
















































































Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter O2, Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy 

 

O2-1 This comment provides introductory remarks thanking the County for the opportunity to 
comment and stating that their comments on the Draft SEIR relate both to the Proposed 
Project Map and the Reduced Density Alternative Map for PSR Analysis Area DS24. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. This comment does not pertain specifically to the 
analysis in the Draft SEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O2-2 This comment provides background information about the Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy 
(TCDC) and states TCDC’s opinion that any increase in density on PSR Analysis Area DS24 site 
would adversely impact neighboring landowners, the Anza Borrego Desert State Park, the 
Pinyon Ridge Wilderness, rare species, and the economy of Borrego Springs. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
Draft SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-3 This comment provides background about TCDC’s decade-long opposition to development of 
PSR Analysis Area DS24 and provides as Appendix A, a 2008 comment letter regarding a 
previous development proposal. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. Responses to Appendix A are provided in response to 
comment O2-23, below. 

O2-4 This comment states that TCDC representatives provided public testimony at the 2012 
hearings before the County Board of Supervisors and recommended that PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 not be included in the list of those projects that are the subject of the current SEIR.  

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
Draft SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-5 This comment states that on February 3, 2016, TCDC provided comments to the Department 
of Planning and Development Services regarding their continued concerns regarding the 
Analysis Area DS24 proposal. These comments are attached as Appendix B. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. Responses to Appendix B are provided in responses 
to comments O2-24 through O2-52, below. 

O2-6 This comment states that since the initial proposals for development within PSR Analysis Area 
DS24, none of TCDC’s concerns have abated, diminished, or been mitigated, and that some 
new circumstances have increased the negative impacts of PSR Analysis Area DS24, including 
the 2016 determination by the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) that the 
Borrego Valley aquifer is critically overdrafted. In addition, the “orphan” dike that once 
shielded PSR Analysis Area DS24 from outflows from the Tubb Canyon-Culp watershed was 
breeched in 2013.  
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 The County acknowledges the comment. Section 2.8.3.2 provides an analysis of Groundwater 
Supplies and Recharge. In this chapter it was determined the Proposed Project would have 
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts related to groundwater supplies and recharge 
(Impact HY-2 and HY-11).  Groundwater use that would be required for DS24 contributed to 
these impacts.  Section 2.8.3.6 provides an analysis related to placement of housing within a 
100-year flood hazard area for the PSR Analysis Areas. It was determined that 110 acres of the 
DS24 site are located within a 100-year FEMA floodplain and development of DS24 as 
proposed by the project would contribute the potential impact that was identified (Impact HY-
6).  However, application of General Policies and mitigation from the 2011 GPU PEIR (Hyd-6.1) 
are anticipated to mitigate this impact to less than significant.   

No changes were made to the SEIR as a result of this comment.  

O2-7 This comment asks where is the analysis of the indirect adverse impact on agriculture in 
Borrego Springs, associated with the proposed density increase on the DS24 site. The 
comment (continuing into comment number O2-8) discusses proposals for a proportional 
reduction of water usage by 70% across all segments of water users, associated with the 
process of developing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan.  

 Impacts related to indirect conversion of agricultural resources were evaluated in Section 
2.2.3.3 of the Draft SEIR. A Groundwater Sustainability Plan has not yet been adopted for the 
Borrego Valley; therefore, the Draft SEIR cannot evaluate consistency with a plan that does 
not yet exist. Section 2.8.3.2 provides an analysis of Groundwater Supplies and Recharge, 
including discussing the issue of the overdraft in the Borrego Valley, the unbuilt density 
currently on the General Plan Land Use Map, and implications of upcoming efforts to address 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. 

O2-8 This comment asks where is the analysis of the indirect adverse impact on agriculture in 
Borrego Springs, associated with the proposed density increase on the DS24 site. The 
comment (continuing into comment number O2-8) discusses proposals for a proportional 
reduction of water usage by 70% across all segments of water users, associated with the 
process of developing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Comment O2-7 expands on the 
question posed in comment O2-7.   

 See response to comment O2-7. 

O2-9 This comment asks where is the analysis that supports the “leapfrog” development that PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 would create and where is the analysis that supports the abrogation of 
LU-2.1.1 of the Borrego Springs Community Plan? 

 Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR provides a consistency analysis with applicable plans and 
policies. The General Plan policy that specifically references “leapfrog” development is LU-1.2, 
which defines leapfrog, for the purposes of the policy, as “Village densities located away from 
established Villages or outside established water and sewer service boundaries. That policy 
(which prohibits leapfrog as defined, unless certain requirements are met) does not apply to 
the DS24 proposal, because no Village densities are proposed.  
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 In the Draft SEIR, staff found the DS24 proposals (Proposed Project Map and Reduced Density 
Alternative Map) to be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-2.3 (in addition to other 
inconsistencies found), which calls for assigning densities and minimum lot sizes in a manner 
that is compatible with the character of each unincorporated community. In finding 
inconsistency, consideration was given to the large number of vacant lots between the DS24 
site and the Village, that already have access to water lines and public roads. In the Draft SEIR, 
staff also found the DS24 proposals (Proposed Project Map and Reduced Density Alternative 
Map) to be inconsistent with Borrego Springs Community Plan Policy LU-2.1.1 (referenced in 
the comment), which discourages development on undisturbed and substantially undisturbed 
desert native habitat lands outside the Village Core in favor of development on areas of 
previously-disturbed habitat. In order to approve either of these maps, the Board of 
Supervisors would have to instead find consistency with these policies. 

O2-10 This comment asks what analysis has been done regarding the impact of the PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 proposal on the Borrego Springs Dark Sky Designation and tourism economy. 

 As noted above in response to comment O2-2, CEQA does not require analyses related to the 
socioeconomic impacts of a proposed project, thus, the Draft SEIR does not contain an 
analysis related to the effects of the proposed project on the tourism economy.  

 Regarding dark skies, the Draft SEIR analyzes impacts on this resource in Section 2.1.3.4.  It 
was determined the Proposed Project would have significant and unmitigable direct and 
cumulative impacts related to light and glare (Impacts AE-4 and AE-8).  PSR DS24 was 
recognized to contribute to these potential impacts due additional lighting that would 
potentially not be in conformance with dark skies provisions of the Borrego Springs 
Community Plan.   

O2-11 This comment asks what analysis has been done regarding flood mitigation measures that 
would have to be taken as a consequence of the breeched dike located west of PSR Analysis 
Area DS24. The comment references text from a study submitted as part of a previous 
subdivision application on the DS24 site. 

 Section 2.8.3.6 of the Draft SEIR analyzes flood hazards at a programmatic level. This section 
discloses that PSR Analysis Area DS24 falls mostly within a 100-year FEMA floodplain, and 
development of residential land uses within these floodplains would result in potentially 
significant impacts. Furthermore, as identified in Section 2.8.5.6, the Draft SEIR recommends 
mitigation measures as well as several General Plan policies to address impacts associated 
with development in 100-year FEMA floodplains.  

 The drainage study referenced in the comment was never approved by the County. Flood 
hazards and drainage would be analyzed at the development project level when an 
application to subdivide the site is submitted. When/if an application is submitted, a new 
drainage study will be required, that takes into account existing conditions at that time; along 
with details on the proposed construction, maintenance, and ownership/access rights of any 
proposed flood control/drainage facilities. 
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O2-12 This comment asks how the incremental effects on groundwater have been addressed in the 
SEIR given that over 10,000 additional dwelling units would be possible under buildout of the 
current General Plan Land Use Map and in consideration of existing buildable vacant lots. 
Comment O2-13 is related and expands on O2-12 by referring to additional groundwater 
supply impacts associated with cumulative projects in the Desert Subregion (as listed in the 
Draft SEIR).  

 Sections 2.8.4.2 and 2.16.4.4 of the Draft SEIR analyze cumulative impacts on groundwater 
recharge and water supply, respectively. As discussed in those sections, the proposed project 
would result in significant cumulative impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge. 
Mitigation measures and General Plan policies would be implemented to reduce these 
impacts, but the Draft SEIR found that these impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

O2-13 The response to comment O2-12 provides a summary of related comments 02-12 and O2-13, 
along with a response to each.  

O2-14 This comment quotes General Plan Policy LU-8.2, which states that new developments are 
required to identify adequate groundwater resources in groundwater dependent areas. 

 General Plan Policy LU-8.2 has not been determined to be applicable to a stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone with no associated development applications or proposals, because it refers to 
requirements for development projects. As such, review of this policy is not necessary for the 
PSRs GPA/Rezone Draft SEIR. Future development projects within the areas covered by the 
Project would be required to comply with this policy. The comment does not raise issues 
regarding the SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-15 This comment cites General Plan Policy LU-13.2, which requires new development to identify 
adequate water resources to support the development prior to approval. 

 General Plan Policy LU-13.2 has not been determined to be applicable to a stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone with no associated development applications or proposals, because it refers to 
requirements for development projects. As such, review of this policy is not necessary for the 
PSRs GPA/Rezone Draft SEIR. Future development projects within the areas covered by the 
Project would be required to comply with this policy. The comment does not raise issues 
regarding the SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-16 This comments cites Policy LU-2.2 of the Community Plan, which calls for GPAs to “consider 
the extent of existing vacant lots in evaluating density increases.” 

 There is no Policy LU-2.2 of the Borrego Springs Community Plan. The referenced phrase is 
from Issue LU-2.2 of the Community Plan. As shown in the review of DS24 per applicable 
General Plan and Community Plan policies, staff has considered the extent of existing vacant 
lots in reviewing applicable policies. 

O2-17 This comment states that given the groundwater basin overdraft and the estimate of over 
10,000 additional dwelling units possible on the current Land Use Map (with consideration of 
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buildable vacant lots), there are cumulatively considerable impacts related to overdraft of the 
groundwater basin. The comment asks how and where the SEIR addresses these cumulative 
impacts on groundwater. 

 As discussed in response to comment O2-12, Sections 2.8.4.2 and 2.16.4.4 of the Draft SEIR 
analyze cumulative impacts on groundwater recharge and water supply, respectively. As 
discussed in those sections, the Proposed Project would result in significant cumulative 
impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge. Mitigation measures and General Plan policies 
would be implemented to reduce these impacts, but the Draft SEIR found that these impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

O2-18 This comment provides conclusory remarks, which reiterate Borrego Springs’ opposition to 
development within PSR Analysis Area DS24 and provides a history of its opposition to 
previous development proposals within this area. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The County Board of Supervisors will take the 
commenter’s concern into consideration when deciding whether to approve the proposed 
project. The comment does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

O2-19 The comment reiterates some of the significant environmental impacts of any development 
that would occur within PSR Analysis Area DS24; specifically that the proposed project is not 
consistent with the County’s General Plan or the Borrego Springs Community Plan, the 
proposed project would exacerbate the water crisis in Borrego Springs, and attempts to 
mitigate the flooding potential of the site would result in impacts on private property adjacent 
to and upslope of PSR Analysis Area DS24.  

 The County acknowledges the comment. See the responses to comments O2-6 through O2-18. 
The comment does not raise issues regarding the SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response 
is necessary. 

O2-20 The comment states that the analysis in the Draft SEIR demonstrates beyond a reasonable 
doubt that approval of the PSR Analysis Area DS24 PSR would result in significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts and would result in an irretrievable commitment of 
groundwater resources. The comment suggests that impacts related to PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 are avoidable by selection of the No Project Alternative. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-21 This comment states that the No Project Alternative conclusion is further justified by the fact 
that PSR Analysis Area DS24 does not represent an existing subdivision in process because 
there is no active application for such a project, and that by granting a zoning density increase 
to landowners who had no active project application in process at the time the General Plan 
was approved would grant unmerited special privilege to these landowners when this 
privilege has been denied to neighboring residents and landowners.  
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 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-22 The letter concludes by stating that TCDC trusts that because of the facts outlined in this letter 
and the attached documentation, that the No Project Alternative will be the recommendation 
of County staff to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

O2-23 This comment provides as Appendix A, a letter dated June 26, 2008, to the County from the 
law firm Lounsbery Ferguson Altona & Peak, LLP, who represented 25 property owners in the 
Borrego community. The letter provides comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
prepared for the Borrego Country Club Estates Project, specifically outlining reasons that the 
project should be subject to an EIR. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. As discussed in response to comment O2-19, this 
Draft SEIR does not provide a development project-specific analysis for any development 
proposal at PSR Analysis Area DS24, but rather analyzes the maximum development potential 
on a programmatic scale associated with the land use densities/intensities allowed by the land 
use designations proposed. This information would be pertinent to the environmental analysis 
of a subdivision project on the DS24 site, if the project proposed a density similar to that of 
the Country Club Estates project. If the Borrego Country Club Estates project were to be taken 
out of idle status, environmental studies would need to be updated.  

O2-24 Comments O2-24 through O2-52 comprise Appendix B of this comment letter. These 
comments include a February 3, 2016, letter from TCDC to the County of San Diego Planning 
and Development Services Department outlining TCDC’s opposition to the proposed changes 
to the PSR Analysis Area DS24 property. Comment O2-24 provides introductory comments 
and background of the TCDC organization. The comment also states that it is TCDC’s assertion 
that any increase in density at PSR Analysis Area DS24 would adversely affect neighboring 
landowners, Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, Pinyon Ridge Wilderness, rare species, and the 
associated economy of Borrego Springs. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not raise issues regarding the 
Draft SEIR analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O2-25 This comment provides location information for PSR Analysis Area DS24 and states that the 
high conservation and pastoral recreational value of PSR Analysis Area DS24 was recognized 
during the 2011 update of the County’s General Plan, resulting in the determination that PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 remain at the lower density SR-10 designation. The comment states 
TCDC’s opinion that this was the correct decision and notes that the property owners of PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 had the same opportunity as all landowners in the vicinity to provide input 
during the General Plan update process. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not provide any comments on 
the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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O2-26 This comment notes that PSR Analysis Area DS24 is not “in-fill” to existing residential housing 
because there is no high-density development in the area surrounding PSR Analysis Area 
DS24. The comment notes that many local residents have “self-zoned” at lower densities by 
purchasing vacant lands adjacent to their properties in order to prohibit development and 
preserve natural vegetation and wildlife habitat as well as their semi-rural lifestyle.  

 Comment noted. The General Plan land use designation maps (Existing, Proposed, and 
Alternative maps) show nearby roads, without distinguishing between public roads and 
private roads. Staff is aware that most of the segment of Country Club Road adjacent to the 
southern boundary of the DS24 site is private.  The comment does not provide any comments 
on the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-27 This comment notes that allowing PSR Analysis Area DS24 to upzone from SR-10 to SR-1 would 
result in smaller lots than exist in the surrounding residential area. The comment references 
aerial photographs that demonstrate the low-density development of the surrounding area. 

The County acknowledges the comment. See the response to comment O2-9. The comment 
does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-28 This comment notes that the adopted 2011 General Plan took into consideration the existing 
development pattern when lowering the allowable density to open space parcels (APNs 198-
320-01 and 198-320-26). The comment also notes that the two large PSR Analysis Area DS24 
parcels have never been subdivided and have no certificate of compliance. 

The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not provide any comments on 
the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-29 This comment asserts that, based on the above comments, the owners of PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 should not be granted special zoning changes that have been denied to other adjacent 
landowners. The comment further asserts that it is unacceptable that the PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 property owners, who had no active application in County Planning for any project at the 
time the General Plan update was approved, to be granted a free Subsequent EIR, conducted 
at taxpayers’ expense, to be granted special privileges that other landowners will not receive 
and that would be contrary to public interest. 

The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not provide any comments on 
the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-30 This comment further highlights past and present local opposition to development of the PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 site.  

The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not provide any comments on 
the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-31 This comment states that the density proposed for PSR Analysis Area DS24 would no longer be 
acceptable in the current, critically overdrafted state of the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin 
(BVGB). The comment references the water resource limitations on land use adopted by the 
Groundwater Management Plan under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The 
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comment also references a comment letter from TCDC dated December 17, 2015, at the 
Notice of Preparation public hearing.  

The County acknowledges the comment. A Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) has not yet 
been adopted for the Borrego Valley; therefore, the Draft SEIR cannot evaluate consistency 
with a plan that does not yet exist. Section 2.8.3.2 provides an analysis of Groundwater 
Supplies and Recharge, including discussing the issue of the overdraft in the Borrego Valley, 
the unbuilt density currently on the General Plan Land Use Map, and implications of upcoming 
efforts to address the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The comment does not 
provide any comments on the Draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O2-32 This comment discusses the commenter’s concern about the inadequate construction of 
water service infrastructure and the wastewater disposal system for any increased density 
proposed on the PSR Analysis Area DS24 parcels. The comment references, and provides 
citations from, a July 24, 2008, letter sent to the San Diego Department of Land Use and 
Planning from Lounsbery Ferguson Altona and Peak, LLC, attorneys at law. The citations 
outline the process through which developers would provide water and wastewater services 
to the PSR Analysis Area DS24 site, including a discussion about how the County Department 
of Environmental Health did not recommend approval of a previous subdivision proposal for 
the site due to the lack of an adequate wastewater disposal system. The comments included 
are related to a previous subdivision application on the DS24 site. 

Comment noted. Specific water and wastewater infrastructure impacts will be analyzed 
when/if a development proposal (subdivision application) is submitted for the PSR Analysis 
Area DS24 site. As noted previously, no plans for this past application were approved, and the 
County cannot speculate what would be proposed in a future subdivision application. The 
comment does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

O2-33 This comment asserts that a previous development proposal at PSR Analysis Area DS24 would 
have involved an “unpublicized, covert preferred alternative to infringe on the property rights 
of neighboring landowners, through eminent domain and local ‘assessment district’ fees, in 
order to build the subdivision in a hazardous floodplain.” The comment goes on to discuss 
how 60 percent of PSR Analysis Area DS24 is within a desert riparian floodplain that is 
susceptible to flash flooding, which is beneficial on several levels to the natural habitat. The 
comment ends by stating that desert floodplains are an unsafe and unwise location on which 
to build homes. 

Section 2.8.3.6 of the Draft SEIR analyzes flood hazards at a programmatic level. This section 
discloses that PSR Analysis Area DS24 falls mostly within a 100-year FEMA floodplain, and 
development of residential land uses within these floodplains would result in potentially 
significant impacts. Furthermore, as identified in Section 2.8.5.6, the Draft SEIR recommends 
mitigation measures as well as several General Plan policies to address impacts associated 
with development in 100-year FEMA floodplains.  In addition, Section 2.4.3.1 of the Draft SEIR 
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discusses the potential direct impacts on biological resources that could occur within the PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 property.  

 Regarding the assertion that development on the PSR Analysis Area DS24 parcels would 
involve an unpublicized, covert infringement on property rights, this is again referring to a 
draft drainage study submitted for a subdivision application on the DS24 site that is in Idle 
status. As stated previously, this study was never acceptedor approved by the County. The 
Proposed Project does not include any specific project development design.  

O2-34 This comment cites a document regarding an earthen dike that would divert floods for the 
Borrego Country Club Estates project that was prepared in August 2007. The comment states 
that the document is incorrect. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. This comment concerns a previous proposal for the 
project site that, if resumed, would require new environmental studies (see response to 
comment O2-23). This comment does not specifically pertain to the PSR Draft SEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

O2-35 The comment further discusses the dike raised in comment O2-34 and discusses the history of 
the construction of the dike. 

 Comment noted. The comment is again referring to a draft drainage study submitted for a 
previous subdivision application on the DS24 site, which included numerous potential options 
for addressing the flood hazards. As stated previously, this study was never accepted by the 
County. There is no development proposed in PSRs GPA/Rezone. This comment does not 
specifically pertain to the analyses of the Draft SEIR and no further response is necessary. 

O2-36 This comment asserts that none of the owners of property through which the earthen dike 
runs would allow the County or any other agency to construct a new concrete dam across 
their lands, nor would they allow the construction of concrete channels down the unpaved 
Tubb Canyon Road. The comment notes the construction of such infrastructure would require 
the forced taking of private property. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment is again referring to a draft drainage 
study submitted for a previous subdivision application on the DS24 site, which included 
numerous potential options for addressing the flood hazards. As stated previously, this study 
was never accepted by the County. There is no development proposed in PSRs GPA/Rezone. 
This comment does not specifically pertain to the analyses of the Draft SEIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

O2-37 This comment discusses the recommendation by a consultant hired to assess flood hazards for 
the Borrego Country Club Estates project to form a Geologic Hazard Abatement District to 
finance the construction of a dam, flood channels, and dikes. The comment notes that this 
would levee a tax burden on all neighboring properties. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment is again referring to a draft drainage 
study submitted for a previous subdivision application on the DS24 site, which included 
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numerous potential options for addressing the flood hazards. As stated previously, this study 
was never accepted by the County. There is no development proposed in PSRs GPA/Rezone. 
This comment does not specifically pertain to the analyses of the Draft SEIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

O2-38 This comment discusses how the “covert” flood control plan to enable a high-density 
subdivision to be built would present grave environmental concerns, including impacts on 
biological and aesthetic resources. The comment also notes that the lack of disclosure of 
project plans, which would require the use of eminent domain, to the public and neighboring 
property owners is unacceptable and reiterates TCDC’s and landowners’ opposition to the 
project. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment is again referring to a draft drainage 
study submitted for a previous subdivision application on the DS24 site, which included 
numerous potential options for addressing the flood hazards. As stated previously, this study 
was never accepted by the County. There is no development proposed in PSRs GPA/Rezone. 
This comment does not specifically pertain to the analyses of the Draft SEIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

O2-39 This comment notes that given PSR Analysis Area DS24’s location in a transition zone between 
the Sonoran Desert and the foothills, the site supports significant biodiversity and listed 
species. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. See Section 2.4 of the Draft SEIR for a discussion of 
the potential impacts on biological resources related to the rezoning of PSR Analysis Area 
DS24. Section 2.4 discloses the potential for special-status plant and wildlife species to exist 
within PSR Analysis Area DS24 and concludes that potentially significant direct and cumulative 
impacts (Impacts BI-1 and BI-4) could occur with implementation of the proposed project.  The 
impacts were determined to remain significant and unmitigable with implementation of 
General Plan policies and mitigation measures with the programmatic level of analysis that 
was performed.    

O2-40 This comment states that PSR Analysis Area DS24 is within walking distance of the federal 
recovery area for the endangered Peninsular Desert Bighorn Sheep and references an 
attached U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) map. 

 Chapter 2.4 of the Draft SEIR analyzes impacts to biological resources, including special status 
species. The Draft SEIR was conducted at the programmatic level and any subsequent 
development proposals would require site-specific biological studies and surveys that would 
identify the extent of impacts on special-status species for specific areas of proposed 
development footprint.  

O2-41 This comment discusses how the varied terrain within PSR Analysis Area DS24 attracts a 
variety of migratory birds.  

 Chapter 2.4 of the Draft SEIR analyzes impacts to biological resources, including special status 
species. The Draft SEIR was conducted at the programmatic level and any subsequent 
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development proposals would require site-specific biological studies and surveys that would 
identify the extent of impacts on special-status species for specific areas of proposed 
development footprint.   

O2-42 This comment states that, as noted by County planners, the current designation of SR-10 
qualifies for habitat reservation measures under the Conservation Subdivision Program. The 
proposed SR-1 would not qualify for that program. 

 County staff concurs with the comment, with the clarification that the Conservation 
Subdivision process is required for SR-10 and lower densities, but is only optional for higher 
densities, including SR-1. The comment does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR, and 
no further response is necessary. 

O2-43 This comment reiterates the continuing community opposition to the proposed project and 
how the development would threaten the quality of life and property values of neighboring 
residents. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. The comment does not provide any comments on 
the Draft SEIR. In addition, CEQA does not require an assessment of socioeconomic conditions. 
No further response is necessary. 

O2-44 The comment discusses how grading activities at the project site would result in air quality 
impacts on the neighbors and would pollute the clean, dark skies that are valued in the 
community. The comment continues to assert that because Borrego Springs is one of only 
nine “International Dark Skies Communities,” impacts on this resource would affect the 
tourism industry in the community. 

 The County acknowledges the comment. See Chapter 2.3 of the Draft SEIR for an analysis of 
potential air quality impacts and Chapter 2.1, which analyzes the potential for light pollution. 
As discussed in Section 2.3, the potentially significant impacts on air quality from grading 
activities has been evaluated. In addition, Section 2.1 acknowledges the potentially significant 
impacts on dark skies associated with increased lighting in the area. CEQA does not require an 
assessment of socioeconomic conditions.  

O2-45 This comment states that destabilizing the sand dunes would degrade air quality to 
unacceptable levels, which would affect residents and the tourism industry. 

 See Chapter 2.3 of the Draft SEIR for an analysis of potential air quality impacts. As discussed 
in Section 2.3, grading activities associated with future development within the PSR Analysis 
Areas have the potential to result in significant impacts. Due to the programmatic nature of 
the analysis in the Draft SEIR, dust generated from construction activities at PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 was not specifically analyzed. Any subdivision application on the DS24 site would require 
subsequent environmental review that would identify the extent of air quality impacts 
associated with grading activities and/or vegetation removal and identify mitigation, as 
necessary. Regarding impacts on the tourism industry, CEQA does not require an assessment 
of socioeconomic conditions.  
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O2-46 This comment states that roads planned through future subdivisions would result in 
undesirable and intrusive traffic through narrow roads and quiet neighborhoods and would 
change the character of the neighborhood. In addition, the increased traffic would require 
road widening that would have adverse impacts on residents, and increase dangers to 
pedestrians and animals. 

  Staff is aware that most of the segment of Country Club Road adjacent to the southern 
boundary of the DS24 site is private. There is no analysis in the Draft SEIR that states that this 
segment is public, nor is there any analysis in the Draft SEIR that assumes this segment is 
public, in making an impact determination. 

Chapter 2.15 of the Draft SEIR analyzes Transportation and Traffic impacts, and particularly 
the topics of Traffic and LOS Standards and Road Safety. While the application of General Plan 
policies and mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with these two sub-topics, 
potential impacts associated with future development were found to be significant and 
unavoidable. However, any subdivision applications on the DS24 site would require 
subsequent environmental review, including traffic analysis, with the application of additional 
mitigation measures, as necessary.  

O2-47 This comment states that increased traffic resulting from the Proposed Project would also 
increase ambient noise levels in what is a low-density location. These noise levels would 
reverberate off the nearby mountains and canyons, which would cause unacceptably high 
noise levels. This noise would be destructive to wildlife and visitors to the State Park. The 
tranquility of the area would be lost by this increased noise. 

 Section 2.11.3.3 of the Draft SEIR discusses traffic noise, with a determination that the overall 
Proposed Project would result in a potentially significant impact related to traffic noise. 
Mitigation measures and General Plan policies outlined in Section 2.11.5.3 would help reduce 
these noise impacts, but impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

O2-48 This comment states that emissions associated with increased traffic in PSR Analysis Area 
DS24 would create an inversion layer that would degrade air quality and visibility in the 
Borrego Valley and that this needs to be evaluated. 

 See Sections 2.1, 2.3 and 2.15 of the Draft SEIR for an evaluation of how the proposed GPA 
would affect aesthetics (visibility), air quality, and traffic, respectively. As outlined in those 
sections, the proposed GPA would have the potential to result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts on those resources. If a future subdivision is proposed on the site, it would require 
subsequent environmental review and analysis of these issues, based on the level of 
development proposed at that time. 

O2-49 This comment suggests that a high density development on PSR Analysis Area DS24 would 
destroy ancient Native American sites.  

See Section 2.5 of the Draft SEIR for an evaluation of how the proposed GPA would affect 
cultural resources. Section 2.5 identifies PSR Analysis Area DS24 as having known 
archaeological resources and acknowledges that future development within the site would 
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potentially adversely affect these resources. The analysis identifies six mitigation measures as 
well as several General Plan policies to mitigate these potential impacts to less-than-
significant levels. The mitigation measures outline requirements for future development 
projects, related to preservation of cultural resources. 

O2-50 This comment discusses a potential conflict of interest between one of the property owners of 
PSR Analysis Area DS24 and County Supervisor Bill Horn. The comment suggests that this 
relationship resulted in the property being included in the PSR GPA despite strong, ongoing 
community opposition and in the absence of an active application for subdivision of PSR 
Analysis Area DS24. The comment further suggests that this resulted in a “free” EIR for the 
landowners of PSR Analysis Area DS24 and gives special privileges to the landowners of PSR 
Analysis Area DS24 not granted to other landowners in the same area. The comment also 
suggests that subdivision of PSR Analysis Area DS24 may involve the use of eminent domain to 
take nearby properties. 

The County acknowledges the comment. County staff is analyzing proposed changes for the 
DS24 site as part of this GPA/Rezone process, in response to Board of Supervisors direction in 
2012. At the 2012 hearings for consideration of PSRs/ Analysis Areas to include in the 
GPA/Rezone, the Board did not impose a requirement that PSRs should have an active 
subdivision application. Most of the PSRs do not have a current subdivision application. There 
are no development applications or proposals associated with this GPA/Rezone. The comment 
does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

O2-51 This comment suggests that this PSR is particularly unjustified considering that the previous 
proposal for the Borrego Country Club Estates had been in the County’s “dead file” for years 
at the time of the General Plan update. The comment asserts that this fact, along with the 
substantial impacts raised in the comment letter, creates suspicion about how a PSR for DS24 
ever qualified for County consideration. 

See the response to comment O2-50. The comment does not provide any comments on the 
Draft SEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O2-52 This comment includes conclusory statements that based on the reasons provided in the 
letter, TCDC urges the County to remove PSR Analysis Area DS24 from the collective PSR SEIR 
process or at least deny the zoning change to PSR Analysis Area DS24. 

The County acknowledges the comment. See the response to comment O2-50. The comment 
does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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