	been	used	for	agricultural	purpose	for	
more	than	20	years.”		This	would	be	a	surprise	to	the	students	at	El	Capitan	high	school	who	have	recently	
grown	oats,	using	no	irrigation,	on	land	leased	from	Helix,	and	who	had	done	so	for	years	until	Helix	
apparently	decided	that	issuing	agricultural	leases	was	not	as	lucrative	as	partnering	with	the	sand	miners	
would	be.		I	am	not	sure	the	last	year	oats	were	grown	in	El	Monte	Valley,	but	all	my	horses	have	nibbled	at	
the	edges	of	the	field,	and	only	one	of	my	horses	is	older	than	20	years	of	age.		One	of	my	borders	was	
accused	by	her	classmates	of	“stealing”	other	students’	oat	crop	because	she	let	her	horse	nibble	the	edges	
of	the	field	(“photo	of	this	terrible	crime	will	be	provided	later).		This	information	was	relied	on	by	
consultants,	but	it	was	deleted	from	the	final.	

Page	60	of	the	final	report	disregards	the	standard	procedure	of	establishing	reference	sites.		“Comparison	
with	off-site	reference	areas	is	not	necessary	as	the	revegetation	project	consists	of	common	native	plants	
species	and	habitats	whose	parameters	are	well	know.”		OK,	let’s	unpack	that.			

• The	project	will	take	a	“unique”	(per	the	USGS	biologist),	highly	diverse	(per,	well,	every	indication),	
alluvial	habitat	that	is	not	well	known	and	replace	it	with	“common	native	plant	species.”			This	does	
not	seem	to	be	an	“improvement”	in	ecological	function,	and	yet	throughout	the	report,	the	claim	is	
made	that	it	is.	

• Even	though	the	existing	habitat	is	unique,	this	habitat	types	is	not	even	described	in	the	County’s	
list	of	habitat	types,	lack	of	a	reference	site	suggests	that	no	effort	will	be	made	to	identify	or	retain	
the	unique	features	of	this	habitat.		It	is	standard	practice	with	mining	sites	to	establish	reference	
sites,	since	mining	operations	so	dramatically	alter	the	landscape.		To	establish	appropriate	goals	of	
the	restoration,	a	reference	site	is	necessary.		

• Even	though	mining	data	repeatedly	show	that	mining	fines	do	not	work	well	as	a	plant	base	in	the	
long	run	(post	5-year	restoration),	the	lack	of	reference	sites	indicates	an	unwarranted	certainty	that	
soil	conditions	will	be	suitable	in	the	long	run.	

Failing	to	establish	a	reference	site	ensures	that	the	impacts	of	the	project	will	be	obscured	and	not	
disclosed,	and	that	the	site	will	have	limited	success	in	providing	appropriate	habitat	in	the	long	run.		Page	61	
of	the	final	report	adds	a	requirement	to	establish	two	test	plots,	but	no	information	on	the	nature	of	the	
plots,	what	will	be	tested	for,	and	under	what	specific	circumstances	the	“lead	agency	may	waive	any	
requirement	to	conduct	test	plots”	only	that	the	judgement	“shall	be	made	by	a	qualified	individual	until	
performance	standards	have	been	met.”	

Page	62	of	the	final	report	suggests	that	the	mining	operation	would	be	allowed	to	“recover	unrestricted,	
economically	recoverable	resources”	and	furthermore	that	that	recovery,	at	the	western	end	of	the	site	
appears	to	be	intended	to	be	total:		any	economically	recoverable	resources.		The	Mineral	Resource	Technical	
Report	states	that	the	alluvial	materials	that	are	of	MRZ2	quality	on	site	are	a	potentially	significant	resource	
that	currently	could	be	recovered	if	the	County	were	to	approve	the	modification	of	the	existing	MUP	
(PDS2015-	MUP98-014W2	for	their	extraction.		However,	with	the	extraction	of	only	the	western	portion	of	
the	resource	followed	by	site	restoration,	the	remainder	of	this	resource	may	effectively	be	lost	once	the	pit	
excavation	and	habitat	restoration	are	complete.”		It	seems	likely	that	the	extension	would	be	requested	
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before	these	phases	are	completed.		It	is	not	clear	what	mechanism	would	keep	the	project	to	grading	limits,	
since	no	elevation	limit	is	specified,	or	to	the	time	limit,	since	extensions	of	the	time	limit	would	likely	be	
routinely	approved.		The	approval	seems	open	ended,	though	the	impacts	are	described	as	highly	
constrained.	

Page	63	of	the	final	report	provides	the	second	(and	this	one	is	higher)	estimate	of	how	much	material	would	
be	extracted	to	recover	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	aggregate.		Page	63	specifies	19.7	million	tons	of	material,	
which	is	more	realistic,	but	may	still	underestimate	the	actual	impacts,	based	on	the	boring	results	which	
suggest	high	quantities	of	fines.	

“The	quality	of	water,	recharge	potential	and	storage	capacity	of	the	groundwater	aquifers	are	not	expected	
to	be	diminished	as	a	result	of	reclamation	of	this	extraction	operation.”		It	is	true	that	the	600	afy	of	storage	
capacity	reduction	that	would	occur	would	occur	as	part	of	the	mining	operation,	not	as	part	of	the	
reclamation.		The	project	would	have	this	impact,	but	not	specifically	the	reclamation.		However,	the	
reclamation	would	be	associated	with	impacts	to	the	water:	

• Fertilizers	and	herbicides	are	likely	to	be	used	in	the	restoration	process	and	cannot	be	100%	
contained.	

• Fine	mining	waste	materials	would	be	used	in	the	restoration	process.		While	BMPs	reduce	impacts,	
they	do	not	eliminate	them.		The	spreading	of	fine	wastes	and	mulch	will	contribute	to	runoff	
contamination,	as	will	plastics	from	degrading	silt	fences,	something	that	has	been	occurring	for	
years	on	this	site,	and	is	proposed	for	continuation	under	this	reclamation	plan.	

• Recharge	potential	will	also	be	reduced,	because,	while	it	is	the	mining	phase	that	will	reduce	the	
storage	capacity	of	the	site,	it	is	the	reclamation	phase	that	will	introduce	phreatophytic	riparian	
species	where	low	transpiration-rate	alluvial	fan	species	occur	now.	

Page	65	of	the	final	Report	suggests	that	the	project	will	not	increase	flow	rates,	though	it	will	include	
removal	of	plants,	smoothing	of	contours,	spreading	of	fine	materials,	and	compaction	and	spreading	of	
AggreBind.		These	factors	will	all	have	the	effect	of	speeding	and	increasing	peak	flows,	and	contributing	to	
flooding.		They	would	alter	existing	drainage	patterns	significantly.	

Page	66	of	the	final	report	specifies	that	the	land	would	not	be	reclaimed	to	agricultural	land.		Why	not?		
Agricultural	land	might	be	a	more	appropriate	use	for	this	public	land.		Use	of	the	site	as	agricultural	land,	
instead	of	as	MSCP	land,	could	reduce	impacts	to	the	existing	community	and	to	the	recreational	users	of	the	
area.		The	information	that	the	site	has	not	been	used	for	agricultural	purposes	for	20	years	is	factually	
inaccurate.		A	host	of	El	Capitan	High	School	students	can	attest	that	the	report	in	inaccurate.		Furthermore,	
all	recent	agricultural	use	of	the	site	has	been	for	dry-land	uses,	such	as	oat	hay	production,	which	requires	
no	irrigation.		These	inaccuracies	cause	the	document	not	only	to	fail	to	disclose	impacts,	but	they	cause	the	
document	to	fail	to	provide	information	to	decisionmakers	that	is	necessary	for	a	consideration	of	the	most	
appropriate	uses	of	the	site.	

Attachment	A	-	Hydraulic	Analysis	and	CEQA	Drainage	Study.		The	appendices	and	attachments	are	
confusing,	with	draft	studies	attached	to	some	reports	and	then	later	becoming	their	own	Appendix	in	a	
different,	final	form.		In	the	revised	version,	some	attachments	occur	in	different	order.		Add	to	these	
confusions	that	most	home	printers	are	ill-suited	to	such	a	massive	a	document,	and	the	complexity	is	even	
greater.		Home	printers	are	necessary	because	one	could	never	get	through	it	if	one	had	to	limit	review	time	
to	library	hours,	thus	limiting	a	thorough	review	to	those	with	printing	capabilities.			
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For	some	of	the	technical	studies	I	have	reviewed	and	compared	both	a	draft	and	the	final	version	of	the	
study.		I	might	not	have	reviewed	both	the	draft	of	a	study	and	the	final	study	if	I	had	initially	realized	that	
was	what	was	happening,	although	comparisons	of	the	draft	versions	with	the	final	versions	has	revealed	
more	biases	and	inconsistencies,	so	though	I	am	exhausted,	I	am	not	completely	sorry	that	I	failed,	initially,	to	
understand	what	was	happening.		Indeed,	as	I	worked	my	way	through	the	hefty	pages,	my	understanding	of	
the	project	and	the	studies	gradually	shifted	and	changed,	as	I	encountered	biases,	inaccuracies,	and	
inconsistencies.		What	would	be	helpful	for	public	and	decision-maker	review	is	if	the	attachments	for	each	
appendix	were	to	specify	which	appendix	they	are	attachments	to,	and	even	that	there	will	be	a	final	
Appendix	version	of	the	study	coming	later.		Every	effort	should	be	made	to	make	this	document	readable	
and	understandable	so	that	the	public	and	decisionmakers	can	fully	understand	the	impacts.		The	document	I	
have	plowed	through	does	not	suggest	that	providing	an	understandable	version	to	the	public	was	the	goal	of	
the	process.	

Page	1	of	the	hydraulic	study	begins	with	the	now	expected	under-description	of	the	scope	of	the	project	
that	leads	most	of	these	studies,	except	with	an	additional	error.		Through	the	rest	of	the	document,	the	
impact	is	described	as	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC-grade	aggregate,	which	underestimates	the	19.7+	tons	of	
material	that	would	be	excavated	to	recover	that	quantity	of	PCC-grade	aggregate.		However,	in	this	report,	
the	impact	is	even	further	confused	by	erroneously	calling	it	12.5	million	cubic	yards.		It	also	again	discusses	
the	“12-year	period”	of	impact,	even	though	that	is	a	best-case	scenario.	

Page	4	says	the	project	would	“lower	the	natural	river	channel	and	expand	the	conveyance	area...”		Based	on	
this	the	project	“will	not	adversely	increase	the	water	surface	elevations	and	will	generally	reduce	flow	
velocities.”		This	conclusion	is	not	supported	by	analysis.		On	the	contrary,	the	existing	conditions	are	
uneven,	with	subchannels	and	braided	channels	that	feed	back	and	forth.		The	figures	in	attachment	A	
clearly	show	the	complex	existing	topography.		(Note	that	I	am	referring	to	Attachment	A	of	Attachment	
A	of	Appendix	J,	which	is	also	attachment	something	or	other	of	the	Biology	Appendix	.	.	.yikes!)		In	
contrast,	the	post	mine	conditions	would	be	engineered,	smooth,	less	uneven,	the	substrate	would	be	
less	coarse,	with	more	fine	materials,	more	compacted,	and	straighter.		Thus,	the	post	mine	conditions	
are	in	fact	far	more	likely	to	increase	flow	velocities.		The	following	excerpts	from	this	paper	published	in	
Advances	in	Civil	Engineering,	Variation	of	Velocity	Distribution	in	Rough	Meandering	Channels	
(https://www.hindawi.com/journals/ace/2018/1569271/)		discusses	how	to	look	at	irregular	situations	
such	as	the	baseline	condition	in	EMV:	

“Distribution	of	flow	and	velocity	in	a	meandering	river	is	important	in	river	hydraulics	to	be	investigated	
from	a	practical	point	of	view	in	relation	to	the	bank	protection,	navigation,	water	intakes,	and	sediment	
transport-depositional	patterns.	When	flow	enters	a	bend,	the	centrifugal	force	arising	from	the	channel	
curvature	leads	to	a	transversal	slope	in	the	water	surface.	The	interaction	between	the	centrifugal	force	
and	transversal	pressure	gradient	causes	secondary	flows	in	cross-sections,	and	the	secondary	flows	
spread	further	by	moving	along	the	bend.	Hence,	at	the	bends,	these	processes	lead	to	longitudinal	
velocity	increase	in	the	inner	wall	and	decrease	at	the	outer	wall….	Study	of	flow	profile	across	the	
crossover	is	also	particularly	important	as	the	inner	bank	of	the	bend	changes	to	the	outer	bank	and	vice	
versa	which	has	a	significant	effect	on	the	water	surface	profile	and	hence	on	the	velocity	distribution	
along	the	full	meander	path.	The	objective	of	the	analysis	is	to	determine	the	effect	of	curvature	and	
roughness	on	the	velocity	profiles,	throughout	the	meander	path.	It	is	determined	that	the	resistance	of	
flow,	on	the	smoother	bed	channel,	is	higher	than	that	of	the	channel	with	higher	Manning’s	n	above	a	
certain	depth	at	the	apex	and	transition	sections.	A	reciprocal	study	of	the	experimental	investigation	is	
attempted	with	a	numerical	hydrodynamic	tool,	namely,	CCHE	(Centre	for	Computational	Hydroscience	
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and	Engineering)	developed	by	NCCHE,	University	of	Mississippi,	US.	The	model	is	applied	to	simulate	
the	inbank	flow	velocity	distribution	and	validate	the	experimental	observation	for	the	meandering	
channel	with	rough	bed.		[The	model	from	Mississippi	is	particularly	instructive	because	straightening	of	
more	irregular	sections	in	the	Mississippi	River	watershed	has	infamously	resulted	in	increased	flooding	
in	downstream	areas.]	

“Distribution	of	velocity	varies	along	the	depth	as	well	as	the	width	of	the	channel.	The	variation	along	
the	depth	ranges	from	zero	at	the	channel	bed	to	a	maximum	value,	either	at	the	water	surface	or	at	a	
distance	below	it,	reliant	on	the	channel	characteristics.	This	nonuniformity	in	the	velocity	distribution	is	
affected	predominantly	by	the	bed	shear	stresses.	Flow	turbulence	structures	are	influenced	by	the	
roughness	or	smoothness	of	the	channel	boundary;	consequently,	making	roughness	and	shear	to	be	
dominant	factors	influencing	the	velocity	distribution.	[Emphasis	added.]		On	considering	the	width	of	
the	channel,	it	is	observed	that	for	straight	channels,	the	velocity	is	maximum	at	the	central	region.	[This	
suggest	that	the	impact	of	the	project	is	related	to	smoothing	out	the	contours,	and	that	making	it	wider	
does	not	help.]		Such	flow	characteristics,	although	seen	in	straight	channels,	is	not	observed	in	
meandering	channels.	Meandering	of	a	channel	is	quantified	by	sinuosity	or	the	crossover	angle.	
Sinuosity	is	calculated	by	the	ratio	of	the	curved	distance	traveled	by	the	channel	with	respect	to	
straight	distance.	The	crossover	angle	on	the	other	hand	is	the	angle	made	by	the	crossover	and	the	
bend	apex	sections.	

“Flow	in	meandering	channels	is	quite	ambiguous.	In	general,	rivers	hardly	flow	straight	and	uniform.	
They	are	always	seen	in	a	typical	curved	or	meandering	form.	Rivers	generally	follow	this	pattern	for	
minimization	of	energy	loss.	Meandering	channels	are	equilibrium	features	that	represent	the	most	
probable	plan	geometry,	where	single	channels	deviate	from	straightness.	Information	regarding	the	
nature	of	flow	in	simple	and	compound	meandering	channels	is	needed	to	solve	a	variety	of	river	
hydraulics	and	engineering	problems	such	as	to	give	a	basic	understanding	of	the	flow	attributes,	to	
understand	the	mechanism	of	sediment	transport….	

“Flow	characteristics	and	velocity	distributions	in	meandering	rivers	are	essential	issues	to	be	
investigated	in	the	field	of	river	hydraulics	from	a	practical	point	of	view	in	relation	to	the	bank	
protection,	navigation,	water	intakes,	and	sediment	transport-depositional	patterns.	Knowledge	on	
velocity	distribution	of	a	channel	also	helps	to	determine	the	energy	expenditure,	bed	shear	stress	
distribution,	and	the	associated	heat	and	mass	transport	problems.	

“Extensive	studies	on	flow	characteristics	in	channels	have	been	carried	out	with	different	bend	angles	
by	using	experimental	and	numerical	models…	Shiono	et	al.	[3]	developed	turbulence	models	and	
studied	the	behavior	of	secondary	flows	and	centrifugal	forces	for	straight	and	meandering	channels…	
He	et	al.	[6]	studied	…	flow	pattern	and	formulated	a	nonlinear	model	to	simulate	the	flow	pattern	and	
the	evolution	of	meandering	channels....”	

The	model	used	in	this	analysis	did	not	consider	the	greater	irregularity	of	the	baseline	condition,	which	
is	not	only	my	personal	observation,	but	also	is	described	this	way	in	several	sections	of	the	EIR,	
including	the	visual	impacts	portion	of	the	EIR	analysis.		It	also	did	not	consider	the	areas	with	tamarisk,	
which	also	increases	roughness.		Page	4	inaccurately	reports	that	the	“roughness	coefficients	are	the	
same	as	existing	conditions,	except	in	some	portions	of	the	mining	pit.		The	roughness	in	the	extraction	



130	
	

area	will	be	lower	during	mining	activities	when	the	ground	is	disturbed,	but	can	potentially	be	higher	
than	existing	conditions	in	some	pit	areas	after	habitat	restoration	following	completion	mining.		A	
roughness	coefficient	of	0.15	was	used	to	conservatively	model	dense	revegetation	within	the	majority	
of	the	pit.”		On	page	5	this	is	called	a	conservative	analysis,	because,	although	the	model	assumes	
increased	the	roughness	in	the	pit,	otherwise	it	considers	the	pre-	and	post-mine	conditions	similar,	
based	on	the	information	provided	by	Jim	Prine.		The	considerations	in	this	do	not	seem	conservative,	
they	seem	unrealistically	best	case,	and	selectively	considered.		For	example,	elsewhere	the	baseline	
condition	of	the	site	is	described	as	choked	with	tamarisk.		Here,	where	tamarisk	would	be	a	benefit	as	
part	of	the	roughness	coefficient,	this	benefit	is	overlooked.		In	the	agricultural	analysis,	where	variable	
topography	is	not	a	benefit,	it	is	highlighted.		In	this	section,	it	is	overlooked.	

Elsewhere,	temporary	stockpiles	are	described	as	unnecessary,	but	on	page	5	of	this	study,	6-foot-high	
stockpiles	with	1:1	slopes	are	described	(elsewhere	they	are	described	as	8	feet).		Various	impacts	that	
were	avoided	because	no	steep	slopes	or	stockpiles	were	considered	in	the	project	description	should	
be	reassessed	if	this	conflicting	information	is	correct.	

Page	6	of	this	study	describes	the	drop	structure	as	extending	to	just	below	the	ground	water.		“The	
groundwater	acts	as	an	energy	dissipater	such	that	the	grouted	boulders	do	not	need	to	extend	to	the	
ultimate	pit	floor.”		Which	apparently	is	BELOW	the	level	of	the	groundwater.		Page	6	repeats	the	
assumption	that	a	wider	channel	reduces	flows.		While	that	is	true	when	comparing	a	constricted	
channel,	such	as	what	is	seen	in	Mission	Trails	Park	where	rock	walls	rise	from	both	sides	of	a	narrow	
channel.		This	is	not	true	in	El	Monte	Valley	on	the	alluvial	sand	flat,	where	an	irregular,	meandering	
channel	is	the	baseline	condition.	

Page	10	provides	a	photo	from	1980,	immediately	after	the	existing	channel	area	was	graded.		In	the	
intervening	38	years,	this	channel	has	become	much	more	natural	in	appearance,	the	sand	has	filled	in,	
formed	braded	channels.		Additional	grading,	for	example	that	associated	with	the	golf	course,	has	
added	to	the	topographic	complexities	and	irregularity.		Native	vegetation	and	tamarisk	has	become	
well	established.		The	photograph	no	longer	represents	the	baseline	condition,	although	the	analysis	
suggests	that	this	is	indeed	the	comparison	that	was	made.	

The	memorandum	from	Jim	Prine,	which	state	the	pre-and	post-vegetation	densities	would	be	similar,	is	
inconsistent	with	the	biology	report,	which	describes	the	existing	condition	as	largely	“bare”	and	the	
post	mining	condition	as	rich	in	riparian	species.		The	biology	section	deplores	the	fact	that	the	existing	
condition	is	too	far	for	riparian	species,	and	thus	suggests	that	replacing	alluvial	sand	flat	species	with	
riparian	species	will	be	a	biological	benefit.		Thus,	this	may	have	been	an	honest	attempt	on	Jim	Prine’s	
part	to	provide	a	conservative	estimate.		Jim	Prine	has	accepted	the	description	provided	by	AECOM	of	
continual	decline	in	the	groundwater,	which	is	necessary	to	also	accept	that	the	project	will	not	expose	
groundwater,	but	which	led	the	County	to	recommend	more	upland	species	in	the	plant	pallet,	which	
will	also	reduce	the	projection	of	vast	fields	of	riparian	forest.	

Preliminary	CEQA	Drainage	Study.	This	extremely	brief	study	concludes,	with	no	explanation,	that	“The	
existing	drainage	patterns	will	not	be	altered.		Under	proposed	conditions,	runoff	from	the	processing	
plant	with	be	directed	north	to	the	realigned	floodplain.		The	100-year	flow	rates	at	the	processing	plant	
will	not	cause	substantial	erosion	or	siltation	on	or	off-site.		In	addition,	the	processing	plant	will	not	
result	in	flooding	on-	or	off-site	since	its	flow	contribution	is	so	small	.	.	.		The	relatively	small	runoff	
generated	by	the	plant	will	not	create	of	contribute	runoff	that	will	exceed	the	capacity	of	downstream	
drainage	facilities	beyond	their	current	capacities.”		These	results	are	completely	without	explanation,	
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and	must	be	taken	on	faith.		I	understand	that	the	report	is	based	on	computer	modeling.		I	will	point	
out	that	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	report	was	also	based	on	computer	modeling,	and	yet	it	explained	the	
methods	and	the	analysis	so	that	the	assumptions	considered	could	be	evaluated,	and	the	analysis	that	
led	to	the	results	understood,	even	by	a	lay	person.		This	report	provides	no	such	assurance,	and	is	
strictly	conclusory	with	its	finding.	

Attachment	C	is	the	Groundwater	Evaluation	Technical	Memorandum.		It	is	a	2018	AECOM	study	that	may	
be	the	source	of	the	oft-repeated	assertion	about	declining	groundwater	levels,	upon	which	the	conclusion	
that	the	project	will	not	expose	ground	water	is	based.		It	is	marked	“draft.”		There	are	two	conflicting	version	
of	this	study	included	in	the	materials	provided	for	public	review.		The	page	numbering	adds	to	the	confusion.		
Attachments	A	and	B	flow	together.		The	page	numbers,	for	any	readers	who	have	been	puzzled	and	gave	up	
trying	to	figure	it	out,	start	on	“page	70”	at	the	title	page	of	Attachment	A,	then	start	numbering	with	1.		
Then,	when	Attachment	C	appears,	numbering	resumes	with	72.		However,	the	Preliminary	CEQA	drainage	
study	isn’t	part	of	that	numbering	system	at	all.		

Page	1	of	the	first	version	describes	the	mining	pit	as	a	maximum	30	to	35	feet	bgs.		In	contrast,	page	1	of	the	
July	version	says	33	to	41	feet	below	ground	surface.		This	discrepancy	between	the	drafts	of	this	report	is	
likely	where	the	discrepancy	in	the	rest	of	the	document	comes	from:		different	authors	were	relying	on	
different	version	of	this	report.		The	lead	agency	bears	the	responsibility	for	allowing	this	confusion	to	occur.		
The	document	should	not	have	been	produced	until	a	consistent	project	description	could	be	provided	
throughout	the	document.		To	expect	the	public	or	the	decisionmaker	to	figure	out	which	project	description	
goes	with	which	analysis	and	how	it	changes	the	impacts	is	unreasonable.	

Page	2	estimates	the	tributary	watershed	as	about	8,862	acres,	and	page	8	adds	that	about	4,744	acres	of	the	
watershed	is	within	designated	open	space	or	public	agency	lands.		If	the	analysis	included	the	size	of	the	
watershed	captured	by	El	Capitan	reservoirs,	it	could	more	accurately	describe	how	much	of	the	expected	
storm	runoff	is	halted	by	El	Capitan.		Clearly	“all	flows”	were	not	halted	since	there	is	still	more	than	8,000	
acres	in	the	watershed	draining	to	EMV,	plus	what	comes	under	the	dam.	

Excavation	is	described	as	covering	a	228-acre	pit	area;	elsewhere	the	pit	is	described	as	75	acres.	This	228	
acres	is	the	largest	estimate	of	the	size	of	the	pit	of	any	place	within	the	report.		It	is	difficult	not	to	assume	
that	this	is	because	the	water	retention	in	the	pit	are	here	needs	to	be	as	high	as	possible	to	inflate	the	
increased	“run	on”	estimates	for	the	model.			

Furthermore,	the	model	is	going	to	assume	that	the	479.5	acres	reclaimed	had	low	infiltration,	because	it	was	
more	sparsely	vegetated,	overlooking	the	fact	that	the	baseline	condition	is	highly	porous	sand.		In	the	post	
mine	condition,	silts	will	be	spread	over	it,	decreasing	infiltration,	and	larger,	more	riparian	vegetation	will	be	
planted,	increasing	transportation.		If	the	soils	were	less	porous,	the	model	would	be	accurate,	because	
plants	in	that	scenario	do	increase	infiltration	-	but	not	at	this	site	with	porous	initial	site	conditions.			

Articles	are	appearing	now	about	water	issues	in	post-fire	areas	of	California,	given	the	massive	fires	from	
last	year.		These	articles	recognize	that	in	post	fire	conditions,	with	fewer	trees,	there	will	be	less	
transpiration,	which	could	enable	ground	water	recovery.		This	analysis	for	the	sand	mine,	however,	takes	the	
opposite	view,	that	adding	trees	will	increase	infiltration,	even	though:		

• Baseline	conditions	are	POROUS	(sandy),	and	LOW	TRANSPIRATION	(“bare”	with	lots	of	
tumbleweeds,	primrose,	and	lotus).			



132	
	

• Post-project	the	site	will	be	LESS	POROUS	(silts	added	to	the	surface)	and	HIGHER	TRANPSIRATION	
(addition	of	mulefat	and	other	riparian	forest	trees).		Also	post	project,	significantly	less	sand	to	hold	
water	because	of	removing	and	selling	the	aggregate	and	lowering	the	grade.	

Page	2	estimates	that	the	project	will	produce	1.1	million	tons	per	year.		“This	production	rate	will	be	realized	
after	1	to	3	years	of	market	development.”		None	of	the	other	mines	have	produced	this	quantity.		Where	is	
the	market	for	this	massive	influx	of	aggregate?		This	is	an	unrealistic	rate	of	production,	there	simply	isn’t	
the	demand	for	this	much	aggregate.		It	will	have	to	be	sold	at	a	low	price	to	be	sold	at	this	amazing	volume,	
displacing	greener	alternatives	for	base	material	and	other	uses	that	can	use	greener	materials,	or	potentially	
even	resulting	in	export,	potentially	putting	smaller	operations	out	of	business;	and	still	not	finding	a	market	
for	the	material,	and	thus	resulting	in	a	mine	impact	not	of	12	years,	but	of	many	more.		A	more	realistic	
market	analysis	should	be	done	so	that	the	actual	expected	life	can	be	estimated.		It	most	certainly	is	not	12	
years.		This	page	indicates	that	at	least	for	the	first	3	years	it	cannot	market	1.1	million	tons	per	year.		It	is	
unlikely	to	ever	market	that	much.		Thus,	the	life	of	the	mining	operation	is	likely	to	be	much	more	than	the	
12	years	of	temporary	impact	repeated	so	often	throughout	the	EIR.		Without	an	estimate	of	the	actual	
expected	life	of	the	project,	impacts	are	greatly	underrepresented.	

The	discussion	of	ponding	in	the	pit	is	different	in	different	sections,	depending	on	which	argument	makes	
the	project	look	better	in	the	issue	area	in	which	the	discussion	occurs.		On	page	2	it	indicates	that	if	enough	
water	runs	off	surrounding	slopes	of	the	tributary	watershed	and/or	water	is	released	from	El	Capitan	
Reservoir	during	flood	events,	a	pond	will	form	in	the	pit.		If	the	pit	is	filled	to	capacity,	the	water	in	the	pit	
would	be	a	maximum	20	feet	deep	[elsewhere	it	is	described	as	a	maximum	30	feet]	at	the	west	end	and	
impound	75	acres	of	surface	water.		This	would	equate	to	1,200-acre	feet	of	water	stored	in	the	pit.”		
However,	this	description	does	not	include	the	removal	of	the	existing	12.8-acre	pit,	which	occur	in	phase	1,	
with	disposal	of	the	silt	from	Phase	I	in	the	existing	pit	from	the	unpermitted	sand	mining	during	the	golf	
course	period.		Thus,	the	net	pit	area,	not	that	a	lot	of	pit	or	that	standing	water	is	good,	but	this	part	of	the	
report	will	use	it	to	exaggerate	its	value	to	groundwater	recharge.		Thus,	it	would	be	a	net	62.2-acre	pit,	
which	would	equate,	in	the	unlikely	event	of	dam	overtopping	or	other	extreme	rain	event,	in	a	net	of	less	
than	1,000-acre	feet	stored	in	the	pit.	

The	end	use	of	the	project	is	described	as	“undeveloped	open	space	with	recreational	trail	easements.”		This	
emphasizes	the	fact	that	MSCP	designation	is	not	required,	and	that	this	designation	would	serve	to	exclude	
the	public	from	public	land,	and	is	an	unnecessary	impact	with	feasible	mitigation.	

I	am	surprised	to	read	that	the	annual	precipitation	is	15	–	18	inches	and	18-21	inch	(annual	means).		Either	
the	measuring	locations	are	not	situated	to	accurately	measure	the	microclimate	within	the	Valley,	or	we	
have	been	significantly	below	mean	almost	every	year	I	have	been	a	resident	of	the	Valley.		Page	16	indicates	
that	El	Capitan	and	Lake	Jennings	Stations	were	the	source	of	the	data,	and	that	rainfall	totals	varied	between	
5	and	31	inches	over	the	last	40	years.		These	stations	are	at	a	much	higher	elevation,	and	they	are	not	
subject	to	the	EMV	microclimate.		Frequently	I	have	seen	snow	on	the	top	of	El	Cajon	Mountain,	and	other	
surrounding	high	points,	but	I	have	not	experienced	snow	in	EMV.		Similarly,	the	surrounding	ridgelines	get	
lightning	and	rain	in	certain	events	when	the	climate	in	the	Valley	is	quite	different.		It	is	likely	these	reading	
over-estimate	rainfall	in	the	Valley,	though	weather	stations	there	would	under-report	inversions	and	fog.	

According	to	page	6,	Potential	Evaporation	(PET)	is	measured	for	irrigated	crops.		It	seems	not	to	be	an	
effective	measure	for	baseline	conditions,	or	for	post	mine	conditions,	which	are	NOT	irrigated.	

Page	6	also	uses,	but	does	not	define,	the	term	“pan-corrected”	evaporation.		“Pan	evaporation	is	a	
measurement	that	combines	or	integrates	the	effects	of	several	climate	elements:	temperature,	
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humidity,	rain	fall,	drought	dispersion,	solar	radiation,	and	wind.	Evaporation	is	greatest	on	hot,	windy,	
dry,	sunny	days;	and	is	greatly	reduced	when	clouds	block	the	sun	and	when	air	is	cool,	calm,	and	
humid.[1]	Pan	evaporation	measurements	enable	farmers	and	ranchers	to	understand	how	much	water	
their	crops	will	need”	and	apparently	is	used	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	to	estimate	evaporative	losses	
from	the	El	Capitan	reservoir.		Different	approaches	are	used	for	this	measurement,	each	with	its	own	
biases	and	shortcomings.		The	report	does	not	specify	which	approach	was	used.		“An	evaporation	pan	is	
used	to	hold	water	during	observations	for	the	determination	of	the	quantity	of	evaporation	at	a	given	
location.	Such	pans	are	of	varying	sizes	and	shapes,	the	most	commonly	used	being	circular	or	square.[3]	
The	best	known	of	the	pans	are	the	"Class	A"	evaporation	pan	and	the	"Sunken	Colorado	Pan".[4]	In	
Europe,	India	and	South	Africa,	a	Symon's	Pan	(or	sometimes	Symon's	Tank)	is	used.	Often	the	
evaporation	pans	are	automated	with	water	level	sensors	and	a	small	weather	station	is	located	
nearby.”	

In	going	through	the	document	up	to	this	point,	I	have	captured	the	following:	

IMPACT.		100	afy,	direct	use	+	366	afy,	increased	evapotranspiration	+	600	afy,	loss	of	
sand/retention	ability	=	total	impact	of	1,066	afy.	

MITIGATION.		Then	there	is	a	claim	that	abandoning	the	well	will	add	250	afy,	the	reclamation	
will	miraculously	add	368	afy,	removal	of	tamarisk	would	save	72	afy	=	total	mitigation	of	690	
afy.			

REMAINING	IMPACT.		That	still	leaves	376	afy	of	impact,	if	you	just	accept	the	numbers	they	
have	provided.	

To	this	page	8	adds	a	baseline	estimate	of	1,240	to	2,300	afy	of	use,	from	the	various	users	of	the	aquifer,	
which	includes	the	City	of	San	Diego	(two	wells	below	the	dam	for	transferring	water	from	the	dam,	via	a	
pipeline	below	El	Monte	Road,	to	treatment	plants	for	distribution	to	the	City’s	customers,	which	include	not	
only	water	users	within	the	City,	but	a	larger	service	area),	Helix	Water	District	(as	much	as	446	afy),	County	
of	San	Diego	(	which	irrigates	with	raw	water	from	the	City	of	San	Diego,	but	uses	well	water	as	potable	water	
at	El	Monte	Park	from	wells	that	are	immediately	adjacent	to	my	neighbor’s	property),	and	individual	
property	owners	with	wells.		This	estimate	also	includes	transpiration	by	existing	vegetation,	and	evaporative	
loss	from	Hanson	Pond.				What	would	be	good	to	know,	to	properly	assess	the	impact	of	the	project,	is	the	
total	capacity	of	the	aquifer.		The	storage	capacity	loss	associated	with	the	mine	of	600	afy	may	be	severely	
underestimated,	based	on	the	numbers	used	in	this	report	to	arrive	at	this	estimate.		Even	so,	that	loss	could	
be	as	much	as	half	of	the	expected	use	of	the	aquifer.	

Page	11	reports	that	“sparse”	water	level	records	have	been	maintained	in	the	basin:			

Well	El	Monte	14	located	according	to	Figure	7	in	the	middle	of	Phase	2	area,	has	recorded	water	levels	
between	423	and	447	from	1984	to	1999.		This	well	recorded	levels	at	446	in	1984,	1994,	1995,	and	1996,	at	
5	to	10	feet	below	grade.		With	the	amount	of	sand	present	at	the	time,	the	aquifer	was	considered	full.		If	
less	sand	had	been	available	to	hold	the	water,	the	aquifer	would	have,	corresponding,	held	less	water.		Also,	
correspondingly,	downstream	flooding	would	have	been	worse.		Thus,	grading	to	400	AMSL	could	clearly	
expose	groundwater,	and	would	not	stay	“5’	feet	above	the	groundwater	level”	as	repeatedly	described	in	
the	EIR.		Also,	clearly,	removal	of	the	sand	reduces	the	aquifer	storage	capacity	and	thus	exacerbates	
downstream	flooding.	
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El	Capitan	Reservoir	has	overtopped	in	five	rain	years	between	1979	and	2014/2015,	with	releases	of	
between	about	15,900	af	and	98,600	af:			

1979/80	
1980/1	
1982/3	
1983/4	

“There	were	also	unmeasured	overtopping	events	in	1937,1938,	1939,	and	1941….		The	most	recent	dam	spill	
happened	in	1993,	and	thus,	ground	water	levels	have	been	declining	thereafter.”	

Well	Furrier	1	water	levels	have	been	recorded	since	1939.		It	occurs	just	outside	the	west	end	of	the	project	
site.		These	reading	range	from	365	feet	above	mean	sea	level	to	425.		Depth	to	groundwater	ranged	from	15	
to	25	feet	bgs	in	the	1990,	and	now	range	from	40	–	50	feet	bgs.		Elsewhere	the	report	says	ground	water	
levels	have	been	steadily	declining	since	the	1990s	but	here	the	report	species	that	“From	late	2016	to	the	
most	recent	monitoring	event	in	April	2017,	groundwater	rose	roughly	half	a	foot	to	two	feet	across	the	site.”		
Thus,	compared	to	the	data	analyzed	in	the	report,	the	latest	readings	are	HIGHER,	because	the	groundwater	
levels	ROSE	last	year.		This	is	information	that	is	not	reflected	elsewhere	in	the	analysis.		This	adds	even	
further	to	the	likelihood	that	groundwater	would	be	exposed	by	the	project.	

Page	15	provides	a	groundwater	flux	table.		Rainfall	run-on	into	the	mining	pit	is	assumed	in	the	future	
conditions,	but	this	is	dependent	upon	rainfall	and	other	conditions	that	are	not	assured.		Increased	
evapotranspiration	of	plant	species	however	would	certainly	occur	with	the	proposed	revegetation	plan.		The	
flux	table	does	not	address	the	loss	of	storage	capacity	resulting	from	removal	of	sand	–	a	very	significant	
factor.		Loss	of	storage	capacity	should	be	included	on	the	table	and	in	the	following	discussion.	

The	dam	is	described	as	“cutting	off	flows”	(reducing	the	watershed),	but	seepage	from	under	the	dam,	the	
benefit	of	the	dam	to	the	aquifer,	is	not	addressed.		The	City	of	San	Diego	has	installed	two	wells	immediately	
downstream	from	the	dam	so	that	removal	and	use	of	water	from	the	reservoir	can	occur	by	way	of	these	
wells.		It	is	interesting	that	the	dam	is	described	in	this	EIR	as	having	a	negative	effect	on	the	aquifer,	by	
“cutting	off”	flows,	while	the	mining	pit	is	described	as	a	benefit	to	the	aquifer,	because	of	the	(remote)	
possibility	of	retention	and	seepage.		Clearly	retention	and	seepage	are	functions	the	dam	provides	as	well,	
adding	to	the	aquifer	by	retaining	storm	event	flows.	

To	determine	if	it	is	likely	the	proposed	75-acre	pit	will	fill,	an	evaluation	could	be	made	if	the	existing	12.8-
acre	pit	fills.		(My	observation	is:		usually	it	does	not	pond	water,	and	when	it	does,	it	is	just	mosquito	puddles	
at	the	bottom.)	

Page	16	describes	the	EIR’s	use	of	the	terms	“run-off”	and	“run-on.”		“Runoff	to	the	pit,	also	called	run	on	
(RO),	can	be	estimated	using	USDA	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service	(NRCS)	curve	number	method	
(CNM)	as	expounded	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Hydrology	Manual	(County	2003).		The	CNM	was	designed	to	
estimate	run-off	for	watershed	in	which	no	direct	measurement	was	available.		The	CNM	is	based	on	
simplified	infiltration	model	of	run-off	and	empirical	measurements.		To	compute	RP	using	CNM,	two	
parameters	must	be	known:		precipitation	(P)	and	the	maximum	soil	moisture	retention	(S)	after	run-off	has	
begun.	

The	Curve	Number	(CN)	is	based	on	soil	conditions,	ground	cover,	and	hydrologic	conditions.		The	higher	the	
CN,	the	greater	the	run-off	potential.		For	this	calculation,	number	were	selected	based	on	0.2	dwelling	units	
per	acre	cover.		That	seems	a	high	dwelling	unit	code	to	use,	since	there	are	only	a	few	dwelling	units	in	the	
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vicinity,	and	considering	about	4,744	acres	of	the	watershed	is	within	designated	open	space	or	public	agency	
lands.	

The	Soil	Moisture	Retention	(S)	equation	is:		S	=	1000/CN-10	

The	Run	On	(RO)	equation	is:		RO	=	(P	-	.2S)2	/	(P	+	.8S)	

Table	3	asserts	that	much	of	the	soils	present	at	this	very	sandy	site	are	not	especially	suitable	for	infiltration.		
Soil	group	B/C	for	some	reason	has	a	better	moisture	holding	capacity	(2.05)	than	soil	group	A	(2.03),	but	soil	
group	D	has	the	worst	moisture	holding	capacity	(0.93	inches).		The	report	identifies	3,028	acres	of	soil	group	
B/C	and	4,173	acres	of	D,	as	compared	to	only	1,648	acres	of	the	coarser,	more	permeable	soil	type	A.		
Interesting,	because	trails	in	other	locations	in	the	County	are	unusable	after	rain	events,	but	in	El	Monte	
Valley,	even	DURING	rain	events	the	infiltration	is	so	good	that	puddles	form	only	a	few	locations.		However,	
assuming	this	is	true	then	that	means	that	excessing	mining	will	be	required	to	produce	the	12.5	million	tons	
that	is	part	of	the	project	description,	because	if	these	soils	do	not	allow	infiltration,	then	they	are	not	the	
high-quality	PCC	aggregates	for	use	as	concrete.		Instead,	MOST	of	the	material	excavated	will	be	a	fine	waste	
material	that	will	require	disposal	onsite	–	and	will	result	in	covering	the	surface	with	large	quantities	of	fine	
material,	that	will	further	damage	the	aquifer	over	time.		

Data	were	calibrated	using	data	from	Lee	Valley,	which	is	located	a	few	miles	east	of	Jamul.		Based	on	studies	
of	Lee	Valley	data,	“[t]he	County	concluded	that	run-off	values	calculated	using	the	CNM	is	generally	
overestimated.		For	this	study	a	correction	value	of	0.1	was	used.		These	numbers	were	put	together	to	
estimate	what	“pit	run	on”	would	have	been	every	year	since	1974,	ranging	from	19	afy	to	1,061.	

I	unclear	what	is	meant	by	this.		Is	this	the	run	on	experienced	without	the	mine?		Then	why	is	it	called	“pit	
run	on”	in	Table	4?		And	if	the	pit	is	elsewhere	described	as	75	acres,	why	is	it	described	as	228-acres	here?		
Page	20	says	that	“the	project	proposes	to	excavate	a	portion	of	the	basins	aquifer,	which	will	result	in	the	
removal	of	alluvium	and	create	a	228-acre	mining	pit.		While	this	enhances	the	basins	run-on	and	infiltration	
into	the	groundwater	system,	it	will	also	have	the	potential	to	create	standing	water	in	the	pit	following	wet	
years	that	will	evaporate	an	estimated	4.55	afy	per	acre	of	exposed	water.”		Thus,	evaporation	from	the	site	
would	be	1,113	afy,	that	is	if	it	held	water,	which	I	suspect	would	not	happen,	since	it	rarely	happens	in	the	
existing	12.8-acre	pit.		If	it	does	not	hold	water,	it	will	not	speed	infiltration.		If	it	does	hold	water,	and	thus	it	
is	credited	with	infiltration,	then	the	evaporation	of	1,113	afy	would	also	need	to	be	factored	in.	

On	page	20	it	describes	current	water	levels	as	40	to	45	feet	below	the	surface,	though	it	should	be	kept	in	
mind	it	was	15	–	20	below	grade	in	1990,	and	we	are	in	drought	conditions	now,	so	40	–	50	may	not	be	the	
norm.		It	is	estimated	that	this	would	be	14	–	20	feet	below	the	bottom	of	the	mining	pit,	even	though	the	
mining	pit	is	described	as	proceeding	to	41	feet	below	grade.	

Returning	to	the	data	I	have	been	accumulating	as	I	go	through	the	EIR:	

IMPACT.		100	afy,	direct	use	+	366	afy,	increased	evapotranspiration	+	600	afy,	loss	of	
sand/retention	ability	+	1,113	afy	evaporation	(new).	

MITIGATION.		Then	there	is	a	claim	that	abandoning	the	well	will	add	250	afy,	the	reclamation	
will	miraculously	add	368	afy,	removal	of	tamarisk	would	save	72	afy	=	total	mitigation	of	690	
afy.			
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However,	the	report	assumes	that	there	will	be	no	standing	water	in	the	pit,	and	thus	does	not	add	the	1,113	
afy	of	evaporation.		It	adds	0	for	additional	evaporation.		This	contradicts	how	other	sources	referenced	by	
this	report,	for	example	the	2001	study	done	by	San	Diego	State	University	personnel	to	assess	the	effects	of	
the	golf	course	project	on	the	aquifer,	consider	evaporation	from	mining	pits.		The	reports’	own	sources	
report	that	mining	pits	increase	evaporation.		Furthermore,	heavy	equipment	will	cause	compaction,	water	
the	site	to	reduce	dust	also	increases	compaction,	silt	will	form	over	the	surfaces,	impermeable	AggreBind	
will	be	used,	and	staging	areas	and	haul	roads	will	be	created.		Therefore,	assuming	ZERO	from	additional	
evaporation	due	to	standing	water	is	clearly	too	low.		The	actual	number	is	likely	somewhere	between	1,113	
afy	and	0.	

Page	20	assumes	that	if	“there	is	not	another	overtopping	event	within	the	next	15	years	water	levels	will	
decline	an	additional	25	feet”	assuming	an	annual	decline	of	1.7	feet	per	year,	presented	in	a	source	called	
“Bondy	and	Huntley,”	but	this	information	seems	to	contradict	the	fact	that	water	levels	ROSE,	last	year,	in	a	
drought	year.		In	other	places,	this	assumption	regarding	decline	in	the	aquifer	is	ascribed	to	AECOM,	2018.		
However,	because	Bondy	and	Huntley’s	2001	paper	called	“Groundwater	Management	Planning	Study,	
Santee	–	El	Monte	Basin”	was	cited	as	supporting	this	conclusion,	I	downloaded	another	228	pages	to	review,	
and	was	amazed	to	read	what	it	says.			

This	report	was	commissioned	by	water	agencies	after	the	County	approved	the	golf	course.		The	original	golf	
course	EIR	upon	which	this	EIR	is	tiered	includes	a	Groundwater	analysis	performed	by	Earth	Tech	
(September	9,	1998),	that	estimated	livestock	use	to	be	64afy	in	El	Monte	Valley	based	on	consumption	of	
100	gallons	per	day	per	dairy	animal	and	15	gallons	per	day	per	horse,	and	500	head	of	each	in	the	Valley.		
171	residences	in	the	Valley,	140	of	which	are	on	well,	were	estimated	to	use	.5	afy	each,	or	70	afy	in	the	
basin.		Existing	phreatophytes	were	estimated	to	transpire	123.2	afy.		Well	101,	which	for	this	project	
proposed	in	2018	is	slated	for	abandonment,	was	estimated	at	300	afy	in	this	study.		The	golf	course	demand	
of	1,170	was	considered	a	potential	impact	that	would	be	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance	with	best	
management	practices	and	drought	tolerant	landscaping.		Clearly	there	is	much	new	information	since	this	
analysis	was	done.	

Apparently	not	finding	this	analysis	in	the	EIR	done	by	the	project	proponents	of	the	golf	course	credible,	the	
water	agencies	asked	these	academic-minded	hydrologists,	Bondy	and	Huntley,	to	determine	what	impact	of	
the	project	would	be	on	the	El	Monte	aquifer.		The	scientists	determined	that	contrary	to	the	analysis	in	the	
EIR	upon	which	the	current	analysis	is	tiered,	the	project	would	deplete	the	aquifer	within	3.6	to	6	years.	

Groundwater	Management	Planning	Study,	Santee	–	El	Monte	Basin,	Bondy	and	Huntly.	

This	reference	is	refreshingly	objective,	clear,	consistent,	and	informative;	a	genuine	pleasure	to	read.			At	no	
point	does	it	discuss	an	average	decline	of	1.7	ft	per	year,	and	if	it	did,	the	report	was	from	2001,	so	
more	recent	well	data	should	be	consulted.		This	is	one	of	the	many	ways	that	the	EIR’s	technical	report	
is	not	only	biased,	but	inaccurately	portrays	information.		The	Bondy/Huntly	report,	cited	in	the	EIR,	
corrects	several	misrepresentations	in	the	EIR.			

This	objective	paper	investigates	the	San	Diego	River	aquifer,	compiles	copious	existing	data	on	the	aquifer	
and	provides	additional	studies,	then	enters	the	data	into	a	computer	model	to	find	out	if	the	golf	course	
would	be	a	viable	project.		Apparently,	the	water	agencies	who	hired	these	researchers	to	prepare	this	report	
DID	relied	on	this	paper	to	put	a	halt	to	the	golf	course	project.			

This	2001	report	evaluates	the	impacts	of	the	golf	course	project,	not	in	CEQA	language,	in	academic	
language,	and	determines	that	the	golf	course	would	deplete	the	aquifer	within	3.5	to	6	years.		The	report	
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provides	information	that	is	contradictory	to	the	description	in	the	EIR,	and	that	is	therefore	pertinent	to	the	
discussion	of	the	hydrological	impacts	of	the	currently	proposed	sand	mine.		This	analysis,	cited	in	the	EIR,	
presents	a	completely	different	picture	of	sand	mines.		Their	impacts,	as	presented	in	this	paper,	which	was	
relied	on	by	the	water	agencies	to	halt	the	golf	course,	describes	negative,	and	no	positive,	effects	of	sand	
mines	on	the	aquifer.		Here	are	some	pertinent	excerpts:		

“Local	groundwater	basins	are	important	sources	of	water	for	San	Diego	and	will	become	increasingly	
important	in	the	future.	Increasing	water	demand	in	San	Diego	and	the	uncertain	nature	of	future	
supplies	of	imported	water	have	led	local	water	agencies	to	evaluate	local	groundwater	basins	as	part	of	
the	water	supply	solution.	The	increased	use	of	local	groundwater	basins	is	a	key	component	of	the	San	
Diego	County	Water	Authority	(SDCW	A)	regional	water	resource	planning	(SDCWA,	1997).	Due	to	the	
increasing	importance	of	groundwater,	proper	management	of	local	groundwater	resources	is	
paramount.	[Emphasis	mine,	I	couldn’t	agree	more.]		Management	decisions	for	a	groundwater	basin	
require	a	sound	understanding	of	the	basin's	hydrogeology	and	can	be	significantly	aided	by	the	
availability	of	a	calibrated	numerical	groundwater	model	for	the	basin.	
	
“Within	the	SDCWA	service	area,	the	chief	aquifers	occupy	the	alluvial	stream	valleys,	such	as	the	San	
Diego	River	Valley,	which	is	regarded	by	SDCWA	as	one	of	the	most	productive	alluvial	aquifers	within	
the	service	area	(SDCW	A.	1997).	Other	geologic	units,	such	as	consolidated	sedimentary	units,	
residuum,	and	fractured	crystalline	rocks	yield	water	to	domestic	wells	in	many	areas	but	are	not	
generally	considered	to	be	a	significant	source	for	municipal	supply	due	to	the	comparatively	lower	
storage	and	permeability	(SDCWA,	1997).	
	
“SDCWA	is	assisting	Padre	Dam	Municipal	Water	District	(PDMWD),	Helix	Water	District	(HWD),	Lakeside	
Water	District	(LWD),	Riverview	Water	District	(RWD),	and	the	City	of	San	Diego	in	the	study	and	
evaluation	of	groundwater	resources	in	the	Santee-EI	Monte	Groundwater	Basin	located	in	the	San	
Diego	River	Valley.	The	water	agencies	are	public	agencies	that	have	a	collective	interest	in	the	study,	
monitoring,	protection,	and	management	of	the	groundwater	resources	of	the	Santee-EI	Monte	
Groundwater	Basin….		The	area	is	located	west	of	San	Vicente	and	EI	Capitan	Reservoirs	and	east	of	
Mission	Gorge.	
	
“The	Santee-El	Monte	Groundwater	Basin	is	currently	used	as	a	source	of	groundwater	by	local	
residents,	and	the	HWD,	LDW,	and	RWD,	and	historically	used	as	a	source	of	groundwater	by	the	City	of	
San	Diego.	Local	water	agencies,	including	the	City	of	San	Diego,	are	currently	evaluating	the	potential	
for	additional	development	and	management	of	the	resources	of	the	Santee-EI	Monte	Groundwater	
Basin.	The	aquifers	of	primary	interest	to	the	planning	agencies	are	composed	of	Quaternary	
alluvium	and	underlying	fractured	crystalline	(granitic)	bedrock	(SDCW	A,	1997)	….	
	
“The	purpose	of	this	study	was	to	develop	a	conceptual	understanding	of	the	Santee-EI	
Monte	Groundwater	Basin	and	a	numerical	groundwater	flow	and	solute	transport	model	to	
assist	local	agencies	in	the	development	of	a	groundwater	management	plan	for	the	basin.	
Previously,	a	numerical	groundwater	flow	model	was	developed	for	the	alluvial	aquifer	in	the	
basin	by	Woodward-Clyde	for	PDMWD.	This	study	was	intended	to	provide	additional	data	to	review	
and	update	the	Woodward-Clyde	alluvial	aquifer	model,	where	necessary.		...	.	
	
“The	alluvial	aquifer	represents	the	primary	geologic	unit	for	groundwater	storage	and	development	
based	on	its	favorable	hydraulic	properties…	
	



138	
	

“…	leakage	from	EI	Capitan	Dam	is	estimated	to	contribute	approximately	140	acre-feet	(at)	of	water	or	
more	to	the	San	Diego	River	per	year	(City	of	San	Diego,	unpublished	data)	….	
	
“[Fascinating	–	I	had	no	idea:]	Development	of	the	modem	San	Diego	River	Valley	probably	began	in	late	
Tertiary	or	Pleistocene	time,	coincident	with	a	period	of	broad,	regional	uplift	(Todd	1980	and	1983).	
Down-cutting	of	the	San	Diego	River	probably	occurred	during	a	period	of	receding	sea	level	during	the	
Pleistocene	Epoch.	A	rise	in	sea	level	at	the	end	of	the	Pleistocene	Epoch	caused	considerable	deposition	
of	alluvium	in	the	San	Diego	River	Valley	(DWR,	1967).	These	Pleistocene	alluvial	deposits	have	a	
thickness	as	much	as	200	feet	or	more	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	San	Diego	River	Valley	and	have	
been	termed	"older	alluvium"….	
	
“[Younger	alluvium]	consists	of	unconsolidated	river	and	stream	deposits	of	gravel,	sand,	silt,	and	clay.	
The	alluvium	found	in	the	San	Diego	River	Valley	area	consists	of	younger	alluvial	deposits	flanked	and	
underlain	by	older	Pleistocene	alluvial	deposits….	In	general,	the	older	alluvium	is	very	similar	to	the	
younger	alluvium	with	the	exceptions	that	it	is	generally	thicker;	has	been	partially	weathered	and	
cemented;	is	consolidated	to	a	higher	degree;	and	contains	more	frequent	lenses	of	coarse	sand	and	
gravel.	
	
“Alluvium	[which	is	up	to	230	feet	dep	at	its	thickest	point	in	El	Monte	Valley]	is	capable	of	transmitting	
water	at	high	rates	due	to	large	size	and	high	degree	of	interconnectivity	of	the	pore	spaces	present	
between	sedimentary	particles.	Based	on	well	logs,	the	documented	yield	of	alluvial	wells	in	the	basin	
ranges	up	to	over	1,000	gallons	per	minute	(gpm)	and	averages	300	gpm.	However,	well	yields	reported	
by	well	drillers	are	often	high	because	the	short	duration	of	the	typical	driller's	yield	test.	Additionally,	
the	alluvium	is	capable	of	storing	large	volumes	of	water	due	to	the	relatively	high	specific	yield	of	these	
deposits.	[emphasis	added.]	
	
“Alluvial	water	level	records	in	EI	Monte	from	the	Helix	wells	suggest	that	the	bedrock	system	slowly	
drains	to	the	alluvial	aquifer	following	large	recharge	events.	Following	larger	recharge	events,	such	as	
that	which	occurred	during	the	period	1978-1980,	the	water	levels	in	these	wells	were	maintained	or	
decline	slower	than	during	other	periods,	suggesting	that	delayed	drainage	of	the	bedrock	system	to	the	
alluvial	aquifer	was	occurring.	Based	on	the	water	level	records,	the	period	of	delayed	bedrock	drainage	
can	last	more	than	one	year,	depending	upon	the	magnitude	of	the	recharge	event….	
	
“Based	on	its	greater	elevation,	Friars	Formation	flanking	the	alluvial	deposits	most	likely	acts	as	a	
groundwater	source	to	the	alluvium.	However,	the	rate	of	leakage	into	the	alluvium	is	likely	to	be	slow	
due	to	its	low	hydraulic	conductivity….	
	
“Based	on	the	aquifer	tests,	the	hydraulic	conductivity	of	the	alluvium	ranges	from	8	feet/day	to	150	
feet/day…	[and]	it	appears	that	hydraulic	conductivity	is	greater	in	the	El	Monte	region	.	.	..	[the	
underground	stream	flows	at	a	rate	of	as	much	as	150	feet	per	day!]	
	
“Based	on	the	review	of	the	logs,	it	appears	that	the	alluvium	grades	from	predominantly	well	sorted	
fine-	to	coarse-grained	sands	and	gravels	in	the	east	to	predominantly	poorly	sorted	silty	to	clayey	sands	
in	the	west….	
	
“Recharge	is	focused	in	Moreno	Valley	and	the	EI	Monte	region	and	is	the	result	of	infiltration	of	runoff	
from	adjacent	steep	bedrock	slopes,	infiltration	of	streamflow	from	reservoir	spills,	and	precipitation	
infiltration	on	open	lands…	
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“Shallow	groundwater	levels	in	1939	through	1947	correspond	to	a	wet	period	between	1936	and	1945.	
Water	levels	drop	dramatically	between	1947	and	1949	during	the	onset	of	predominantly	dry	
conditions	that	extend	to	1977.	This	dramatic	drop	in	water	levels	is	likely	related	to	elimination	of	the	
runoff	upstream	of	the	reservoirs,	pumping,	and	the	dry	conditions.	Between	1949	and	1978,	water	
levels	remain	well	below	the	pre-1947	levels.	The	further	decline	of	water	levels	during	the	period	1971	
through	1975	is	due	to	pumping	of	nearby	Helix	Water	District	El	Monte	wells.	Significant	recharge	
occurred	during	the	period	1978	through	1980,	and	water	levels	rose	during	that	period	in	response.	
The	dramatic	water	level	rise	observed	in	1980	was	due	to	a	third	consecutive	year	of	above	normal	
precipitation	and	to	the	spillage	of	over	130,000	acre-feet	of	water	from	EI	Capitan	Dam.	
	
“Between	1980	and	1984,	water	levels	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	continued	wet	conditions	and	
additional	reservoir	spills.	Between	1984	and	1993	water	levels	gradually	declined	in	response	to	below-
average	precipitation	and	ongoing	pumping.	In	1993,	water	levels	rose	nearly	to	1980	-	1984	levels	
(Figure	E-2)	in	response	to	above-average	precipitation	during	the	1992	-1993	winter	and	reservoir	
spills.	Following	1993,	water	levels	fluctuated	but	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	above-average	
precipitation	in	the	1994	1995	and	1997	-	1998	winters.	
	
“Hydrographs	for	three	wells	(l5S/IW-24D7,	15S/IW-27L2,	and	15S/IW-28Bl)	demonstrate	historical	
water	level	trends	west	of	Lakeside	during	the	dry	period	of	the	mid1940'	s	through	1960	(figures	E-3	
though	E-5).	A	major	feature	of	these	hydrographs	is	the	dramatic	decline	in	water	levels	during	this	
period.	This	decline	in	water	levels	is	coincident	with	that	described	in	the	Furrier	1	hydrograph	and	is	
related	to	the	abnormally	dry	conditions	during	period.	Water	levels	dropped	to	the	point	that	the	wells	
15S/IW-24D7	and	15S/IW28Bl	became	dry.	Pumping	was	likely	more	widespread	in	Lakeside	and	to	the	
west	during	this	time	period.…	Water	levels	between	1990	and	1995	fluctuated	…	up	to	15	feet	in	El	
Monte….	
	
“In	general,	water	quality	is	best	in	the	El	Monte	and	Moreno	Valley	portions	of	the	aquifer.	Total	
dissolved	solids	(TDS)	in	these	areas	were	generally	less	than	1,000	milligrams	per	liter	in	both	1959	and	
1983…	
	
“The	alluvial	aquifer	can	be	divided	into	two	sections.	a	recharge	area	and	a	discharge	area.	That	portion	
of	the	aquifer	east	of	approximately	Riverford	Road	is	primarily	a	recharge	area.	That	portion	of	the	
aquifer	west	of	Riverford	Road	is	primarily	a	discharge	area.	
	
“The	eastern	portion	of	the	aquifer	receives	greater	precipitation.	It	is	surrounded	by	steep	bedrock	
slopes,	and	consists	of	largely	undeveloped	land.	In	the	absence	of	reservoir	spills	or	releases,	recharge	
results	from	infiltration	of	precipitation	and	runoff	infiltration	of	precipitation	falling	directly	on	the	
aquifer	results	in	recharge	in	years	when	precipitation	exceeds	soil	moisture	capacity	and	evaporation	
during	the	wet	season.	
	
“Infiltration	of	runoff	is	likely	a	more	important	source	of	recharge.	Runoff	is	generated	from	the	steeply	
sloping	bedrock	highlands	surrounding	the	eastern	portion	of	the	aquifer…	When	this	runoff	reaches	the	
highly	permeable	alluvial	soils.	it	rapidly	infiltrates.	Recharge	from	the	infiltration	of	runoff	likely	occurs	
during	each	wet	season….	Delayed	drainage	of	the	bedrock	system	following	large	recharge	events	is	
also	another	source	of	recharge	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	basin,	as	previously	discussed….	
	
“Evaporation	occurs	in	areas	the	water	table	is	near	land	surface	or	where	groundwater	
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discharges	into	excavated	areas	in	the	river	channel.	Transpiration	of	groundwater	occurs	in	
areas	where	phreatophytes	directly	tap	the	water	table.	In	Santee,	phreatophytes	occupy	much	
of	the	San	Diego	river	channel	and	open	pits	exist	in	current	and	historical	sand	and	gravel	
quarries.	[Thus,	grading	an	area	down	(mining)	increases	evaporation,	and	the	subsequent	expansion	of	
riparian	species	increases	transpiration,	so	that	post	mining,	water	lost	to	the	air	is	greatly	increased.]		
Because	the	aquifer	[the	amount	of	sand	determines	the	extent	of	the	aquifer:		less	sand	=	smaller	
aquifer]	is	extremely	thin	west	of	Magnolia	Avenue	and	is	underlain	by	low	permeability	materials,	
water	levels	remain	near	the	land	surface,	facilitating	evapotranspiration	and	baseflow	discharge.	
[Emphasis	added	to	highlight	detrimental	effects	of	mining	pits,	reducing	the	depth	to	groundwater,	etc.	
associated	with	mining.]	
	
“Historically,	agricultural	users	have	been	the	greatest	private	consumers	of	groundwater	in	the	basin.	In	
1958,	an	estimated	2,867	acre-feet	of	water	were	used	to	irrigate	1,028	acres	of	agricultural	land	in	the	
Santee	and	El	Monte	portions	of	the	basin	(County	of	San	Diego,	1958).	Assuming	that	this	water	was	
obtained	from	pumping	wells	and	that	25%	of	the	applied	irrigation	returned	to	the	aquifer,	the	net	
agricultural	groundwater	usage	in	1958	was	approximately	2,150	acre-feet.	The	1960	census	estimated	
the	population	of	the	basin	to	be	approximately	600	people	and	groundwater	was	likely	the	main	source	
of	domestic	water.	However,	the	majority	of	domestic	water	withdrawn	was	likely	returned	to	the	
aquifer	via	infiltration	from	septic	systems.	The	total	estimated	net	production	from	the	alluvial	aquifer	
in	late	1950s	to	early	1960s	was,	therefore,	approximately	equal	to	the	net	agricultural	usage	or	2,150	
acre-feet.	Because	groundwater	may	have	been	extracted	and	exported	outside	the	basin	by	local	water	
agencies	and	additional	water	may	have	been	extracted	for	landscape	irrigation,	this	estimate	of	
production	from	the	alluvial	aquifer	is	considered	a	minimum	for	this	period.	
	
“Since	1960,	groundwater	use	in	the	basin	has	declined.	A	major	reason	for	the	decline	
in	groundwater	use	is	the	shift	in	land	use	from	predominantly	agricultural	and	rural	residential	
to	urbanized,	particularly	in	Santee	and	Lakeside.	The	Moreno	Valley	and	EI	Monte	regions	
remain	largely	rural	and	undeveloped.	Inherent	in	the	shift	in	land	use	from	predominantly	agricultural	
to	urbanized	is	the	overall	decrease	in	groundwater	use	as	groundwater	supported	farms	were	replaced	
with	residential	developments	provided	with	municipal	service.	Groundwater	use	also	declined	as	water	
agencies	began	distributing	imported	water.	Because	of	the	changes	in	land	use	and	the	switch	to	
imported	water,	groundwater	pumping	has	been	limited	to	rural	residential,	lesser	amounts	of	
agricultural,	and	municipal	extraction…	
	
“Evapotranspiration	is	the	sum	total	of	evaporation	and	transpiration.	Evaporation	
occurs	in	areas	where	the	water	table	is	near	land	surface	or	where	groundwater	discharges	
into	excavated	areas	in	the	river	channel.	Transpiration	of	groundwater	occurs	in	areas	where	
phreatophytes	directly	tap	the	water	table.	In	most	areas	of	shallow	groundwater	in	the	
alluvial	aquifer,	these	are	one	and	the	same,	e.g.	phreatophytes	typically	occupy	areas	where	
there	is	consistently	shallow	groundwater.	Consequently,	evaporation	and	transpiration	are	
estimated	together	as	evapotranspiration.		[Emphasis	added	again	to	show	the	negative	effect	on	the	
aquifer	of	mining	operations.]	
	
“Phreatophytes	are	most	abundant	in	the	riparian	areas	within	the	San	Diego	River	channel	in	the	
western	portion	of	the	basin.	The	total	area	occupied	by	phreatophytes	or	where	gravel	mining	
operations	have	excavated	beneath	the	water	table	is	approximately	820	acres.	Approximately	410	
acres	are	in	the	Santee	portion	of	the	aquifer.	The	other	410	acres	are	located	along	stream	channels	
east	of	Santee.”		
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Just	a	pause	here	to	point	out	that	the	EIR	analysis	is	describing	as	a	positive	the	lowering	the	surface	so	
that	the	ground	water	is	accessible	to	riparian	species.		However,	this	unbiased	academic	report	makes	
it	clear	that	the	natural,	unmined	situation	is	a	greater	depth	to	groundwater,	with	sparser	vegetation.		
Thus,	the	proposed	project	would	transform	the	highly	diverse,	more	natural	situation	into	a	post	mine,	
high	phreatophyte	situation,	and	calls	it	an	“improvement.”		From	the	perspective	of	the	aquifer,	
however,	it	is	anything	but	an	improvement,	as	this	report,	cited	in	the	EIR,	clearly	indicates.		Mines	in	
this	report	are	described	as	increasing	evaporation,	increasing	transpiration,	and	decreasing	the	aquifer	
itself	by	removing	the	sand,	which	is	what	holds	and	stores	the	water.	
	
“Water	levels	in	the	western	portion	of	the	alluvial	aquifer	appear	to	be	consistently	shallow	and,	
therefore,	evapotranspiration	is	probably	fairly	consistent	in	this	area.	However,	in	the	eastern	portion	
of	the	aquifer,	where	water	levels	are	typically,	deeper,	evapotranspiration	of	groundwater	is	likely	
limited.	In	order	to	adequately	simulate	temporal	and	spatial	variability	of	evapotranspiration	in	the	
groundwater	flow	model,	the	rate	of	evapotranspiration	was	taken	to	be	dependent	upon	the	calculated	
groundwater	depths….	
	
“Infiltration	of	runoff	and	overland	flow	is	likely	a	significant	source	of	recharge	in	non-spill	years.	Runoff	
is	generated	on	the	steep	bedrock	slopes	that	have	thin	soils	with	low	infiltration	capacities.	These	
bedrock	slopes	surround	the	alluvial	aquifer	in	the	Moreno	Valley	and	EI	Monte	portions	of	the	basin.	
Runoff	generated	on	these	slopes	flows	out	onto	the	alluvial	plain	where	it	rapidly	infiltrates	into	the	
permeable	alluvial	soils.	Based	on	discussions	with	local	residents,	significant	flow	in	the	San	Diego	River	
in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	basin	is	not	generated	by	this	runoff	in	most	years,	which	suggests	that	
most	of	the	runoff	infiltrates	into	the	alluvium.	
	
“Precipitation	infiltration	is	also	an	important	source	of	recharge	in	some	non-spill	years.	This	type	of	
recharge	is	limited	to	years	of	above-average	precipitation.	Precipitation	infiltration	can	only	occur	in	
areas	with	high	percentages	of	open	space.	Land	uses	with	high	percentages	of	open	space	were	
assumed	to	include	rural	residential,	parks,	agricultural	lands,	gravel	and	sand	mining	areas,	and	
undeveloped	areas.	These	land	uses	occupy	approximately	50%	or	3,800	acres	of	the	alluvial	aquifer	
surface	and	are	located	primarily	in	the	Moreno	Valley	and	EI	Monte	portions	of	the	basin.	
	
“Recharge	from	precipitation	infiltration	was	estimated	for	the	period	1984	through	1999	using	a	soil	
moisture	budget	approach	described	by	Fetter,	1994.	This	period	was	selected	because	it	is	the	model	
calibration	period.	The	equation	used	to	calculate	this	type	of	recharge	is:	
	
“R	=	Pi	–	ROi-	PETi		(SMc	–	SMi)	
where:		

Ri	Recharge	during	the	ith	month	
Pi	Precipitation	during	the	ith	month	
ROi	Runoff	during	the	ith	month,	
PETi	=	Potential	evapotranspiration	during	the	ith	month	
SMc	Soil	moisture	capacity	
SMi	Soil	moisture	at	the	beginning	of	the	ith	month	

	
“The	soil	moisture	budget	equation	states	that,	during	any	month,	precipitation	in	excess	of	runoff,	
potential	evapotranspiration,	and	remaining	soil	moisture	capacity	will	result	in	recharge.	Runoff	
measurements	were	unavailable	for	the	alluvial	aquifer	surface.	
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“The	soil	moisture	budget	equation	states	that,	during	any	month,	precipitation	in	excess	of	runoff,	
potential	evapotranspiration,	and	remaining	soil	moisture	capacity	will	result	in	recharge.	Runoff	
measurements	were	unavailable	for	the	alluvial	aquifer	surface.	Because	runoff	is	dependent	upon	soil	
moisture	conditions,	runoff	was	calculated	as	a	function	of	relative	soil	moisture	using	the	relation:	

ROi	=	ROmax	(SMi/SMc)	
where:	ROmax	=	maximum	decimal	percentage	of	precipitation	contributing	to	runoff	

	
“Due	to	the	extremely	permeable	nature	of	the	alluvial	soils	and	the	low	slope	of	the	alluvial	plain,	ROmax	
was	assumed	to	be	0.05.	[Emphasis	added.]	
	
“Precipitation	and	potential	evapotranspiration	data	were	obtained	from	stations	at	EI	Capitan	
Reservoir.	Potential	evapotranspiration	was	assumed	to	be	equal	to	actual	lake	evaporation	reported	by	
the	City	of	San	Diego,	as	previously	described.	Soil	moisture	capacity	was	assumed	to	be	5.40	inches	
obtained	by	averaging	the	soil	moisture	capacity	for	the	two	predominant	soil	types	mapped	on	the	
alluvial	surface,	the	Tujunga	sand	and	the	Visalia	sandy	loam	(United	States	Department	of	Agriculture,	
1973).	Annual	recharge	was	calculated	by	inputting	the	precipitation	and	evapotranspiration	
data	into	the	computer	program	RECHARG2	(Huntley,	1990).	Precipitation	recharge	was	
calculated	for	four	different	areas	to	assess	the	areal	distribution	of	precipitation	recharge	
using	data	from	the	Santee,	Lake	Jennings,	San	Vicente,	and	El	Capitan	precipitation	stations	
	
“The	alluvial	aquifer	is	very	thin	compared	to	its	length	and	width,	therefore,	horizontal	groundwater	
flow	dominates	the	flow	regime.”	
	
In	this	report,	mining	pits	were	considered	only	a	negative	for	the	aquifer.		There	was	no	bending	of	
assumptions	to	somehow	measure	“increased	run-on”	from	any	of	the	pits,	including	existing	pits	in	El	
Monte	Valley.		EnviroMine	data	on	agricultural	well	production	in	El	Monte	Valley	was	tempered	and	
modified	with	other	sources	to	come	up	with	a	more	accurate	overall	estimate.			
		
“Zone	4	represents	eastern	El	Monte	where	the	alluvial	deposits	are	reportedly	the	coarsest.	Greater	
values	of	hydraulic	conductivity	and	specific	yield	were	input	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	model	domain	
where	boring	logs	and	pump	tests	suggested	a	greater	percentage	of	coarse	sediments.	
	
“Without	independent	estimates	of	specific	yield	or	total	recharge,	calibration	cannot	be	used	to	
uniquely	determine	recharge	or	specific	yield.	This	is	because	the	recharge	rate	and	specific	yield	have	a	
linked	influence	on	water	level	changes.	For	example,	with	all	other	things	being	equal,	1,000	acre-feet	
of	recharge	with	a	specific	yield	of	10%	would	yield	the	same	water	level	rise	as	2,000	acre-feet	of	
recharge	with	a	specific	yield	of20%.	Because	recharge	rates	can	vary	over	a	much	larger	range	of	
values,	the	calibration	approach	selected	was	to	assume	specific	yield	values	based	on	descriptions	of	
sediments	obtained	from	boring	and	well	logs,	and	to	hold	these	values	of	specific	yield	as	constant.	
Recharge	was	then	calibrated,	assuming	that	the	interpreted	specific	yield	values	are	representative.	
Recharge	from	direct	infiltration	of	precipitation	was	calculated	using	a	soil	moisture	budget…	
	
“Groundwater	recharge	during	the	calibration	period	averaged	1,850	acre-ft/yr,	distributed	as	540	acre-
ft/yr	from	precipitation	recharge,	700	acre-ft/yr	from	streamflow	infiltration,	and	310	acre-ft/yr	from	
bedrock	leakage.	The	average	outflow	during	the	calibration	period	is	2,290	acre-ft/yr,	distributed	as	
1,150	acre-ft/yr	from	evapotranspiration	and	1,140	acre-ft/yr	from	pumping.	The	alluvial	aquifer	storage	
capacity	calculated	based	on	initial	water	levels	in	1984	was	approximately	57,000	acre-ft.	The	
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groundwater	storage	in	the	alluvial	aquifer	was	calculated	by	multiplying	the	saturated	thickness	of	each	
active	model	cell	by	its	area	and	specific	yield....	
	
“A	series	of	simulations	were	run	to	predict	the	impact	to	water	levels	from	pumping	at	the	
proposed	El	Monte	golf	course.	The	planned	water	demand	for	the	proposed	golf	course	is	1,170	acre-
feet	per	calendar	year	(EnviroMine,	1999)	….	
	
“The	results	of	the	pumping	scenarios	for	the	proposed	golf	course	were	evaluated	based	on	
changes	in	water	levels	(Figure	38).	For	the	dry	case,	water	level	declines	in	the	vicinity	of	the	pumping	
wells	ranged	up	to	approximately	60	feet	after	five	years	of	pumping.		Further	pumping	beyond	
approximately	5	years	resulted	in	desaturation	of	the	aquifer	at	the	edges	of	the	river	valley	near	the	
golf	course.	At	this	point,	pumping	would	likely	have	to	be	significantly	reduced	or	stopped	to	prevent	
nearby	private	wells	from	drying	up.	These	results	suggest	that	the	golf	course	could	be	supported	solely	
by	groundwater	less	than	5	years	during	a	drought	period,	depending	upon	the	initial	water	levels.	For	
the	wet	case,	water	level	declines	in	the	vicinity	of	the	pumping	wells	ranged	up	to	approximately	30	
feet	after	five	years	of	pumping.	It	should	be	noted	that	the	well	locations	were	selected	near	the	axis	of	
the	river	valley	where	the	alluvium	is	thickest.	If	wells	were	located	closer	to	the	edges	of	the	valley,	
drawdown	would	likely	be	greater	due	to	the	lower	transmissivity.	The	sensitivity	results	suggest	that	
the	drawdown	is	controlled	to	a	greater	degree	by	the	volume	of	groundwater	in	storage	in	EI	Monte	as	
opposed	to	the	ability	of	the	aquifer	to	transmit	it	to	wells.	Consequently,	the	drawdown	observed	
during	golf	course	operations	will	be	strongly	dependent	upon	the	recharge	that	occurs	at	this	time	and	
the	actual	specific	yield	of	the	sediments.”	

The	report	found	that	the	golf	course	would	run	out	of	water	in	3.5	to	6	years.		The	report	studied	
whether	inputs,	not	specifically	the	proposed	Reverse	Osmosis	project,	but	something	like	that,	that	
was,	at	one	point,	part	of	the	proposed	sand	mine,	would	be	possible.		The	report	determined	that	there	
was	some	potential	to	add	500	to	800	af	of	water	to	the	existing	alluvial	aquifer	at	time	of	the	year	when	
water	was	less	expensive,	and	withdraw	it	when	water	was	more	expensive.		Some	other	uses	of	the	
aquifer	outside	of	El	Monte	Valley	were	also	investigated	with	the	model,	but	are	not	summarized	here	
because	they	are	not	pertinent	to	illustrating	the	inaccuracies	of	the	EIR	for	the	sand	mine.		The	2001	
report	summarizes:	

“The	eastern	portion	of	the	basin	was	found	to	have	the	thickest	alluvial	deposits	and	the	greatest	
recharge	rates.	Based	on	this	observation	and	the	modeling	simulations,	it	appears	that	the	greatest	
potential	for	groundwater	storage	and	development	projects	are	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	basin,	
particularly	in	EI	Monte,	where	groundwater	storage	is	the	greatest	and	TDS	is	low.	The	storage	capacity	
of	the	alluvial	aquifer	was	estimated	to	be	approximately	57,000	acre-feet.	The	basin	yield	during	a	
drought	period,	with	an	initially	full	basin,	was	estimated	with	the	model	to	be	approximately	24,000	
acre-feet….”	
	
The	report	done	by	Bondy	and	Huntly	showed	that	a	golf	course	would	be	devastating	to	the	aquifer.		At	
that	point,	apparently	Helix	Water	District	“HWD	embarked	on	a	feasibility	study	to	determine	the	
viability	of	more	effectively	utilizing	their	land	in	the	El	Monte	Valley	for	groundwater	recharge	and	
habitat	restoration.		The	Endangered	Habitats	League	formed	the	Endangered	Habitats	Conservancy	
(Conservancy)	for	this	project.		Partnering	with	a	local	recycled	water	purveyor	and	the	Conservancy,	
HWD	explored	the	use	of	highly	treated,	purified	water	to	recharge	the	existing	Basin,	raising	the	
groundwater	level	to	support	habitat	restoration,	and	extraction	of	the	groundwater	to	help	supply	the	
Levy	WTP.		While	the	habitat	restoration	portion	of	the	project	was	significant	the	study	focused	
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primarily	on	the	water	supply	supporting	the	restoration.”		This	is	quoted	from	“Project	Specific	
Groundwater	Management	Plan	for	the	El	Monte	Valley	Groundwater	Recharge,	Mining,	and	
Reclamation	Project.”		Here	Helix	has	an	interest	in	developing	a	reclaimed	water	source.		But	the	
quoted	sentence	claims	that	the	reason	for	the	recharge	is	to	support	habitat	restoration.		Is	the	
recharge	because	someone	had	a	financial	interest	in	providing	habitat	restoration?		Was	it	because	the	
mining	operation	would	damage	the	aquifer?		Because	an	additional	source	of	local	water	was	needed?			
	
GROUNDWATER	RECHARGE	PROJECT.		The	benefits	of	the	project	were	to	include:	

• Creating	a	recreational	area	for	local	residents	(a	hold-over	from	when	a	golf	course	was	
proposed?)	

• Restoring	natural	habitat	(EHL).	
• Improving	the	water	quality	of	the	basin	(HWD).	
• Expanding	the	local	water	portfolio	by	providing	a	new	water	supply	(HWD).	

	
Helix	had	a	legitimate	interest	in	the	last	two	bullet	point.		The	miners	had	an	interest	in	extracting	sand.			
	
Recharge	occurs	in	several	water	districts.		In	Orange	County,	salt	water	intrusion	is	held	back	by	the	
recharge	of	purified	sewer	water.		In	the	Coachella	Valley,	“The	sand	and	gravel	create	natural	filtration	
for	the	water	and	help	contribute	to	our	drinking	water’s	nearly	pristine	quality.		Artificial	recharge	
occurs	at	CVWD’s	four	recharge	facilities…		Some	people	imagine	the	aquifer	is	an	underground	lake,	but	
it’s	more	like	a	bathtub	filled	with	sand,	gravel	and	water	in	the	small	spaces	in	between.”		However,	in	
Orange	County	recharge	is	provided	by	recharge	wells,	not	spreading	basins,	as	would	be	proposed	in	El	
Monte,	with	the	basins	somehow	described	as	“habitat.”	
	
The	San	Diego	County	Water	Authority	provided	Helix	a	grant	to	pay	for	the	study	for	the	Groundwater	
Recharge,	Mining	and	Reclamation	Project.		This	grant	is	intended	to	help	local	governments	provide	
appropriate	groundwater	management	planning,	pursuant	to	the	Water	Code:	“For	the	purposes	of	
qualifying	as	a	groundwater	management	plan	under	this	section,	a	plan	shall	contain	the	components	
that	are	set	forth	in	this	section.		 In	addition	to	the	requirements	of	a	specific	funding	program,	a	local	
agency	seeking	state	funds	administered	by	the	department	for	groundwater	projects	or	groundwater	
quality	projects,	including	projects	that	are	part	of	an	integrated	regional	water	management	program	
or	plan,	and	excluding	programs	that	are	funded	under	Part	2.78	(commencing	with	Section	10795	),	
shall	do	all	of	the	following:	

“(1)	 Prepare	and	implement	a	groundwater	management	plan	that	includes	basin	management	
objectives	for	the	groundwater	basin	that	is	subject	to	the	plan.		 The	plan	shall	include	components	
relating	to	the	monitoring	and	management	of	groundwater	levels	within	the	groundwater	basin,	
groundwater	quality	degradation,	inelastic	land	surface	subsidence,	changes	in	surface	flow	and	surface	
water	quality	that	directly	affect	groundwater	levels	or	quality	or	are	caused	by	groundwater	pumping	in	
the	basin,	and	a	description	of	how	recharge	areas	identified	in	the	plan	substantially	contribute	to	the	
replenishment	of	the	groundwater	basin.	

“(2)	 For	purposes	of	implementing	paragraph	(1),	the	local	agency	shall	prepare	a	plan	to	involve	other	
agencies	that	enables	the	local	agency	to	work	cooperatively	with	other	public	entities	whose	service	
area	or	boundary	overlies	the	groundwater	basin….	
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“A	local	agency	may	receive	state	funds	administered	by	the	department	for	groundwater	projects	or	for	
other	projects	that	directly	affect	groundwater	levels	or	quality	if	it	prepares	and	implements,	
participates	in,	or	consents	to	be	subject	to,	a	groundwater	management	plan,	a	basin	wide	
management	plan,	or	other	integrated	regional	water	management	program	or	plan	that	meets,	or	is	in	
the	process	of	meeting,	the	requirements	of	subdivision	(a).		 A	local	agency	with	an	existing	
groundwater	management	plan	that	meets	the	requirements	of	subdivision	(a),	or	a	local	agency	that	
completes	an	update	of	its	plan	to	meet	the	requirements	of	subdivision	(a)	within	one	year	of	applying	
for	funds,	shall	be	given	priority	consideration	for	state	funds	administered	by	the	department	over	local	
agencies	that	are	in	the	process	of	developing	a	groundwater	management	plan.		 The	department	shall	
withhold	funds	from	the	project	until	the	update	of	the	groundwater	management	plan	is	complete.”	

The	2008	Black	and	Veatch,	grant-funded	study	explains	that	“The	Basin	has	been	studied	several	times	
over	the	past	20	years”	although	none	of	Helix’s	studies	were	accessed	for	the	current	EIR.		“Subsequent	
to	grading	operations	for	the	golf	courses,	the	Endangered	Habitats	League	(EHL)	approached	HWD	with	
a	strategy	to	restore	the	habitat	throughout	much	of	the	El	Monte	Valley.”		It	is	interesting	the	driver	for	
the	project	was	EHL,	which	is	not	mentioned	at	all	in	the	current	project.		In	this	2008	Helix	document	
EHL	seems	to	be	trying	to	develop	a	business	opportunity.		In	the	current	version	the	of	the	project,	as	
described	in	the	EIR,	the	County	is	specifically	designated	as	the	recipient	of	the	land	in	the	post	
reclamation	situation,	although	the	EIR	does	say	that	the	County	could	then	provide	the	land	to	an	
appropriate	conservancy.	EHL	has	been	very	involved	in	the	pre-publicity	of	the	project,	and	Michael	
Beck	serves	on	the	Planning	Commissions,	so	it	would	be	assumed	that	EHL	continues	to	be	the	
partner’s,	and	the	County’s,	conservancy	of	choice.	

The	2008	Black	and	Veatch	study	used	the	groundwater	model	developed	by	Bondy	and	Huntley	to	
evaluate	recharge	from	various	configurations	of	spreading	basins.		This	modeling	of	spreading	basins	
may	be	where	this	EIR	develops	the	faulty	rational	that	the	mining	pit	could	increase	infiltration.		The	
distinction	is	that,	for	the	Black	and	Veatch	model,	reclaimed	water	was	to	be	added	to	the	spreading	
basin	to	allow	for	additional	recharge	above	and	beyond	infiltration	during	storm	events.		The	situation	
of	reclaimed	water	being	added	to	the	system	via	spreading	basins	is	not	at	all	analogous	to	a	
comparison	of	storm-water-only	infiltration,	with	and	without	a	pit,	into	the	aquifer.	

The	2008	Black	and	Veatch	model	estimated	that	spreading	basins	with	reclaimed	water	could	support	
the	addition	of	5,000+	afy	into	the	basin,	if	the	basin	were	carefully	managed,	far	exceeding	Bondy	and	
Huntley’s	estimate,	although	further	studies	would	be	needed	to	substantiate	this	conclusion.		“The	cost	
opinions	for	the	alternatives	considered	ranged	from	$64.1	to	$151.7	million	.	.	.	.it	was	acknowledged	
that	the	project	funding	would	likely	include	a	combination	of	grants,	loans,	subsidies,	and	revenues	
from	the	sales	of	high	grade	sand	in	the	El	Monte	Valley.”		The	revenues	from	sand	have	been	the	
drivers	for	all	the	options,	even,	in	retrospect,	the	golf	course.	

Black	and	Veatch	estimated	that	mitigating	impacts	to	cultural	resources	would	cost	$500,000	according	
to	staff	comments	during	a	Sept	7,	2011	Board	meeting.		The	proposed	project	however	considers	that	
all	impacts	are	mitigated	to	below	a	level	of	significance	with	virtually	no	financial	expenditures.		While	
the	analysis	need	not	specifically	address	the	differences	in	the	various	versions	of	the	development	the	
project	proponents	have	evaluated	over	the	years,	the	progression	of	the	changing	project	description	
should	be	laid	out	in	a	“project	changes”	section	in	enough	detail	to	understand	the	basic	evolution	of	
the	project,	so	that	informed	decisions	can	be	made	about	the	validity	of	the	project	objectives,	the	
accuracy	of	the	baseline,	the	significance	of	the	impacts,	the	adequacy	of	the	mitigation,	and	the	
appropriateness	of	alternatives.	
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The	Black	and	Veatch	study	points	out	the	“court	decisions	have	clearly	held	that	the	City	has	Pueblo	
Water	Right	to	waters	of	the	San	Diego	River	and	its	tributaries,	which	is	superior	to	any	right	HWD	may	
have,	HWD	has	the	right	to	recapture	all	imported/foreign	water	which	it	introduces	into	the	Basin.”		Of	
course,	now	that	the	reclaimed	water	is	no	longer	part	of	the	project,	the	issue	of	Pueblo	Water	Rights	
returns	to	a	consideration	of	the	City’s	authority	and	responsibility	to	protect	the	aquifer	–	an	issue	that	
is	not	adequately	addressed	in	the	EIR	thus	not	providing	the	necessary	consideration	of	impacts.	

The	habitat	restoration	described	in	the	Black	and	Veatch	2008	report	continued	the	assumption	that	
the	existing	vegetation	had	less	value	than	proposed	vegetation	would	have.		The	proposed	project	
would	have	turned	the	Valley	into	open	water	spreading	basins,	and	this	is	where	the	idea	of	providing	
cattails	along	the	edges	to	potentially	support	red	wing	black	bird	habitat	came	from.		One	of	the	
impacts	of	the	project,	however,	was	that	regulations	of	the	use	of	reclaimed	water	“may	preclude	the	
continued	use	of	some	potable	water	wells	in	the	general	vicinity	of	the	project	area.”		This	impact	
would	thwart	the	goal	of	continuing	to	educate	the	public	about	the	benefits	of	reclaimed	water,	which	
was	considered	an	important	aspect	of	the	project	(hence	all	the	prepublicity).		Water	connections	to	
Padre	and	Lakeside	Water	District	distribution	systems	would	have	been	required.		“Stakeholder	
outreach”	was	part	of	the	plan,	and	this	is	why,	in	addition	to	presentations	by	Michael	Beck,	for	
example	at	a	Sierra	Club	meeting,	HWD	staff	also	provided	outreach,	for	example	to	the	Association	of	
Environmental	Professionals.	

I	have	a	letter	in	my	files	from	2011	with	Helix	announcing	the	suspension	of	the	Groundwater	recharge	
project.		The	board	at	their	public	meeting	sought	instead	a	shift	to	direct	use	of	purified	water,	which	
several	water	agencies	are	now	pursuing,	the	largest	being	the	City	of	San	Diego	Purewater	program,	
which	will	pipe	purified	sewer	water	to	San	Vincente	Reservoir	for	direct	incorporation	into	the	
municipal	potable	water	treatment	process,	rather	than	first	injecting	it	into	groundwater.		Helix	
retained	its	prioritization	of	local	water	sources	at	this	meeting.	

The	history	of	the	project,	its	use	and	ownership	(previously)	by	Helix,	are	important	to	an	
understanding	of	the	significance	of	the	aquifer.			California	water	context	should	be	included	in	the	
analysis	of	the	proposed	project,	to	understand	the	importance	of	aquifers	as	reserves	for	emergencies	
and	for	other	purposes.		The	California	Water	Code	(Section	12924)	requires	DWR	to	identify	California’s	
groundwater	basins,	investigate	patterns	of	groundwater	extraction	and	recharge	within	those	basins,	
and	identify	basins	that	are	subject	to	critical	conditions	of	overdraft.	DWR	publishes	Bulletin	118	(in	
1975,	1980,	2003,	and	2016).		The	Sustainable	Groundwater	Management	Act	(SGMA),	and	other	
legislation	required	DWR	to	establish	a	process	for	revising	basin	boundaries	and	to	publish	Bulletin	118	
every	five	years,	in	years	ending	in	5	or	0.	The	bulletin	provides	the	required	updates	and	discusses	the	
importance	of	preserving	the	States	groundwater	resources,	providing	a	useful	context	for	the	project	
analysis.	

ATTACHMENT	C	OF	Appendix	J,	RECLAMATION	PLAN,	which	is	maybe	also	Appendix	R:	

Returning	to	the	analysis	provided	in	the	2018	EIR,	page	20	of	the	appendix	reads,	“During	post	mining	
conditions,	groundwater	is	anticipated	to	be	approximately	40-50	feet	below	the	bottom	of	the	pit.”		
This	assumption	is	clearly	faulty.		In	fact,	40	–	50	is	the	current	depth	to	groundwater	in	a	drought	year.		
The	mine	proposes	41	feet	of	lowering,	elsewhere	described	as	to	within	5	feet	of	the	groundwater.		
Perhaps	this	determination	that	the	pit	will	be	40	–	50	feet	from	the	groundwater	is	based	on	that	1.7	
foot	per	year	of	decline,	that	cited	the	2001	paper,	even	though	the	2001	paper	indicated	that	the	
groundwater	depth	typically	returned	to	FULLY	SATURATED	during	heavy	rain	years,	and	even	during	
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drought	years	experienced	minor	recharge	from	run	on,	in	addition	to	recharge	from	the	bed	rock	and	
from	under	the	dam.		There	is	no	evidence	what-so-ever	to	support	this	statement	in	the	EIR’s	hydrology	
technical	report.	

Page	23	continues	to	contradict	the	previous	statements	within	the	EIR	(and	cited	sources)	by	saying	
that	“the	excavated	material	would	not	affect	groundwater	storage.”		This	is	because,	it	claims,	the	pit	
would	hold	more	than	the	sand	would.		This	is	internally	inconsistent	with	the	other	places	in	the	EIR	
analysis	that	say	that	it	is	likely	the	pit	will	not	retain	water,	or	anyway	not	often,	of,	but	if	it	does,	that	is	
a	good	thing,	because	the	pit	would	hold	more	than	the	sand	does.		This	EIR	repeatedly	points	out	that	
the	mine	is	a	temporary	impact,	and	that	in	the	end	it	will	look	just	great,	and	there	won’t	be	any	pit,	
because	it	will	be	“restored”	with	fines	and	riparian	vegetation.		Thus	again,	there	is	internal	
inconsistency.		Both	cannot	be	true:		that	there	will	be	a	pit,	that	functions	like	a	dam,	to	hold	water	and	
reduce	runoff,	and	that	there	won’t	be	a	water-filled	pit,	or	any	of	the	negative	impacts	associated	with	
such	a	pit.			

Similarly,	page	23	only	talks	about	the	reduction	in	plants	related	to	clearing	for	mine	activities.		It	does	
not	address	that	part	of	the	project,	which	would	begin	concurrently	with	phase	2	of	the	mining	project,	
during	which	the	site	will	be	revegetated	with	an	INCREASE	in	phreatophytes.	

The	reality	is	that	mining	pits	do	NOT	function	like	a	dam.		As	explained	in	the	2001	Bondy	and	Huntly	
report,	mining	pits	reduce	the	alluvium,	which	is	the	source	of	the	aquifer,	they	increase	evaporation	
and	they	increase	transpiration.		The	same	researchers	that	suggested	the	site	could	support	a	golf	
course	are	now	suggesting	that	it	can	support	a	sand	mine	without	damage.		My	recommendation	to	the	
water	agencies	and	the	County	would	be	to	have	Bondy	and	Huntly	evaluate	this	report	to	provide	an	
objective	consideration	of	the	impacts	of	the	project,	as	they	did	before	for	the	golf	course	project,	upon	
which	this	EIR	is	tiered.		The	track	record	of	this	project	proponent	regarding	water	analysis	is	clear.		
Proper	stewardship	of	water,	which	is	a	public	trust	responsibility,	would	include	having	Bondy	and	
Huntly	provide	an	objective	perspective.		

Figure	25	is	taken	directly	from	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	report;	it	is	not	even	renumbered	to	be	
consistent	with	figure	numbering	in	the	EIR	technical	report	appendix.		The	figure	presents	very	data	
that	were	useful	in	the	modelling	done	by	Bondy	and	Huntley,	but	in	this	report,	it	appears	without	
explanation.		If	it	is	helpful	to	the	analysis,	it	should	be	explained.		The	text	reads,	“These	data	were	
provided	to	establish	baseline	conditions.		Accordingly,	these	results	are	addressed	further.”		What	
baseline	conditions	are	being	referred	to?		How	are	project	impacts	being	compared	to	these	baseline	
conditions?	

The	second	bullet	on	page	25	is	without	support	–	when	the	text	asserted	this	initially	it	cited	Bondy	and	
Huntly,	but	Bondy	and	Huntly’s	analysis	contradicts	this	assertion.		The	third	bullet	does	not	make	sense.		
If	the	project	proposes	lowering	the	grade	by	37	to	41	feet,	and	if	the	current	water	levels	are	40	to	50	
feet	below	the	surface,	how	can	that	grading	be	15	to	25	feet	above	the	surface?	

The	fourth	bullet	is	also	not	supported	by	Bondy	and	Huntly	or	any	other	data.		On	the	contrary,	water	
levels	ROSE	last	year	-	in	a	drought	year,	as	reported	in	this	EIR.		I	suspect	that	Bondy	and	Huntley	would	
find	that	interesting	and	would	evaluate	water	uses,	and	inputs	such	as	from	the	bedrock	and	from	
under	the	dam,	to	determine	what	influenced	the	system	in	this	way.		This	report,	however,	ignores	this	
information,	which	contradicts	the	model	they	are	proposing,	for	purposes	of	this	part	of	analysis.	
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The	fifth	bullet	is	not	supported	by	Bondy	and	Huntly	or	any	other	data.		Mining	pits	do	NOT	function	
like	dams,	and	even	within	this	report	it	also	argues	that	ponding	is	not	likely,	or	might	occur	briefly.		
Mining	pits	are	NOT	described	as	a	benefit	to	aquifers	in	other	reports,	including	Bondy	and	Huntly,	and	
no	data	explaining	why	this	site	would	be	an	exception	is	provided.	

Page	26	first	bullet	does	not	address	the	point	clearly	made	by	Bondy	and	Huntly,	and	emphasized	in	
other	part	of	this	EIR,	that	the	project	would	INCREASE	phaeophytes,	and	would	do	so	concurrently	with	
mining.	

The	second	bullet	on	page	26	dismisses	the	fact	that	by	reducing	the	amount	of	sand	available	to	hold	
water,	as	an	analogy,	reducing	the	size	of	the	upstream	‘sponge,”	the	project	increases	the	storm	events	
likely	to	result	in	downstream	flooding.		Furthermore,	compaction	and	the	creation	of	impermeable	
surfaces,	which	is	also	part	of	this	project,	also	increase	run-off	and	flooding,	as	does	the	product	being	
marketed:		cement.	

The	third	bullet	is	contradicted	by	other	parts	of	the	report	that	say	it	is	unlikely	the	pit	will	hold	water,	
and	if	it	does,	it	will	not	be	for	long.		Even	if	it	does	hold	water,	it	will	increase	evaporation	as	compared	
to	the	existing	sand,	which,	as	observed	by	me	and	described	by	Bondy	and	Huntly,	absorbs	water	very	
quickly.	

The	fourth	bullet	point	is	the	type	of	conclusion	that	was	questioned	by	water	agencies	when	the	golf	
course	was	proposed,	and	should	be	questioned	again,	as	the	conclusions	are	not	supported	by	
information	and	sources	cited	within	the	analysis.	

By	comparison,	after	making	my	way	through	the	Reclamation	plan	for	the	proposed	sand	mine	in	El	
Monte	Valley,	I	compared	it	with	the	draft	EIR	for	reclamation	plan	for	the	Otay	Valley	Quarry,	modified	
in	2011.		The	Otay	Valley	Quarry	is	a	very	large	(197	acres)	mine	site	that	began	operations	in	1948,	and	
thus	predated	SMARA	regulations.		The	City	of	Chula	Vista	provided	a	document	that	was	clearly	
written,	and	easy	to	read	and	understand.		This	plan	addresses	in	a	straightforward	manner	potential	
impacts	caused	by	the	proposed,	required	reclamation.		In	contrast,	the	El	Monte	Valley	project,	by	
combining	reclamation	with	the	mining	permit,	the	relationship	between	the	required	reclamation	and	
the	biological	mitigation	for	the	sand	mine,	became	difficult	to	disentangle.		The	El	Monte	Valley	project	
appears	to	try	to	get	multiple	benefits	from	one	action,	but	it	is	unclear	to	the	reader	how	this	works.	

ATTACHEMENT	D	SLOPE	STABILITY	–	perhaps	also	Appendix	L?	

Apparently,	no	one	checked	this	attachment	before	providing	to	decisionmakers	and	the	public.		It	has	a	
spacing	issue	that	makes	it	terribly	difficult	to	read.		The	document	should	be	redistributed	with	the	
technical	reports	included	clearly	labeled	and	ordered,	with	consistent	project	descriptions,	and	in	a	
readable	format.		I	recommend	the	Landscape	Plan,	the	Revegetation	Plan,	and	the	Reclamation	Plan	be	
provided	together	as	a	unit,	one	after	the	other,	so	that	they	can	be	compared	–	it	is	confusing	to	have	
all	three,	and	to	have	them	say	different	things,	and	of	course	they	are	related	to	the	Biological	
Resources	Report	and	the	Jurisdictional	Delineation	Report.		Also,	a	table	identifying	where	they	differ	
should	be	provided.	

This	analysis	also	is	based	on	a	faulty	project	description.		It	describes	the	production	of	10	million	tons	
of	aggregate.		The	proposed	project	is	to	produce	12.5	million	tons	of	aggregate,	and	significantly	more	
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material	than	that	will	need	to	be	excavated	to	find	this	much	marketable	material.		The	remainder	of	
the	excavated	materials	will	be	fine	materials,	a	waste	product	that	will	be	spread	on	the	site,	reducing	
the	permeability	of	the	site.		The	project	description	is	also	for	12	years	of	impact,	even	though	three	
years	of	“market	development”	will	be	necessary	to	market	the	enormous	quantities	of	material	that	
would	have	to	flood	the	region	to	be	sold	over	a	12-year	period.		On	way	to	develop	markets	would	be	
to	support	large	developments	such	as	Lilac	Hills,	a	new	stadium,	a	massive	highway	merge	project,	or	
other	major	development	requiring	large	amounts	of	cement,	since	there	currently	is	no	demand	for	this	
much	aggregate.		It	would	also	mean	undermining	existing	markets	from	smaller	suppliers,	and	from	
greener	alternatives,	such	as	recycled	concrete,	or	AggreBind.	

In	this	project	description,	the	descriptions	vary	throughout	the	EIR,	a	maximum	pit	depth	of	
approximately	30	feet	will	be	excavated.		Pit	bottom	elevations	here	are	described	as	from	405	to	440	
feet	above	mean	sea	level,	whereas	page	37	of	the	report	that	this	report	is	an	appendix	to	says	grading	
would	be	to	400	AMSL.		Elsewhere	this	EIR	says	current	groundwater	levels	are	420	feet	AMSL,	thus	
grading	would	go	below	the	current	water	level.	

It	is	not	necessary,	for	purposes	of	this	report,	that	the	high	value	and	diversity	of	the	vegetation	be	
reported,	and	it	is	not:	“annual	grasses	and	weeds	with	a	few	large	trees.”		However,	this	description	
furthers	the	perception	and	bias	that	the	existing	condition	bears	little	value.		Agricultural	uses	are	not	
mentioned.					

Table	2.1	provides	depth	to	groundwater	at	HDW-2	between	4/27/2012	and	10/17/2014,	and	it	
measures	at	depths	between	409.74	and	414.81,	with	depth	to	groundwater	ranging	from	32.43	and	
36.26	ft	bgs.		These	data	make	it	clear	that	the	proposed	project	is	likely	to	grade	below	the	existing	
water	level.	The	analysis	should	be	corrected	to	more	accurately	describe	the	data.	

As	I	mentioned	early	on	in	my	comments,	in	the	discussion	of	alternatives,	the	project	has	changed	
completely	over	the	years.		Page	6	provides	an	interesting	detail,	“The	eastern	portion	of	the	project	
was	added	to	the	proposed	excavation	after	the	field	program	was	complete;	there,	we	utilized	prior	
explorations	by	others	to	characterize	the	subsurface	conditions	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	project.”		
The	decisionmakers	should	consider	if	this	is	adequate,	or	if	additional	investigation	is	needed	in	this	
area.		Perhaps	this	supports	the	alternative	that	would	provide	for	a	smaller	scale	project	that	would	be	
based	on	the	extent	of	mining	area	(or	less)	evaluated	by	the	consultants.		Had	the	consultant	
investigated	the	eastern	area,	they	would	have	determined	the	extent	of	the	nitrate	plume	that	has	
been	described	by	others	near	the	dairy.		Until	the	nature	and	extent	of	this	contamination	can	be	
identified,	this	area	should	not	be	disturbed,	since	grading	would	potentially	spread	the	contamination	
further	throughout	the	aquifer.		This	area	is	in	Phase	I.	

Table	2.2	compiles	the	depth	to	groundwater	from	several	investigations.		These	range	from	a	greatest	
depth	measured	in	2011	of	45.0	feet	at	two	wells,	to	between	36.7	and	42.3	at	four	locations	in	2015,	
and	as	little	as	10	feet	bgs	in	1998.		These	data	do	not	support	the	1.7	foot	per	year	decline	described	in	
the	previous	appendix	to	the	hydrology	analysis,	and	add	emphasis	to	the	possibility	of	the	proposed	
grading	exposing	groundwater.	

Page	17	also	provides	the	common	analysis	that	“surface	water	is	not	anticipated	to	occur	in	the	final	pit	
except	during	times	of	high	flow	in	the	San	Diego	River.”		Page	25	further	states	that	“[t]ransient	
flooding”	of	the	working	pit	is	not	expected	to	destabilize	slopes	cut	3(h)	to	1(v)	or	flatter.”		The	previous	
appendix	assumed	the	opposite,	so	that	it	could	describe	the	pit	as	functioning	like	a	dam	to	hold	storm	
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flows.		Thus,	the	project	is	described	differently	in	different	sections	to	avoid	a	consideration	of	
potential	impacts.	

Page	20	provides	a	description	of	a	30-foot-high	cut	slope	with	a	20-foot	bench.		This	description	should	
be	highlighted	in	the	visual	analysis	section,	where	such	a	slope	might	be	considered	to	have	significant	
impacts,	and	in	the	biology	section,	where	it	would	be	an	impediment	to	wildlife	movement,	and	in	the	
land	use	section,	where	it	would	stop	the	existing	north-south	movement/connection	of	the	community.	

Page	21	reports	that	“due	to	the	potential	for	the	presence	of	shallow	groundwater	beneath	the	site	(34	
feet)	the	liquefaction	of	the	soils	has	been	evaluated…”		Elsewhere	this	potential	is	not	mentioned.			

Exploratory	boring	data	from	various	years	are	included	as	attachments	to	this	technical	report.		The	size	
and	color	of	the	materials	recovered,	and	depth	to	moisture	and	to	saturation	are	noted.		These	can	be	
used	to	estimate	how	much	waste	material	will	be	generated,	and	how	much	additional	excavation	will	
be	required	to	recover	the	desired	amount	of	PCC	aggregate	material,	as	well	as	depth	to	moisture	and	
groundwater.		For	boring	number	4	taken	in	2015	depth	to	groundwater	was	36.7	feet.			

In	1998	boring	numbers	7	and	8	stopped	at	21	feet	where	it	is	“very	wet	to	saturated…near	water	
table.”		Boring	number	9	found	water	standing	at	22.8	feet.		Boring	10	found	it	at	19	feet.		Boring	11	
found	it	at	18.6	feet.		Boring	12	found	it	at	16.8	feet.		Boring	14	found	it	at	18.8	feet.		In	fact,	some	
borings	taken	in	1998	found	it	moist	starting	from	the	surface,	for	example	boring	number	B-24.	

Boring	B-27	taken	in	2003	found	ground	water	at	28	feet.		Boring	B-2	taken	in	2011	found	groundwater	
at	42	feet.	

Boring	logs	taken	in	2011	made	a	point	to	note	that	groundwater	“may	rise	to	a	higher	level	due	to	
seasonal	variation	in	precipitation	and	several	other	factors	as	discussed	in	the	report.”		Borings	B-4,	B-
6,	B-7,	B-9,	B-19,	B-23	found	groundwater	at	35	feet.		Boring	B-8	was	moist	all	the	way	to	the	surface,	
with	groundwater	measured	at	40	feet.	

Some	of	the	boring	data	were	not	included	in	my	copy	–	perhaps	not	all	of	them	scanned	with	the	public	
copy	was	being	made?		A	complete	set	of	boring	data	should	be	available.			

The	project	description	should	include	an	estimate	of	how	much	will	have	to	be	excavated	to	recover	
12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	aggregate	so	that	the	impacts	can	be	assessed.		Test	data	such	as	the	fines	
content	table	in	the	slop	stability	investigation	can	evaluate	the	borings	to	determine	how	much	of	the	
excavated	material	will	be	a	fine	waste	material.		Fines	content	ranging	from	3.5	to	68.6	percent	is	found	
at	various	depths	in	the	sample	depicted	on	that	page.	

Appendix	E	SUMMARY	OF	LARA	MODEL	MEMORANDUM	

“Due	to	not	having	water	infrastructure	the	project	site	does	not	have	a	reliable	water	source	for	
agricultural	purposes.”		On	the	contrary,	the	agricultural	purpose	at	my	ranch	is	horses,	and	my	well	
water	is	free,	because	I	have	installed	solar	(roof	PV).		Agriculture	that	relies	on	purchased	water	is	very	
costly	in	Southern	California,	but	water	that	comes	from	wells	costs	only	pumping	costs.		Given	the	
shallow	aquifer,	pumping	costs	are	low	in	El	Monte	Valley.		Furthermore,	oats	are	typically	raised	with	
no	irrigation	at	all.		



151	
	

Page	4	cites	high	alkalinity.		Soils	with	a	pH	that	is	higher	than	7	are	said	to	be	"alkaline."	Although	most	
plants	grow	best	in	soil	that	is	slightly	acidic,	a	few,	including	blueberries	and	azaleas,	prefer	soil	that	is	
slightly	alkaline.	Some	plants	are	tolerant	of	alkaline	soils,	including	dwarf	baby's	breath,	carnations,	
foxtail	lilies	and	oregano.	It	is	not	difficult	to	lower	the	pH.		Often,	cattle	use	the	alkaline	land,	and	
turning	out	cattle	or	other	livestock	lowers	the	alkalinity.		One	can	also	lower	the	pH	by	applying	a	
fertilizer	that	has	ammonium	sulfate.	Other	plants	that	thrive	in	alkaline	soils	include	Anchusa	azurea,	
Bearded	iris,	Reticulated	iris,	black	eyed	susans,	Cadytuft,	Catmint,	Cenaurea,	Columbine,	Daylilies,	
Delphinium,	Easter	lilies,	Festuca,	Foxglove,	Goldenrod,	Sempervivum	tectorum,	Hosta,	Jacob’s	ladder,	
Lavendar,	Lenten	rose,	Maiden	grass,	Miscanthus	sinensis,	Lychnis	chalcedonica,	Thalictrum	
aquilegifolium,	Pulsatilla	vulgaris,	Kniphofia,	sages,	Shasta	daisy,	Woodland	phlox,	Yarrow,	Clematis,	
Kiwi	(Actinidia	kolomikta),	Vinca	minor,	Buxus	sempervirens,	Cotoneaster	horizontalis,	Deutzia,	
Euonymus	fortunei,	Chamaecyparis,	Forythia,	privet,	lilac,	Rose	of	Sharon,	sumac,	Spiraea,	Yew,	Yucca,	
beech,	ash,	chestnut,	cherry,	pine.	The	alkalinity	can	be	corrected	by	the	appropriate	agricultural	use,	or	
with	inexpensive	methods	that	alter	the	pH.			

I	had	a	large	battery	of	tests	done	on	my	own	well,	and	yes:		quite	high	in	iron,	which	page	4	reports	is	
an	irrigation	clogging	problem.		High	iron	is	not	a	health	problem	for	me,	my	horses,	or	my	plants.		It	was	
causing	a	clogging	problem	in	my	home,	so	I	installed	a	large	filter,	and	have	not	had	clogging	problems	
since	–	and	it	has	not	been	a	problem	in	the	horse	waterers,	where	there	is	no	filtration.		The	“severe”	
agricultural	problem	that	the	iron	could	cause	is	not	specified,	but	the	existing	agricultural	operations,	
including	my	own,	seem	not	to	be	affected.			

Page	4	reports	“high	arsenic”	levels	that	are	“toxic	to	plants	and	animals.”		Arsenic	did	not	show	up	at	my	
well,	nor	do	arsenic	levels	appear	to	be	a	problem	for	any	of	the	existing	animal	raising	facilities	or	crops	that	
are	raised	in	the	Valley.		The	report	does	not	specify	where	or	at	what	concentrations	the	arsenic	was	found,	
just	that	it	was	“high”	in	EMV.		Unless	more	information	is	provided,	it	is	impossible	to	know	if	this	poses	any	
restrictions	on	agricultural	use	what-so-ever.		It	apparently	is	not	an	issue	for	any	of	the	existing	agricultural	
operations,	including	my	own.	

Page	4	repots	high	TDS,	and	yes,	these	are	expected	to	be	a	factor	near	the	dairy.		In	this	area,	a	plume	with	
high	levels	of	nitrates	(and	low	pH)	has	been	reported.		My	well	did	not	have	high	TDS	concentrations,	but	my	
well	is	above	the	dairy.		Page	4	indicates	that	the	location	of	high	TDS	as	the	central	and	western	portions	of	
the	Valley,	which	are	below	the	dairy;	however,	concentration	measured	for	this	report	found	them	to	be	
below	the	600	mg/L	threshold,	with	reading	of	350	to	550	mg/L.		Near	the	dairy	it	is	likely	that	TDS	may	be	an	
issue,	but	in	most	areas,	it	is	not	an	agricultural	issue.	

Page	5	reports	a	“high”	rating	for	the	Soil	factor,	with	a	rating	of	0.69,	though	how	this	rating	was	determined	
is	not	explained.		Soils	are	apparently	highly	suited	for	agriculture.	

Likewise,	the	Surrounding	Land	Use	rating	is	high,	and	this	is	better	explained.		Surrounding	Land	Uses	are	
apparently	compatible	with	agriculture.	

Yet	surprisingly	the	“Land	Use	Consistency”	for	agriculture	is	rated	Low,	because	the	smaller	parcels	indicate	
a	high	level	of	urbanization.		While	there	is	indeed	a	pocket	of	smaller	parcels	along	El	Monte	Road,	most	of	
them	have	stables,	and/or	chicken	coops,	pigs	and	other	livestock.		And	“smaller”	is	a	relative	term	in	this	
Valley.		I	have	one	of	the	smallest	parcels	in	the	Valley	at	1.7	acres	–	smaller	than	any	of	my	neighbors,	and	
yet	I	have	“agricultural”	uses	on	my	property	(horses)	and	in	fact	when	I	bought	my	home	it	came	with	a	
tractor.		The	residents	of	the	homes	on	smaller	parcels	along	El	Monte	would	be	surprised	that	they	are	
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considered	too	“urban”	to	be	considered	an	agricultural	area.		This	rating	is	not	consistent	with	the	actual	
features	of	the	properties.	

As	previously	noted,	the	Slope	factor	is	given	a	“moderate”	rating	because	of	the	12.8-acre	pit	area,	berms	
that	were	installed	as	BMPs,	and	other	features	of	the	golf	course.		However,	these	slopes	are	not	the	sort	of	
slopes	that	require	terracing.		Ordinary	farm	equipment	could	easily	restore	the	alluvial	sand	flat	grade,	and	
thus	the	slope	factor	should	also	be	“high”	and	not	“moderate.”	

The	discussion	of	direct	and	indirect	impacts	on	agriculture	do	not	address	the	effects	of	the	project	on	
nervous	livestock	and	other	animals.		One	neighbor	along	Willow	suffered	losses	of	her	parrots	when	Sunrise	
Powerlink	was	installed	due	to	the	noise	and	agitation.		Horses	are	more	sensitive	to	various	impacts	from	
the	project,	from	WNV	from	mosquitoes	in	the	ponded	areas,	to	being	more	nervous	with	the	noise	and	
equipment,	and	they	have	more	sensitive	respiratory	systems	that	are	more	sensitive	to	particulates.		Also,	
several	animal	species	are	subject	to	Valley	Fever	infection.		If	the	project	destabilizes	the	TDS	near	the	dairy,	
or	otherwise	contaminates	groundwater,	this	will	also	have	an	impact	on	existing	wells.	The	project	would	
plant	phaeophytes	and	would	remove	water-holding	sands,	thus	affecting	the	aquifer	for	the	entire	
agricultural	community.		The	entire	Valley	is	dependent	on	well	water	for	both	domestic	and	agricultural	use.		
Additionally,	this	public	land	has	historically	been	directly	available,	via	lease,	to	the	high	school,	dairy,	and	
other	agricultural	leasers	of	the	property.		Most	of	those	leases	were	terminated	as	this	project	progressed,	
but	removing	the	high	school	oats	from	production	was	a	direct	impact	to	me,	because	I	purchased	the	oat	
hay	for	my	horses.		Thus,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	adversely	affect	the	viability	of	
the	surrounding	agricultural	uses	overlooks	key	impacts,	and	overestimates	the	effects	of	the	proposed	
mitigation.	

Appendix	I,	5th	Draft	EL	MONTE	SAND	MINING	PROJECT	CONCEPTUAL	REVEGATION	PLAN,	dated	May	2018.	
But	then	there	is	also	one	dated	August.		Both	are	included	in	the	materials.					

The	project	description	for	the	fifth	draft	dated	May	on	page	5	says	the	project	will	“[e]xtract	approximately	
10.3	million	tons	of	aggregate”	even	though	the	project	is	for	12.5	million	tons,	covers	a	larger	area	than	
previously	described,	and,	as	noted	above	severely	underestimates	the	excavation	required	to	recover	the	
desired	quantities	of	aggregate.		The	August	version	does	update	the	number	to	12.5	million	tons.	

This	report	claims	the	project	will	“improve	overall	native	habitat	quality	and	functions.”		To	find	this,	the	
analysis	must	find	that	the	proposed	plant	pallet	has	higher	functions	and	values	than	the	existing	system,	
but	it	does	not	question	this,	instead	concludes	it.		Thus,	the	analysis	did	not	approach	the	question	of	“what	
will	the	impacts	be?”	and	“how	will	the	resulting	condition	compare?”		Rather	it	focuses	from	the	outset	in	
selecting	information	and	presenting	it	in	a	way	that	depicts	the	final	conditions	as	better	than	the	existing	
conditions.		To	make	this	conclusion,	the	effects	on	the	high	diversity	and	sensitivity	of	the	existing	
community	must	be	considered	mitigated,	though	no	evidence	exists	to	indicate	that,	for	example,	glossy	
snakes	can	be	successfully	removed	and	then	reintroduced	to	an	area.		No	information	is	provided	on	the	
soils,	soil	functions,	soil	ecology	at	all,	even	though	the	project	proposes	a	complete	alteration	(removal	of	
the	entire	biologically-active	portion)	of	the	soils.		The	value	of	the	alluvial	fan	system	is	completely	
overlooked,	and	only	native	riparian	species	are	considered	to	have	value.		I	have	previously	pointed	out	the	
values	in	the	alluvial	fan	system,	and	even	in	the	nonnative	species	that	are	present.	

Differences	between	the	May	and	August	version	of	this	report	are	evidenced	on	page	6,	where	the	size	of	
the	revegetation	is	reduced	to	226.4	acres.		Both	version	make	sure	to	disparage	the	existing	conditions,	even	
while	admitting	that	the	“property	currently	supports	high	biodiversity”	and	insisting	that	the	plant	pallet	
proposed	will	be	“more	diverse,”	though	the	numbers	do	not	suggest	that,	and	furthermore,	biodiversity	
includes	soil	organisms,	fungi,	epiphytes,	and	many	members	of	the	community	that	will	be	removed	with	
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the	mining	operation	and	that	will	not	be	restored	to	the	site.		Yet	even	without	setting	up	a	comparison	
area,	or	providing	data,	the	page	6	summary	concludes	that	the	revegetation	will	“improve”	habitat	quality	
and	functions.		If	the	necessary	analysis	is	expected	in	subsequent	pages,	never	mind,	it	does	not	occur.		

Page	9	I	assume	the	“depression”	and	“excavated	plain”	is	synonymous	with	mining	pit,	though	this	is	
inconsistent	with	the	language	elsewhere	in	the	EIR.		In	other	parts	of	the	EIR	the	“depression”	had	a	
different	acreage.		Here	a	depression	is	described	as	215	acres,	and	then	there	is	a	“pit”	of	83	acres	in	the	
May	version,	changed	to	75	acres	in	the	August	version.		Attachment	C,	above	referred	to	a	228-acre	pit.			
Here	it	describes	the	pit	as	being	as	much	as	20	feet	deep	in	water.		Elsewhere	it	is	up	to	30	feet	deep,	but	
mostly	the	document	says	it	is	unlikely	to	pond	water.		How	does	the	75-acre	pit	differ	from	the	215,	or	228-
acre	pit?		Will	it	be	even	deeper?		Why	does	the	document	not	use	one	set	of	descriptions/acreages?		This	
description	refers	to	a	channel	that	will	be	5	feet	deep	–	is	this	5	feet	BELOW	the	grade	that	is	already	
intended	to	go	as	much	as	41	feet	below	the	surface?		Elsewhere	the	slopes	are	described	as	3:1,	not	4:1.		
Here	the	channel	is	described	as	“meandering,”	but	elsewhere	the	description	is	that	it	will	have	an	
engineered	appearance,	that	will	not	be	meandering.		Here	it	calls	for	irrigations	systems,	but	elsewhere	it	
says	that	irrigation	systems	will	not	be	needed.		Here	the	document	refers	to	the	pending	development	of	a	
Resource	Management	Plan,	that	will	specify	how	the	site	will	be	managed,	but	that	document	is	not	
available	now.		Will	it	require	public	review?		What	are	the	standards?		Without	standards	this	is	a	deferral	of	
mitigation.	

The	description	on	page	9	was	not	changed	in	anyway,	even	though	an	additional	2.2	million	tons	of	
excavation	was	added	between	the	time	the	May	draft	was	issued,	and	the	August.		How	can	it	be	that	an	
additional	2.2	million	tons	can	be	extracted	with	no	additional	impacts	being	considered?		The	May	version	of	
this	report	described	maximum	excavation	as	30	-35	feet.		This	version	puts	it	deeper,	at	36	to	41	feet,	yet	
keeps	the	depth	to	groundwater	the	same.	

The	first	paragraph	on	page	9	refers	to	the	existing	pit,	the	75-acre	pit	made	when	600,000	tons	of	sand	were	
extracted	under	the	pretext	of	developing	a	golf	course	as	a	“dry”	pit.		In	the	very	next	paragraph,	the	
description	says	the	proposed	75-acre	pit	would	store	water	a	maximum	of	20	feet	deep	that	would	recharge	
the	aquifer.		Why	is	one	pit	“dry”	and	to	be	filled	with	waste	fines,	and	the	other	pit	an	asset	to	the	aquifer?		
And	even	if	it	is	an	asset	to	the	aquifer,	I	will	point	out	that	it	would	be	a	temporary	asset	to	the	aquifer,	since	
it	also	would	be	filled,	while	the	impact	of	removing	the	sand,	reducing	the	holding	capacity,	and	increasing	
the	coverage	of	phaeophytes	would	be	permanent.	

It	is	exhausting	reading	each	page	and	seeing	so	many	biased	statements.		I	realize	that	the	County	staff	must	
not	have	thought	them	biased	to	allow	them	to	be	in	the	public	information.		Thus,	I	struggle	with	how	much	
on	each	page	I	point	out,	with	the	document	looming	in	front	of	me,	and	the	deadline	approaching.		The	
proponents	had	literally	years	to	provide	their	biases	to	many	groups,	as	I	described,	consultants,	
environmental	groups.		Points	that	seem	obviously	biased	have	been	accepted	as	not	biased	by	consultants	
and	County	staff.		The	project	description	kept	changing,	so	presenting	clarification,	and	even	knowing	where	
and	how	their	message	was	being	given,	was	impossible.		Now,	in	the	EIR,	is	the	time	to	provide	unbiased,	
clear	information.		This	EIR	fails	to	do	so.	

Page	11	of	the	May	version	begins	with	the	confusion	about	the	reclamation	plan,	revegetation	plan,	
landscape	plan,	restoration	plan,	and	even	if	you	can	work	out	which	one	is	the	one	describing	what	will	
happen,	all	of	them	say	it	will	likely	change	and	will	be	based	on	plans	and	approvals	that	come	later.		I	
understand	the	challenges	with	project	management.		It	is	true	that	the	CEQA	document	is	the	basis	for	many	
permits	and	so	it	comes	early	in	the	process.		It	is	also	true	that	every	agency	wants	to	be	last,	and	then	
wants	to	change	the	project.		And	different	agencies	have	different	restoration/reclamation/revegetation	
requirements.		So,	it	is	difficult	and	challenging.		However,	it	is	necessary	that	he	CEQA	document	let	the	
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public	and	decisionmakers	know	what	the	project	is,	what	the	baseline	is,	and	what	the	impacts	are.		Given	
the	discrepancies	between	the	sections,	the	fact	that	things	may	change,	the	bias	in	the	baseline	description	
and	in	the	impacts	section,	obscures	the	impacts	associated	with	the	project.		Relying	on	vague	subsequent	
plans	defers	mitigation.	

Per	the	hydrology	background,	and	Bondy	and	Huntly,	a	system	that	was	ephemeral	before	the	dam	
continues	to	be	ephemeral	after	the	dam,	albeit	with	less	dramatic	flood	flows.		This	section	describes	that	as	
“dramatically	altered.”			A	dam	is	a	big	modification.		What	percentage	of	the	watershed	is	captured	behind	
the	dam?			Unlike	portions	of	this	document	that	are	less	biased,	and	unlike	Bondy	and	Huntley,	from	San	
Diego	State,	and	who	were	hired	by	the	water	agencies	to	evaluate	the	water	use	associated	with	the	project,	
not	by	the	project	proponents,	this	section	of	the	EIR	says	“the	dam	ended	seasonal	dynamism	of	the	river	
and	blocked	processes	that	previously	transferred	eroded	geological	material	from	the	upper	watershed	
through	El	Monte	Valley	to	downstream	reaches….	These	natural	processes	have	mostly	been	eliminated.”		In	
contrast,	the	model	prepared	by	Bondy	and	Huntley	describes	a	continuing	process	of	sedimentation,	albeit	
reduced.		However,	if	sedimentation	has	ceased,	as	this	report	asserts,	then	it	is	even	more	imperative	that	it	
not	be	removed,	as	it	now	can	no	longer	be	replenished.		Living	in	EMV,	I	have	personally	witnessed,	during	
storm	events,	sediments	being	washed	into	the	system.		Surely	it	is	altered,	but	it	is	not	true	that	it	has	
ceased.	

For	purposes	of	this	section,	that	the	hydrology	be	accurately	portrayed	is	less	important	than	the	biology.		
Page	11	in	the	May	version,	and	page	12	in	the	August	version	says	El	Monte	Valley	has	“vague	remnants	of	
the	historic	natural	river	system.”		Page	11	(or	12)	does	not	mention	its	high	species	diversity,	function	as	a	
wildlife	corridor,	the	riparian	functions	and	values	it	has,	just	a	“vague	remnant.”		Page	15	says	that	the	area	
is	“no	longer	recognizable	as	a	native	or	naturalized	vegetation.”		Bondy	and	Huntley,	in	contrast,	describe	
alluvial	fans	as	being	the	more	natural	habitat,	and	post-mining	areas	as	being	the	ones	that	transformed	
alluvial	plains	into	altered	systems	that	are	nothing	like	the	natural	baseline	scenario.		The	sand	deposition,	
that	the	EIR	associates	with	devastation	to	riparian	systems,	because	it	makes	it	too	far	to	the	ground	water,	
is	explained	in	Bondy	and	Huntley	as	being	an	ancient	process,	with	“modern”	(in	geologic	time)	additions,	
but	none	of	it	resulting	from	the	dam,	which	retains	sediment,	rather	than	causing	it	to	be	accumulated.	

If	the	biologists	are	concerned	about	depth	to	groundwater,	and	it	is	indeed	a	crucial	factor,	they	should	
consider	if	the	project	will	cause	the	groundwater	to	drop,	devastating	the	most	sensitive	areas	that	are	
marked	for	preservation.	

On	page	11	(or	12)	of	the	text	of	the	appendix	to	the	2018	EIR	says	that	the	ground	water	is	40	–	45	feet	
below	the	surface,	“below	elevations	necessary	to	maintain	a	self-sustaining	native	riparian	ecosystem.”		In	
contrast,	Bondy	and	Huntley	describe	the	native	situation	as	being	more	alluvial	sand	flat,	historical	photos	in	
Mission	Valley	show	that	that	situation	occurred	there,	also,	and	that	in	fact	it	is	the	post-mine	unnatural	
scenario	that	had	an	increase	in	riparian	phreatophytes.			

The	EIR	has	a	shifting	baseline.		The	EIR	is	arguing	that	a	shallower	sand	layer	would	allow	a	more	natural	
situation,	even	as	it	says	that	the	dam	stops	sand	flow,	which	it	seems	like	would	result	in	a	shallower	alluvial	
fan.		Yet	it	is	devastating	when	done	by	the	dam	(“natural	processes	have	mostly	been	eliminated”),	but	
beneficial	when	done	by	the	sand	mine	–	according	to	the	EIR.		The	EIR	argues	that	it	is	devastating	when	the	
dam	stops	flood	and	sediment	flows,	but	beneficial	when	done	by	a	sand	mine.	

The	project	area	is	“vacant,”	um,	well,	except	for	the	extremely	diverse	habitat,	wildlife	corridor,	agricultural	
leases	that	Helix	used	to	enter,	and	of	course	recreational	use,	including	all	types	of	trail	users,	ultralight	
aircraft	overhead,	model	airplanes,	paragliders,	artists,	photographers,	and	falconers.		“Some	native	
vegetation	is	scattered	throughout	the	site”	…	yes,	I	would	say	so.		A	bit	of	native	vegetation,	a	unique	
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habitat	types,	along	with	incredible	species	diversity	and	a	long	list	of	endangered	and	sensitive	species.		The	
bias	in	the	description	continues,	and	becomes	exhausting	to	a	reader	who	may	be	trying	to	pick	out	and	
understand	the	impacts.	

The	project’s	revegetation	is	continually	described	throughout	the	EIR	as	providing	a	high	diversity	plant	
pallet.		A	quick	count	indicates	that	41	plant	species	are	provided	in	the	plant	pallet.		Appendix	C	provides	a	
list	of	32	sensitive	plants	species	that	are	likely	to	occur,	and	Table	1	lists	190	existing	species,	such	as	
buckwheat	and	black	sage,	which	are	abundant	members	of	the	existing	community.		Thus,	the	EIR	and	its	
technical	reports	are	internally	inconsistent,	biased.		I	didn’t	count	how	many	were	native	compared	to	how	
many	were	non-native,	but	a	glance	suggests	it	might	be	50%	nonnative,	which	still	leaves	80	natives	in	the	
existing	community,	but	only	about	half	that	many	in	the	proposed	plant	pallet.		In	addition,	the	nonnative	
species	also	provide	habitat,	and,	if	grading	and	other	substrate	moving	activities	were	discontinued,	would	
likely	persist	at	low	levels,	as	occurs	in	many	settings,	without	interfering	with	natural	functions.		Forty-one	
plants	in	the	plant	pallet,	represents	a	much	lower	diversity.		These	deficiencies	make	the	analysis	unable	to	
disclose	impacts	to	describe	the	existing	conditions	as	less	diverse	or	less	valuable.		The	baseline	conditions	
are	continually	disparaged,	even	when	the	disparagements	are	inconsistent	with	the	findings	within	the	
report.		The	proposed	revegetation	is	continually	touted	as	having	benefits	beyond	what	the	plants	would	
provide.			

Page	12	of	the	August	version	says	that	“The	channel	gradient	has	been	reduced	in	this	stretch	of	the	river,	
resulting	in	sand	deposition	and	the	creation	of	a	broad,	nearly	level	alluvial	plain.”		(Yet	it	was	described	as	
providing	too	much	slope	in	the	agricultural	analysis.)		The	dam	restricting	sediment	flows	is	somehow	bad,	
but	here,	the	opposite,	sand	deposition,	is	an	implied	negative.		However,	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	report	also	
describes	the	geological	process	that	resulted	in	the	sand	deposition,	and	they	are	at	odds	this	this	
description	in	the	technical	appendix	of	this	2018	EIR.			

The	high	species	diversity	and	high	level	of	sensitive	species	is	descried	as	“some	native	species	sparsely	
scattered	throughout	the	site.”		The	dam	has	“ended	seasonal	dynamism	of	the	river	and	blocked	processes	
that	previously	transferred	eroded	geologic	material	.	.	.”		Which	is	it?		Is	the	area	choked	with	more	than	
natural	sand,	as	it	implies	in	the	paragraph	above?		Or	does	it	have	LESS	sand	than	it	naturally	would	because	
of	the	dam?		Have	“natural	processes	been	eliminated”	or	does	the	river	still	flood	and	behave	like	the	
ephemeral	stream	it	was	before	the	dam?			

Page	12	of	the	August	version	discusses	the	rapid	existing	percolation.		However,	later	in	this	technical	report	
the	analysis	will	claim	that	the	project,	which	will	be	compacting	the	substrate,	spreading	impermeable	
AggreBind,	and	spreading	fine	waste	materials	all	over	the	site	will	somehow	increase	infiltration.		This	
misrepresentation	of	factors	causes	the	EIR	to	fail	to	disclose	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

Page	12	cites	Rosenberg	et	al,	2000	for	the	statement	that	“natural	processes	have	mostly	been	eliminated.		
As	observed	in	El	Monte	Valley,	ecological	degradation	in	river	systems	follows	losses	of	hydrogeomorphic	
function.”		What	Rosenburg	et.	al	say	in	their	6-page	paper	is:	

“Ubiquitous	hydrological	alterations—dam	construction	and	associated	water	diversion,	exploitation	of	
groundwater	aquifers,	stream	channelization,	and	intercatchment	water	transfer—are	producing	global-
scale	effects	on	the	environment…Dynesius	and	Nilsson	(1994)	determined	that	77%	of	the	total	
discharge	of	the	139	largest	river	systems	in	the	northern	third	of	the	world	is	affected	by	river	channel	
fragmentation	caused	by	dams,	reservoirs,	intercatchment	diversions,	and	irrigation.	This	fragmentation	
could	profoundly	affect	biological	populations	over	a	substantial	area	of	the	world.”	
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The	proposed	mining	project	would	add	catchments,	fragmentation,	and	irrigation,	and	thus	is	exactly	
the	type	of	impact	addressed	in	this	paper.		The	paper,	which	does	focus	on	dams,	but	does	not	restrict	
consideration	of	these	anthropogenic	effects	to	dams,	says	that	these	aspects	of	the	proposed	project	
have	a	host	of	associated	impacts,	that	are	not	addressed	by	this	EIR.		“Hydrological	alteration	can	be	
defined	as	any	anthropogenic	disruption	in	the	magnitude	or	timing	of	natural	river	flows...”	and	the	
paper	goes	on	to	discuss	impacts	associated	with	these	changes.	
	
Likewise,	the	EIR	cites	Shang	2010	for	the	misleading	quote	above.		What	Shang	2010	actually	says	in	
this	12-page	paper	is	that,	at	the	author’s	research	site	in	China,	is:	“Estimation	of	the	flood	stage	that	
will	inundate	the	floodplain	forest	is	necessary	for	the	forest’s	restoration	or	protection.	To	balance	
water	use	for	economic	purposes	and	floodplain	forest	protection,	the	inundated	forest	width	method	is	
proposed	for	estimating	the	minimum	flood	stage	for	floodplain	forests	from	the	inundated	forest	
width-stage	curve.	The	minimum	flood	stage	is	defined	as	the	breakpoint	of	the	inundated	forest	width-
stage	curve,	and	is	determined	directly	or	analytically	from	the	curve.	For	the	analytical	approach,	the	
problem	under	consideration	is	described	by	a	multi-objective	optimization	model,	which	can	be	solved	
by	the	ideal	point	method.	Then,	the	flood	flow	at	the	minimum	flood	stage	(minimum	flood	flow),	
which	is	useful	for	flow	regulation,	can	be	calculated	from	the	stage-discharge	curve.	In	order	to	protect	
the	forest	in	a	river	floodplain	in	a	semiarid	area	in	Xinjiang	subject	to	reservoir	regulation	upstream,	the	
proposed	method	was	used	to	determine	the	minimum	flood	stage	and	flow	for	the	forest.	Field	survey	
of	hydrology,	topography,	and	forest	distribution	was	carried	out	at	typical	cross	sections	in	the	
floodplain.	Based	on	the	survey	results,	minimum	flood	flows	for	six	typical	cross	sections	were	
estimated	to	be	between	306	m3/s	and	393	m3/s.	Their	maximum,	393	m3/s,	was	considered	the	
minimum	flood	flow	for	the	study	river	reach.	This	provides	an	appropriate	flood	flow	for	the	protection	
of	floodplain	forest	and	can	be	used	in	the	regulation	of	the	upstream	reservoir.”		The	EIR	misrepresents	
this	paper.	
	
I	doubt	the	City	of	San	Diego	uses	this	model,	which	was	developed	for	a	Chinese	riparian	forest	system	
with	a	perennially	surface	flowing	river.		However,	the	releases	from	El	Capitan	reservoir	during	heavy	
rain	years	are	not	inconsistent	with	the	recommendations	in	the	paper	for	a	very	different	type	of	
system	in	Northwest	China.			
	
Page	15	of	the	August	technical	report	does	at	least	admit	that	the	site	“continues	to	retain	a	soil	
substrate”	however;	the	proposed	project	will	eliminate	that.		Page	16	says	“non-native	plants	are	
becoming	more	prevalent”	yet	in	a	few	pages	the	text	says	that	natives	are	invading	the	areas	that	had	
been	denuded	for	the	golf	course.		Page	16	also	lists	the	document	shrubs,	all	of	which	are	native.			
	
One	of	the	challenges	for	a	biologist	assessing	this	habitat	is	that	the	County’s	habitat	guidance	did	not	
closely	scrutinize	a	few	extremely	rare	resources,	such	as	coastal	strand	and	alluvial	fan.		However,	
CEQA	analyses,	while	the	EIR	need	not	consider	every	possibility,	the	EIR	needs	not	be	constrained	by	
existing	categories	or	rules	if	a	particular	site	provides	an	exception.	
	
On	page	21,	regarding	the	lack	of	an	ordinary	High-Water	Mark,	while	this	does	not	need	to	be	the	
highest	flood	mark	recorded,	if	a	serious	flooding	event	had	happened	within	a	few	years	of	the	study,	
an	ordinary	high-water	mark	would	have	been	discernable.		However,	the	sandy	soils	quickly	slough	and	
smooth,	and	the	mark	disappears	much	more	quickly	in	an	alluvial	setting	that	in	other	types	of	
waterways.		Jurisdictional	area	thus	may	be	significantly	broader.	
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On	page	22.		The	“short	residence	time	due	to	the	highly	pervious	soils”	is	exactly	the	existing	baseline	
that	is	highly	desirable	from	the	standpoint	of	the	existing	habitat,	which	relies	on	the	water	absorbed	
and	held	by	the	sand,	and	for	functions	such	as	filtering,	which	the	sand	provides,	and	flood	control,	
which	that	rapid	infiltration	also	provides.		So	yes,	the	baseline	condition	is	one	that	contributes	to	
groundwater	recharge	and	flood	control.		These	baseline	functions	and	values	are	somehow	turned	the	
other	way	as	the	discussion	continues,	and	on	page	53.	
	
For	now,	staying	on	page	22,	the	analysis,	while	it	admits	that	the	baseline	conditions	for	wetland	
function	related	to	groundwater	and	flood	control	are	good,	it	says	that	wetland	hydrologic	and	
biogeochemical	are	“limited”	because	of	the	lack	of	substantial	flooding.		While	the	dam	does	reduce	
the	flood	events,	the	occasional	releases	from	the	dam	mimic	they	type	of	flood	releases	recommended	
by	Shang	and	others.		Furthermore,	any	additional	flooding	would	have	devastating	consequences	in	
downstream	areas	in	Mission	valley,	which	already	experience	significant	property	loss	during	flood	
events.		In	terms	of	reducing	the	wetland	functions	because	of	more	moderate	flooding,	this	conclusion	
is	likely	based	on	the	assumption	that	the	more	natural	condition	is	riparian	forest,	when	according	the	
Bondy	and	Huntley	it	is	alluvial	fan.		The	filtering	function	provided	by	vegetation	in	some	wetland	types	
is	provided	by	the	sand	itself	in	an	alluvial	system.		Thus,	the	bassline	hydrogeologic	and	geochemical	
functions	are	in	fact	high.	
	
“Wetland	value	and	anthropomorphic	benefits	such	as	commercial	enterprises,	recreation,	and	waste	
assimilation	as	well	are	non-market	values	such	as	aesthetics,	uniqueness,	and	heritage	are	low	because	
of	the	limited	access	of	the	public,	the	lack	of	current	commercial	use,	and	the	non-native	status	of	the	
habitat	onsite.”		OK,	one	by	one,	here	is	a	quick	consideration	of	the	Baseline	Functions	and	Values:	
	
*	 Commercial	enterprises:		There	are	many	horse	businesses,	agricultural	businesses,	the	dairy,	
the	riding	clubs,	the	riding	clubs	for	children	with	disabilities,	many	commercial	enterprises	all	along	the	
river.		Alluvial	systems	are	where	agriculture	was	situation	almost	exclusively	before	we	began	burning	
fossil	fuels	to	dam	rivers	and	pipe	water	from	one	place	to	another,	and	El	Monte	Valley	is	no	exception.		
Agricultural	enterprises	that	require	no	imported	water	are	typically	the	most	cost-effective.	
	
*	 Recreation:		I	am	trying	to	think	of	a	place	with	a	higher	density	of	recreational	users	than	EMV,	
with	its	boaters	on	the	reservoir,	the	model	airplane	club,	paragliders,	ultra-light	fliers,	trails,	used	by	
bicycles,	hikers,	dog	walkers	and	equestrians,	equestrian	club	activities,	etc.	
	
*	 Waste	assimilation:		The	entire	Valley	is	on	septic,	and	the	alluvial	sands	are	necessary	to	
provide	the	waste	purification	of	the	various	individual	septic	systems.		In	terms	of	sedimentation,	the	
broad	alluvial	fan	with	the	meandering	channel	allows	for	the	entrapment	of	runoff	and	protection	of	
downstream	uses	from	the	agricultural	runoff.	
	
*	 Aesthetics:		This	is	a	scenic	corridor	with	several	designations	related	to	the	river	valley	and	the	
presence	of	El	Cajon	Mountain	(locally	known	as	El	Capitan).		This	scenic	designation	is	because	of	the	
incredible	beauty	of	the	San	Diego	River.		Historical	photos	of	Mission	Valley	showed	a	similar	broad	
alluvial	system	dotted	with	agricultural	uses	before	Mission	Valley	was	sand	mined,	the	river	was	
channelized,	wells	abandoned,	and	shopping	centers	and	condominiums	went	in.	Scenic	and	agricultural	
land	designations	were	intended	to	prevent	these	types	of	abuses	to	scenic	high	value	aesthetic	
resources	such	as	EMV.	
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*	 Uniqueness:		Although	alluvial	fans	are	not	recognized	by	the	various	county	codes,	such	
ephemeral	systems,	though	never	abundant,	are	especially	threatened	now.		As	mentioned	above,	
Mission	Valley	provided	an	even	larger	version	of	this	historically.		Unfortunately,	most	of	these	systems	
have	suffered	the	same	fate	as	Mission	valley,	making	the	few	remaining	systems	especially	unique.		
This	river	corridor,	providing	a	connection	from	the	mountains	to	the	sea,	is	one	of	the	very	few	systems	
with	this	potential.	
	
*	 Heritage:		This	EIR	completely	fails	to	address	the	significance	of	EMV	to	early	residents	of	the	
Valley,	Native	Americans,	the	rancheros,	the	many	dairies,	the	historic	water	systems,	and	mining	
operations	of	the	early	settlers.		It	fails	to	recognize	the	importance	of	this	corridor	to	many	of	the	Yuma	
and	Yuma-related	people.	Often	with	native	American	heritage	there	is	not	a	written	record,	but	in	this	
case,	according	to	testimony	by	Native	Americans,	the	importance	of	the	San	Diego	River	corridor	to	the	
Yuma	people	may	be	better	documented	if	efforts	to	locate	the	documents	were	made.	
	
*	 Public	access:		This	land	has	NOT	had	limited	access	to	the	public	in	the	past,	other	than	
prohibitions	on	off-road	vehicle	use.			The	project	would	impose	significant	limitations	to	the	public,	
fencing	the	public	out	of	the	river	corridor	permanently,	and	confining	them	to	a	small	trail	(sidewalk)	
along	the	roadway.		Thus,	the	baseline	is	HIGH	function	in	these	categories,	but	the	rating	falls	
dramatically	with	the	mine,	not	visa	versa.	
	
So,	having	inappropriately	described	the	baseline	conditions,	page	53	inflates	the	post	project	benefits.		
It	says	that	the	proposed	project	will	increase	the	maintenance	of	hydrologic,	geochemical,	and	habitat	
functions.		Page	53	says	that	“dynamic	water	storage”	(the	pit)	and	energy	dissipation	will	increase.		In	
fact,	more	objective	sources	say	that	sand	mining	would	cause	compaction,	which	increases	peak	flows	
and	reduces	infiltration.		The	project	would	also	increase	slowly	permeable	surfaces	(disposal	of	fines),	
and	would	install	impermeable	surfaces.		The	pit,	which	I	would	hardly	describe	as	a	benefit,	is	a	
temporary	feature.		This	“dynamic	water	storage”	is	described	as	something	that,	when	done	by	the	
dam,	devastates	they	system,	but	when	done	by	the	mining	pit	somehow	enhances	it.		The	unnatural	
mounds	and	pits	left	by	the	previously-done	golf	course	grading	will	be	smoothed	out,	thus	reducing	the	
energy	dissipation	created	by	those	land	forms.		The	water	holding	capacity	of	the	valley	will	be	
reduced,	by	the	removal	of	the	sand,	which	will	reduce	the	capacity	of	the	aquifer	to	hold	flood	water.	
	
Page	54	claims	that	groundwater	recharge	will	be	increased	by	the	project,	but	in	fact,	the	entire	aquifer	
will	be	reduced	by	the	removal	of	the	sand,	and	the	cover	of	phaeophytes	will	be	significantly	increased	
with	the	replacement	of	alluvial	fan	scrub	with	riparian	vegetation.		It	claims	that	the	project	will	
improve	nutrient	removal,	even	though	the	project	proposes	to	add	fertilizers	(and	herbicides)	to	
system	that	is	now	filtered	effectively	with	sand.		It	proposes	an	open	pit,	which	will	be	subject	to	
contamination.		The	grading	is	likely	not	to	stay	above	the	water	table,	resulting	in	even	more	
contamination	exposure.		Page	54	specifies	that	the	project	will	improve	flood	flow	retention,	even	
though	this	is	described	in	the	earlier	pages	as	one	of	the	worst	impacts	associated	with	the	dam,	and	
the	articles	discuss	the	importance	of	flood	flows	to	proper	river	system	habitat	functions.	Furthermore,	
the	project	will	not	have	this	function,	and	instead	will	damage	the	existing	flood	moderating	abilities	
that	page	22	did	concede	exists	in	the	baseline	condition.	
	
Page	54	claims	that	the	mine	will	improve	infiltration,	even	though	it	will	cover	large	areas	with	less	
permeable	fines,	and	even	though	page	22	admits	to	high	levels	of	infiltration	in	the	baseline	conditions.	
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Page	54	fails	to	address	the	reduced	capacity	of	the	aquifer	because	of	the	project,	and	the	fact	that	
under	the	baseline	conditions,	the	aquifer	is	completely	recharged	during	flooding	events.		Recharge	
now	would	be	to	a	smaller	capacity	aquifer,	and	would	not	be	enhanced	by	the	additional	fines	and	the	
extensive	phreatophytes.		Not	to	mention,	it	is	extremely	unlikely	that	the	project	will	stay	above	the	
ground	water	table,	thus	the	loss	from	evaporation	and	the	contamination	from	surface	runoff	will	be	
even	more	increased.	
	
Page	53	says	that	the	project	“will	increase	geochemical	functions,	such	as	nutrient	cycling,	detention	of	
imported	elements	and	compounds	and	organic	carbon	export,”	but	no	evidence	of	this	conclusion	is	
provided.		No	reference	site	was	ever	studied.		No	soils	evaluation	done.	
	
Page	53	says	the	project	will	improve	habitat,	but	it	would	replace	the	less	common,	highly	diverse,	
more	unique	alluvial	fan	scrub	that	provides	the	existing	wildlife	corridor	with	more	common	riparian	
system,	with	no	evidence	that	this	system	would	be	useful	to	the	existing	wildlife	community.	
	
Page	53	proposes	more	unnatural	mounds	and	hummocks	to	provide	microhabitats.		This	is	not	
consistent	with	natural	alluvial	plane	forms,	but	will	quickly	erode	into	a	more	natural	landform,	even	
with	this	increased	coverage	of	waste	fine	materials.		This	is	also	not	consistent	with	page	62,	which	says	
that	disturbed	areas	would	be	restored	to	“original	contours.”	
	
Regarding	the	repeated	use	of	the	word	“temporary”	to	minimize	the	significance	of	the	impacts,	it	has	
been	12	years	so	far	for	the	golf	course	impacts,	and	likely,	without	this	project,	the	County	would	never	
enforce	the	mitigation	requirements,	and	they	would	be	permanent,	and	not	temporary.		How	
“temporary”	impacts	are	will	depend	upon	follow	up	from	the	agencies.		Regarding	the	impacts	of	this	
project	being	only	12	years,	that	is	a	very	best-case	scenario,	assuming	a	tremendously	high	demand	for	
aggregate	emerges,	and	that	this	project	can	maximize	production	on	day	one,	and	that	the	project	
moves	completely	smoothly,	and	that	no	extension	or	expansion	occurs.		Really	very	unlikely,	plus	the	
restrictions	to	public	access,	and	the	damage	to	the	aquifer	are	permanent.	
	
Page	25	does	address	the	“permanent	impacts”	that	“will	result	from	permanent	changes	to	the	
vegetation	from	the	drop	structure/rock	dam”	even	though	other	sections	of	the	EIR	do	not	consider	
this	permanent	impact	to	be	significant.	
	
Page	26	talks	about	changes	that	to	the	plan	will	be	made	later,	making	it	difficult	to	determine	how	
well	the	project	will	be	mitigated.		This	is	not	only	deferral	of	mitigation,	it	requires	an	unending	faith	in	
the	trustworthiness	of	the	project	propnents.	
	
Page	43	discusses	the	“dense	vegetation	cover	preferred	by	large	animals….”		On	the	contrary,	I	often	
see	coyotes	and	deer	in	open	areas,	in	the	“alluvial	fan”	area.		Much	less	frequently	do	I	encounter	the	
animals	themselves,	or	signs	of	them,	when	riding	through	the	channel,	which	is	the	densely	vegetated	
portion	of	the	site.		The	page	speculates	that	the	linkage	“may	already	be	low	in	its	existing	condition.”		
This	conclusion	is	not	supported	by	evidence	in	the	EIR,	nor	is	it	supported	by	my	personal	observations.	
	
Page	48	again	cites	only	the	value	of	the	riparian	habitat,	not	the	alluvial	fan	scrub	habitat.		Here	the	
text	suggests	“natural	recruitment	is	considered	the	most	appropriate	method	to	establish	native	
habitat	over	time.”		This	is	exactly	what	has	occurred	on	the	project	site,	with	buckwheat	and	lotus	and	
various	alluvial	fan	scrub	species	invading.		The	proposed	project	plans	to	use	natural	recruitment,	which	
is	appropriate,	in	my	opinion,	but	the	proposed	project	expects	to	achieve	success	goals	in	5	years.		Five	
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years	is	overly	optimistic	for	this	method	under	these	radically	disturbed	conditions.		A	longer	term,	
more	natural	process	is	preferable	to	the	“add	mulch,	irrigation,	and	fertilizer”	approach.		The	faster	
approach	merely	jump-starts	the	obvious	above	ground	growth,	at	the	expense	of	the	slow	
development	of	the	necessary	soil	organisms	and	structure	for	slower,	more	natural	restoration.	
	
As	previously	discussed,	there	is	a	shortage	of	green	waste	processing	capacity	and	need	to	comply	with	
GHG	goals	to	prevent	organic	materials	from	entering	the	waste	stream	pursuant	to	SB1383,	AB	32,	and	
other	State	laws.		Although	the	site	is	well	situated	to	actually	host	a	site	that	would	help	address	these	
issues	and	requirements,	instead	the	project	will	contribute	to	the	problem,	though	it	fails	to	address	
this	impact.	
	
Table	12,	beginning	on	page	56,	discusses	the	very	high	costs	($6.6	million)	associated	with	the	proposed	
restoration,	which	is	likely	why	the	EHL’s	enthusiastic	support	of	the	project	over	many	years	(and	its	
inclusion	in	the	lawsuit	that	occurred	between	the	partners).		These	costs	include	a	significant	amount	
of	money	for	“erosion	control.”		The	erosion	control	established	for	the	golf	course	was	designed	to	
keep	sand	out	of	a	river	that	flows	below	the	sand	in	this	system,	which	is	futile	and	a	waste	of	money.		
Yes,	it	is	a	standard	practice	to	keep	sediment	out	of	riverways,	but	in	this	case,	the	river	flows	below	
the	sediment.		The	plastic	was	left	in	place	to	deteriorate,	and	to	discharge	plastic	nano-particles	to	the	
downstream	areas	for	the	past	12	years.			Clearly	then,	with	these	project	proponents,	they	may	not	
have	a	full	consideration	of	the	uniqueness	of	this	valuable	resource	area,	the	high	values	it	serves,	and	
importance	of	not	degrading	the	system,	and	what	degrading	the	system	looks	like.		Adding	plastic	nano	
particles	to	the	runoff	is	a	severe	impact.		There	are	many	articles	on	the	damage	this	type	of	pollution	
does	to	downstream	aquatic	resources.		The	current	proposal	intends	to	repeat	the	ineffective	measures	
installed	previously.		At	a	minimum,	strong	oversight,	from	someone	not	biased	by	the	unlikely	analysis	
in	the	EIR,	should	be	provided.	
	
Page	59	discusses	a	“modest	native	recruitment”	into	upland	areas.		Page	612	says	“Native	species	are	
slowly	recruiting	into	some	formerly	disturbed	areas	and	the	soils	appear	to	be	suitable	for	native	
upland	species.		The	report	argues	both	ways:		that	the	upland	areas	are	degraded	and	further	
degrading,	and	thus	are	of	low	baseline	value,	and	that	the	upland	areas	are	restoring	themselves,	and	
thus	this	is	evidence	that	this	system	is	resilient,	and	that	it	will	recover	from	the	massive	insult	of	a	
mining	operation.		Which	is	it?	
	
Page	60	again	discusses	the	groundwater	decline,	even	though	this	decline,	for	which	they	previously	
cited	Bondy	and	Huntley,	and	so	I	had	the	good	fortune	to	read	that	report,	even	though	this	statement	
is	not	supported	by	their	reference	or	any	of	the	Bondy	and	Huntley	data,	boring	logs,	or	other	data.		As	
someone	with	an	80-foot-deep	well	in	El	Monte	Valley,	if	this	was	true,	I	would	be	in	deep	trouble.		Not	
only	is	it	not	true,	the	City	of	San	Diego	has	installed	additional	water	using	wells	because	of	the	
abundant	aquifer,	even	in	the	last	couple	of	years,	which	have	been	drought	years.	
	
The	project	WILL	expose	groundwater	in	heavy	rain	years,	and	this	possibility	is	at	least	alluded	to	on	
page	60,	where	it	says	that	the	mine	area	will	be	9	to	19	feet	above	the	groundwater	“during	different	
years	and	periods.”		AECOM	MUST	assume	continuing	decline	of	the	groundwater	to	describe	an	
existing	condition	of	40	to	50	feet	below	the	surface	now,	in	drought	conditions,	and	the	mine	will	
extend	to	41	feet	below	the	surface,	but	the	project	will	somehow	not	expose	groundwater.		The	only	
way	that	project	description	is	accurate	is	if	there	is	a	declining	groundwater	table.		Sadly,	the	project	
itself,	by	removing	the	sand,	will	in	fact	cause	the	declining	groundwater	table,	by	removing	the	storage	
capacity	of	the	aquifer.		However,	this	will	not	likely	occur	without	exposing	the	groundwater,	based	on	
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the	information	in	this	report,	as	I	have	previously	highlighted,	but	in	contrast	to	AECOM’s	conclusion.		
The	exposure	will	be	waved	aside	as	“temporary	ponding”	as	described	on	the	second-to-last	line	of	the	
page.	
	
Page	63	indicates	that	the	baseball	fields	and	the	Tumbleweed	Riding	club	would	be	allowed	to	
continue,	but	other	leases,	such	as	the	lease	for	use	by	El	Capitan	High	School,	have	already	been	
terminated.		This	impact	has	already	occurred	in	preparation	for	this	project.	
	
The	biological	Open	Space	Easement	will	have	the	result	of	restricting	the	public	from	this	public	land	
that	has	been	long	enjoyed	by	the	public.	
	
Page	65	says	“reference	sites	are	not	currently	proposed.”		No	pre-project	soil	analysis,	or	any	other	
objective	measure	of	the	effects	of	the	project	on	the	existing,	baseline	conditions	are	proposed.		This	is	
in	direct	conflict	with	guidance	for	mine	restoration	development,	which	specifically	includes	
establishment	of	reference	sites.		Without	such	sites,	goals	for	restoration	and	the	effectiveness	of	
restoration	activities	cannot	be	measured.		According	to	J	A	Cooke	and,	M	S	Johnson	Environmental	
Reviews,	2002,	10(1):	41-71,	https://doi.org/10.1139/a01-014		“Mining	causes	the	destruction	of	natural	
ecosystems	through	removal	of	soil	and	vegetation	and	burial	beneath	waste	disposal	sites….		The	
concept	of	adaptive	management	and	the	notion	that	a	restored	site	be	regarded	as	a	long-term	
experiment	is	a	sensible	perspective.	Unfortunately,	in	practice,	the	lack	of	post-restoration	monitoring	
and	research	has	meant	few	opportunities	to	improve	the	theory	and	practice	of	ecological	restoration	
in	mining.”		This	warning	of	impacts	is	on	point	for	this	project,	but	the	impact	is	not	addressed	in	this	
EIR.	

To	evaluate	the	effectiveness	of	restoration,	a	reference	site	is	necessary.		The	importance	of	reference	
sites	is	described	in	this	paper,	http://courses.washington.edu/ehuf462/462_mats/refernece_sites.pdf	,	
as	well	as	in	the	2003	manual	developed	by	the	Department	of	Conservation	to	provide	guidance	on	
mine	reclamation.		This	manual	also	provides	an	extensive	section	on	the	importance	of	performance	
standards	and	monitoring,	which,	according	to	this	reference	(page	87)	should	extend	for	a	ten-year	
monitoring	period.		Important	questions	to	address	include:	“How	do	I	choose	a	reference	site,	what	do	
I	sample,	and	where	do	I	sample?		What	size	plot	do	I	use?	How	many	samples	(plots)	do	I	need?	What	
type/shape	of	plot	do	I	need?	How	do	I	lay	the	plots	out	on	the	site?	When	do	I	sample	the	plots?”		The	
manual	provides	guidance	on	these	questions,	explaining	that	“ideally	the	project	manager	will	have	
access	to	the	site	that	is	to	be	eventually	rehabilitated	before	the	proposed	project	disturbs	the	site.		
Such	access	will	allow	the	gathering	of	baseline	data	to	be	used	as	performance	standards	for	the	
revegetation	after	disturbance.”		However,	for	this	project,	instead,	there	is	no	proposed	attempt	to	
reintroduce	the	unique	alluvial	species	currently	present	on	the	site.		The	proposed	approach	runs	
counter	to	the	industry	standards,	and	results	in	undisclosed	impacts.	

The	2003	manual	explains	that	the	guidelines	for	selecting	a	reference	site	mirror	the	guidelines	for	
collecting	plants	material,	however,	this	project	also	does	not	disclose	at	any	sufficient	level	detail	the	
methods	proposed	for	collecting	the	necessary	plant	material	in	advance	of	the	disturbance.		The	2003	
manual	also	provides	basic	guidance	on	establishing	stratified	test	plots,	determining	the	size	of	plant	
needed,	and	the	number	of	plots	necessary	to	achieve	an	80%	confidence	and	precision	level	in	
determining	the	success	of	the	revegetation	(pages	88	and	89).	

The	2003	manual	explains	that	the	“three	sample	parameters	required	by	Article	9	of	the	SMGB	
regulations	are	cover,	density	and	species	richness.”		Cover	and	density	would	not	be	difficult	
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parameters	in	which	to	attain	success	for	this	project;	the	challenge	for	this	project	will	be	providing	a	
reflection	of	the	existing	species	richness.	

	

The	2003	manual	emphasizes	the	importance	of	test	plots	(field	trials)	to	investigate	on	a	small	scale	
what	treatments	will	work	best	when	rehabilitation	is	fully	implemented.		Section	3705(b)	requires	the	
use	of	test	plots	if	the	proposed	revegetation	plan	has	not	been	demonstrated	to	work	in	similar	
situations	elsewhere.		Before	eliminating	the	use	of	reference	sites	and	tests	plats,	the	project	should	
describe	the	similar	scenarios	where	the	proposed	revegetation	has	been	successful.		If	the	project	is	
unable	to	do	so,	then	reference	sites	and	test	plots	should	be	used.		Failing	to	do	so	significantly	lowers	
the	likelihood	of	success,	and	is	a	feasible,	even	state	of	the	art,	mitigation	measure.		

The	project	proposes	to	capture	the	high	density	of	glossy	snakes	that	occurs	onsite	and	release	them	
again.		The	effectiveness	of	this	approach	should	be	properly	studied.		According	to	
http://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/id/eprint/34626/		“Restoration	can	be	important	in	slowing,	
or	reducing,	rates	of	biodiversity	loss,	but	needs	to	consider	the	factors	influencing	fauna	recolonization	
as	part	of	the	recovery	process.	Although	many	studies	of	factors	influencing	faunal	recolonization	have	
examined	the	influence	of	in	situ	site	factors,	fewer	have	examined	the	influence	of	neighborhood	
landscape	factors,	especially	in	landscapes	with	permeable	matrices.	To	assess	the	relative	influence	of	
landscape	and	site	factors	on	reptile	recolonization	in	a	production	landscape	with	a	permeable	matrix,	
we	surveyed	reptiles	at	intact	reference	sites	and	post-mining	restoration	sites	(3-20	years	post-mining	
[YPM]).	...”		If	there	is	no	reference	site,	such	an	evaluation	is	impossible.	

By	dismissing	the	existing	areas	as	“too	disturbed,”	the	analysis	overlooks	the	high	diversity	and	
continued	recruitment	of	native	species	into	previously	disturbed	areas.		Given	the	highly	diverse	nature	
of	the	site	and	the	large	number	of	sensitive	species	present,	reference	sites	are	essential,	although	
preferably	there	should	be	a	few	of	them,	representing	some	of	the	diversity	that	currently	occurs	on	
the	site.		Selection	of	a	location	of	a	reference	site	does	not	depend	on	the	reference	site	being	pristine,	
but	instead	that	it	be	characteristic	of	the	baseline	conditions.		The	target	for	restoration	should	be	to	
the	baseline	habitat	types	and	function.		The	goal	should	not	be	to	create	an	entirely	new	habitat	types.		
Sites	with	sensitive	species	can	serve	as	a	reference	site	for	achieving	suitability	for	that	target	species.	

By	establishing	reference	sites,	the	existing	functions	and	values	provided	by	the	location	become	the	
target	for	restoration.		Instead	of	using	the	existing	baseline	as	a	target	for	restoration,	the	EIR	
establishes	a	target	for	cover	of	planted	species.		It	does	not	set	targets	for	recruitment	of	existing	
sensitive	species,	such	as	horned	lizards,	which	would	be	completely	excluded	by	the	moister	conditions	
that	are	being	proposed,	and	that	would	end	up	being	fatal	to	the	native	ant	species,	that	were	never	
studied,	but	that	are	essential	to	the	survival	of	the	horned	lizard,	and	other	sensitive	members	of	the	
existing	community.			

Page	71	discusses	the	“environmentally	friendly”	polymers.		A	polymer	is	a	substance	that	has	a	
molecular	structure	consisting	chiefly	or	entirely	of	many	similar	units	bonded	together,	e.g.,	many	
synthetic	organic	materials	used	as	plastics	and	resins.		We	are	assured	they	are	“environmentally	
friendly,”	and	that	they	will	be	removed	in	their	entirety.		The	disposal	of	these	materials	is	not	
discussed.		How	many	tons	will	be	produced?		Page	71	states	that	“torn	or	broken	fencing	shall	be	
replaced	routinely.”		The	silt	fencing	installed	by	the	project	proponents	when	grading	was	done	for	the	
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golf	course	has	never	been	removed,	and	has	slowly	eroded	microplastics	into	the	watershed	over	the	
years.	
 
Page	79	discusses	6-foot	berms.		Will	the	berms	be	6	feet	or	8	feet?		The	document	is	inconsistent	on	
this.			
	
Page	79	mentions	the	plantings	will	include	mycorrhizae.		Undisturbed	soils	are	full	of	beneficial	soil	
organisms	including	mycorrhizal	fungi.	Many	activities,	including	mining,	degrade	or	eliminate	soil	
organisms.	Tillage,	removal	of	topsoil,	erosion,	site	preparation,	wetting,	and	compaction	reduce	or	
eliminate	beneficial	soil	organisms.	Studies	indicate	mycorrhizal	populations	are	slow	to	recolonize.	

Wikipedia	says	that	mycorrhizas	are	commonly	divided	into	ectomycorrhizas	and	endomycorrhizas.	The	
two	types	are	differentiated	by	the	fact	that	the	hyphae	of	ectomycorrhizal	fungi	do	not	penetrate	
individual	cells	within	the	root,	while	the	hyphae	of	endomycorrhizal	fungi	penetrate	the	cell	wall	and	
invaginate	the	cell	membrane.	Endomycorrhiza	includes	arbuscular,	ericoid,	and	orchid	mycorrhiza,	
while	arbutoid	mycorrhizas	can	be	classified	as	ectoendomycorrhizas.	Monotropoid	mycorrhizas	form	a	
special	category.		

Endomycorrhizas	are	variable	and	have	been	further	classified	as	arbuscular,	ericoid,	arbutoid,	
monotropoid,	and	orchid	mycorrhizas.[7]	Arbuscular	mycorrhizas,	or	AM	(formerly	known	as	vesicular-
arbuscular	mycorrhizas,	or	VAM),	are	mycorrhizas	whose	hyphae	penetrate	plant	cells,	producing	
structures	that	are	either	balloon-like	(vesicles)	or	dichotomously	branching	invaginations	(arbuscules).	
Arbuscular	mycorrhizas	are	formed	only	by	fungi	in	the	division	Glomeromycota.	Arbuscular	mycorrhizas	
are	found	in	85%	of	all	plant	families		

Ectomycorrhizas,	or	EcM,	are	typically	formed	between	the	roots	of	around	10%	of	plant	families,	
mostly	woody	plants	including	the	birch,	dipterocarp,	eucalyptus,	oak,	pine,	and	rose	families,	orchids,	
and	fungi	belonging	to	the	Basidiomycota,	Ascomycota,	and	Zygomycota.	Some	EcM	fungi,	such	as	many	
Leccinum	and	Suillus,	are	symbiotic	with	only	one	particular	genus	of	plant,	while	other	fungi,	such	as	
the	Amanita,	are	generalists	that	form	mycorrhizas	with	many	different	plants.[12]	An	individual	tree	may	
have	15	or	more	different	fungal	EcM	partners	at	one	time.	Oak	trees	are	known	to	have	a	very	specific	
fungal	community	associated	with	oak	leaf	litter.		Thousands	of	ectomycorrhizal	fungal	species	exist,	
hosted	in	over	200	genera.	A	recent	study	has	conservatively	estimated	global	ectomycorrhizal	fungal	
species	richness	at	approximately	7750	species,	although,	on	the	basis	of	estimates	of	knowns	and	
unknowns	in	macromycete	diversity,	a	final	estimate	of	ECM	species	richness	would	probably	be	
between	20000	and	25000.		

Nutrients	can	be	shown	to	move	between	different	plants	through	the	fungal	network.	Carbon	has	been	
shown	to	move	from	tree	to	tree	via	fungal	networks.	The	ectomycorrhizal	fungus	Laccaria	bicolor	has	
been	found	to	lure	and	kill	springtails	to	obtain	nitrogen,	some	of	which	may	then	be	transferred	to	the	
mycorrhizal	host	plant.		

Ericoid	mycorrhizas	are	the	third	of	the	three	more	ecologically	important	types.	Ericoid	mycorrhizas	
have	also	been	shown	to	have	considerable	saprotrophic	capabilities,	which	would	enable	plants	to	
receive	nutrients	from	not-yet-decomposed	materials	via	the	decomposing	actions	of	their	ericoid	
partners.		
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Mycorrhizal	fungi	form	a	mutualistic	relationship	with	the	roots	of	most	plant	species.	In	such	a	
relationship,	both	the	plants	themselves	and	those	parts	of	the	roots	that	host	the	fungi,	are	said	to	be	
mycorrhizal.	Relatively	few	of	the	mycorrhizal	relationships	between	plant	species	and	fungi	have	been	
examined	to	date,	but	95%	of	the	plant	families	investigated	are	predominantly	mycorrhizal	either	in	the	
sense	that	most	of	their	species	associate	beneficially	with	mycorrhizae,	or	are	absolutely	dependent	on	
mycorrhizae.		

Recent	research	into	ectomycorrhizal	plants	in	boreal	forests	has	indicated	that	mycorrhizal	fungi	and	
plants	have	a	relationship	that	may	be	more	complex	than	simply	mutualistic.	The	mycorrhizal	
mutualistic	association	provides	the	fungus	with	relatively	constant	and	direct	access	to	carbohydrates,	
such	as	glucose	and	sucrose.	The	carbohydrates	are	translocated	from	their	source	(usually	leaves)	to	
root	tissue	and	on	to	the	plant's	fungal	partners.	In	return,	the	plant	gains	the	benefits	of	the	mycelium's	
higher	absorptive	capacity	for	water	and	mineral	nutrients,	partly	because	of	the	large	surface	area	of	
fungal	hyphae,	which	are	much	longer	and	finer	than	plant	root	hairs,	and	partly	because	some	such	
fungi	can	mobilize	soil	minerals	unavailable	to	the	plants'	roots.	The	effect	is	thus	to	improve	the	plant's	
mineral	absorption	capabilities.		

Unaided	plant	roots	may	be	unable	to	take	up	nutrients	that	are	chemically	or	physically	immobilised;	
examples	include	phosphate	ions	and	micronutrients	such	as	iron.	One	form	of	such	immobilization	
occurs	in	soil	with	strongly	basic	pH.	The	mycelium	of	the	mycorrhizal	fungus	can	access	many	such	
nutrient	sources	and	make	them	available	to	the	plants	they	colonize.	In	some	more	complex	
relationships,	mycorrhizal	fungi	do	not	just	collect	immobilized	soil	nutrients,	but	connect	individual	
plants	together	by	mycorrhizal	networks	that	transport	water,	carbon,	and	other	nutrients	directly	from	
plant	to	plant	through	underground	hyphal	networks.		

This	highly	complex	system	is	slow	to	recover.		The	bare	mineral	soils	that	will	be	left,	and	the	fines	that	
will	be	spread,	will	not	be	good	substrates	for	revegetation	without	the	addition	of	these	organisms.		
However,	jump-starting	plantings	with	nursery-grown	mycorrhiza	is	not	likely	to	reproduce	the	unique	
soil	characteristics	of	EMV,	where	the	soil	organisms	are	highly	diverse	and	uniquely	specific	to	low	pH,	
high	iron	scenarios.		Thus,	introducing	mycorrhiza	will	likely	further	disturb	the	local	ecology.		

TREE	ASSESSMENT.		The	tree	assessment	done	in	2015	set	parameters	for	grouping	of	trees	that	will	miss	
most	of	the	scattered	resources	in	this	area.		The	parameters	required	there	to	be	a	grouping	of	at	least	
10	trees	with	a	diameter	of	6	inches	or	greater.		If	the	habitat	being	studied	were	riparian	forest,	then	
this	would	have	been	appropriate;	however,	given	the	alluvial	fan	habitat	type,	these	parameters	are	
insufficient	to	fully	appreciate	the	trees	so	highly	valued	by	historical	preservationists	such	as	Kate	
Sessions.	

JURISDICTIONAL	DELINEATION.		The	jurisdiction	delineation	report	indicates	that	“the	proposed	project	
would	be	completed	within	16	years.”		This	is	a	highly	unlikely	best-case	scenario,	with	other	portions	of	
the	report	indicating	that	three	years	will	be	needed	for	market	development,	and	it	is	unlikely	that	
market	development	will	result	in	the	identification	of	such	a	massive	need	for	concrete.	

As	noted	on	page	4,	Section	404	specifically	includes	sand	flats	and	ephemeral	streams.		The	significant	
nexus	test	includes	consideration	of	hydrologic	and	ecologic	factors.		The	flow	characteristic	of	the	San	
Diego	River,	in	this	stretch,	according	to	Bondy	and	Huntley,	include	a	downgradient	movement	of	the	
underground	stream	flows	at	a	rate	of	as	much	as	150	feet	per	day.			
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The	ordinary	high-water	mark	is	made	in	years	of	high	volume	runoff,	when	the	aquifer	experiences	
recharge,	but	the	sand	quickly	softens	and	fills	back	in,	so	that	within	a	year	or	two,	the	ORHM	is	no	
longer	visible.		Here	is	typical	fluctuation:			

WET:	 Shallow	groundwater	levels	in	1939	through	1947	correspond	to	a	wet	period	(aquifer	full).		

DRY:		Water	levels	dropped	between	1947	to	1977.		

WET:		Significant	recharge	occurred	during	the	period	1978	through	1980.		Between	1980	and	1984,	
water	levels	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	continued	wet	conditions	and	additional	reservoir	spills.		

DRY:		Between	1984	and	1993	water	levels	gradually	declined	in	response	to	below-average	
precipitation	and	ongoing	pumping.		

WET:		In	1993,	water	levels	rose	nearly	to	1980	-	1984	levels	in	response	to	above-average	precipitation.	
Following	1993,	water	levels	fluctuated	but	remained	near	land	surface	due	to	above-average	
precipitation	in	the	1994	1995	and	1997	-	1998	winters.	

We	are	toward	the	end	of	the	drought	cycle.		The	project	says	that	41	feet	of	grading	will	keep	the	
project	above	the	groundwater,	and	anticipates	a	continuing	decline	of	1.7	feet	per	year.		This	is	
unrealistic,	and	the	data	in	this	report	does	not	support	this	conclusion.		On	the	contrary,	the	proposed	
project	will	expose	groundwater,	and	thus	the	report	gravely	underestimates	the	impact	on	the	aquifer,	
as	did	the	original	golf	course	EIR.		It	also	overestimates	the	benefits	of	the	project,	ascribing	many	of	
the	benefits	to	the	aquifer	and	the	habitat	because	of	removal	of	tamarisk,	but	County	staff	and	the	
project	proponents	are	aware	that	a	tamarisk-specific	biocontrol	occurs	in	San	Diego	and	will	begin	
reducing	the	extent	of	tamarisk	in	the	next	few	years.	

The	meaning	of	this	hydrological	information	in	terms	of	determining	jurisdiction	and	identifying	an	
OHM,	is	that	one	cannot	be	identified	because	we	are	toward	the	end	of	drought	cycle.		However,	the	
clear	reading	of	section	404	is	that	underground	streams	and	associated	sand	flats	are	within	the	intent	
of	the	law.	

OAK	TREE	ASSESSMENT.		This	assessment	notes	that	when	“preserving”	oak	trees,	the	grading	and	sand	
mining	provided	severe	cut	aways	around	existing	mature	trees.		It	is	incredible	that	these	trees	have	
survived,	but	they	have.		It	does	speak	to	the	type	of	“mitigation”	done	by	the	project	proponents,	such	as	
the	ineffective	and	polluting	silt	fences	that	have	been	left	to	degrade	over	the	years.	

Despite	the	impacts	to	the	EMV	after	issuance	of	the	golf	course	permit,	the	trees	surveyed	were	all	in	good	
health.		The	status	of	these	trees	may	make	EMV	a	refuge	for	oaks,	which	as	suffering	from	various	assaults	in	
other	parts	of	the	County.		The	soil	assemblages	native	to	EMV	may	provide	protection	that	is	not	available	in	
other	parts	of	the	County.		The	Union	Tribune	ran	an	article	“Pests,	disease	threaten	region’s	oak	trees”	by	
Vincent	Lazaneo.		“New	plant	pests	and	diseases	recently	introduced	into	Southern	California	are	killing	
native	trees	and	could	dramatically	change	natural	ecosystems.	Oaks	that	have	thrived	in	the	region	for	
centuries	could	disappear	from	some	areas,	especially	the	iconic	coast	live	oak.	Oaks	and	other	native	
trees	that	for	centuries	have	played	an	important	role	in	the	natural	ecology	of	the	Southern	California	
region	are	being	attacked	and	killed	by	a	tiny	beetle	from	Asia,	the	polyphagous	shot	hole	borer	(PSHB)	
and	a	new	species	of	Fusarium	fungus	associated	with	the	borer.	The	exotic	beetle	attacks	hundreds	of	
trees,	shrubs	and	vines,	but	the	Fusarium	fungus,	which	the	beetles’	larvae	feed	on,	only	grows	on	
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certain	plants.	Suitable	reproductive	hosts	include	three	native	oaks:	Coast	live	oak,	Engelmann	oak	and	
Valley	oak.	The	California	sycamore	and	nine	other	native	trees	are	also	hosts.	

“The	deadly	duo	poses	a	serious	threat	to	native	trees.	PSHB	infects	trees	with	the	fungus	when	it	bores	
through	the	bark	and	tunnels	into	the	wood	to	lay	eggs.	The	fungus	grows	in	a	tree’s	vascular	tissue	and	
blocks	the	movement	of	water	and	food,	which	causes	branch	dieback,	and	eventual	death	of	the	tree.	
There	is	no	cure	for	trees	infected	with	the	fungus.		

“Coast	live	oaks	dying	from	a	new	disease,	foamy	bark	canker,	have	recently	been	found	in	urban	
landscapes	in	six	counties:	Los	Angeles,	Orange,	Riverside,	Ventura,	Santa	Barbara	and	Monterey.	The	
disease	caused	by	the	fungus	Geosmithia	pallida	is	spread	by	an	insect,	the	western	oak	bark	beetle	
(WOBB).	The	native	beetle	appears	to	attack	trees	weakened	by	drought,	disease,	injury	and	stress.	

“The	first	sign	of	attack	by	WOBB	is	a	wet	discoloration	seeping	from	entry	holes	on	the	trunk	or	main	
branches.	If	the	disease	is	present,	reddish	sap	initially	seeps	from	the	holes,	followed	by	a	prolific	
foamy	liquid	that	may	run	2	feet	down	the	bark.	Dead	discolored	tissue	surrounding	entry	holes	may	
also	be	seen	if	the	outer	bark	is	peeled	back.	

“The	gold	spotted	oak	borer	(GSOB)	is	native	to	the	oak	forests	of	southeastern	Arizona	and	is	not	a	pest	
there.	Native	predators	and	parasites	may	control	the	beetle	or	resistant	oaks	may	have	co-evolved	with	
the	borer.	When	GSOB	was	accidentally	brought	to	California,	it	began	killing	oaks	in	the	new	
environment.		

“More	than	80,000	oaks	in	the	mountains	east	of	San	Diego	have	been	killed	by	GSOB	since	its	arrival	
early	this	century.	The	borer,	which	has	spread	to	other	areas	of	the	county,	primarily	attacks	three	oak	
species:	the	coast	live	oak,	canyon	live	oak	and	black	oak.	Engelmann	oak	is	resistant	to	GSOB	but	is	a	
host	of	the	Asian	PSHB.	

“Oaks	attacked	by	GSOB	decline	and	eventually	die.	The	first	and	most	obvious	symptom	of	an	
infestation	is	thinning	of	a	tree’s	canopy.	GSOB	larva	feed	on	the	trunk	and	main	branches,	killing	
patches	of	bark,	which	turn	black	or	red	and	are	saturated	with	sap.	This	causes	premature	leaf	drop,	
followed	by	twig	and	branch	dieback.	The	presence	of	D-shaped	exit	holes	about	1/8	inch	across	on	
trees	and	evidence	of	woodpeckers	feeding	on	infested	bark	indicate	an	oak	has	been	attacked	by	
GSOB.”	

This	oak	tree	assessment	recommends	the	preservation	of	40	mature	trees	within	the	area	to	be	
impacted	by	the	mining	operations,	and	the	removal	of	4	trees	due	to	permanent	impact	associated	
with	proposed	ponds	and	underground	pipelines.		How	the	EIR	transferred	this	report	identifying	40	oak	
trees	into	only	seven	in	other	places	of	this	report	indicates	internal	inconsistency	and	a	severe	under	
reporting	of	the	actual	impact	of	the	project	visually	and	biologically.	

GNATCATCHER	SURVEYS.		Nine	days	of	surveying	were	done	in	2015,	and	found	three	pairs,	a	single	
bird,	and	a	family	group.		Since	I	ride	on	the	property	three	days	per	week,	I	often	encounter	
gnatcatcher,	often	in	buckwheat	in	locations,	such	as	the	“bare”	areas	to	the	east,	where	this	report	did	
not	find	them.		These	“bare”	areas	are	also	the	location	of	black	tailed	jack	rabbits,	horned	lizards,	and	
other	sensitive	species.		While	this	report	is	sufficient	to	indicate	that	the	gnatcatcher	is	present,	it	
underestimates	the	abundance,	thus	under	estimating	the	impacts	of	the	sand	mine.	



167	
	

USGS	LETTER	ON	HERPTOFAUNA.		This	letter	asserts,	“We	have	worked	across	many	habitat	types,	and	
the	opportunity	to	work	in	El	Monte	Valley	and	the	sand	deposits	there	was	unique	for	us	.	.	.”		Despite	
such	information	provided	by	USGS	identifying	the	uniqueness	and	importance	of	the	existing	habitat	to	
wildlife,	the	EIR	instead	characterizes	it	as	“bare,”	and	in	many	cases	requiring	no	mitigation.		Where	
mitigation	is	required	it	at	all	it	would	replace	the	unique	habitat	currently	present	with	more	common	
habitat.			

“According	to	our	recent	publication,	‘Rare	alluvial	sans	of	El	Monte	Valley,	California	(San	Diego	
County),’	[the	Valley	supports]	high	herpetofauna	species	and	diversity,	despite	severe	disturbance.”	
Disturbances	mentioned	by	USGS	include	“drought	and	prominent	habitat	disturbance	.	.	.”			

Although	the	California	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	discounts	the	measure	as	experimental,	the	USGS	
proposes	moving	the	herpetofauna,	but	does	not	address	the	likely	success	of	such	a	measure,	or	if	it	
has	been	done	before	–	unlikely	since	this	tract	was	described	as	“unique.”			

APPENDIX	K	MITIGATION	REQUIREMENTS	PER	APPROVAL	OF	MSCP	BOUNDARY	LINE	ADJUSTEMENT.		
As	this	section	explains,	this	boundary	line	adjustment	would	REDUCE	mitigation	requirements	by	
allowing	the	impacted	land	and	the	mitigation	land	to	be	one	and	the	same.		If	the	project	is	NOT	
included	in	the	MSCP,	the	Service	would	likely	require	off-site	mitigation.		Thus,	this	measure	REDUCES	
the	mitigation	provided	for	impacts	to	the	existing	unique	resources.		The	impacts	of	this	reduction	of	
mitigation	requirements	are	not	adequately	disclosed	in	the	EIR.		Based	on	conversations	I	have	had	
with	other	readers	of	the	EIR,	most	members	of	the	public	do	not	understand	this	important	aspect	of	
the	project.		The	letter	provided	by	the	Service	during	the	scoping	process	also	did	not	anticipate	this.		
This	part	of	the	project	would	also	allow	the	County’s	staff	to	make	the	determination	of	adequacy	of	
the	north-south	wildlife	corridor,	which	the	EIR	describes	as	adequate	because	it	ascribes	little	value	to	
the	highly	diverse,	unique,	baseline	conditions	that,	according	to	the	Cultural	Resources	Survey	supports	
mountain	lions	and	other	highly	sensitive	wildlife.	

Appendix	K	discloses	that	“mitigation	as	currently	presented	in	the	Biological	Resources	Report	(ESA	
2018c)	and	Revegetation	Plan	(2018b)	are	in	accordance	with	the	County’s	Guidelines	for	Determining	
Significance	for	Biological	Resources	(September	2010)	per	the	current	status	of	the	project	site	as	
outside	of	the	MSCP.		If	the	BLA	is	approved,	mitigation	ratios	and	acreages	would	be	adjusted	.	.	.”		
Table	1	SHOULD	clearly	indicate	by	how	much	mitigation	will	be	reduced,	but	it	does	not,	thus	the	EIR	
fails	to	disclose	or	properly	analyze	the	impacts	associated	with	including	the	project	in	the	MSCP.	

APPENDIX	K,	CULTURAL	RESOURCES	SURVY	AND	EVALUATION	PROGRAM.		While	the	archeologists	did	
not	appreciate	the	biological	diversity,	describing	it	as	“mostly	of	non-native	grass	and	brush	with	some	
trees,”	they	did	accurate	described	the	mostly	“naturally	flat”	topography,	which	would	be	permanently	
altered	by	the	proposed	project,	and	mentions	the	previous	oat	hay	production	(calling	it	“dry	land	
cereal	grain	production.”)	

Page	9	specifies	that	“Many	sites	located	in	the	San	Diego	River	date	to	the	Late	Holocene…		The	San	
Diego	River	was	important	as	a	travel	corridor	between	the	ocean	and	inland	mountains	and	deserts;	as	
a	resource	procurement	area;	and	for	permanent	settlements.”		Page	10	describes	the	poor	treatment	
of	the	indigenous	people,	and	their	exclusion	from	the	river	area.		“Many	Kumyaayii.	.	.	.do	not	
necessarily	agree	with	the	distinction	that	is	made	between	different	archeological	cultures	or	periods,	
instead	believing	that	there	is	a	continuum	of	culture	throughout	the	past….		Potentially	relevant	to	
prehistoric	archeological	sites	is	the	category	termed	Traditional	Cultural	Properties	(TCP)	.	.	.			The	
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County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines	identifies	that	cultural	resources	can	include	TCPs,	such	as	gathering	
areas,	landmarks,	and	ethnographic	locations	.	.	..	[A]	TCP	need	only	be	important	to	community	
members,	and	not	the	general	population	as	a	whole.	In	this	way,	a	TCP	boundary,	as	described	in	
Bulletin	38,	may	be	defined	based	on	viewscape	.	.	.	or	a	community’s	sense	of	its	own	geographic	limits.		
Regardless	of	why	a	TCP	is	of	importance	to	a	group	of	people,	outsider	acceptance	of	this	
understanding	is	made	inherently	irrelevant	by	the	relativistic	nature	of	this	concept.”		Given	the	historic	
importance	of	the	river	corridor	to	indigenous	people,	and	the	presence	of	many	prehistoric	artifacts,	
and	indigenous	interest	in	increased	investigation	of	them,	the	analysis	should	also	investigate	the	
potential	presence	of	a	TCP,	and	address	the	potential	impacts	of	the	project	considering	these	
guidelines.		Failing	to	do	so	risks	obscuring	impacts	of	significance	to	indigenous	peoples.	

Page	37	and	38	indicate	that	sacred	sites	have	been	located	within	the	APE	that	may	be	impacted	by	the	
project.		In	2015	the	Ipai	Nation,	the	Viejas	Band	of	Kumeyaayii,	and	the	Kwaaymii	Laguna	Band	were	
contacted.		In	2016	the	Barona	Band	requested	formal	consultation.		What	concerns	did	the	Native	
Peoples	raise?		Is	this	area	a	TCP?	

Site	CA-SDI-13652	is	described	as	“meeting	the	requirements	for	the	[San	Diego	County]	Local	register	
and	RPO…”		Page	40	says	that	Native	Americans	asked	that	the	importance	of	this	site	be	revisited.	

Site	CA-SDI-17300	is	also	of	interest	to	Native	American	groups,	with	evidence	of	water	screening	
activities.		The	analysis	does	not	specify	the	significance	of	the	travel	corridor	and	water	way	to	Native	
American	People,	or	explain	why	this	resource	may	be	of	special	interest	for	protection.	

Site	CA	SDI-20797	(Helix-1)	is	a	prehistoric	site	consisting	of	five	artifacts,	including	complete	manos.		(A	
mano,	or	smooth	hand-held	stone,	is	used	against	a	metate,	typically	a	large	stone	with	a	depression	or	
bowl.	The	movement	of	the	mano	against	the	metate	consists	of	a	circular,	rocking	or	chopping	grinding	
motion	using	one	or	both	hands.)	

Even	disturbed	areas,	such	as	where	tractors	were	used	in	oat	cultivation,	reveal	several	prehistoric	
artifacts,	such	as	those	at	site	CA-SDI-20799	(Helix-3).	

When	describing	site	CA-SDI-20801	(Helix-5),	which	includes	milling	features	and	a	rock	shelter,	the	
researchers	noted	that	the	“full	extent	of	the	site	could	not	be	determined	due	the	presence	of	a	
mountain	lion.”		In	contrast,	though	the	area	has	an	abundance	of	mule	deer,	the	primary	prey	source	
for	mountain	lion,	the	biologists	never	noted	the	animal.		The	presence	of	this	animal	is	a	dramatic	
indicator	of	the	wildlife	corridor	function	of	the	Valley.	

Some	of	the	historic	features	noted	during	the	investigation	were	described	as	“puzzling.”		Consultation	
with	some	of	the	older	Lakeside	residents,	familiar	with	historic	agricultural	practices	in	the	Valley,	
would	doubtless	help	explain	the	prolific	historic	resources	in	the	Valley,	some	of	which	were	likely	
associated	with	the	many	small	dairies	that	were	in	the	Valley	for	many	years.	

Page	71	summarizes	the	41	cultural	resources	found	(page	74	and	80	say	43	cultural	resources	found),	
including	two	prehistoric	habitat	sites,	and	several	sites	determined	to	be	RPO	significant,	including:		

1. CA-SDI-13609,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	adjacent	to	project	site;	
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2. Page	77	adds	CA-SDI-13652	and	CA-SDI-17300,	significant	resources,	of	interest	to	Native	
Americans,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	the	project	site;	

3. Page	77	adds	CA-SDI-20798,	a	historic	resource	that	would	be	impacted	by	the	project;	
4. CA-SDI-20799,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	project	site;	
5. CA-SDI-20800,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	project	site;	
6. Page	77	adds	P-37-035816,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	project	

site;	
7. Page	78	adds	CA-SDI-21861,	a	historic	resource	that	would	be	impacted	by	the	project.		
8. CA-SDI-21862,	a	significant	prehistoric	artifact	scatter,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	

project	site;		
9. CA-SDI-21863,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	within	project	site;	
10. Page	78	adds	P-37-035818	a	historic	resource	that	would	be	directly	impacted	by	the	project.	
11. P-37-034482,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	adjacent	to	project	site;	
12. P-37-034839,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	adjacent	to	project	site;	
13. P-37-034840,	a	significant	resource,	will	require	mitigation,	located	adjacent	to	project	site;	
14. P-37-032955	through	P-37-032976,	P-37-035821	through	P-37-035833,	and	P-37-035877	

through	P-37-035879	will	be	collected.		These	include	ceramics,	lithics,	projectile	point,	etc.	

The	report	concludes	that,	though	sites	and	artifacts	will	be	lost,	measures	will	mitigate	these	losses	to	
below	a	level	of	significance.		I	would	be	interested	to	know	if	the	Native	Americans	feel	the	same	way.	

APPENDIX	M.		GREENHOUSE	GAS	EMISSIONS	TECHNCIAL	REPORT.			

This	report	shows	a	stunning	lack	of	understanding	of	life	cycle	analysis.		To	provide	some	summaries	
from	a	few	sources,	starting	with	World	Watch	Magazine,	May/June,	Volume	22,	No.	3	
“[Miles/kilometers	travelled	doesn't	tell	the	whole	story.	For	example,	many	people	want	to	“buy	local.”		
However…,]	"miles	are	a	good	measure	of	how	far	food	has	traveled.	But	they're	not	a	very	good	
measure	of	the	[product’s]	environmental	impact.	
	
[In	the	case	of	food,	the]	“impact	depends	on	how	the	food	was	transported,	not	just	how	far.	For	
example,	trains	are	10	times	more	efficient	at	moving	freight,	ton	for	ton,	than	trucks	are.	So,	you	could	
eat	potatoes	trucked	in	from	100	miles	away,	or	potatoes	shipped	by	rail	from	1,000	miles	away,	and	the	
greenhouse	gas	emissions	associated	with	their	transport	from	farm	to	table	would	be	roughly	the	
same.	
	
“The	environmental	impact	of	food	also	depends	on	how	it	is	grown.	Swedish	researcher	Annika	
Carlsson-Kanyama	led	a	study	that	found	it	was	better,	from	a	greenhouse-gas	perspective,	for	Swedes	
to	buy	Spanish	tomatoes	than	Swedish	tomatoes,	because	the	Spanish	tomatoes	were	grown	in	open	
fields	while	the	local	ones	were	grown	in	fossil-fuel-heated	greenhouses…	
	
“Perhaps	it's	inevitable	that	we	consumers	gravitate	to	a	focus	on	food	miles-the	concept	represents	the	
last	step	before	food	arrives	on	our	tables,	the	part	of	the	agricultural	supply	chain	that's	most	visible	to	
us.	…		But	a	broader,	more	comprehensive	picture	of	all	the	tradeoffs	in	the	food	system	requires	
tracking	greenhouse	gas	emissions	through	all	phases	of	a	food's	production,	transport,	and	
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consumption.	And	life-cycle	analysis	(LCA),	a	research	method	that	provides	precisely	this	"cradle-to-
grave"	perspective,	reveals	that	food	miles	represent	a	relatively	small	slice	of	the	greenhouse-gas	pie…	
The	other	clear	result	that	emerges	from	these	analyses	is	that	what	you	[consume]	matters	at	least	as	
much	as	how	far	it	travels,	[some	products	are	greener	than	others	-	recycled	concrete	is	far	greener	
than	concrete	made	from	virgin	materials]	and	agriculture's	overwhelming	"hotspots"	are	red	meat	and	
dairy	production….		
	
“Weber	and	Matthews	calculated	that	reducing	food	miles	to	zero-an	all-but-impossible	goal	in	practice-
would	reduce	the	greenhouse	gas	emissions	associated	with	the	food	system	by	only	about	5	percent,	
equivalent	to	driving	1,000	miles	less	over	the	course	of	a	year.	By	comparison,	replacing	red	meat	and	
dairy	with	chicken,	fish,	or	eggs	for	one	day	per	week	would	save	the	equivalent	of	driving	760	miles	per	
year.	
		
‘So,	[are	local	products]	greener?	Not	necessarily….	[P]urchasing	an	apple	isn't	just	about	the	
greenhouse	gas	emissions	involved	in	producing	and	transporting	the	fruit,	"it's	also	about	how	those	
apples	were	farmed,	how	the	farm	workers	were	treated"-a	broad	array	of	ecological,	social,	and	
economic	factors	that	add	up	to	sustainability.		
	
“[L]ife-cycle	analyses	of	the	current	food	system	offer	a	paradoxically	hopeful	perspective,	because	they	
suggest	that,	if	the	goal	is	to	improve	the	environmental	sustainability	of	the	food	system	as	a	whole,	
then	there	are	a	variety	of	public	policy	levers	that	we	can	pull…	what	if	a	greater	investment	in	rail	
infrastructure	helped	to	reverse	the	trend	toward	transporting	more	[products]	by	inefficient	semi-
truck?	What	if	fuel	economy	standards	were	increased	for	the	truck	fleet…?	Or,	to	name	one	
encompassing	possibility,	what	if	a	carbon-pricing	system	incorporated	some	of	the	environmental	costs	
of	[cement	production	and]	agriculture	that	are	currently	externalized?”	
	
Here	is	an	academic	text	on	life	cycle	analysis,	drawing	a	direct	connection	to	the	role	of	CEQA	in	
informing	decisionmakers	https://www.nap.edu/read/5147/chapter/4#30	,	which	can	be	cited	as	"Life-
Cycle	Analysis:	The	Role	of	Evaluation	and	Strategy."	National	Academy	of	Engineering.	1999.	Measures	
of	Environmental	Performance	and	Ecosystem	Condition.	Washington,	DC:	The	National	Academies	
Press.	doi:	10.17226/5147.	
“The	basic	objective	of	LCA	is	to	guide	decision	makers,	whether	consumers,	industrialists,	or	
government	policy	makers,	in	devising	or	selecting	actions	that	will	minimize	environmental	impacts	
while	furthering	other	objectives.	Decision	makers	must	use	this	tool	in	concert	with	traditional	criteria	
for	selecting	one	action	over	another,	including	economic,	engineering,	and	social	goals.	
“The	life-cycle	paradigm	requires	the	consideration	not	only	of	the	immediate	impacts	of	a	product	or	
process	choice,	but	also	of	the	products	and	processes	that	gave	rise	to	that	choice	and	of	those	that	
occur	in	response	to	it.	This	view	reflects	the	notion	that	"industrial	ecosystems,"	like	natural	
ecosystems,	are	vast	networks	of	interconnected	activities.	In	such	networks,	the	size	of	a	particular	
change	does	not	necessarily	indicate	the	scope	of	its	effect,	and	care	must	be	taken	to	avoid	changes	
that	maximize	local	benefits	at	the	expense	of	global	effects.	
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“LCA	is	a	three-step	process:	
• inventory	analysis,	or	the	identification	and	quantification	of	energy	and	resource	use	and	

environmental	releases	to	air,	water,	and	land;	
• impact	analysis,	or	the	technical	qualitative	and	quantitative	characterization	and	assessment	of	

the	consequences	of	resource	use	and	environmental	releases	for	the	environment;	and	
• improvement	analysis,	or	the	evaluation	and	implementation	of	opportunities	to	reduce	

environmental	burdens	(Vigon	et	al.,	1993).	
	
“The	three	stages	of	LCA	reflect	classical	technical	decision-making	procedures.	In	each	case,	a	control	
volume	is	identified.	Resource	flows	into	the	control	volume	and	waste	emissions	from	the	control	
volume	are	then	measured.	The	next	step	is	to	determine	the	relationship	between	these	resource	and	
waste	fluxes	and	the	underlying	scientific	and	technological	principles.	Finally,	the	problem	is	resolved	
based	on	the	insight	gained	from	these	principles	and	the	objectives	of	the	analyst….	
	
“[Usually,]	the	best	course	of	action	requires	an	assessment	of	the	relative	importance	of	each	of	a	
number	of	possible	consequences.	These	relative	importances	reflect	the	strategic	objectives	that	
underlie	the	problem	being	considered	rather	than	the	results	of	any	purely	analytical	evaluation.	
Because	of	this	distinction,	substantial	hurdles	must	be	overcome	before	LCA	can	be	applied	to	broad	
questions	of	industrial	and	social	policy.	
	
“How	best	to	select	among	members	of	the	nondominated	set	of	alternatives	is	one	of	the	central	
questions	of	decision	analysis	and	is	frequently	referred	to	as	multiple-objective	decision	making.	In	
multiple-objective	decision	making,	there	is	no	generally	applicable	rationale	for	selecting	one	
alternative	over	the	other;	rather,	the	choice	requires	taking	into	account	strategies	and	priorities.	As	
[the	example	provided	in	the	text]	shows,	the	only	supportable	reason	for	selecting	alternative	6	over	5	
is	that	reducing	impact	A	is	more	important	than	reducing	impact	B….	
	
“This	formulation	of	valuation	raises	important	questions	of	scientific	feasibility.	Indeed,	it	is	debatable	
whether	it	is	possible	to	characterize	fully	the	unit	effects	of	every	process	or	activity	that	might	be	
developed.	However,	the	crucial	valuation	questions	arise	from	two	other	aspects	of	this	scheme:	the	
nature	of	the	economic	measures	used	in	calculating	the	cost	of	avoiding	a	unit	effect	and	the	
assumption	that	the	value	of	the	total	environmental	impact	of	an	action	(the	environmental	load)	is	
equal	to	the	sum	of	each	individual	environmental	load	weighted	by	the	size	of	each	unit	effect.	
	
“The	first	of	these	questions	relates	to	the	distinction	between	cost	and	worth.	Although	the	theory	of	
competitive	markets	argues	that	prices	are	an	object's	worth,	the	theory	rests	on	assumptions	that	are	
difficult	to	support	in	the	case	of	the	environment.	The	first	problem	is	that	perfect	markets	assume	that	
perfect	information	is	available	to	all	participants,	which	clearly	is	not	the	case.	Furthermore,	the	theory	
of	markets	routinely	discusses	"consumer	surplus,"	which	can	roughly	be	determined	as	the	difference	
in	the	prevailing	market	price	and	the	higher	price	that	some	consumers	would	have	been	willing	to	pay	
(recall	that	demand	curves	slope	downward).	Finally,	there	is	the	critical	question	of	how	to	establish	
these	costs	and	prices	when	markets	do	not	exist.	Although	litigators	are	prepared	to	place	a	value	on	
wrongful	death	or	pain	and	suffering	during	a	civil	suit,	no	markets	exist	for	pain,	clean	air,	or	future	
well-being.	Generally,	most	environmental	attributes	are	external	to	markets;	many	of	the	classical	
examples	of	market	externalities	are	based	on	environmental	issues.	
	
“LCA	is	a	technique	that	has	already	shown	great	promise	for	improving	our	understanding	of	the	wider	
implications	and	relationships	that	must	be	taken	into	consideration	when	incorporating	environmental	
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concerns	into	technical	decision	making.	As	these	concepts	diffuse	into	industrial	and	technical	decision	
making,	LCA	will	enable	industry	and	government	to	find	ways	to	both	increase	efficiency	and	reduce	
harm	to	the	environment….	
	
“However,	practitioners	and	proponents	must	guard	against	using	LCA	to	determine	"best"	modes	of	
action	when	the	consequences	of	the	alternatives	expose	conflicting	objectives	and	values	within	the	
group	of	decision	makers.	In	these	cases,	no	amount	of	analysis	will	directly	resolve	the	conflict.	Rather,	
the	role	of	LCA	should	be	to	clearly	articulate	the	consequences	of	each	alternative	and	to	provide	a	
framework	for	the	necessary	negotiations.”	
	
Per	Wikipedia,	“The	goal	of	LCA	is	to	compare	the	full	range	of	environmental	effects	assignable	to	
products	and	services	by	quantifying	all	inputs	and	outputs	of	material	flows	and	assessing	how	these	
material	flows	affect	the	environment.	This	information	is	used	to	improve	processes,	support	policy	
and	provide	a	sound	basis	for	informed	decisions.		
	
“The	term	life	cycle	refers	to	the	notion	that	a	fair,	holistic	assessment	requires	the	assessment	of	raw-
material	production,	manufacture,	distribution,	use	and	disposal	including	all	intervening	transportation	
steps	necessary	or	caused	by	the	product's	existence.	
	
“There	are	two	main	types	of	LCA.	Attributional	LCAs	seek	to	establish	(or	attribute)	the	burdens	
associated	with	the	production	and	use	of	a	product,	or	with	a	specific	service	or	process,	at	a	point	in	
time	(typically	the	recent	past).	Consequential	LCAs	seek	to	identify	the	environmental	consequences	of	
a	decision	or	a	proposed	change	in	a	system	under	study	(oriented	to	the	future),	which	means	that	
market	and	economic	implications	of	a	decision	may	have	to	be	taken	into	account.	Social	LCA	is	under	
development	as	a	different	approach	to	life	cycle	thinking	intended	to	assess	social	implications	or	
potential	impacts.	Social	LCA	should	be	considered	as	an	approach	that	is	complementary	to	
environmental	LCA.		
	
“The	procedures	of	life	cycle	assessment	(LCA)	are	part	of	the	ISO	14000	environmental	management	
standards:	in	ISO	14040:2006	and	14044:2006.	(ISO	14044	replaced	earlier	versions	of	ISO	14041	to	ISO	
14043.)	GHG	product	life	cycle	assessments	can	also	comply	with	specifications	such	as	PAS	2050	and	
the	GHG	Protocol	Life	Cycle	Accounting	and	Reporting	Standard.[4][6][7]		
	
“According	to	the	ISO	14040[8]	and	14044[9]	standards,	a	Life	Cycle	Assessment	is	carried	out	in	four	
distinct	phases	as	illustrated	in	the	figure	shown	to	the	right.	The	phases	are	often	interdependent	in	
that	the	results	of	one	phase	will	inform	how	other	phases	are	completed.	
	
“An	LCA	starts	with	an	explicit	statement	of	the	goal	and	scope	of	the	study,	which	sets	out	the	context	
of	the	study	and	explains	how	and	to	whom	the	results	are	to	be	communicated.	This	is	a	key	step	and	
the	ISO	standards	require	that	the	goal	and	scope	of	an	LCA	be	clearly	defined	and	consistent	with	the	
intended	application.	The	goal	and	scope	document	therefore	includes	technical	details	that	guide	
subsequent	work:		

• the	functional	unit,	which	defines	what	precisely	is	being	studied	and	quantifies	the	service	
delivered	by	the	product	system,	providing	a	reference	to	which	the	inputs	and	outputs	can	be	
related.	Further,	the	functional	unit	is	an	important	basis	that	enables	alternative	goods,	or	
services,	to	be	compared	and	analyzed.	So	to	explain	this	a	functional	system	which	is	inputs,	
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processes	and	outputs	contains	a	functional	unit,	that	fulfills	a	function,	for	example	paint	is	
covering	a	wall,	making	a	functional	unit	of	1m²	covered	for	10	years.	The	functional	flow	would	
be	the	items	necessary	for	that	function,	so	this	would	be	a	brush,	tin	of	paint	and	the	paint	
itself.	

• the	system	boundaries;	which	are	delimitations	of	which	processes	that	should	be	included	in	
the	analysis	of	a	product	system.		

• any	assumptions	and	limitations;	
• the	allocation	methods	used	to	partition	the	environmental	load	of	a	process	when	several	

products	or	functions	share	the	same	process;	allocation	is	commonly	dealt	with	in	one	of	three	
ways:	system	expansion,	substitution	and	partition.	Doing	this	is	not	easy	and	different	methods	
may	give	different	results;	and		

• the	impact	categories	chosen	for	example	human	toxicity,	smog,	global	warming,	
eutrophication.	

	
“…At	an	industry	level,	care	has	to	be	taken	to	ensure	that	questionnaires	are	completed	by	a	
representative	sample	of	producers,	leaning	toward	neither	the	best	nor	the	worst,	and	fully	
representing	any	regional	differences	due	to	energy	use,	material	sourcing	or	other	factors.	The	
questionnaires	cover	the	full	range	of	inputs	and	outputs,	typically	aiming	to	account	for	99%	of	the	
mass	of	a	product,	99%	of	the	energy	used	in	its	production	and	any	environmentally	sensitive	flows,	
even	if	they	fall	within	the	1%	level	of	inputs.	
“One	area	where	data	access	is	likely	to	be	difficult	is	flows	from	the	technosphere.	The	technosphere	is	
more	simply	defined	as	the	man-made	world.	Considered	by	geologists	as	secondary	resources,	these	
resources	are	in	theory	100%	recyclable;	however,	in	a	practical	sense,	the	primary	goal	is	salvage.	…	
	
“Inventory	analysis	is	followed	by	impact	assessment.	This	phase	of	LCA	is	aimed	at	evaluating	the	
significance	of	potential	environmental	impacts	based	on	the	LCI	flow	results.	Classical	life	cycle	impact	
assessment	(LCIA)	consists	of	the	following	mandatory	elements:	

• selection	of	impact	categories,	category	indicators,	and	characterization	models;	
• the	classification	stage,	where	the	inventory	parameters	are	sorted	and	assigned	to	specific	

impact	categories;	and	
• impact	measurement,	where	the	categorized	LCI	flows	are	characterized,	using	one	of	many	

possible	LCIA	methodologies,	into	common	equivalence	units	that	are	then	summed	to	provide	
an	overall	impact	category	total.	

	
“In	many	LCAs,	characterization	concludes	the	LCIA	analysis;	this	is	also	the	last	compulsory	stage	
according	to	ISO	14044:2006.	However,	in	addition	to	the	above	mandatory	LCIA	steps,	other	optional	
LCIA	elements	–	normalization,	grouping,	and	weighting	–	may	be	conducted	depending	on	the	goal	and	
scope	of	the	LCA	study.	In	normalization,	the	results	of	the	impact	categories	from	the	study	are	usually	
compared	with	the	total	impacts	in	the	region	of	interest,	the	U.S.	for	example.	Grouping	consists	of	
sorting	and	possibly	ranking	the	impact	categories.	During	weighting,	the	different	environmental	
impacts	are	weighted	relative	to	each	other	so	that	they	can	then	be	summed	to	get	a	single	number	for	
the	total	environmental	impact.	ISO	14044:2006	generally	advises	against	weighting,	stating	that	
“weighting,	shall	not	be	used	in	LCA	studies	intended	to	be	used	in	comparative	assertions	intended	to	
be	disclosed	to	the	public.”	This	advice	is	often	ignored,	resulting	in	comparisons	that	can	reflect	a	high	
degree	of	subjectivity	because	of	weighting.	
	
“Life	cycle	impacts	can	also	be	categorized	under	the	several	phases	of	the	development,	production,	
use,	and	disposal	of	a	product.	Broadly	speaking,	these	impacts	can	be	divided	into	"First	Impacts,"	use	
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impacts,	and	end	of	life	impacts.	"First	Impacts"	include	extraction	of	raw	materials,	manufacturing	
(conversion	of	raw	materials	into	a	product),	transportation	of	the	product	to	a	market	or	site,	
construction/installation,	and	the	beginning	of	the	use	or	occupancy.	Use	impacts	include	physical	
impacts	of	operating	the	product	or	facility	(such	as	energy,	water,	etc.),	maintenance,	renovation	and	
repairs	(required	to	continue	to	use	the	product	or	facility).	End	of	life	impacts	include	demolition	and	
processing	of	waste	or	recyclable	materials.	
	
“Life	Cycle	Interpretation	is	a	systematic	technique	to	identify,	quantify,	check,	and	evaluate	information	
from	the	results	of	the	life	cycle	inventory	and/or	the	life	cycle	impact	assessment.	The	results	from	the	
inventory	analysis	and	impact	assessment	are	summarized	during	the	interpretation	phase.	The	
outcome	of	the	interpretation	phase	is	a	set	of	conclusions	and	recommendations	for	the	study.	
According	to	ISO	14040:2006,	the	interpretation	should	include:		

• identification	of	significant	issues	based	on	the	results	of	the	LCI	and	LCIA	phases	of	an	LCA;	
• evaluation	of	the	study	considering	completeness,	sensitivity	and	consistency	checks;	and	
• conclusions,	limitations	and	recommendations.	

	
“A	key	purpose	of	performing	life	cycle	interpretation	is	to	determine	the	level	of	confidence	in	the	final	
results	and	communicate	them	in	a	fair,	complete,	and	accurate	manner.	Interpreting	the	results	of	an	
LCA	is	not	as	simple	as	"3	is	better	than	2,	therefore	Alternative	A	is	the	best	choice"!	Interpreting	the	
results	of	an	LCA	starts	with	understanding	the	accuracy	of	the	results,	and	ensuring	they	meet	the	goal	
of	the	study.	This	is	accomplished	by	identifying	the	data	elements	that	contribute	significantly	to	each	
impact	category,	evaluating	the	sensitivity	of	these	significant	data	elements,	assessing	the	
completeness	and	consistency	of	the	study,	and	drawing	conclusions	and	recommendations	based	on	a	
clear	understanding	of	how	the	LCA	was	conducted	and	the	results	were	developed.	
“More	specifically,	the	best	alternative	is	the	one	that	the	LCA	shows	to	have	the	least	cradle-to-grave	
environmental	negative	impact	on	land,	sea,	and	air	resources.	…	
	
“LCA	also	has	major	roles	in	environmental	impact	assessment,	integrated	waste	management	and	
pollution	studies.	A	recent	study	evaluated	the	LCA	of	a	laboratory	scale	plant	for	oxygen	enriched	air	
production	coupled	with	its	economic	evaluation	in	an	holistic	eco-design	standpoint.	LCA	has	also	been	
used	to	assess	the	environmental	impacts	of	pavement	maintenance,	repair,	and	rehabilitation	activities	
[20].		
	
“A	life	cycle	analysis	is	only	as	valid	as	its	data;	therefore,	it	is	crucial	that	data	used	for	the	completion	
of	a	life	cycle	analysis	are	accurate	and	current.	When	comparing	different	life	cycle	analyses	with	one	
another,	it	is	crucial	that	equivalent	data	are	available	for	both	products	or	processes	in	question.	If	one	
product	has	a	much	higher	availability	of	data,	it	cannot	be	justly	compared	to	another	product	which	
has	less	detailed	data.		
	
“There	are	two	basic	types	of	LCA	data	–	unit	process	data	and	environmental	input-output	data	(EIO),	
where	the	latter	is	based	on	national	economic	input-output	data.[22]	Unit	process	data	are	derived	from	
direct	surveys	of	companies	or	plants	producing	the	product	of	interest,	carried	out	at	a	unit	process	
level	defined	by	the	system	boundaries	for	the	study.	
	
“Data	validity	is	an	ongoing	concern	for	life	cycle	analyses.	Due	to	globalization	and	the	rapid	pace	of	
research	and	development,	new	materials	and	manufacturing	methods	are	continually	being	introduced	
to	the	market.	This	makes	it	both	very	important	and	very	difficult	to	use	up-to-date	information	when	
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performing	an	LCA.	If	an	LCA’s	conclusions	are	to	be	valid,	the	data	must	be	recent;	however,	the	data-
gathering	process	takes	time.	…	
	
“The	life	cycle	considered	usually	consists	of	a	number	of	stages	including:	materials	extraction,	
processing	and	manufacturing,	product	use,	and	product	disposal.	If	the	most	environmentally	harmful	
of	these	stages	can	be	determined,	then	impact	on	the	environment	can	be	efficiently	reduced	by	
focusing	on	making	changes	for	that	particular	phase.	For	example,	the	most	energy-intensive	life	phase	
of	an	airplane	or	car	is	during	use	due	to	fuel	consumption.	One	of	the	most	effective	ways	to	increase	
fuel	efficiency	is	to	decrease	vehicle	weight,	and	thus,	car	and	airplane	manufacturers	can	decrease	
environmental	impact	in	a	significant	way	by	replacing	heavier	materials	with	lighter	ones	such	as	
aluminum	or	carbon	fiber-reinforced	elements.	The	reduction	during	the	use	phase	should	be	more	than	
enough	to	balance	additional	raw	material	or	manufacturing	cost.	
	
These	citations	give	some	idea	of	the	type	of	rigor	expected	when	considering	impacts	at	the	scale	of	a	
greenhouse	gas	analysis.		None	of	these	procedures	were	followed.	While	the	scoping	plan	does	not	
require	a	“no	net	increase”	threshold,	which	this	project	would	not	comply	with,	it	states	that	the	ARB	
believes	this	would	be	the	correct	overall	objective.		Where	zero	cannot	be	achieved,	as	here,	typically	
purchase	of	carbon	credits	is	necessary	to	mitigate	impacts.		The	EIR,	however,	establishes	a	10,000	MT	
CO2e	per	year	threshold,	which	it	says	is	supported	because	the	impact	is	“limited	to	12	years	of	mining,”	
even	though	12	years	is	a	best-case	scenario,	and	it	is	highly	unlikely	that	mining	will	be	limited	to	12	
years.		The	project	site	is	not	located	in	the	SCAQMD.		It	is	in	the	San	Diego	Air	Pollution	Control	District.		
SDAPCD	framework	and	standards	are	necessarily	different	than	SCAQMD.		Page	19	indicates	that	
County	staff	recommended	this	threshold.		What	rational	is	there	for	this	threshold?		How	is	it	
applicable	to	San	Diego?		Even	if	we	were	in	the	SCAQMD,	the	applicability	of	this	threshold	to	this	
project	is	highly	fraught.		Given	the	aggressive	goals	of	AB32,	projects	such	as	this,	that	both	directly	
produce	GHG,	and	provide	feedstock	for	cement	manufacture,	a	massive	GHG	contributor,	provide	for	
not	a	reduction	in	GHGs,	but	rather,	they	exacerbate	a	critically	significant	global	impact.		The	selection	
of	this	threshold	is	not	adequately	explained	or	supported	by	the	analysis.	
	
The	analysis	says	that	“the	project	would	logically	make	locally	mined	aggregate	available	to	customers	
for	projects	in	the	County,	replacing	costlier	import	of	aggregate	from	facilities	as	far	away	as	Irwindale	.	
.	.	and	Ensenada	Mexico.”		“Logically.”		Per	the	experts	regarding	how	to	do	a	correct	life	cycle	analysis	
(see	excerpts	above),	this	conclusion	unlikely	to	be	true.		First,	imports	are	neither	always	costlier,	nor	
are	they	always	associated	with	a	larger	life	cycle	foot	print.		Furthermore,	the	existing	PCC-grade	
aggregate	producers	in	Lakeside,	who	sometimes	have	trouble	marketing	their	product	now,	are	the	
more	likely	product	providers	to	have	their	business	cut	into	by	this	larger	enterprise,	which	will	have	
greater	economies	of	scale.		There	is	simply	no	rational	way	of	saying	that	a	new	mining	operation,	with	
associated	emissions,	is	not	an	additional	source	of	emissions.		The	“logic”	of	this	analysis	is	lacking.		It	is	
clear	on	its	face	that	the	project	will	produce	emissions,	there	is	no	evidence	in	the	EIR	that	it	will	reduce	
emissions.		Reducing	emissions	is	one	of	many	possibilities,	but	an	unlikely	one,	and	one	that	the	
analysis	does	not	provide	any	evidence	will	be	the	one	that	occurs.	
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Here	is	a	similarly	qualitative,	“logical,”	look	at	the	baseline	situation	with	oat	production	in	El	Monte	
Valley,	before	Helix	cancelled	its	agricultural	leases.	I	purchased	oat	hay,	dryland	farmed	a	little	over	one	
mile	from	my	property,	and	delivered	by	a	high	school	student	to	my	ranch	in	a	pickup,	directly	from	the	
field.		Now,	with	the	leases	cancelled,	I	purchase	oats	that	are	raised	in	distant	fields.		The	hay	is	loaded	
onto	a	transfer	trailer	truck	and	hauled	over	a	mountain	range	to	a	feed	store,	and	from	the	feed	store	
by	pickup	truck	approximately	15	miles	to	my	ranch.		“Logically”	then,	the	cancelation	of	the	leases,	
which	was	done	in	preparation	for	application	for	the	sand	mine,	caused	a	large	increase	in	GHGs	
associated	with	my	agricultural	use	in	EMV.		Returning	the	site	to	agricultural	production	would	prevent	
this	GHG.	
	
William	Dawbney	Nordhaus	(born	May	31,	1941)	is	an	American	economist	and	Sterling	Professor	of	
Economics	at	Yale	University,	best	known	for	his	work	in	economic	modelling	and	climate	change.	He	is	
one	of	the	laureates	of	the	2018	Nobel	Memorial	Prize	in	Economic	Sciences.	Nordhaus	received	the	
prize	"for	integrating	climate	change	into	long-run	macroeconomic	analysis.”		Nordhaus	asked,	“How	
much	should	we	tax	carbon	dioxide	production	to	get	a	change	in	behavior?”		Allowing	sources	of	GHG	
such	as	aggregate	production	for	use	as	cement	(or	for	other	purposes)	evades	the	work	that	Nordhaus	
did	to	help	governments	set	up	a	system	that	would	influence	behavior	in	a	way	to	mitigate	impacts.		
Carbon	credits	should	be	costly	enough	to	encourage	shifts	away	from	processes	that	cannot	reduce	
their	emissions	to	zero.		Cement	production	and	virgin	material	mining	for	cement	production	cannot	
reduce	their	emissions	to	zero.		However,	it	is	essential	that	we	move	away	from	these	polluting	
industries	if	impacts	associated	with	Climate	Change	are	to	be	averted.		This	project	thwarts	that	effort.			
	
The	analysis	in	this	appendix	of	the	EIR	assumes	that	the	approval	of	a	new	source	of	raw	material	does	
not	increase	demand	for	the	product.		In	a	way,	though,	it	may.		It	may	make	the	material	so	available	
that	PCC	grade	is	used	for	uses	that	other	grades	would	be	sufficient	for.		It	may	undercut	recycled	
concrete	and	other	greener	market	alternatives.		
	
The	analysis	continues	to	talk	about	the	variable	market	for	sand,	but	never	relates	that	to	the	“limited	
to	12	years	of	mining”	consideration	of	limited	impacts.		Thus,	it	is	internally	inconsistent,	and	selects	
the	argument	that	shows	the	project	in	the	most	favorable	light,	changing	the	description	according	to	
the	discussion.	
	
The	“qualitative	consideration	of	reduction	in	VMT”	fails	to	include	even	the	rudimentary	components	
of	the	life	cycle	analysis	that	might	support	the	conclusion	that	GHG	emissions	would	be	reduced.	
	
Page	10	of	the	appendix	to	the	EIR	says	all	generated	waste	would	be	domestic	refuse	generated	from	
employee	lunches	and	office	waste.		This	overlooks	the	vegetation	waste,	which	will	add	a	significant	
component	to	the	organic	waste	stream,	which	is	already	heavily	burdened.		The	County	will	have	to	
comply	with	SB1383,	which	will	require	the	addition	of	10	new	composting	operations	within	the	region,	
plus	additional	organics	processing	facilities.		This	impact	is	not	addressed.	
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Additionally,	the	County	is	just	now	developing	its	first	Construction	and	Demolition	Debris	Ordinance.		
Enactment	of	this	ordinance	will	help	keep	materials	out	of	the	landfill,	but	a	market	for	the	recovered	
concrete	will	be	necessary.		This	project	will	undercut	the	market	development	for	the	County’s	new	
ordinance.		This	impact	is	not	addressed.	
	
Page	10	also	says	that	Helix	Water	District	will	provide	the	water	for	the	operation.		However,	the	EIR	
says	Lakeside	Water	District	will	provide	the	water.		The	project	description	is	inconsistent.	
	
Traffic	is	never	properly	discussed	in	any	of	the	sections	of	the	EIR.		This	facility	will	not	be	producing	the	
cement.		Where	are	the	batch	plants	located?		A	full	consideration	of	adding	vast	quantities	of	PCC	
grade	aggregate	to	the	local	roadways	should	be	addressed.	
	
Page	11	again	says	that	the	project	will	replace	imported	aggregate,	with	no	indication	that	the	more	
likely	prospect	is	that	it	would	undercut	the	existing,	smaller	facilities	already	producing	PCC	grade	
aggregate	in	Lakeside.		Furthermore,	with	such	a	large	volume	to	market,	likely	some	of	the	product	will	
also	go	for	non-PCC	grade	uses.		Even	then,	the	region	may	not	be	able	to	absorb	the	volume,	and	thus	
the	project	would	EXPORT	sand	to	Orange,	Riverside,	or	Los	Angeles	Counties,	thus	increasing	trip	
distances,	not	decreasing	them.	
	
Page	11	says	that	flooding	the	region	with	1.1	million	tons	of	PCC	grade	aggregate	will	not	increase	
demand.		The	EIR	seems	not	to	be	aware	that	“supply	and	demand”	are	perhaps	the	most	fundamental	
concepts	of	economics.		“Supply	and	demand”	is	the	backbone	of	a	market	economy.	Demand	refers	to	
how	much	(or	what	quantity)	of	a	product	or	service	is	desired	by	buyers.	The	quantity	demanded	varies	
as	people	are	more	or	less	willing	to	buy	something	depending	on	its	price.	A	vast	supply	of	a	material	
will	drive	down	the	price.		In	the	PCC-grade	aggregate	case,	this	flooding	of	the	market	has	several	
possible	effects,	including	putting	smaller	providers	out	of	business,	placing	this	material	into	the	market	
share	of	other	materials	(PCC-grade	being	used	for	purposes	that	do	not	require	this	grade	of	material),	
and	reducing	or	eliminating	the	use	alternative	products,	including	greener	alternatives.		Markets	are	
not	static	and	immovable,	as	the	need	identified	in	another	section	of	the	EIR	for	“market	development”	
admits.	
	
Page	11	asserts	that	the	assumed,	but	unlikely,	reduction	of	VMT’s	this	EIR	relies	on	it	appropriate	for	a	
consideration	of	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	polices,	and	regulations.		The	County	does	not	have	
an	approved	Climate	Action	Plan.		In	the	absence	of	a	CAP,	projects	with	no	GHG	impacts	typically	must	
show	a	no	net	increase	in	GHG.		For	certain	uses,	GHG	impacts	can	be	mitigated	with	carbon	credit	
purchase.		This	project	cannot	be	reduced	to	the	zero	threshold.			
	
Page	13	lays	out	the	aggressive	goals	established	in	California.		Reaching	these	goals	will	require	greener	
transportation	alternatives,	greener	solid	waste	management,	and	greener	construction	materials.		
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When	it	comes	to	finding	greener	alternatives	to	traditional	roads	and	other	concrete	construction,	this	
project	thwarts	progress	toward	the	changes	that	are	necessary.		The	28%	reduction	below	“business	as	
usual”	will	require	the	alternatives	to	traditional	construction	will	be	necessary.			
	
The	Scoping	Plan	is	inaccurately	portrayed	in	the	analysis.		The	Scoping	Plan	reads,	“California’s	robust	
economy,	with	the	largest	manufacturing	sector	in	the	United	States,	is	supported	by	a	variety	of	sub-
industrial	sectors,	some	of	which	include	cement	plants,	refineries,	food	processors,	paper	products,	
wineries,	steel	plants,	and	industrial	gas,	entertainment,	technology	and	software,	aerospace,	and	
defense	companies.	Together,	industrial	sources	account	for	approximately	21	percent	of	the	State’s	
GHG	emissions–almost	equal	to	the	amount	of	GHG	emissions	from	the	energy	sector.	Emissions	in	this	
sector	are	mainly	due	to	fuel	combustion	and,	in	some	industries,	process-related	emissions.	Changes	in	
this	sector	strongly	correlate	with	changes	in	the	overall	economy.	For	example,	housing	and	
construction	growth	usually	increases	demand	for	cement.	Moving	toward	a	cleaner	economy	and	
ensuring	we	meet	the	statewide	targets	requires	us	to	address	GHG	emissions	in	this	sector,	which	has	
the	potential	to	provide	local	co-benefits	in	criteria	pollutant	and	toxic	air	contaminant	reductions	in	
immediate	surrounding	locations,	especially	in	vulnerable	communities.	At	the	same	time,	we	must	
ensure	there	is	a	smooth	path	to	a	cleaner	future	to	support	a	resilient	and	robust	economy	with	a	
strong	job	force,	including	training	opportunities	for	workers	in	disadvantaged	communities,	while	
continuing	to	support	economic	growth	in	existing	and	new	industries.	
	
“Greenhouse	gas	emissions	in	the	Industrial	sector	have	remained	relatively	flat	for	the	last	few	years	
while	the	State’s	economy	has	continued	to	grow,	meaning	the	GHG	emissions	to	produce	each	dollar	of	
gross	standard	product	is	decreasing.	Manufacturing	accounts	for	approximately	10	percent	of	the	gross	
state	product.	In	2016,	California	industry	exported	$163.6	billion	in	merchandise.	Policies	to	address	
GHG	emissions	reductions	must	continue	to	balance	the	State’s	economic	well-being	with	making	
progress	toward	achievement	of	the	statewide	limits….	

	
“We	agree	with	the	EJAC	that	more	can	and	should	be	done	to	reduce	emissions	of	criteria	pollutants	
and	toxic	air	contaminants.	These	pollutants	pose	air	quality	and	related	health	issues	to	the	
communities	adjacent	to	the	sources	of	industrial	emissions.	Further,	many	of	these	communities	are	
already	disadvantaged	and	burdened	by	a	variety	of	other	environmental	stresses….		The	solution,	
therefore,	is	not	to	do	away	with	or	change	the	regulation	of	GHGs	through	the	Cap-and-Trade	Program	
to	address	these	legitimate	concerns;	instead,	consistent	with	the	direction	in	AB	197	and	AB	617,	State	
and	local	agencies	must	evaluate	and	implement	additional	measures	that	directly	regulate	and	reduce	
emissions	of	criteria	and	toxic	air	pollutants	through	other	programs.	
	
“For	California’s	climate	change	policies	to	be	supported	by	the	public	and	be	implemented	with	
enthusiasm,	they	must	be	developed	through	ample,	genuine	opportunities	for	community	members	to	
discuss	and	provide	input.	Californians’	contributions	to	the	policy	arena	strengthen	the	end	products	
and	assist	in	their	implementation	and	enforcement.	
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“Efforts	to	mitigate	climate	change	through	policy,	environmental,	and	systems	change	present	
considerable	opportunities	to	promote	sustainable,	healthy,	resilient,	and	equitable	communities.	The	
measures	in	the	Scoping	Plan,	and	the	way	they	are	implemented,	can	help	create	living	conditions	that	
facilitate	physical	activity;	encourage	public	transit	use;	provide	access	to	affordable,	fresh,	and	
nutritious	foods;	protect	the	natural	systems	on	which	human	health	depends;	spur	economic	
development;	provide	safe,	affordable,	and	energy-efficient	housing;	enable	access	to	jobs;	and	increase	
social	cohesion	and	civic	engagement.	These	climate	change	mitigation	measures	can	improve	overall	
population	health,	as	well	as	material	conditions,	access	to	opportunity,	and	health	and	well-being	in	
communities	facing	health	inequities.	Approaching	the	policy	solutions	outlined	in	the	Scoping	Plan	with	
a	health	and	equity	lens	can	ultimately	help	lead	to	a	California	in	which	all	current	and	future	
generations	of	Californians	can	benefit	and	thrive.”			
	
In	contrast	to,	and	conflicting	with,	the	goals	of	the	Scoping	Plan,	the	proposed	project	does	nothing	to	
promote	physical	activity,	instead	it	constrains	the	existing	recreational	use	of	El	Monte,	and	it	thwarts	
efforts	of	the	region	to	connect	the	community	to	its	food	source,	for	example	with	the	High	School	FFA	
production	of	oats	on	the	subject	property.		Instead	of	providing	local	concrete,	this	site	could	be	
providing	local	food.		The	project	provides	concrete	for	traditional	“vehicles	on	streets”	modes	of	
transportation,	and	the	project	does	nothing	to	promote	greener	alternatives.		It	damages	a	valuable	
aquifer	and	a	unique	biological	habitat.		Page	22	does	admit	that	the	project	“does	not	comply	directly	
with	the	CARB	Scoping	Plan,”	however	it	goes	on	to	select	it’s	chosen	scenario	that	the	project	will	
reduce	importation	of	aggregate.		As	I	have	pointed	out,	other	likely	scenarios	include,	replacing	existing	
sources,	replacing	greener	alternatives,	expanding	the	market,	or,	if	markets	cannot	be	expanded,	
exporting	materials	(and	thus	doing	the	opposite	of	what	the	project	claims	to	be	doing).		None	of	the	
steps	necessary	for	an	adequate	life	cycle	analysis	have	been	taken,	instead	the	analysis	merely	selects	
the	possibility	that	most	positively	reflects	on	the	project,	and	disregards	all	other,	more	likely,	
scenarios.	
	
Table	5	provides	the	emission	sources,	but	the	table	does	not	address	the	additional	in-region	
processing	of	the	aggregate,	that	would	increase	air	emissions	within	the	basin.		It	does	not	include	the	
estimate,	provided	in	the	transportation	analysis	of	the	project	would	generate	2.9	million	VMT	
associated	with	bringing	the	product	to	market.		It	does	not	address	the	additional	energy	of	replacing	
local	water	with	imported	water.		It	over	simplifies,	selects	only	certain	parameters,	and	inadequately	
describes	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	project.	
	
APPENDIX	N	PHASE	I	ENVIONRMENTAL	ASSESSMENT.		The	phase	1	environmental	assessment	
describes	the	site	not	as	“degraded,”	but	instead	as	“reverted	to	the	appearance	of	natural	conditions,”	
and	explains	that	it	provides	recreational	uses,	wildlife	habitat,	and	rare	plants	animals	and	natural	
communities.		This	unbiased	description	contrasts	with	the	disparaging	descriptions	provided	in	other	
studies	and	sections.		Additionally,	the	agricultural	uses	the	land	has	been	put	to	are	more	accurately	
described	as	“grass	and	animal	feed”	as	part	of	“dryland	farming.”	
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Page	11	identifies	Helix	Water	District	as	the	provider	of	water,	but	the	upfront	sections	of	the	EIR	
specify	Lakeside	Water	District.			
	
The	chronology	that	begins	on	page	13	analyzes	the	photographs,	noting	the	grading	that	was	done	in	
1979,	but	providing	a	profound	lack	of	understanding	of	dryland	farming	and	ranching.		A	single	
photograph	may	not	show	the	agricultural	use	that	occurred	during	the	year.		In	modest	rain	years,	a	
few	months	of	growth	leads	to	one	successful	harvest	of	oat,	and	then	the	field	is	fallowed	until	the	
weather	forecast	predicts	rain.		A	perfect	rain	year	may	allow	two	harvests	in	a	season.		If	the	land	is	
used	for	grazing,	it	is	only	used	for	a	few	months,	until	the	grass	begins	to	die	back	after	the	rains	end.		
Thus,	several	photographs	in	one	year	are	necessary	to	indicate	when	the	land	has	been	leased	for	
agricultural	use.		What	would	be	a	perfect	indicator	would	be	to	ask	Helix	Water	District.		Helix	was	the	
land	owner,	and	would	have	records	of	agricultural	leases	for	the	property.		Below	is	a	photograph	of	a	
high	school	student	from	El	Capitan	High	School.		Classmates	saw	her	allowing	a	horse	to	eat	the	oats	
that	belonged	to	the	4H	program	and	accused	her	of	“stealing”	their	crop!		This	photograph	was	taken	
five	or	six	years	ago	on	the	subject	property	(that’s	what	oat	hay	looks	like	when	it	is	just	about	ready	to	
harvest).	
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Helix	Water	District	would	also	be	an	outstanding	source	for	information	on	hazardous	materials	on	the	
project	site.		As	I	previously	noted,	I	submitted	a	Public	Records	Act	request	a	few	years	ago	to	Helix,	and	
they	kindly	allowed	me	to	review	their	records.		Apparently,	the	presence	of	a	hazardous	waste	site	near	
the	“fly	yard”	is	not	a	confidential	matter,	and	the	records	on	it	can	be	easily	obtained	from	Helix.		
Failing	to	ask	the	long-time	property	owner	about	potential	hazards	would	seem	to	be	a	prudent,	basic	
step	in	a	Phase	I	analysis,	and	a	necessary	step	to	fully	disclose	potential	impacts.	
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Page	18	of	the	Phase	I	analysis	notes	that	“we	encountered	5	riders	during	a	two	hour	walk	on	a	
weekday	during	our	inspection.		This	level	of	activity	onsite	would	indicate	that	any	illegal	activities	such	
as	dumping	would	be	quickly	noticed	and	reported.”		However,	if	the	public	is	excluded	from	the	site,	
with	implementation	of	MSCP	boundaries,	this	patrol	and	the	prevention	of	impacts	associated	with	
dumping	and	homeless	activities	would	be	lost.		While	this	indirect	impact	is	noted	here,	it	is	not	
considered	in	the	CEQA	analysis	in	the	discussion	of	providing	MSCP	designation	on	the	property.	
	
VALLEY	FEVER	TECHNICAL	REPORT/Thresholds	of	Significance.		Page	1	of	this	report	says,	“Appendix	G	
of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	does	not	present	significance	thresholds	for	potential	to	contract	reportable	
diseases	.	.	..”		This	indicates	a	lack	of	understanding	of	the	way	significance	thresholds	are	established,	
and	what	their	role	is.		The	Association	of	Environmental	Professionals	provides	the	following	“Portal	
Topic”	(https://ceqaportal.org/tp/Thresholds_of_Significance%2003-23-20161.pdf	)	information:	
	
“CEQA	requires	a	Lead	Agency	to	determine	the	significance	of	all	environmental	impacts	
(California	Public	Resources	Code	[PRC]	Section	21082.2;	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	
15064).	A	threshold	of	significance	for	a	given	environmental	impact	defines	the	level	of	effect	
above	which	the	Lead	Agency	will	consider	impacts	to	be	significant,	and	below	which	it	will	
consider	impacts	to	be	less	than	significant.	Thresholds	of	significance	may	be	defined	either	as	
quantitative	or	qualitative	standards,	or	sets	of	criteria,	whichever	is	most	applicable	to	each	
specific	type	of	environmental	impact.	For	example,	quantitative	criteria	are	often	applied	to	
traffic,	air	quality,	and	noise	impacts,	while	aesthetics	impacts	are	typically	evaluated	using	
qualitative	thresholds.	
	
“Lead	Agencies	have	discretion	to	formulate	their	own	significance	thresholds.	Setting	thresholds	
requires	the	Lead	Agency	to	make	a	policy	judgment	about	how	to	distinguish	significant	impacts	from	
less-than-significant	impacts.	
	
“Lead	Agencies	can	set	thresholds	on	a	project-by-project	basis,	or	they	can	informally	or	
formally	adopt	thresholds	to	be	consistently	applied	to	all	projects.	For	the	Lead	Agency,	having	
clearly	established	thresholds	promote	predictability	and	consistency	(over	time	and	across	
reviewers)	in	the	environmental	review	process,	can	bolster	the	defensibility	of	significance	
determinations	in	the	Agency’s	documents,	and	can	focus	the	analysis	on	impacts	expected	to	
be	significant	rather	than	impacts	that	are	simply	controversial.	However,	CEQA	does	not	
require	that	a	Lead	Agency	use	the	same	significance	threshold	for	different	CEQA	documents.	
	
“The	determination	by	a	Lead	Agency	of	whether	a	project	may	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	
environment	calls	for	careful	judgment,	based	to	the	extent	possible,	on	scientific	and	factual	
data.	Thus,	establishing	a	single	threshold	of	significance,	while	desirable	in	most	instances,	
may	not	be	possible	for	every	environmental	impact,	because	the	significance	of	an	activity	may	
vary	with	the	setting.	For	example,	a	given	level	of	impact	that	is	not	significant	in	an	urban	area	
may	be	significant	in	a	rural	area	(e.g.,	noise	or	aesthetics).		[This	local	significance	was	not	adequately	
considered	with	noise,	for	example,	in	the	EIR.		Not	only	is	El	Monte	Valley	a	peaceful,	quiet	rural	
setting,	it	is	also	a	bowl,	with	rock	walls,	that	reflect	sound.		Similarly,	the	bowl	shape	makes	the	visibility	
of	the	site	from	trails	and	the	scenic	roadway	more	sensitive,	but	these	factors	influencing	the	
significance	of	the	impacts	were	not	considered.]	
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“Lead	Agencies	may	not	arbitrarily	establish	thresholds	to	either	create	or	avoid	significant	
impacts.	Thresholds	must	be	backed	by	substantial	evidence,	which	is	defined	in	the	CEQA	
statute	to	mean	“facts,	reasonable	assumptions	predicated	on	facts,	and	expert	opinion	
supported	by	facts”	(14	CCR	§	15064.7(b))	....	
	
“Lead	Agencies	are	responsible	for	determining	the	thresholds	of	significance	for	all	documents	
they	prepare.	They	can	rely	on	several	sources,	including:	Appendix	G	of	the	State	CEQA	
Guidelines;	CEQA’s	mandatory	findings	of	significance	(State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15065);	
thresholds	established	by	regulatory	agencies;	thresholds	provided	in	General	Plans	or	other	
local	planning	documents;	or	thresholds	established	by	other	agencies.	For	example,	many	
jurisdictions	rely	on	thresholds	established	by	a	local	or	regional	air	district	when	analyzing	air	
quality	impacts….		
	
“The	role	of	regulatory	standards	as	thresholds	of	significance	continues	to	be	very	controversial…	In	
Communities	for	a	Better	Environment	v.	California	Resources	Agency	(2002)	103	Cal.	App.4th	98,	the	
court	invalidated	a	State	CEQA	Guideline	that	required	Lead	Agencies	to	rely	on	adopted	environmental	
standards	to	determine	significance	because	it	was	inconsistent	with	the	‘fair	argument’	standard	of	
review….		
	
“The	critical	factor	…	is	to	be	sure	that	the	lead	agency’s	selected	threshold	is	supported	by	some	
substantial	evidence….	
	
“The	following	important	published	cases	involve	issues	related	to	thresholds	of	significance:	

• Rominger	v.	County	of	Colusa	(2014)	226	Cal.	App.	4th	690:		A	Lead	Agency	need	not	use	the	
Appendix	G	checklist	and	is	free	to	devise	its	own	significance	thresholds.	

• Save	Cuyama	Valley	v.	County	of	Santa	Barbara	(2013)	213	Cal.App.4th	1059.	The	court	upheld	
the	use	of	a	project-specific	significance	threshold	for	hydrological	impacts,	and	rejected	an	
argument	that	all	significance	standards	must	be	based	on	the	Appendix	G	checklist.	The	court	
also	held	that	project-specific	thresholds	do	not	need	to	be	formally	adopted,	and	the	lead	
agency	does	not	need	to	explain	why	it	is	not	using	the	Appendix	G	checklist	as	the	threshold.	
[Emph	added.]….	

• Mejia	v.	City	of	Los	Angeles	(2005)	130	Cal.	App.	4th	322:	Thresholds	of	significance	are	not	
conclusive	and	do	not	excuse	the	lead	agency	from	considering	evidence	that	a	significant	
impact	may	nevertheless	occur.	

• Protect	the	Historic	Amador	Waterways	v.	County	of	Amador	(2004)	116	Cal.	App.	4th	1099:		A	
reduction	in	streamflow	was	a	potentially	significant	impact,	even	though	it	was	not	explicitly	
covered	by	an	Appendix	G	question.	Lead	Agencies	must	address	evidence	submitted	by	a	
commenter	that	an	impact	might	be	significant	despite	the	significance	thresholds	used	in	an	
EIR		[Emph	added.]…	

• Communities	for	a	Better	Environment	v.	California	Resources	Agency	(2002)	103	Cal.	App.	4th	
98.		Regarding	the	use	of	regulatory	standards	and	thresholds	of	significance,	the	court	
invalidated	a	State	CEQA	Guidelines	requirement	for	Lead	Agencies	to	rely	on	adopted	
environmental	standards	to	determine	significance.	The	court	held	that	this	requirement	
conflicted	with	CEQA’s	standard	for	determining	whether	to	prepare	an	EIR	whenever	it	can	be	
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fairly	argued	on	the	basis	of	substantial	evidence	that	a	project	may	have	a	significant	
environmental	impact	[Emph	added]….”	

	
State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15064	provides	guidance	to	Lead	Agencies	regarding	how	to	determine	
whether	environmental	effects	caused	by	a	project	are	significant:	
	

(b)	The	determination	of	whether	a	project	may	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	environment	
calls	for	careful	judgment	on	the	part	of	the	public	agency	involved,	based	to	the	extent	possible	
on	scientific	and	factual	data.	An	ironclad	definition	of	significant	effect	is	not	always	possible	
because	the	significance	of	an	activity	may	vary	with	the	setting.	For	example,	an	activity	which	
may	not	be	significant	in	an	urban	area	may	be	significant	in	a	rural	area.	[Emph	added.]	
(c)	In	determining	whether	an	effect	will	be	adverse	or	beneficial,	the	Lead	Agency	shall	consider	
the	views	held	by	members	of	the	public	in	all	areas	affected	as	expressed	in	the	whole	record	
before	the	lead	agency.	Before	requiring	the	preparation	of	an	EIR,	the	Lead	Agency	must	still	
determine	whether	environmental	change	itself	might	be	substantial.	[Emph	added.]	
(d)	In	evaluating	the	significance	of	the	environmental	effect	of	a	project,	the	Lead	Agency	shall	
consider	direct	physical	changes	in	the	environment	which	may	be	caused	by	the	project	and	
reasonably	foreseeable	indirect	physical	changes	in	the	environment	which	may	be	caused	by	
the	project.	

(1)	A	direct	physical	change	in	the	environment	is	a	physical	change	in	the	environment	
which	is	caused	by	and	immediately	related	to	the	project.	Examples	of	direct	physical	
changes	in	the	environment	are	the	dust,	noise,	and	traffic	of	heavy	equipment	that	
would	result	from	construction	of	a	sewage	treatment	plant	and	possible	odors	from	
operation	of	the	plant.	
(2)	An	indirect	physical	change	in	the	environment	is	a	physical	change	in	the	
environment	which	is	not	immediately	related	to	the	project,	but	which	is	caused	
indirectly	by	the	project.	If	a	direct	physical	change	in	the	environment	in	turn	causes	
another	change	in	the	environment,	then	the	other	change	is	an	indirect	physical	
change	in	the	environment.	For	example,	the	construction	of	a	new	sewage	treatment	
plant	may	facilitate	population	growth	
in	the	service	area	due	to	the	increase	in	sewage	treatment	capacity	and	may	lead	to	an	
increase	in	air	pollution….	

(g)	After	application	of	the	principles	set	forth	above	…	and	in	marginal	cases	where	it	is	not	
clear	whether	there	is	substantial	evidence	that	a	project	may	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	
environment,	the	lead	agency	shall	be	guided	by	the	following	principle:	If	there	is	disagreement	
among	expert	opinion	supported	by	facts	over	the	significance	of	an	effect	on	the	environment,	
the	Lead	Agency	shall	treat	the	effect	as	significant…	

	
In	contrast	to	the	guidance	provided	above,	the	analysis	in	the	EIR	seems	to	suggest	that	if	there	is	no	
pre-established	quantitative	significance	standard,	there	is	NO	impact	(e.g.	vectors,	visual	impacts,	fire	
safety,	Valley	Fever);	and	conversely,	the	EIR	analysis	suggests	if	there	is	a	standard	anywhere	that	can	
be	used,	there	also	is	no	impact	(e.g.,	GHG	section	using	a	standard,	but	with	no	explanation	as	the	
applicability).		Neither	of	these	interpretations	are	consistent	with	the	guidance	above.	
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Page	4	of	the	report	describes	the	12.5	million	tons	of	PCC	aggregate	to	be	marketed,	but	for	purposes	
of	estimating	the	impact	associated	with	Valley	Fever	spores,	the	total	amount	of	excavation	is	the	
relevant	factor,	but	it	is	not	provided,	and	may	not	have	been	known	by	the	consultants.	
	
Page	4	also	describes	the	conditions	under	which	Valley	Fever	spores	are	found:	rodent	burrows;	
prehistoric	“Indian	campsites”;	areas	with	sparse	vegetation	and	alkaline	soils;	well	aerated	soils	with	
relatively	high	water	holding	capacities	.	.	.		The	factors,	including	mild	winters,	describe	El	Monte	Valley	
almost	exactly.	
	
Page	7	describes	the	life	cycle	of	Valley	Fever,	explaining	that	the	fungus	starts	its	life	“beneath	the	soil	
and	begins	to	grow	after	…	contact	with	water.		Dust	emissions	a	good	indication	of	the	spores	being	
airborne.”		However,	this	analysis	does	not	address	the	effect	of	Valley	Fever	on	wildlife,	on	agricultural	
livestock,	or	on	pets.	Information	on	this	is	readily	available,	for	example	
(https://vcahospitals.com/know-your-pet/valley-fever-in-dogs	):				

“This	disease	is	common	in	humans,	and	has	been	isolated	in	dogs,	cattle,	horses,	deer,	elk,	mules,	
llamas,	apes,	monkeys,	kangaroos,	wallabies,	tigers,	bears,	badgers,	otters,	fish	and	marine	mammals.	

“Dogs	appear	to	be	very	susceptible	to	infections	with	Valley	Fever…Valley	Fever	can	take	two	main	
forms	of	disease	in	the	dog,	the	Primary	Disease	and	the	Disseminated	Disease.	

“The	Primary	Disease	is	limited	to	the	lungs.	Symptoms	of	Primary	Valley	Fever	include	a	harsh	dry	
cough,	a	fever,	a	lack	of	appetite,	and	lethargy	or	depression.	These	symptoms	usually	occur	about	3	
weeks	after	infection.	

“In	the	Disseminated	Disease	the	fungus	has	disseminated	or	spread	to	other	parts	of	the	body.	The	
bones	and	joints	are	most	commonly	infected,	and	lameness	is	the	most	common	symptom.	The	
joints	may	become	swollen	and	painful.	Other	symptoms	are	non-specific	and	may	include	lack	of	
appetite,	lethargy	or	depression,	a	persistent	fever,	and	weight	loss.	In	rare	cases,	the	fungus	invades	
the	brain,	resulting	in	seizure	activity….	

“At	the	present	time,	dogs	that	develop	Valley	Fever	require	lengthy	treatment	with	antifungal	
medications.	The	duration	of	treatment	will	depend	on	the	severity	of	infection.	In	many	cases	
treatment	will	be	required	for	6-12	months.	If	the	fungus	has	invaded	the	nervous	system,	the	dog	
may	require	antifungal	medication	for	life.	

“A	small	[percentage]	of	dogs,	usually	those	that	develop	disseminated	disease,	will	die	from	Valley	
Fever.	“	

The	following	article	(	https://thebark.com/content/symptoms-valley-fever-dogs)		provides	a	bit	more	
detail	about	treatment	and	prognosis	in	dogs:	
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“…	fewer	than	10	inhaled	arthrospores	(fragments	of	the	original	fungus)	are	sufficient	to	cause	the	
disease	in	susceptible	animals,	according	to	the	authors	of	The	5-Minute	Veterinary	Consult.	Many	dogs	
who	are	exposed	(up	to	about	60	percent)	will	be	asymptomatic	or	develop	self-limiting	upper	
respiratory	tract	infections;	in	about	40	percent,	the	infection	will	develop	in	the	lower	respiratory	tract.	
Rarely,	in	susceptible	individuals,	it	may	spread	(disseminate)	from	the	lungs	to	other	organs.	Diagnosis	
of	the	disseminate	form	can	be	tricky,	as	the	symptoms	range	from	bone	swelling	and	joint	enlargement	
to	neurological	dysfunction	and	ocular	disease.	

“Hunter	was	in	that	small	percentage	of	susceptible	individuals….	When	our	veterinarian	suggested	that	
he	might	be	suffering	from	valley	fever	and	showed	me	the	radiographs,	I	was	appalled:	His	bones	were	
being	consumed	little	by	little—osteolytic	lesions	are	typical	of	disseminate	valley	fever	in	dogs.	

“Hunter	was	helped	by	fluconazole,	which	we	gave	him	for	more	than	a	year.	Little	by	little,	he	regained	
function	in	his	back	legs.…	Today,	Hunter	is	a	relatively	happy,	strong	dog	who	is	probably	somewhere	
around	five	years	old.	He	takes	supplements	daily	to	aid	with	pain	and	arthritis,	loves	to	lie	in	the	
sunshine	and	adores	people.	He	eats	well	and	was	declared	at	least	temporarily	fungus-free	on	our	last	
trip	to	the	vet.	Of	course,	this	is	no	guarantee	that	the	fungus	is	gone;	much	of	the	literature	on	the	
disease	warns	that	a	negative	test	result	may	only	mean	a	temporary	abatement	of	the	problem.	

This	article	(	https://www.petwave.com/Dogs/Health/Valley-Fever.aspx	)	explains	that,	“In	the	deep	
southwestern	areas	of	the	United	States…	the	fungus	Coccidioides	immitis	persists	naturally	several	
inches	down	in	the	soil.	During	periods	of	drought,	the	fungi	exist	in	a	dormant	stage.	Following	periods	
of	rainfall,	the	fungi	sporulate	and	release	many	infectious	stages	of	the	organism	called	‘arthroconidia,’	
that	spread	by	wind,	dust	and	rain	storms.	Release	of	spores	in	endemic	areas	is	also	commonly	
associated	with	earthquakes	and	demolition	or	other	large	land	construction	projects	where	substantial	
soil	disruption	occurs.	Inhalation	of	even	10	or	fewer	of	these	highly	infectious	spores	can	cause	clinical	
disease….	

“Diagnosis	of	Valley	Fever	is	complicated	by	the	fact	that	most	laboratories	regard	the	fungus	as	too	
dangerous	to	culture,	because	of	the	significant	risk	of	human	infection….		Young,	male,	medium	to	
large-breed	dogs	that	live	or	spend	a	substantial	amount	of	time	outdoors	in	endemic	areas	have	an	
increased	risk	of	becoming	infected	by	Coccidioides	immitis.	Boxers,	Doberman	Pinchers,	Australian	
Shepherds,	Beagles,	Scottish	Terriers,	Cocker	Spaniels	and	Pointers	are	reportedly	predisposed	to	Valley	
Fever…	

“Diagnosis	of	Valley	Fever	should	be	rapidly	followed	by	oral	anti-fungal	therapy.	The	anti-fungal	drugs	
currently	available	are	in	the	imidazole,	or	“azole,”	pharmaceutical	group.	They	include	itraconazole,	
ketoconazole	and	fluconazole,	although	of	course	with	time	newer	medications	may	become	available.	
Ketoconazole	can	be	effective	and	is	the	least	costly,	but	it	carries	the	risk	of	more	adverse	side	effects,	
including	liver	damage,	vomiting	and	loss	of	appetite.	Itraconazole	is	more	expensive	than	ketoconazole	
and	may	or	may	not	have	fewer	side	effects.	Fluconazole	has	the	best	penetration	of	the	eye	and	central	
nervous	system	and	is	the	most	commonly	used	anti-fungal	drug,	although	it	is	costly.	Amphotericin	B	is	
another	highly-effective	anti-fungal	medication	that	can	be	used	when	a	dog	does	not	tolerate	or	
respond	well	to	treatment	with	the	azole	drugs.	It	can	also	be	used	in	combination	with	an	azole	drug.	
However,	Amphotericin	B	is	highly	nephrotoxic	and	can	cause	significant	kidney	damage.	An	even	newer	
drug,	Lufenuron,	has	shown	promising	results	in	the	treatment	of	disseminated	coccidioidomycosis	in	
dogs.	

“Whichever	anti-fungal	medications	are	chosen,	they	must	be	administered	precisely	in	accordance	with	
a	veterinarian’s	directions.	This	will	typically	be	twice	a	day,	for	at	least	six	to	twelve	months,	and	maybe	
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longer.	Medical	therapy	must	continue	for	several	months	after	the	dog’s	symptoms	have	resolved,	so	
that	long-term	suppression	of	the	fungus	can	be	achieved.	Anti-fungal	medications	can	be	toxic	to	dogs.	
They	can	cause	liver	dysfunction,	kidney	damage,	gastrointestinal	upset	and	adverse	skin	reactions,	and	
they	require	close	medical	management.	Blood	testing	every	3	to	4	months	after	completion	of	drug	
therapy	is	recommended	to	monitor	progress.	Unfortunately,	relapses	are	common….	

“The	prognosis	for	dogs	that	only	develop	respiratory	signs	of	Valley	Fever	is	fair	to	good.	Sadly,	the	
prognosis	for	dogs	with	disseminated	systemic	disease	is	guarded	to	grave.	

And	for	horses,	with	poor	filtering	abilities	in	their	nostril,	the	situation	is	also	grim,	as	described	in	this	

article	(	http://www.horsedvm.com/disease/coccidioidomycosis-horse-valley-fever/	):		

Coccidioidomycosis	can	occur	in	horses	in	three	different	forms---as	a	respiratory	infection,	systemic	

infection,	or	as	a	localized	subcutaneous	infection.	Clinical	signs	vary	depending	on	the	form	and	

severity	of	the	infection;	however,	common	signs	include	significant	weight	loss,	fever,	and	current	or	

history	of	respiratory	signs	(such	as	increased	respiratory	rate,	coughing,	evidence	of	pleural	fluid,	

adventitial	lung	sounds).	Other	signs	observed	in	horses	reflect	the	specific	organ	systems	infected.	

• Respiratory	infection:	Horses	with	pulmonary	fungal	infections	often	develop	pulmonary	

granulomas,	diffuse	pneumonia,	or	pleuropneumonia.	Most	commonly	observed	clinical	signs	

include	nasal	discharge,	tachypnea	(abnormally	rapid	breathing),	coughing,	difficulty	breathing,	

and	if	a	chronic	condition,	weight	loss.	

• Systemic	infection:	Systemic	fungal	infections	can	have	an	insidious	progression,	often	presenting	

with	nonspecific	clinical	signs.	It	can	affect	multiple	organ	systems	and	body	cavities.	

• Localized	subcutaneous	infection:	This	is	the	rarest	manifestation	of	coccidioidomycosis	in	horses.	

“…Coccidioides	infection	has	been	reported	in	over	64	different	animal	species,	as	well	as	in	humans.	

The	following	article	(https://vfce.arizona.edu/valley-fever-dogs/valley-fever-other-animals	)	discusses	a	
few	of	the	other	animals	at	risk,	which	include	wildlife	and	other	residents	of	EMV	wildlife,	dairy	
cattle,	llamas,	exotic	animals,	such	as	those	kept	by	Joan	Embry	just	west	of	the	project	site,	and	
others:	

“Species	in	which	Valley	Fever	has	been	found:	

• cattle	and	other	livestock	

• horses	

• llamas	and	alpacas	

• apes	and	monkeys	

• many	kinds	of	zoo	animals	such	as	kangaroos,	wallabies,	tigers,	bears,	badgers,	otters,	etc.	

• marine	mammals	-	sea	otters,	dolphins,	and	California	sea	lions	on	the	west	coast	
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• occasional	wildlife	that	lives	in	the	endemic	area	-	skunk,	cougar,	javelina	
Horses	

Infections	are	uncommon	in	horses	but	if	they	manifest	the	disease,	it	is	usually	severe	or	
disseminated	at	the	time	of	discovery.	Of	the	20	or	so	cases	reported	in	the	literature	prior	
to	1990,	all	were	euthanized.	Since	the	advent	of	itraconazole	and	fluconazole,	successful	
treatment	of	horses	has	been	reported.	This	is	likely	dependent	on	awareness,	early	
diagnosis,	and	the	decrease	in	cost	of	medication,	particularly	fluconazole.	Horses	in	the	
literature	treated	with	ketoconazole	all	died	despite	the	medication.	

Llamas	&	Alpacas	

Llamas	and	alpacas	appear	to	be	exquisitely	sensitive	to	Valley	Fever.	They	develop	severe	
and	fulminant	disease.	Death	is	a	common	outcome.	No	information	on	treatment	of	
llamas	and	alpacas	is	published	in	the	major	veterinary	literature	at	this	time….		

Apes	&	Monkeys	

Apes,	monkeys,	and	all	other	smaller	primates	are	very	susceptible	to	Valley	Fever.	Many	
of	the	animals	in	the	Phoenix,	Tucson,	and	San	Diego	zoos,	as	well	as	primates	in	centers	
and	refuges	that	exist	in	the	endemic	area,	are	being	treated	long	term	for	Valley	Fever,	
and	the	zoos	lost	many	of	these	creatures	before	treatments	for	Valley	Fever	were	
developed.	Treatments	are	the	same	as	for	dogs	and	people.	

Other	Zoo	Animals	

Other	zoo	animals,	most	of	which	are	exotic	to	this	part	of	the	country,	are	variably	
susceptible	to	the	disease.	The	zoos	are	very	aware	of	this	disease	and	often	get	early	
testing	of	animals	that	are	not	feeling	well….	

Marine	mammals	

Unusual	cases	crop	up	periodically	in	marine	mammals	such	as	sea	otters	and	dolphins,	
suggesting	the	spores	can	be	blown	out	over	the	water	where	these	animals	inhale	them	
and	become	sick.	An	occasional	case	is	also	found	in	wild	native	animals.	Likely,	these	
animals	have	become	debilitated	in	some	way,	making	them	susceptible	to	the	disease.	
The	infection	is	discovered	after	the	animal	has	died	or	been	euthanized	for	poor	
condition.	

According	to	page	9	of	the	technical	report,	40	percent	of	human	exposure	results	in	contraction	of	
the	disease,	and	5	to	10	percent	of	human	cases	develop	complications.		Page	10	may	underestimate	
cases	from	El	Monte	Valley,	because,	for	example,	I	know	a	polo	player	who	lives	along	the	ocean	in	
San	Diego,	a	very	different	zip	code,	but	boards	his	horse	and	plays	polo	in	El	Monte	Valley.		This	man	
contracted	Valley	Fever	and	suffered	severe,	life-threatening	complications.		
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According	to	page	11,	there	“is	currently	no	established	significance	threshold”	for	potential	exposure	
of	people	or	animals	to	this	spore.		“Because	the	site	is	located	in	a	region	considered	suspected	
endemic	for	Coccidioides	spores	and	has	suitable	soil	material	and	climatic	conditions	to	support	the	
lifecycle	of	this	fungus,	fugitive	dust	emissions	could	contain	Coccidioides	pores	.	.	.				Because	the	
Proposed	Project	will	disturb	a	rather	large	[!]	area	of	soil	material	that	may	harbor	Coccidioides	
spores,	it	has	the	potential	to	increases	the	exposure	of	workers,	nearby	residents,	and	visitors	to	the	
spores	of	this	fugus.”		This	fails	to	address	the	fact	that	El	Capitan	High	School	is	immediately	
downwind.		It	also	fails	to	address	impacts	to	horses,	dairy	cattle,	dogs,	people	in	Santee,	and	wildlife.		
The	mitigation,	which	is	dust	suppression	by	watering,	is	EXACTLY	THE	MEASURE	THAT	PROMOTES	
SPORE	PRODUCTION!		It	may	reduce	dust,	but	it	will,	in	fact,	INCREASE	spore	production.	

My	mother,	who	now	lives	in	Spring	Valley,	contracted	this	disease	in	the	1960s.		The	scenario	in	that	
case	was	that	our	home	was	located	1.1	miles	from	a	commercial	site	that	was	graded	for	the	
development	called	The	Valley	Plaza.		The	ground	was	graded	in	preparation	for	construction,	and	the	
watering	trucks	were	used	to	minimize	the	dust.		Very	soon	my	mother	became	deathly	ill.	

The	technical	report	for	this	EIR	reports	that	the	proposed	project	would	increase	to	the	potential	for	
exposure	of	the	fugus	by	onsite	workers,	nearby	residents	and	visitors.		It	does	not	address	students	
at	El	Capitan,	or	in	the	nearby	communities	of	Lakeside	and	Santee,	or	impacts	on	animals.		
Furthermore,	the	technical	report	says	nothing	about	significance,	other	than	that	there	is	no	
threshold.	

The	CEQA	Guidelines	specify	that	“[a]n	ironclad	definition	of	significant	effect	is	not	always	possible	
because	the	significance	of	an	activity	may	vary	with	the	setting.	For	example,	an	activity	which	may	not	
be	significant	in	an	urban	area	may	be	significant	in	a	rural	area.		In	determining	whether	an	effect	will	
be	adverse	or	beneficial,	the	Lead	Agency	shall	consider	the	views	held	by	members	of	the	public	in	all	
areas	affected	as	expressed	in	the	whole	record	before	the	lead	agency.”		[Emphasis	added.]			
	
As	a	member	of	the	effected	public,	this	increased	risk	is	a	significant	impact	to	me	as	a	residents	and	
member	of	the	equestrian	community.		I	do	not	have	dogs	personally,	but	many	of	my	neighbors	do.		
Santa	Ana	winds	will	blow	this	exposure	directly	to	the	high	school	and	on	to	more	populated	
residential	areas.		Furthermore,	the	proposed	mitigation	(watering)	will	only	exacerbate	the	impact.		
This	potential	for	increased	risk	of	severe	illness	and	potentially	death	would	seem	to	be	a	significant,	
unmitigable	impact,	that	would	require	finding	that	exploiting	this	source	of	PCC	aggregate	is	worth	
this	risk	to	human	and	animal	health	and	safety.	
	
In	its	March	11,	2016	letter	to	the	project	proponents,	the	County	indicated	that	it	may	require	a	
“defense	and	indemnification	agreement”	from	the	project	proponent.		Would	such	an	agreement	
cover	challenges	to	the	EIR?		Would	such	an	agreement	cover	the	County	in	the	event	of	law	suit	
related	to	a	death	from	Valley	Fever?		Would	such	an	agreement	effect	the	CEQA	analysis	at	all?	

Similarly,	the	disease	vector	analysis	does	not	address	the	significance	of	increased	risk	of	vectors	
(mosquitoes)	because	of	the	proposed	project.		While	measures	that	may	be	recommended	by	the	
County	health	department	may	help	reduce	the	population	of	mosquitoes	produced,	these	measures	
are	not	100%	effective,	and	thus	the	population	of	mosquitoes	because	of	the	project	will	be	more	
than	in	the	baseline	condition.			

The	analysis	provided	with	the	EIR	does	not	address	the	specific	susceptibility	of	horses	and	raptors	to	
West	Nile	Virus.		Some	basic	background	(https://aaep.org/horsehealth/west-nile-virus	)		is	that:	“West	
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Nile	virus	(WNV)	is	a	virus	that	is	transmitted	principally	by	various	species	of	mosquitoes	and	can	cause	
inflammation	of	the	brain	and	spinal	cord	(encephalomyelitis).	Clinical	disease	caused	by	this	virus	is	
seen	primarily	in	birds,	equines	and	humans	and	very	infrequently	in	goats,	sheep,	dogs,	llamas,	various	
reptiles	and	bears,	among	other	species….		West	Nile	virus	was	first	recognized	in	the	western	
hemisphere	in	September	1999,	when	it	was	isolated	from	the	tissues	of	sick	flamingoes	and	pheasants	
at	the	Bronx	Zoo	.	.	..	By	2002	over	15,000	horses	were	diagnosed	with	West	Nile	Virus	in	41	states.”	

According	to	this	article,		https://www.vet.k-state.edu/vhc/services/equine/timely-topics/wnv-fact-
sheet.pdf	)	the	mortality	rate	for	horses	is	35%.		I	could	find	no	mortality	rate	for	various	birds	of	El	
Monte	Valley,	but	I	did	find	this	article,	which	suggests	a	high	mortality	rate	for	various	raptor	species	
(https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15529979	)	:		“Pathologic	findings	in	red-tailed	hawks	(Buteo	
jamaicensis)	and	Cooper's	hawks	(Accipiter	cooper)	naturally	infected	with	West	Nile	virus,”	by	
Wünschmann	A1,	Shivers	J,	Bender	J,	Carroll	L,	Fuller	S,	Saggese	M,	van	Wettere	A,	Redig	P,	of	the	
Department	of	Veterinary	Population	Medicine,	College	of	Veterinary	Medicine,	University	of	
Minnesota,	St.	Paul,	MN	55108,	USA.	

“Carcasses	of	13	red-tailed	hawks	(RTHAs)	and	11	Cooper's	hawks	(COHAs)	were	tested	for	West	Nile	
virus	(WNV)	using	WNV-specific	reverse	transcriptase-polymerase	chain	reaction	(RT-PCR)	on	fresh	
brain	tissue	and	WNV-specific	immunohistochemistry	(IHC)	on	various	organs.	Ten	COHAs	(91%)	and	
11	RTHAs	(85%)	were	positive	for	WNV	RNA	by	RT-PCR.	All	11	COHAs	(100%)	and	10	RTHAs	(77%)	
were	positive	for	WNV	antigen	by	IHC.	A	triad	of	inflammatory	lesions,	including	chronic	
lymphoplasmacytic	and	histiocytic	encephalitis,	endophthalmitis,	and	myocarditis,	was	common	in	
both	species.	In	COHAs,	the	heart	(54%),	cerebrum	(50%),	and	eye	(45%)	were	the	organs	that	most	
commonly	contained	WNV	antigen.	The	amount	of	WNV	antigen	was	usually	small.	In	RTHAs,	the	
kidney	(38%),	cerebrum	(38%),	cerebellum	(38%),	and	eye	(36%)	were	the	organs	most	commonly	
containing	WNV	antigen.	Unlike	COHAs,	larger	amounts	of	WNV	antigen	were	present	in	the	
cerebrum	of	RTHAs.	WNV	antigen	was	detected	in	similar	cell	populations	in	both	species,	including	
neurons	of	brain,	spinal	cord,	and	retina,	pigmented	epithelial	cells	of	the	retina,	epithelial	cells	of	
renal	medullary	tubules,	cardiomyocytes,	endothelial	cells	and	smooth	muscle	cells	of	arteries,	
dendritic	cells	of	splenic	lymph	follicles,	exocrine	pancreatic	cells,	adrenal	cells,	and	keratinocytes	of	
the	skin.	The	study	presents	strong	evidence	that	WNV	can	cause	a	chronic	fatal	disease	in	RTHAs	and	
COHAs.	The	lesion	distribution	of	WNV	infection	in	both	species	is	variable,	but	inflammatory	lesions	
are	common,	and	a	triad	of	lesions	including	encephalitis,	myocarditis,	and	endophthalmitis	is	
indicative	of	WNV	infection	in	both	species.	

According	to	the	Mayo	Clinic	(https://www.mayoclinic.org/diseases-conditions/west-nile-
virus/symptoms-causes/syc-20350320)	about	“20	percent	of	people	develop	a	mild	infection	called	West	
Nile	fever.	Common	signs	and	symptoms	include:	Fever,	Headache,	Body	aches,	Vomiting,	Diarrhea,	
Fatigue.	Skin	rash	.	.	.In	less	than	1	percent	of	infected	people,	the	virus	causes	a	serious	neurological	
infection,	including	inflammation	of	the	brain	(encephalitis)	and	of	the	membranes	surrounding	the	
brain	and	spinal	cord	(meningitis)…”	with	symptoms	that	include	stupor	or	coma,	seizures,	or	paralysis.	
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West	Nile	virus	transmission	cycle	

Typically,	West	Nile	virus	spreads	to	humans	and	animals	via	infected	mosquitoes.	Mosquitoes	become	
infected	when	they	feed	on	infected	birds.	You	can't	get	infected	from	casual	contact	with	an	infected	
person	or	animal.	

Most	West	Nile	virus	infections	occur	during	warm	weather,	when	mosquitos	are	active.	The	incubation	
period	—	the	period	between	when	you're	bitten	by	an	infected	mosquito	and	the	appearance	of	signs	
and	symptoms	of	the	illness	—	ranges	from	two	to	14	days.	

The	Centers	for	Disease	Control	and	Prevention	say	(https://www.cdc.gov/westnile/dead-
birds/index.html)	that	“West	Nile	virus	has	been	detected	in	variety	of	bird	species.	Some	infected	birds,	
especially	crows	and	jays,	are	known	to	get	sick	and	die	from	the	infection.	Reporting	and	testing	of	
dead	birds	is	one	way	to	check	for	the	presence	of	West	Nile	virus	in	the	environment.	Some	
surveillance	programs	rely	on	citizens	to	report	dead	bird	sightings	to	local	authorities.”		Cornel	reports	
(https://cwhl.ahdc.vet.cornell.edu/disease/west-nile-virus	)		that	it	effects	more	than	250	species	of	birds.	

Again,	the	fact	that	there	is	no	threshold	for	increased	risks	associated	with	vectors	does	not	mean	
that	the	potential	risks	should	not	be	analyzed	for	significance.		In	my	case,	I	vaccinate	my	horses	
against	WNV,	so	my	own	horses	would	not	be	put	at	risk	for	this	disease	that	could	be	transmitted	by	
mosquitoes	from	the	various	sources	of	ponding	water	that	would	be	created	by	the	proposed	
project.		However,	some	people	cannot	afford	this	measure,	so	offering	free	vaccinations	to	horse	
owners	in	the	area	might	be	a	feasible	mitigation	measure.		However,	there	is	no	way	to	vaccinate	the	
golden	eagles	and	abundant	bird	species,	including	sensitive,	threatened	and	endangered	bird	species	
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living	in	EMV.		They	would	be	at	increased	risk,	and	the	mitigation	would	not	reduce	that	risk	to	
baseline	levels	of	risk.		Additionally,	there	is	no	vaccine	for	humans,	and	humans,	including	students	at	
El	Capitan	High	School,	would	be	at	increased	risk.		Thus,	the	project	likely	has	potentially	significant	
and	unmitigable	risks	to	humans	and	birds,	and	findings	of	overriding	significance	regarding	the	need	
for	aggregate	from	this	location	would	need	to	be	made.	

Fire	Protection	Plan.		Appendix	P	describes	the	mining	as	extending	over	a	“12-year	period”	which	is	
not	an	accurate	description.		It	does	not	address	the	increased	fuels	that	would	be	associated	with	the	
increased	extent	of	riparian	vegetation.		Interestingly,	the	revegetation	plan	calls	for	only	low	growing	
vegetation	in	the	channel,	on	the	assumption	that	riparian	species	will	not	invade,	choke	the	channel	
and	cause	a	flooding	problem.		The	flooding	problem	could	be	averted	with	trail	use	in	the	riverbed,	
but	with	the	MSCP	designation	that	will	be	eliminated,	and	then	the	choice	will	be	between	disturbing	
the	riparian	vegetation	that	will	establish	to	prevent	flooding,	or	to	protect	the	riparian	area	and	allow	
flooding.		Be	that	as	it	may,	hazards	associated	with	the	riparian	area,	and	increased	transportation,	
and	if	homeless	people	move	into	the	riparian	corridor	once	the	trails	are	eliminated,	they	will	create	
associated	health	and	fire	safety	risks.		None	of	these	foreseeable	impacts	are	considered	in	the	
analysis.		However,	page	6	does	point	out	that	“most	wildfire-related	deaths	occur	during	evacuation	
efforts.		Factors	contributing	to	the	high	number	of	evacuation	injuries	and	deaths	include:		heavy	
smoke,	flying	embers,	panicked	drivers	and	numerous	cars	and	horse	trailers	on	roadways.”		The	
project	site	would	place	slow	moving	sand	trucks	between	me	and	my	one	route	for	evacuation.		
Thus,	the	project	seems	to	incur	a	potential	impact	to	fire	safety	to	residents	of	EMV.		The	fact	that	
there	is	no	specific	threshold	set	for	this	impact	does	not	mean	that	it	cannot	be	considered	
significant.		The	measures	outlined	in	the	fire	safety	plan	do	not	address	the	mitigation	of	this	impact.	

CONCLUSION.		I	did	not	include	extensive	quotes	from	studies	to	demonstrate	my	keen	cut	and	paste	
skills.		The	information	is	pertinent	and	should	have	been	accessed	by	the	consultants	to	provide	an	
adequate,	unbiased	consideration	of	the	baseline,	impacts,	mitigation	measures	and	alternatives	for	
this	project.		If	I	had	had	more	than	60	days,	I	could	have	condensed	my	comments,	so	they	are	
indeed	lengthy,	but	the	point	of	providing	them	is	to	illustrate	the	bias	and	failures	of	this	EIR.	

The	project	description	is	an	ever-changing	thing.		In	a	March	11,	2016	letter	from	the	County	of	San	
Diego	to	Bill	Adams,	the	10.3	million	ton	PCC	aggregate	project	was	described	as	excavating	a	
maximum	of	1.1	million	tons	per	year	of	aggregate.		“This	level	of	production	will	be	realized	after	1-3	
years	of	site	and	market	development.		Actual	production	levels	and	project	life	will	depend	on	
market	demand	but	will	not	exceed”	1.1	million	tons	per	year.			

In	the	solid	waste	field,	tons	per	year	has	proved	a	difficult	limit	to	enforce.		Instead,	local	
Enforcement	Agencies	prefer	maximum	daily	tonnages,	as	these	can	be	tracked	and	enforced.		It	is	
unclear	how	the	1.1	ton	maximum	were	even	to	be	achieved,	but	if	it	were,	how	it	would	be	enforced.	
For	the	proposed	project,	the	total	is	increased,	but	the	time	period	is	not	accordingly	extended,	nor	
are	ANY	of	the	impacts	adjusted.		How	can	the	additional	2.2	million	tons	be	extracted	(at	the	same	
1.1	million	tons	per	year	rate)	without	adding	two	years	to	the	project?	

The	letter	also	says	that	to	extract	10.3	million	tons,	or	6.9	million	cubic	yards,	7.5	million	cubic	yards	
of	material	will	need	to	be	excavated.		For	the	most	part,	though,	the	EIR	does	not	address	the	
additional	excavation	that	will	be	required	because	some	of	the	substrate	will	be	unusable	as	PCC-
grade	aggregate.	
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Several	of	the	technical	appendices	relied	upon	an	inaccurate	project	description,	and	thus	they	
provided	a	biased	analysis	that	did	not	adequately	describe	the	baseline	conditions,	nor	the	impacts	
associated	with	the	project,	and	an	analysis	that	overstated	the	effects	of	the	mitigation.		Without	
accurate,	thorough,	and	unbiased	technical	reports	to	base	the	EIR	on,	the	analysis	in	the	EIR	fails	to	
adequately	disclose	impacts	associated	with	the	project.	

The	technical	reports	should	be	redone,	and	different,	less	biased,	consultants	with	better	specific	
knowledge	should	be	retained	to	provide	the	new	reports.		For	example,	the	USGS	personnel	might	be	
able	to	recommend	biological	consultants	with	knowledge	of	the	unique	and	sensitive	alluvial	habitats	
present.		It	might	be	necessary	to	sole	source	consultants	with	this	expertise.		I	am	aware	of	some	
consultants	who	do	possess	the	requisite	knowledge;	they	do	exist,	and	I	can	provide	
recommendations.		Similarly,	Bondy	and	Huntley	might	be	able	to	recommend	consultants	who	could	
provide	a	less	biased	hydrological	analysis.			

In	addition,	the	EIR	should	be	revised	to	provide	a	reasonable	range	of	alternatives	that	reduce	or	
eliminate	the	impacts	associated	with	the	project	description.		Measures	such	as	putting	the	project	
site	into	the	MSCP,	that	do	not	further	project	objectives,	do	not	benefit	biological	resources,	that	in	
fact	reduce	required	biological	mitigation,	and	that	cause	impacts	the	public	use	and	recreation	
potential	of	the	property,	should	be	excluded	from	the	proposed	project.		Such	a	measure	could	be	
pursued	as	a	separately	permitted	discretionary	project,	with	its	impacts	evaluated	for	appropriately,	
or	could	be	part	of	a	biologically-preferred	alternative	that	did	not	require	biological	mitigation.	

The	new	EIR	should	not	rely	on	the	golf	course	EIR,	or	any	of	the	studies	or	analysis	from	this	EIR.		
Figuring	out	the	various	versions,	with	the	constantly	changing	project	description,	is	difficult	enough.		
All	studies	should	be	new,	based	on	an	accurate	project	description,	with	reasonable	and	appropriate	
project	objectives	that	do	not	unnecessarily	limit	alternatives	

The	EIR	is	insufficient	because	it	uses	incorrect	standards	and	fails	to	consider	impacts	if	there	is	no-pre-
established	threshold	(for	example	with	the	analysis	of	Valley	Fever).		An	EIR	must	identify	and	discuss	
“all	significant	effects	on	the	environment”	of	a	proposed	project	(Pub.	Resources	Code,	§	 21100,	subd.	
(b)(1);	CEQA	Guidelines	(Guidelines)	§	 15126(a)).		 A	significant	environmental	effect	is	“a	substantial,	or	
potentially	substantial,	adverse	change	in	the	environment.”		 (Pub.	Resources	Code,	§	 21068.)		 		

The	EIR	also	improperly	defers	mitigation,	fails	to	consider	significant	impacts,	provides	“mitigation”	that	
causes	impacts,	fails	to	provide	feasible	mitigation,	and	fails	to	provide	a	reasonable	range	of	
alternatives.	Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	my	extensive	comments.		I	am	sorry	I	did	not	have	time	
to	edit	them	down.	

	

Lisa	Wood	

BA,	MS	Biology	

Winner	of	the	2018	Association	of	Environmental	Professionals	Award	for	Outstanding	Contribution	to	
the	Environmental	Profession	
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