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

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC L2-1 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L2-1 
 
 
 
L2-2 
 
 
L2-3 
 
 
 
L2-4 
 
 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter L2 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comment Letter L2 
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by the current efforts of ASM (2016).  Should artifacts be identified 
during monitoring, it is up to the discretion of the Project 
Archaeologist as to whether 3-D scanning would be conducted. 3-
D scanning would be appropriate for artifacts that are considered 
unusual or of research value.  Human remains and associated 
grave goods would inappropriate for 3-D scanning as they are 
considered sacred by the Native American community. 
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L2-4, 
(cont.) 
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L2-4 The comment identifies an ambiguity regarding the disposition of 
cultural materials and requests that only those materials not 
collected for curation be allowed to be repatriated.  Under the 
Disposition of Cultural Materials discussion on page 2.3-22 of the 
SEIR, prehistoric cultural materials may be curated at a San Diego 
curation facility or Tribal curation facility, or may alternatively be 
repatriated to a culturally affiliated tribe. The subsection related to 
the repatriation within the Project site has been revised to indicate 
that repatriation would occur after artifact analysis.  Also see 
response to comment L2-1.   

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

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

 




