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Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita 
Letters of Comment and Responses  

The following letters of comment were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during the public 
review period (August 1, 2024, to September 6, 2024) of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND). A copy of each comment letter along with corresponding staff responses is included here. Some of the 
comments did not address the adequacy of the environmental document; however, staff has attempted to provide 
appropriate responses to all comments as a courtesy to the commenter. The comments received did not affect the 
conclusions of the document. Where responses to comments required minor revisions to the Draft IS/MND, changes 
to the text are shown in strikeout, underline format. Such format shows deletions as strikeout text and additions as 
underline text. 
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Global Response GR-1 
Potential Impacts to Visual Aesthetics and Community Character 

 
A number of commenters stated concerns that implementation of the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita 
(project) would result in changes to the visual character of the community. These issues are analyzed 
extensively in Section I, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study. 
 
The main visual concerns raised by the commenters are (1) the project would not align with the existing 
community character and (2) the project would visibly stand out on the currently vacant project site and 
negatively affect the “open space area.” The following responses addresses both concerns. 
 
As detailed in Section I of the Initial Study, the project would have a less-than-significant Aesthetics impact 
under CEQA.  The commenters have not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required 
substantial evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula 
Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence 
does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not 
caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) 
and 15384].  
 
Project Setting 
 
As explained in the Initial Study, the project site is currently undeveloped and the land uses surrounding 
the project site are primarily residential and recreational.  Residential uses are located adjacent to the 
project site to the south and to the west across Quarry Road. West of Sweetwater Road is the County 
Animal Shelter. The Bonita Golf Course is located to the south and Sweetwater Summit Regional Park 
and the Sweetwater Reservoir are located to the east, across State Route (SR-) 125. 
 
 
Existing Visual Character 
 
The visual character of a community is the objective composition of the visible landscape within a 
viewshed. It can include patterns, elements lines, form, color, and texture and is commonly discussed in 
terms of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity. Visual quality is the viewer’s perception of the visual 
environment and varies based on exposure, sensitivity, and expectation of the viewers. 
 
The existing visual character of the project site and surroundings can be characterized as rural with 
substantial surrounding open space; however, the only designated public open space land is the 
Sweetwater Summit Regional Park and Sweetwater Reservoir located to the east, across SR-125. There 
are also existing residential, civic, and commercial uses in the vicinity of the project site. The freeway 
interchange, which includes several freeway bridges associated with SR- 125 and SR-54, is a substantial 
existing visual feature.  
 
Project Design Measures 
 
As detailed below, the project includes various design measures to help maintain the existing visual 
character of the area, including building setbacks, building design in conformance with the Sweetwater 
Community Plan and Design Guidelines, and perimeter landscaping. It should be noted that the project 
site is not public open space and is zoned for future development. 
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Setbacks 
 
As explained in Section I of the Initial Study, the project site is 10.74 acres, but the proposed buildings 
would be limited to a 4.99-acre area to minimize visual impacts.  The proposed buildings would be set 
back from the public road and nearby residences (see below) and would be located partially underground 
to reduce building height. Moreover, as part of the project, a biological open space easement will be 
dedicated over 1.97 acres of the project site, which will not be developed, thereby allowing for the 
retention of views of existing undeveloped land. 
 
As explained in Section I of the Initial Study, the residences to the south would be approximately 85 to 
100 feet from the main self-storage facility building, which would be screened by elevated topography 
and existing and proposed landscaping, including new trees that are expected to exceed 20 feet in height 
once fully grown. The other nearby residences are across Quarry Road. The leasing office would be 
located over 60 feet from Quarry Road; the main self-storage facility building would be located over 200 
feet from Quarry Road; and the covered recreational vehicle parking would be located 60 feet from Quarry 
Road and buffered by landscaping. See below for more information about the perimeter landscaping 
proposed as part of the project.   
 
As explained in Section I of the Initial Study, by distancing the proposed buildings from the western 
property lines and increasing the distance at which views would be experienced from certain off-site 
public vantage points, the apparent scale of the proposed project, where visible, would be reduced. More 
specifically, as explained in Section I of the Initial Study, the plot plan, elevations, landscape plan, and 
visual simulations illustrate that the proposed buildings would be unobtrusive to the surrounding 
viewshed. The project site is at a low elevation in relation to surrounding views, which would reduce 
visibility of proposed buildings from surrounding viewpoints. Other than the view from Sweetwater Road 
and Quarry Road, which would be screened by existing and proposed landscaping (see below), public 
views of the site would be limited. The project site would not be visible from the Sweetwater Summit 
Regional Park or campground area due to intervening topography. 
 
Building Design 
 
As described in Section I of the Initial Study, the proposed buildings would be compatible with the visual 
character and quality of other development in the area as the project has been designed to be in 
conformance with the Sweetwater Community Plan and Design Guidelines. The project would 
incorporate design features such as landscape screening, use of muted colors and tones (sandstone, 
grays, tans) for the proposed buildings, and increased setbacks to blend in with the surrounding 
landscape. The project buildings have been designed to be one- and two-story buildings in muted tones 
with low-pitched roofs to mimic the character of existing uses found in the project vicinity. The design of 
the building façade for the main storage facility building breaks up the otherwise elongated elevations 
through a series of plane and material changes and expressed pitched roofs. This design approach 
further reduces the potential for the building to visually dominate the project site or to conflict with the 
building size of other use types in the area. 
 
Perimeter Landscaping 
 
As explained in the Initial Study (project description), the landscaping plan for the project (Initial Study 
Figure 7) was prepared demonstrating compliance with the County of San Diego Landscape Regulations 
and Sweetwater Community Plan, including the extent and type of irrigation and plantings proposed. 
Landscaping is proposed along the perimeter of the project site and would consist of a drought tolerant 
style landscape with a mixture of trees, shrubs, and ground cover. The project would result in 64 net new 
trees (for a total of 80 trees), which are expected to exceed 20 feet in height once fully grown. The 
perimeter landscaping would enhance the visual appearance of the project site once developed and help 
screen views into the project site from off-site public vantage points (e.g., Quarry Road and Sweetwater 
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Road). As described in Section I of the Initial Study, the appearance of the project elements within the 
landscape is not anticipated to significantly detract from or contrast with the existing visual character 
and/or quality of the surrounding neighborhood, community, or localized area. 
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Global Response GR-2 
Potential Social and Economic Impacts 

 
A number of commenters stated concerns that implementation of the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita 
(project) and other cumulative projects would result in socioeconomic impacts, such as reduced home 
and property values in the area, reduced quality of life, and increases in people experiencing 
homelessness in the area. 
 
Social and Economic Impacts and the California Environmental Quality Act  
 
Several commenters submitted comments suggesting that self-storage facilities would attract crime, 
homeless/unhoused persons, and/or lower property values in the area. These types of concerns, which 
fall under a broader social and economic category, are not considered to be environmental impacts under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA requires an analysis of physical impacts to the 
environment; it does not require analysis of social and economic impacts. Under CEQA, “an economic 
or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment” (14 California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] §§ 15131 and 15382). Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change [14 CCR § 15358(b)]. Social and economic impacts alone do not constitute a significant 
effect on the environment [14 CCR §§ 15064(e), 15131, and 15382].  
 
Concerns About Property Values 
 
Potential property value loss is a type of social and economic impacts that in and of themselves are not 
physical impacts required to be included in a CEQA analysis. Multiple court cases have demonstrated 
these findings, including but not limited to the following:  
 

• Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016, 245 Cal.App.4th 560, 576), which determined that social 
and psychological effects of a project’s change to community character are not environmental 
impacts subject to CEQA. 
 

• Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007, 157 
Cal.App.4th 885, 903), where the court opined that “[u]nsubstantiated fears about potential 
economic effects [i.e., impacts on existing home values] are not environmental impacts that are 
considerable under CEQA.”  
 

• Hecton v. People ex rel Department of Transportation (1976, 58 Cal.App.3d 653, 656), which 
determined that CEQA is not designed to protect against decline in commercial value of property 
adjacent to a public project. 

 
In general, claims of diminished property value through decreased marketability are based on the 
reported concern about visual impacts. These issues are analyzed extensively in Section I, Aesthetics, 
of the Initial Study and Global Response G-1. 
 
Moreover, the commenters have not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required 
substantial evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula 
Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence 
does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not 
caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080€; and 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) 
and 15384]. These comments are not supported by any evidence that demonstrates a consistent and 
quantifiable relationship between the proposed self-storage facility and an economic impact (e.g., 
reduction in property values) that would result in a physical change to the environment under CEQA.  As 
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explained by the Third District Court of Appeals: “CEQA is concerned with physical changes in the 
environment” and “an economic or social change by itself is not considered a significant effect on the 
environment.” [Chico Advocates for a Responsible Economy v. City of Chico (Walmart Inc., Real Party in 
Interest) (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 839, 848.] 
 
 
Concerns About Attracting Unhoused Persons and Crime 
 
Commenters also mentioned concerns that the project would bring crime and homeless/unhoused 
persons to the project site. With all due respect to the concerns raised by the commenters, these potential 
issues are not considered to be environmental impacts under CEQA [14 CCR §§ 15064(e), 15131, and 
15382]. As with property values, crime is considered a social impact (see the foregoing analysis). This is 
not a concern that is directly related to an environmental impact threshold and is therefore not addressed 
under CEQA. In the case of Citizens Against the 24th St. Widening Project v. City of Bakersfield, No. 
F074693 (Cal. Ct. App. Jul. 2, 2018), the court found that crime on a temporarily vacant site is a social, 
not environmental, concern and that the environmental impact report in discussion was not required to 
address the potential crime of the interim use of the project site.  
 
As mentioned under the property value discussion above, the commenters have not supported their 
arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable 
Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.”  [Pub. 
Res. Code § 21080(e); and 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384]. These comments are not supported by 
substantial evidence that demonstrates a consistent and quantifiable relationship between the proposed 
self-storage facility and crime that would result in a physical change to the environment under CEQA. 
 
Furthermore, once completed, the storage units and recreational vehicle storage area would be 
surrounded by a six-foot-tall, wrought iron fence, and security cameras would be placed around the 
buildings and property to deter incidences of crime or illegal or unauthorized use of the project site.  
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Response to Comment Letter A1 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
A1-1: The comment is an introduction to the letter. It does not provide a critique of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No response is necessary. 

A1-2: The comment provides an overview of the roles of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). This comment is noted; no 
response is necessary.  
 
A1-3: The comment also provides that an analysis of consistency with the County of San Diego (County) 
Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan is required under CEQA. The Initial Study 
analyzes consistency with the County Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan and 
concludes that habitat-based mitigation is required to address potential impacts to special-status species, 
which would be mitigated to below a level of significance through the habitat-based compensation 
required for the impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland pursuant to Draft MND 
mitigation measure BIO#3.  
 
A1-4: The comment summarizes the project location and development details. It also lists the 
special-status wildlife species and sensitive plant species found on or within 500 feet of the survey area. 
It should be noted that two (not four) special-status wildlife species were observed either on-site, coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) or adjacent to the site (within the 100-foot, off-site 
survey buffer), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). In addition, of the three sensitive plant species 
observed, two of these, San Diego County viguiera (Bahiopsis laciniata) and singlewhorl burrobush 
(Ambrosia monogyra) were observed in the 100-foot, off-site survey buffer; whereas the third, California 
adolphia (Adolphia californica), was observed on-site. The comment does not critique the environmental 
analysis of the Draft MND; no additional response is necessary. 

A1-5: This comment introduces the USFWS and CDFW comments on the Draft MND. No response is 
necessary. 

A1-6: This comment pertains to impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub occupied by coastal California 
gnatcatcher. The comment states that because the land to the east of the project site, which is designated 
as Take Authorized, has been conserved by the California Department of Transportation and contains 
high quality Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat, the project site would qualify as Biological Resource Core 
Area. This land was correctly identified as Take Authorized in the Initial Study and Draft MND. Due to the 
USFWS and CDFW assertion that the project site qualifies as a Biological Resource Core Area, the 
USFWS and CDFW request revising the replacement ratio for the Diegan coastal sage scrub to be 1.5:1 
instead of 1:1. This revision has been made to mitigation measure BIO#1 in the Final MND, and the 
project applicant would purchase qualifying mitigation credits and/or replacement land at this updated 
ratio. The comment about the conservation value of the proposed 1.97-acre open space easement in the 
northern portion of the project site has been noted. 

A1-7: The comment is noted. The Initial study indicates non-native grassland credits are anticipated to 
be purchased from the Willow Road Conservation Bank; however, if credits for non-native grassland, or 
equivalent Tier III habitat, are not available at the time the request is made, the Initial Study provides that 
the project is required to utilize a County Conservation Bank with Signed Implementing Agreements with 
USFWS and CDFW. Accordingly, Draft MND mitigation measure BIO#4 provides that the mitigation bank 
shall be approved by CDFW. No MND revisions based on this comment are required. The comment about 
an alternative bank, such as Ramona Grasslands, has been noted. 
 



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-14- 
 
A1-8: The comment requests that mitigation measures BIO#3 and BIO#4 in the Draft MND be revised to 
include the Wildlife Agencies (CDFW and USFWS) in the approval of any off-site replacement land 
purchase. Sections b(1) of both BIO#3 and BIO#4 have been revised to require pre-approval by CDFW 
and USFWS prior to the purchase of replacement land for mitigation. 
 
A1-9: This comment summarizes the CDFW’s role in enforcing section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish 
and Game Code and the issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA). This comment 
does not critique the environmental analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no response is necessary.  

A1-10: The comment states that the CEQA document prepared for the project should fully identify the 
potential impacts to any stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, 
monitoring, and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSAA, if required for the project. The potential 
for stream or riparian resources to occur on the project site are analyzed in Section IV(c) of the Initial 
Study. As described in that section, “no jurisdictional wetlands or waterways [are] present within the 
project’s impact area of disturbance, [so] no direct impacts to wetland or water resources would occur. 
However, the Sweetwater River, which occurs approximately 300 feet off-site to the east, and the 
drainage in the off-site survey buffer to the north are both expected to be waters of the U.S. under U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction and waters of the state under CDFW and RWQCB jurisdiction. 
Indirect impacts (e.g., fugitive dust, chemical/particulate pollution, and non-native plant species 
introduction) to these potentially jurisdictional features would be prevented through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2.” BIO-2 requires consistency with best management practices (BMPs) for 
construction that are consistent with the County’s BMP design manual and Watershed Protection 
Ordinance. These BMPs include measures that require the use of silt fencing, water trucks, fiber rolls, 
and drip pans, require construction activities to occur onsite, and require lighting to be directed away from 
adjacent land uses. As there were no stream or riparian resources identified on-site and indirect impacts 
to potential off-site resources were found to be less than significant, no LSAA permitting or notification 
would be required for the project.  

A1-11: This general comment is noted. RECON has provided all survey data to the California Natural 
Diversity Database. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no response is required. 

A1-12: This comment is noted. CDFW fees will be paid upon filing of the project’s Notice of Determination 
in accordance with CEQA. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no response is required. 

A1-13: This comment concludes the letter. No response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 
Friends of Bonita 

 
O1-1: The commenter states that self-storage facilities are typically built in neighborhoods with a large 
number of multi-family housing units because those smaller units do not have garages. The commenter 
states that there are no multi-family units in Bonita without garages. The commenter compares the price 
of renting a storage space to buying a storage shed and makes the argument that homeowners in Bonita 
would not rent a storage space. Finally, the commenter questions whether self-storage facilities are 
needed for potential future accessory dwelling units constructed in Bonita.  
 
These comments pertain to the population that will use the self-storage spaces and does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND); therefore, no response is required. 
 
O1-2: The commenter states that the self-storage facilities would not be used by residents of Bonita. The 
commenter shares that the manager of another storage-facility in the area explained that eighty percent 
of the units are used by Spring Valley Swap Meet vendors. The commenter goes on to state that the self-
storage units constructed at the project site would be used by vendors for the Spring Valley Swap Meet. 
The commenter claims that this will bring traffic to Bonita’s streets. 
 
This comment pertains to the operations of a self-storage facility in Paradise Hills that is not part of the 
project and contains speculation regarding the potential types of users of the self-storage units on the 
project site. As explained in the Initial Study, in December 2018, new California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines were approved that shifted traffic analysis from delay and operations to vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) when evaluating transportation impacts under CEQA, and it was determined that 
project VMT impacts would be less than significant. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
O1-3: The commenter describes features of the project including the height, proximity to adjacent homes, 
and operational hours. The commenter questions whether homeowners would be comfortable having 
future customers from the self-storage facility using the facilities throughout the week. The commenter 
states concerns in the form of questions regarding noise of cars and trucks driving on the self-storage 
road, access to sunlight, and potential privacy concerns.  
 
Noise impacts are discussed in Section XIII of the Initial Study, which explains that on-site generated 
noise would not exceed noise level limits established in the County of San Diego’s Noise Ordinance, and 
impacts would be less than significant. No evidence has been provided to the contrary. 
 
Regarding visibility of the project site from adjacent properties, Section I, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study 
includes a thorough analysis of the project’s potential impacts on visual and community character. The 
project has been designed in conformance with the Sweetwater Community Plan and Design Guidelines, 
so the architecture of the building would be compatible with other surrounding land uses. To minimize the 
visual presence and bulk of the project on the project site, the placement of proposed buildings would be 
set back from the public road and located partially underground. The commenter incorrectly states that 
the proposed buildings would be 20 feet from the rear yards of adjacent residences. As explained in the 
Initial Study, the residences to the south would be approximately 85 to 100 feet from the main self-storage 
facility building, which would be screened by elevated topography and existing and proposed 
landscaping, including new trees that are expected to exceed 20 feet in height once fully grown. The 
other nearby residences are across Quarry Road. As explained in the Initial Study, the leasing office 
would be located over 60 feet from Quarry Road; the main self-storage facility building would be located 
over 200 feet from Quarry Road; and the covered recreational vehicle parking would be located 60 feet 
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from Quarry Road and buffered by landscaping. See Global Response GR-1 for a more detailed response 
regarding visual concerns. 
Regarding access to sunlight, this issue is not an impact topic area under CEQA. For informational 
purposes, access to sunlight is not expected to be impacted because of the distance between the 
buildings on the project site and existing residences, as detailed above. The residences to the south 
would also benefit from elevated topography. 
 
O1-4: The commenter states that the properties adjacent to the project site are zoned rural residential. 
The commenter goes on to state that property owners adjacent to the project site purchased their homes 
because the neighborhood is residential with rural character. Finally, the commenter states that the 
project is proposing an inappropriate use and will negatively impact the community character of the 
community.  
 
This comment contains speculation regarding why owners adjacent to the project site purchased their 
homes. Regarding a potential impact to community character, as described in Section I, Aesthetics, of 
the Initial Study, the project has been designed in conformance with the Sweetwater Community Plan 
and Design Guidelines, so the architecture of the building would be compatible with other surrounding 
land uses. To minimize the visual presence and bulk of the project on the project site, the placement of 
proposed buildings would be set back from the public road (see response O1-3 above) and located 
partially underground. Perimeter landscaping would also enhance the visual character and block off-site 
views of the project. See also Global Response GR-1 for a more detailed discussion about community 
character and visual appearance on the project site. 
 
O1-5: The commenter states opposition to the project. In response, the County of San Diego 
acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter O2 
San Diego Archaeological Society 

 
O2-1: This is an introductory comment. No response is required. 
 
O2-2: The commenter states that Section 1.2.2 of the Cultural Resources Survey for the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita Project (project) incorrectly states that the earliest aerial photo available is the 1953 
aerial photo. The commenter also states that aerial photos from late 1928 to early 1929 are the earliest 
available. The commenter states that the archaeological monitor should be given these earlier aerial 
photos to help identify the locations of potential features, such as any privies and trash deposits.  
 
When preparing the report, online historic aerial photographs were used for the analysis that was included 
in the Cultural Resources Survey. To address this commenter’s concern, this clarification has been made 
in the text of the Cultural Resources Survey. The revised survey is included as Appendix D to the Initial 
Study. The 1953 photograph is the earliest available online at www.historicaerials.com. Earlier 
topographic maps from 1908, 1911, 1915, 1920, 1928, 1932, and 1941 do not exhibit any structures in 
the project area. The 1953 photograph corresponds with the 1944 topographic map, in which a structure 
first appears on the project site. No evidence has been provided to the contrary. 
 
Furthermore, the Phase I and Phase II Environmental Assessment Report included the 1928 aerial 
photograph, which exhibits undeveloped land with no structures on the project site. This report is included 
as Appendix G of the Initial Study. 
 
Regarding the concern about identifying privies and trash deposits, the archaeological and Native 
American monitor would observe all areas of the project site with equal attention during construction, and 
if privies or trash deposits or prehistoric deposits are encountered, the inadvertent discovery protocol 
outlined in mitigation measure CULT#1 detailed in the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) would 
be implemented. Based on the discussion above, new mitigation measures would not be warranted and 
recirculation of the Draft MND is not required.  
 
O2-3: The commenter states that the mitigation recommendations of the Cultural Resources Survey need 
to be revised to anticipate historic period recovery. 
 
To offer clarification, see Draft MND mitigation measure CULT#2, which addresses historic period 
recovery. The mitigation recommendations in Section 5.2 of the Cultural Resources Survey account for 
all potentially significant cultural resources (historic and prehistoric archaeological resources and Tribal 
cultural resources). The County of San Diego (County) Guidelines for Determining Significance define 
the term “cultural resources” to be “the tangible or intangible remains or traces left by prehistoric or 
historical peoples who inhabited the San Diego region. Cultural resources can also include traditional 
cultural places, such as gathering areas, landmarks, and ethnographic locations.” The second bullet point 
under Section 5.2 of the Cultural Resources Survey provides guidance for inadvertent discoveries of 
cultural material. As stated under the third bullet point in the same section, collected cultural material 
“shall be processed and conveyed to a Native American group of appropriate tribal affinity. Alternatively, 
the cultural material may be curated at a San Diego facility that meets federal standards per 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 79 if the tribes do not take possession of the cultural materials.” Similarly, as 
stated in Section c(1) of mitigation measure CULT#2 of the Draft MND, “all prehistoric cultural materials 
shall be curated at a San Diego curation facility or a culturally affiliated Tribal curation facility that meets 
federal standards per 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 79, and, therefore, would be professionally 
curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers for further study.” The recommendations 
of the Cultural Resources Survey are consistent with the mitigation measures of the Draft MND. Any 
inadvertently discovered cultural resources would be curated at the appropriate facility. 
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O2-4: The commenter requests to be informed if and when an updated Cultural Resources Survey would 
be available and states that depending on the revisions to the report, revisions to the Initial Study and 
Draft MND may be required. As noted in response O2-2 above, the text of the Cultural Resources Survey 
has been clarified to explain that the 1953 aerial photograph is the earliest available online and the 
earliest known aerial photograph that corresponds to the 1944 topographic map, in which a structure first 
appears on the project site. Based on the discussion in responses O2-2 and O2-3, the Draft MND and 
Cultural Resources Survey adequately address potential impacts to cultural resources and further 
revisions are not required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I1 
Dan and Prudence Prince 

 
I1-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego (County) regarding the receipt 
of a public comment. 
 
I1-2: The commenters introduce themselves as residents of Spring Valley. This is an introductory 
comment expressing that the commenters are strongly opposed to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita 
(project). In response, the County acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment 
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I1-3: The commenters state that the location of the project is in a residential neighborhood, and that the 
project site has been used for open space. Additionally, the commenters state that the project will be 
unsightly, invite undesirable people and crime to the area, and lower property values.  
 
Global Response GR-1 addresses the comments regarding potential impacts to visual aesthetics and 
community character. 
 
Global Response GR-2 addresses the comments regarding potential social and economic impacts. 
 
No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I2 
Roberta Hernandez (via John Hernandez) 

 
I2-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego (County) regarding the receipt 
of a public comment. 
 
I2-2: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita and that they do not support the project. In response, the County acknowledges the commenters’ 
opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project). The comment does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND); therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I2-3: The commenter states that Bonita is a rural community and raises concerns regarding the effect of 
the project on the rural character of the community. In response, refer to Global Response GR-1.  
 
I2-4: The commenter states their concerns regarding the effect the storage unit would have on the local 
trails, specifically the potential for homeless encampments to arise in proximity to the project site. In 
response, refer to Global Response GR-2. 
 
I2-5: The commenter states again that Bonita is a rural community with a natural landscape and habitat 
and expresses concern that the project will impact this habitat. In response, please refer to Section IV, 
Biological Resources of the Initial Study for an analysis of the project’s potential impacts on biological 
resources. As described in this section, potentially significant impacts related to sensitive species have 
been mitigated to less than significant levels with the incorporation of mitigation measures BIO-3 through 
BIO-6 of the Initial Study. Additionally, a portion of the project site (1.97 acres) would remain in a 
conservation easement for perpetuity.  
 
I2-6: This is a closing salutation. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I3 
Julietta Aguilar 

 
I3-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego (County) regarding the receipt 
of a public comment. 
 
I3-2: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita in opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project). In response, the County 
acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND); therefore, 
no further response is required. 
 
I3-3: The commenter states that Bonita is a rural community and raises concerns regarding the effect of 
the project on the rural character of the community. They specifically mention the views from Sweetwater 
Summit Park and campground, including trail views. The commenter also states that rerouting the County 
trail around the proposed self-storage facility is undesirable. 
 
In response to the comments about community character and views, refer to Global Response GR-1. As 
noted in that response, the project site would not be visible from the Sweetwater Summit Regional Park 
or campground area due to intervening topography. Furthermore, as explained in Section I of the Initial 
Study, the visibility of the project site from Sweetwater Regional Trail will be restricted due to intervening 
land uses and/or vegetation. Additionally, a portion of the site (1.97 acres) would remain in a biological 
open space easement, which would allow for the retention of views of the existing undeveloped land. No 
further response is required.  
 
In response to the comment about rerouting the County trail, no portion of the project site is designated 
as public open space or used as an existing County trail. As explained in the Initial Study Project 
Description, in coordination with the County, a 20-foot-wide public trail easement is proposed around the 
perimeter of the project as well as a 16-foot-wide public trail easement through the proposed biological 
open easement area that would be dedicated to the County, which would connect to other existing and/or 
planned County trails. Along Quarry Road, the project would construct a 10-foot-wide multi-use pathway 
along the entire project frontage. Within the remainder of the trail easement around the perimeter of the 
project site, a 6-foot-wide public trail with decomposed granite surfacing would be constructed within the 
trail easement. Maintenance of the trail would be the responsibility of the property owner. 
 
I3-4: The commenter states their safety concerns of traffic entering and exiting the project site. As 
described in Sections XVII(c) and XVIII(d) of the Initial Study, the proposed roadway improvements would 
be constructed in compliance with the County’s Public and Private Roadway Standards. The site and 
roadway design would not limit visibility for drivers turning in or out of the project site between Quarry 
Road and Sweetwater Road. Controlling vehicle speeds along Sweetwater Road is outside the purview 
of this environmental review. That said, the proposed roadway improvements would enhance the safety 
of this intersection from the existing conditions. For example, as described in Section 7 (description of 
project) of the Initial Study, Quarry Road would be reconfigured at the southern end to widen the 
intersection angle of the Quarry Road approach to Sweetwater Road to provide a more direct approach 
to the intersection. This improves the intersection’s compliance with the County’s public road standards. 
No further response is necessary. 
 
I3-5: See response to comment I3-3 and Global Response GR-1 for a discussion of visual impacts. In 
response to the concerns about animal and plant life, see the response to comment also Section IV – 
Biological Resources of the Initial Study for an analysis of the project’s potential impacts to biological 
resources and a discussion of proposed mitigation measures addressing impacts to biological resources. 
As explained in that section, CEQA requires an analysis of potential impacts on species identified as a 
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candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Potentially significant impacts 
related to those species have been mitigated to less than significant levels with the incorporation of MND 
mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-5. 
 
Furthermore, as explained in the Initial Study Project Description, the project includes the dedication of 
a biological open space easement over 1.97 acres in the northern portion of the project site that would 
be implemented as a condition of project approval. This area would be protected as a project design 
feature to ensure the remaining site area remains open space. 
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I3-6: This comment repeats the commenters previous statement in opposition of the project. Please see 
response to I3-2. 
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Response to Comment Letter I4 
Hector Campos 

 
I4-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I4-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I4-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I4-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I4-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I4-6: The commenter states that other cities could accommodate a self-storage facility and states their 
belief that it is not needed in Bonita. This comment is noted. This comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, 
no further response is required. 
 
I4-7: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I5 
Shanel Espinoza 

 
I5-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I5-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I5-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I5-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. 
 
I5-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I5-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I6 
Dennis and Michele Estill 

 
I6-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I6-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I6-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I6-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3.  
 
I6-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I7 
Gloria Gonzalez 

 
I7-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I7-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I7-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I7-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I7-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I8 
Jehannah Hakim 

 
I8-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I8-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I8-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I8-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I8-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I9 
Kai Hernandez 

 
I9-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I9-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I9-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I9-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I9-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I10 
Caroline Johnson 

 
I10-1: The commenter provides their address in Bonita. The comment does not critique the 
environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no response is required. 
 
I10-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I10-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I10-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I10-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I10-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I11 
Dee Molina 

 
I11-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I11-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I11-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I11-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I11-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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I12-1 
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Response to Comment Letter I12 
Jose Montano 

 
I12-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I12-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I12-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I12-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I12-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
  



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-49- 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Comment Letter I13 

I13-1 

I13-2 

I13-3 
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Response to Comment Letter I13 
Adriana Paredes 

 
I13-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I13-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I13-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I13-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I13-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I13-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Comment Letter I14 

I14-1 

I14-2 

I14-3 

I14-4 
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I14-5 
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Response to Comment Letter I14 
Ngoctrinh Phomvongsa 

 
I14-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I14-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I14-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I14-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I14-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I14-6: The commenter states concern regarding unhoused persons. In response to the social and 
economic concerns (e.g., crime, unhoused populations, and property values), see Global Response 
GR-2 for a discussion of the relationship between social and economic considerations and the California 
Environmental Quality Act. No further response is required. 
 
I14-7: The commenter states that other cities could accommodate a self-storage facility and states their 
belief that it is not needed in Bonita. This comment is noted. This comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, 
no further response is required. 
 
I14-8: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I15 
Jodi Sebso 

 
I15-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I15-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I15-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I15-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I15-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I15-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I16 
Tanya Solorzano 

 
I16-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I16-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I16-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I16-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I16-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I17 
Mária Wáczek 

 
I17-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I17-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I17-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I17-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I17-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I18 
Camille Bueno 

 
I18-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I18-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I18-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I18-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I18-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I19 
Christine Carballo 

 
I19-1: The comment is an introduction to the letter; no response is necessary. 
 
I19-2: The commenter states they are a resident of Bonita and that they oppose the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita (project). They identify the project site as serene and open. See Global Response 
GR-1 for a discussion of the project’s impact on community character. 
 
I19-3: The commenter states that they frequently see trash dumped on the existing project site; they are 
concerned that the project would bring more debris to the project site. This comment does not address a 
specific concern about the environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. However, 
it can be noted that the project would be maintained on a regular basis. Surveillance cameras would also 
be installed throughout the project site to help maintain security and deter crime. No further response is 
required.  
 
I19-4: Regarding the rural views and small-town character, see Global Response GR-1 for a discussion 
of community character and visual impacts. 
 
I19-5: The County of San Diego acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the project. This comment 
has been noted; no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I20 
Suzet Gamez 

 
I20-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I20-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I20-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I20-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I20-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I21 
Parisa Hill 

 
I21-1: The comment is an introduction to the letter; no response is necessary. 
 
I21-2: The commenter identifies a Facebook group with members in opposition to the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita (project). This comment is noted. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No additional response is 
necessary. 
 
I21-3: This comment is noted. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
within the Draft MND. No additional response is necessary.    
 
I21-4: The commenter describes previous experiences with using storage unit rentals. This comment 
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND. No 
response is necessary. 
 
I21-5: This comment regarding not wanting a self-storage facility in Bonita is noted. It does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND. No additional response is 
necessary. 
 
I21-6: The commenter mentions dangerous driving conditions and high speeds near the project site. See 
response to comment I3-4 for a discussion of driving conditions along Sweetwater Road and Quarry Road 
and how driving conditions would be improved with the proposed project. No further response is necessary.  
 
I21-7: The commenter mentions concerns around congestion, noise, and overall negative environmental 
impacts as a result of the project due to inviting non-residents into Bonita.  
 
Regarding potential congestion, as explained in Section XVII of the Initial Study, the project would result in 
a less-than-significant Transportation impact. As described in Section XVII(a) of the Initial Study, the project 
would not exceed the County of San Diego’s (County’s) General Plan standards for maintaining adequate 
level of service for County roadways and intersections. It should also be noted that, since the passage of 
Senate Bill 743 in 2018, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.3 no longer uses 
auto delay, level of service, and similar measurements of vehicular roadway capacity and traffic congestion 
as the basis for determining significant impacts. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the metric by which 
transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act are measured. As discussed in Section 
XVII(b) of the Initial Study, the project would result in less than significant VMT impacts.  
 
Regarding potential noise impacts, as explained in Section XIII of the Initial Study, the project would not 
cause any significant construction or operational noise-related impacts. More specifically, the project 
would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. As explained in Section XIII of the Initial Study, pursuant to the Noise 
Analysis prepared for the project (Appendix J to the Initial Study), project construction would not exceed 
noise level limits established in the County’s Noise Ordinance, and temporary increases in noise levels 
during construction would be less than significant. As explained in the Section XIII of the Initial Study, 
pursuant to the Noise Analysis prepared for the project, the operation of the project would not result in 
the exposure of noise sensitive land uses to significant noise levels, and impacts would be less than 
significant. Moreover, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable exposure of persons 
or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, 
and applicable standards of other agencies. 
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In response to the concerns about overall negative environmental impacts, as explained in the Initial 
Study and Draft MND, the project would not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts. 
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I21-8: The commenter is concerned about the loss of open space and about the potential impacts to 
nearby Sunnyside Stables due to project construction and operation.  
 
Refer to Global Response GR-1 regarding the loss of “open space” and potential aesthetic concerns. It 
should be noted that the project site is not designated as public open space and is zoned for future 
development. Furthermore, a portion of the site (1.97 acres) would be placed in a biological open space 
easement, which would allow for the retention of views of the existing undeveloped land.   
 
The commenter mentions walking/hiking. It should be noted that the project would improve existing trail 
conditions. As explained in the Initial Study Project Description, in coordination with the County, a 20-foot 
public trail easement is proposed around the perimeter of the project as well as a 16-foot public trail 
easement through the proposed biological open easement area that would be dedicated to the County, 
which would connect to other existing and/or planned County trails. Along Quarry Road, the project would 
construct a 10-foot-wide multi-use pathway along the entire project frontage. Within the remainder of the 
trail easement around the perimeter of the project site, a 6-foot-wide public trail with decomposed granite 
surfacing would be constructed within the trail easement. Maintenance of the trail would be the 
responsibility of the property owner. 
 
The commenter does not raise any specific concerns regarding potential environmental impacts to 
Sunnyside Stables due to project construction and operation, but it can be inferred that the commenter 
is referring to potential noise, air quality and/or transportation impacts. As explained in the Initial Study 
and Draft MND, the project would result in less-than-significant noise, air quality and transportation 
impacts. See the response to comment I21-7 above for information about less-than-significant noise and 
transportation impacts.   
 
As described in Section III, Air Quality, of the Initial Study, the project’s potential air quality impacts, 
including those resulting from construction and operation, on sensitive, adjacent land uses were found to 
be less than significant. As explained in more detail in Section III of the Initial Study, neither project 
construction nor project operation would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I21-9: This comment is the closing of the letter and is noted. No additional response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter I22 
Zane Johnson 

 
I22-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I22-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I22-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I22-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I22-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I23 
Peter Komasa 

 
I23-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I23-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I23-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I23-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I23-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I24 
Maritza Mendez 

 
I24-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I24-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I24-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I24-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I24-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I25 
Holly and Antwane Rucker 

 
I25-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I25-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I25-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I25-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I25-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
 
  



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-76- 
 
 
  

Comment Letter I26 

I26-1 

I26-2 

I26-3 

I26-4 

I26-5 



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-77- 
 

Response to Comment Letter I26 
Christina Valenzuela 

 
I26-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I26-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I26-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I26-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I26-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I27 
Jennifer Addieg 

 
I27-1: The commenter states they are in opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita (project). 
This comment has been noted by the County of San Diego. No response is necessary. 
 
I27-2: This comment is noted. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No additional response is necessary. 
 
I27-3: The commenter indicates they are concerned about the loss of Bonita’s rural character. Refer to 
Global Response GR-1 for a discussion of visual impacts. 
 
I27-4: This comment is noted. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
within the Draft MND. No additional response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I28 
Veronica Kahn (Letter 1 of 3) 

 
I28-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I28-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I28-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I28-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I28-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I29 
Veronica Kahn 2 

 
I29-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita (project). This 
comment is noted. No further response necessary. 
 
I29-2: This comment is noted. It does not raise an environmental issue in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. No additional response is necessary. 
 
I29-3: This comment is noted. Refer to Global Response GR-1 for a discussion of the project’s impacts 
on visual character. No additional response is necessary. 
 
I29-4: The commenter restates their opposition to the project. This comment is noted. No further response 
is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I30 
Ruby Pedroza-Iñiguez 

 
I30-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I30-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I30-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I30-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I30-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I31 
Janeen Pike 

 
I31-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I31-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I31-3: The commenter states concerns regarding light pollution from the project site. A lighting layout plan 
was prepared demonstrating compliance with the San Diego Light Pollution Code Section 59.108-59.110 
and the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance. The proposed light fixtures would have full cutoff optics 
to ensure they are fully shielded to avoid spillover onto adjacent land. Please refer to Section I Aesthetics 
of the Initial Study for a discussion of the potential impacts associated with project lighting demonstrating 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 
I31-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I31-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I31-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I32 
Gregory K. Ward 

 
I32-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I32-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I32-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I32-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I32-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
  



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-90- 
 
  Comment Letter I33 

I33-1 

I33-2 

I33-3 

I33-4 

I33-5 



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-91- 
 

Response to Comment Letter I33 
Lynne S. Ward 

 
I33-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I33-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I33-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I33-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I33-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I34 
Alexandria Salinas 

 
I34-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I34-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I34-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I34-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I34-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I35 
Rachael Chavez 

 
I35-1: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita and that they do not support the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita (project). In response, the 
County of San Diego (County) acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment 
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND); therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I35-2: The commenter states that Bonita is a rural community and raises concerns regarding the effect 
of the project on the rural character of the community and impacts on views from residences on Quarry 
Road and Sweetwater Road.  See the Global Response GR-1 for responses to these comments. 
 
The commenter also states that property values for residences on Quarry Road and Sweetwater Road 
would decline as a result of the project. See the Global Response GR-2 for responses to this comment. 
 
The commenter also states that the project will result in the relocation of a neighbor’s driveway. This 
comment is noted. This does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within 
the Draft MND. No additional response is necessary.  
 
I35-3: The commenter states concerns regarding light pollution from the project site as viewed from the 
adjacent Streetwater Summit Regional Park and campground. As explained in the Initial Study Project 
Description (Section 7), a lighting layout plan was prepared for the project demonstrating compliance with 
the San Diego Light Pollution Code (LPC) Section 59.108-59.110 and the County Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed light fixtures would have full cutoff optics to ensure they are fully shielded to avoid spillover 
onto adjacent land. In addition, as explained in Section 1, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study, the project would 
control outdoor lighting and sources of glare in the following ways: 
 

1. The project would not install outdoor lighting that directly illuminates neighboring properties. 
 
2. The project would not install outdoor lighting that would cast a direct beam angle toward a 

potential observer, such as a motorists, cyclist, or pedestrian. 
 
3. The project would not install outdoor lighting for vertical surfaces such as buildings, landscaping, 

or signs in a manner that would result in useful light or spill light being cast beyond the boundaries 
of intended area to be lit. 

 
4. The project would not install any highly reflective surfaces such as glare-producing glass or 

highgloss surface color that would be visible along roadways, pedestrian walkways, or in the line 
of sight of adjacent properties. 

 
As explained in Section I, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study, the project would not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The project 
would not contribute to significant impacts on day or nighttime views because the project would conform 
to the LPC. The LPC was developed by the County Planning & Development Services Department (PDS) 
and Department of Public Works in cooperation with lighting engineers, astronomers, land use planners 
from San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), Palomar and Mount Laguna observatories, and local 
community planning and sponsor groups to effectively address and minimize the impact of new sources 
light pollution on nighttime views. Please refer to Section I – Aesthetics of the Initial Study for a more 
detailed explanation of the potential impacts associated with project lighting demonstrating impacts would 
be less than significant. Additionally, as discussed in Section I of the Initial Study, the project site would 
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not be visible from the Sweetwater Summit Regional Park and campground because of the intervening 
topography.  
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, substantial evidence does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I35-4: The commenter states they do not want to walk on the proposed trails around the perimeter of the 
project site and expresses concerns regarding the views of the property from bike trails. Regarding views 
and community character, refer to response to comment I35-2 and Global Response GR-1. Regarding 
County trails, there are no County trails on the property. The project proposes on-site trails that would 
connect to existing and/or proposed County trails. As explained in the Initial Study Project Description 
(Section 7), in coordination with the County, a 20-foot public trail easement is proposed around the 
perimeter of the project as well as a 16-foot public trail easement through the proposed biological open 
easement area that would be dedicated to the County, which would connect to other existing and/or 
planned County trails. Along Quarry Road, the project would construct a 10-foot-wide multi-use pathway 
along the entire project frontage. Within the remainder of the trail easement around the perimeter of the 
project site, a 6-foot-wide public trail with decomposed granite surfacing would be constructed within the 
trail easement. Maintenance of the trail would be the responsibility of the property owner. 
 
No further response is necessary. 
 
I35-5: The commenter states their safety concerns of traffic entering and exiting the project site. As 
described in Sections XVII(c) and XVIII(d) of the Initial Study, the proposed roadway improvements would 
be constructed in compliance with the County’s Public and Private Roadway Standards. The site and 
roadway design would not limit visibility for drivers turning in or out of the project site between Quarry 
Road and Sweetwater Road. Controlling vehicle speeds along Sweetwater Road is outside the purview 
of this environmental review. That said, the proposed roadway improvements would enhance the safety 
of this intersection from the existing conditions. For example, as described in Section 7 (description of 
project) of the Initial Study, Quarry Road would be reconfigured at the southern end to widen the 
intersection angle of the Quarry Road approach to Sweetwater Road to provide a more direct approach 
to the intersection. This would improve the intersection’s compliance with the County’s public road 
standards.  No further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I35-6: The commenter states that the community should not change the zoning for the property to create 
commercial space that is not needed. As noted, the project is not proposing a rezone. The storage facility 
use is allowed under the current zoning designation with the approval of a Major Use Permit. The 
commenter also expresses concern regarding a commercial use in the community and states that there 
is an existing storage unit nearby. Please refer to Section XI, Land Use, of the Initial Study for a detailed 
analysis of how the project would comply with the Sweetwater Community Plan. This comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND. No further 
response is necessary. 
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I35-7: This comment states that the commenter disagrees with the less-than-significant impact findings 
in the Initial Study and Draft MND. As explained in the Initial Study and Draft MND, the project would not 
result in any significant and unavoidable environmental impacts based on established CEQA standards. 
 
The commenter has not supported this statement with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I35-8: This comment contains pictures of the project site and expresses concern regarding visual impacts 
on the property. Please refer to response to comment I35-2 and Global Response GR-1.  
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Response to Comment Letter I36 
Megan Diamond 

 
I36-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I36-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I36-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I36-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I36-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I36-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I37 
Cheryl Castro 

 
I37-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I37-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I37-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I37-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I37-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I37-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I38 
Thelma and Romeo Corrales 

 
I38-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I38-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I38-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. In response to the concerns about the 
natural open areas being good for humans, wildlife, and native plants. See response to comment I3-5 
under comment letter I3 for responses to those concerns. 
 
I38-4: Regarding potential safety concerns of traffic entering and exiting the project site, see response to 
comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. Regarding potential traffic 
congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern. In 
response to the concerns about the project’s relationship to home values, refer to Global Response GR-
2, which addresses social and economic issues.  
 
I38-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I39 
Sam and Terri Seat 

 
I39-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I39-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I39-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I39-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I39-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I39-6: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I40 
Clayton Crockett 

 
I40-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego regarding the receipt of a 
public comment. 
 
I40-2: This is an introductory comment. No further response is needed. 
 
I40-3: The commenter states concern regarding the potential unhoused population. This comment is 
noted but does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. Additionally, unhoused persons and crime are not considered an 
environmental impact under the California Environmental Quality Act. Please see Global Response GR-2 
for a detailed response regarding unhoused persons. 
 
I40-4: The commenter is concerned about changing the zoning of the property from Rural Residential to 
Commercial. The project does not include a rezone. As described in Section 7 of the Initial Study, the 
project site is subject to General Plan Regional Category Village and Land Use Designation Village 
Residential 2 (VR-2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is consistent with the Rural Residential (RR) zone 
that permits the self-storage facility and recreational vehicle parking with the issuance of a Major Use 
Permit for Commercial Use Types, pursuant to County of San Diego (County) Zoning Ordinance Section 
2185.c. The project is in conformance with County Zoning Ordinance Section 6909 for mini-warehouse 
storage and recreational vehicle parking. The comment does include any additional critique on the 
environmental analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I40-5: The commenter provides their opinion on the Spring Valley community and compares it to Bonita. 
The County acknowledges this comment; no further response is necessary. 
 
I40-6: This comment is a statement of opposition. The County acknowledges this comment; no further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I41 
Dixie Sanford 

 
I41-1: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita in opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. In response, the County of San 
Diego acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND); 
therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I41-2: In response to the concerns about maintaining the rural character, safety, and beauty of the area, 
see response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3 and Global Response 1 for a discussion about 
aesthetic concerns. Regarding the commenter’s safety concerns, crime is not considered an 
environmental impact under the California Environmental Quality Act. It should be noted that wrought iron 
fencing that is 6 feet tall would border the proposed self-storage and recreational vehicle use area for 
security purposes and security cameras would be installed. The comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is 
required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I42 
Rosemary and Ramon Ymzon 

 
I42-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego regarding the receipt of a 
public comment. 
 
I42-2: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita who live adjacent to the project site. They are in opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage 
Bonita Project (project). In response, the County of San Diego acknowledges the commenters’ opposition 
to the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I42-3: The commenter addresses concerns about the project’s effects on the area’s rural character. See 
comment I3-3 under comment letter I3 for a response as well as Global Response GR-1, both of which 
provide a discussion on aesthetics analysis. 
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Response to Comment Letter I43 
Nancy Cornell 

 
I43-1: The comment is an email notification from the County of San Diego regarding the receipt of a 
public comment. 
 
I43-2: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter states their opposition to the project. In 
response, the County of San Diego acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I43-3: The commenter is concerned that the project would affect the rural nature of the project area. They 
also mention their belief that there is not a need for storage units in Bonita. This comment has been 
noted. In response to the concerns about rural character, see response I3-3 under letter I3 and Global 
Response 1 for a discussion on aesthetic analysis. 
 
I43-4: The commenter states concern regarding noise and traffic impacts on domestic livestock. See 
response I3-4 in letter I3 and response I21-7 in letter I21 for a response regarding traffic. Regarding 
noise, noise impacts are discussed in Section XIII of the Initial Study. The project would not cause any 
significant noise-related impacts. 
 
I43-5: The commenter is concerned about potential traffic impacts resulting from the project. Regarding 
potential traffic congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to 
that concern. Regarding potential safety concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site, 
see response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. 
 
 
I43-6: The commenter restates their opposition to the project. The comment is noted. No further response 
required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I44 
Breanna Frazier 

 
I44-1: This is an email notification from the County of San Diego (County). No response is needed. 
 
I44-2: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita (project). In 
response, the County acknowledges this statement. No further response is needed. 
 
I44-3: The commenter states that the self-storage facilities would not be used by residents of Bonita. The 
commenter shares that the manager of another storage-facility in the area shared that eighty percent of 
the units are used by Spring Valley Swap Meet vendors. The commenter goes on to state that the units 
constructed at the project site would be used by vendors for the Spring Valley Swap Meet. This comment 
pertains to the operations of a self-storage facility in Paradise Hills that is not part of the project and 
contains speculation regarding the potential types of users of the self-storage units on the project site. 
This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft 
MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
The commenter is also concerned about exacerbating traffic congestion. Please see response to 
comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern. 
 
I44-4: The commenter states concerns about having the project adjacent to residential properties, with 
specific concerns about noise, blockage of sunlight, and the placement of the project near domesticated 
animals.  
 
To address the concerns about blockage of sunlight and building setbacks, see the response to comment 
O1-3 under comment letter O1. As explained in that response to comment, the setback is more than 
twenty feet. To address the concerns about domesticated animals, see response to comment I77-37 
under comment letter I77.  
 
I44-5: The commenter states concerns about the need for self-storage units in the Bonita area.  These 
comments pertain to the population that will use the self-storage spaces and does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no response is 
required. 
 
I44-6: The commenter states concern regarding contamination from hazardous materials leaking into the 
Sweetwater River. The potential release of hazardous materials associated with the project is analyzed 
in Section IX(a) of the Initial Study. As noted in the section, project construction may involve the use of 
small amounts of solvents, cleaners, paint, oils, and fuel for equipment. However, these materials are not 
acutely hazardous, and use of these common hazardous materials in small quantities would not represent 
a significant hazard to the public or environment. Additionally, project construction would be required to 
be undertaken in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the proper 
use of these common hazardous materials, including the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration and the California Department of Environmental Health and Quality Hazardous Materials 
Division.  

All site improvements and the driveway connection with Quarry Road would be constructed consistent 
with all applicable County regulations including roadway design standards. Operation of the project would 
not introduce a significant source of hazardous materials on-site. The operation of the self-storage facility 
would require the storage of cleaning supplies and other related chemicals. However, these materials are 
not acutely hazardous, and the project would handle and store these materials consistent with all 
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applicable regulations. Landscaping activities, including any pesticide or herbicide use, would be 
conducted consistent with applicable regulations. 

Therefore, as detailed in Section IX of the Initial Study, through regulatory compliance and adherence to 
site-specific plans including the Stockpile Sampling Report and project Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes or through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

I44-7: The commenter states their belief that homeowners in the area purchased their properties to enjoy 
the rural character. See response to comment O1-4 under comment letter O1. 
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Response to Comment Letter I45 
Joe Bradley 

 
I45-1: The commenter states their opposition to their project. Their opposition is noted. There is no 
specific critique of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no response is required. 
 
I45-2: The commenter is concerned about traffic congestion. Regarding potential traffic congestion, see 
response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern.  Regarding potential 
safety concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site, see response to comment I3-4 
under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. Also note that, since the passage of Senate Bill 
743 in 2018, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.3 no longer uses auto delay, 
level of service, and similar measurements of vehicular roadway capacity and traffic congestion as the 
basis for determining significant impacts. Vehicle Miles Traveled is the metric by which transportation 
impacts under California Environmental Quality Act are measured. 
 
I45-3: This comment pertains to the operations and speculated users of the project. This comment does 
not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Initial Study. No further 
response is required; however, the comment is noted by the County of San Diego. 
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Response to Comment Letter I46 
Joe Bradley via Breanna Frazier 

 
I46-1: The comment is a forwarded email of letter I45. See the responses for comment letter I45. 
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Response to Comment Letter I47 
Alex Fernandez 

 
I47-1: See response to comment I44-2 in comment letter I44. 
 
I47-2:  See response to comment I44-3 in comment letter I44. 
 
I47-3: See response to comment I44-4 in comment letter I44. 
 
I47-4: See response to comment I44-5 in comment letter I44. 
 
I47-5: See response to comment I44-6 in comment letter I44. 

I47-6: See response to comment I44-7 in comment letter I44. 
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Response to Comment Letter I48 
Carri Fernandez 

 
I48-1: See response to comment I44-2 in comment letter I44. 
 
I48-2: See response to comment I44-3 in comment letter I44. 
 
I48-3: See response to comment I44-4 in comment letter I44. 
 
I48-4: See response to comment I44-5 in comment letter I44. 
 
I48-5: See response to comment I44-6 in comment letter I44. 

I48-6: See response to comment I44-7 in comment letter I44. 
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Response to Comment Letter I49 
Jessica Lloyd 

 
I49-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I49-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I49-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I49-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3.  
 
I49-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I50 
Elizabeth Pasimio 

 
I50-1: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I50-2: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I50-3: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I50-4: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
 
I50-5: See response to comment I3-6 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I51 
Donna Hodge 

 
I51-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. The 
County of San Diego acknowledges their opposition. This comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I52 
Trang Kay 

 
I52-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project). 
The commenter also states that the project will cause pollution, noise, traffic, and homelessness.  
 
The commenter does not specify what type of pollution they are concerned about. Regarding potential 
hazards and hazardous materials, see response to comment I44-6 under comment letter I44 for 
responses to that concern. Regarding potential air quality impacts, see the response to comment I21-8 
under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern.  
 
Regarding potential noise impacts, see the response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for 
responses to that concern.  
 
The commenter does not specify what type of traffic impacts they are concerned about. Regarding 
potential traffic congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to 
that concern. Regarding potential safety concerns of traffic entering and exiting the project site, see 
response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern.   
 
Regarding homelessness, see Global Response GR-2 for responses to that concern. 
 
The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, substantial evidence does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  
 
I52-2: The commenter states their opposition to the project. The County of San Diego acknowledges their 
opposition. This comment does not raise an issue with the content of the Draft MND. No further response 
is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I53 
Tirsa Rodriguez 

 
I53-1: This is an introductory comment in which the commenter introduces themselves as a resident of 
Bonita and describes activities that she and her family participate in within Bonita. This comment does 
not raise an issue with the content of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No response is required. 

I53-2: The commenter states that the introduction of a commercial building will change the rural character 
of the neighborhood. In response, please refer to Global Response GR-1 for a discussion of community 
character. For concerns about potential traffic congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to that concern.  Regarding potential safety concerns related to traffic 
entering and exiting the project site, see response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses 
to that concern. For concerns about light pollution, please see response to comment I31-3 under 
comment letter I31 to that concern. 
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Response to Comment Letter I54 
Glenda Slater 

 
I54-1: The commenter states they are a resident of Bonita and states their opposition to the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita Project. In response, the County of San Diego acknowledges their opposition. This 
comment does not raise a concern regarding the adequacy of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I55 
Dave Witt 

 
I55-1: The commenter states that the intersection of Quarry Road and Sweetwater Road is unsafe. 
Please refer to response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for a discussion of traffic conditions 
near the project site. 
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Response to Comment Letter I56 
Jake Hill 

I56-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project). 
This comment does not raise a concern regarding the adequacy of the Draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND). No further response is required. 

I56-2: The commenter introduces themselves as a resident of Sunnyside and Bonita and states that they 
utilize the trails and open spaces in Bonita. This comment does not raise a concern regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft MND. No further response is required. 

I56-3: The commenter states that the project will attract homeless/unhoused persons. The commenter 
also states that rezoning the property to commercial removes open space that would otherwise remain 
zoned as Rural Residential.  

The property is zoned Rural Residential (RR), which permits self-storage facilities and recreational 
vehicle parking with a Major Use Permit pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. The project 
site would not be rezoned as commercial. It should be noted that the project site is not designated public 
open space and is zoned for development. No further response is required.  

Regarding potentially attracting homeless/unhoused persons, which is not an environmental impact 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this comment is noted. The commenter mentions 
unmonitored areas. It should be noted that wrought iron fencing that is 6 feet tall would border the 
proposed self-storage and recreational vehicle use area for security purposes and security cameras 
would be installed. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 for a discussion of social and economic 
impacts in the context of the CEQA. No further response is required. 

I56-4: The commenter states that the project will negatively impact trails and open spaces in the project 
area.  

In response, regarding trails, there are no County of San Diego (County) trails on the property. As 
explained in the Initial Study Project Description, in coordination with the County, a 20-foot-wide public 
trail easement is proposed around the perimeter of the project as well as a 16-foot-wide public trail 
easement through the proposed biological open easement area that would be dedicated to the County, 
which would connect to other existing and/or planned County trails. Along Quarry Road, the project would 
construct a 10-foot-wide multi-use pathway along the entire project frontage. Within the remainder of the 
trail easement around the perimeter of the project site, a 6-foot-wide public trail with decomposed granite 
surfacing would be constructed within the trail easement. Maintenance of the trail would be the 
responsibility of the property owner. No further response is necessary. 

The commentor does not explain how or why open spaces would be impacted by the project. Refer to 
Global Response GR-1 for responses to aesthetic concerns. It should be noted that a portion of the site 
(1.97 acres) would remain in a biological open space easement, which would allow for the retention of 
views of the existing undeveloped land. No further response is required.  

The commenter has not supported their statements with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].  

I56-5: The commenter restates their opposition to the project. This comment does not raise a concern 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft MND. No further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I57 
Veronica Kahn (Letter 3 of 3) 

 
I57-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. The 
County of San Diego acknowledges their opposition. This comment does not raise a concern regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further response is required. 

I57-2: The commenter attached images of the project site to the email. These comments have been 
received and acknowledged by the County of San Diego. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I58 
Jose Barron 

 
I58-1: This comment introduces the letter with the commenter’s address. No response is necessary. 
 
I58-2: The comment is an opinion of the presentation and the proposed site use. It does not provide a 
critique of the environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No response is 
necessary. 
 
I58-3: The comment suggests the site is in a flood zone. As described in Section X(d) – Hydrology and 
Water Quality of the Initial Study, the project site is not in a Federal Emergency Management Agency 
special flood zone. Additionally, the built-out drainage conditions are assessed in this same section of the 
Initial Study, and no significant hydrology or water quality impacts are identified. 
 
I58-4: The comment identifies a concern about unsafe driving conditions on Sweetwater Road. See 
response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for a response to concerns about potential safety 
concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site. Regarding potential traffic congestion, see 
response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern.   

 
I58-5: The comment identifies a concern about the existing sewer system in proximity to the commenter’s 
home but does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft MND. As stated in Section XIX, 
Utilities and Service Systems, of the Initial Study, the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project) 
would involve the construction of a six-inch sewer line to connect to the existing main in Quarry Road. 
The San Diego County Sanitation District has provided a service availability letter that indicates they 
would be able to service the proposed project. No additional response is necessary. 
 
I58-6: This comment has been noted by the County of San Diego. 
 
I58-7: This comment pertains to the planning committee and does not include a critique of the 
environmental analysis of the Draft MND. No response is necessary. 
 
I58-8: This comment reiterates the traffic and sewer concerns. Please see response to comment I3-4 
under comment letter I3 and response to comments 158-4 and I58-5, above. 
 
I58-9: This comment is a closing remark. No response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter I59 
James Carter 

 
I59-1: The commenter states their opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project (project) 
because they believe it would conflict with the area’s natural beauty and open space. See Global 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of the project’s visual and aesthetic impacts. 
 
I59-2: This comment includes mention of traffic concerns, crime concerns, and aesthetic concerns. 
Regarding traffic concerns related to traffic entering and exiting the project site, see response to comment 
I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. Regarding potential traffic congestion, see 
response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern.  Regarding potential 
crime, see GR-2, which discusses social and economic concerns. Regarding the blocking of views, see 
Global Response GR-1, which discusses the project’s less-than-significant visual and aesthetic impacts. 
 
I59-3: The comment mentions concerns about property values. See response to comment GR-2, which 
includes a discussion of social and economic impacts. 
 
I59-4: This comment is acknowledged by the County of San Diego. It does not contain a specific critique 
of the environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I60 
Alex Fernandez 

 
I60-1: The comment raises questions about whether self-storage units are appropriate for the area. Refer 
to response to comment O1-1 under comment letter O1.  
 
I60-2: This comment pertains to the operations of a facility that is not part of the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita Project (project) and contains speculation regarding the potential types of users of 
the project site. Additionally, the commenter mentions traffic generation concerns. Regarding operations, 
see response to comment O1-2 under comment letter O1. Regarding traffic, see response to comment 
I3-4 under comment letter I3. 
 
I60-3: The commenter describes features of the project including the height, proximity to adjacent homes, 
and operational hours, and they describe their general concerns related to the increased public activity 
these features could generate. See response to comment O1-3 under comment letter O1. 
 
I60-4: This comment generally describes the rural land uses of the area. It does not have a specific 
critique of an environmental issue analyzed in the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The 
comment is noted by the County of San Diego; no additional response is necessary. 
 
I60-5: The comment raises concerns about the project’s potential noise impacts. See response to 
comment O1-3 under comment letter O1.  
 
I60-6: The comment raises concerns about the project’s potential impacts related to polluted surface 
runoff. See response to comment I44-6 under comment letter I44. 
 
I60-7: The commenter states their belief that the proposed use of the site is in opposition to the existing 
and surrounding rural residential. See response to comment O1-4 under comment letter O1. 
 
I60-8: The commenter states opposition to the project. In response, the County of San Diego 
acknowledges the commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I61 
Carri Fernandez 

 
I61-1: See response to comment I60-1 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-2: See response to comment I60-2 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-3: See response to comment I60-3 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-4: See response to comment I60-4 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-5: See response to comment I60-5 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-6: See response to comment I60-6 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-7: See response to comment I60-7 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-8: See response to comment I60-8 under comment letter I60.  
 
I61-9: This is a duplicate letter with the same comments as above. Refer to response to comments I61-1 
to I61-8. 
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Response to Comment Letter I62 
April Hernandez 

 
I62-1: The comment is a general introduction to the letter and the commenter’s concerns. The County of 
San Diego (County) acknowledges this comment. It does not have a specific critique of the environmental 
analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No further response is necessary.  
 
I62-2: The comment contains a description of Bonita’s rural character and history. This comment is 
acknowledged by the County of San Diego (County). For a discussion of the Secure Space Self Storage 
Bonita Project’s (project) less-than-significant aesthetics impact and its relation to the community 
character, see Global Response GR-1.  
 
I62-3: The comment describes the open space and natural features of Bonita. It does not include a 
specific critique of the environmental analysis of the Draft MND; however, see Global Response GR-1 
for a discussion of the project’s less-than-significant aesthetics impact and its relation to the community 
character. No further response is necessary. 
 
I62-4: The comment includes a discussion of the potential users and/or purpose of the proposed storage 
facility. These comments pertain to speculation about the population that will use the self-storage spaces 
and do not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; 
therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I62-5: The commenter is concerned about potential traffic impacts resulting from the project. Regarding 
potential traffic congestion, see response to comment I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to 
that concern. Regarding potential safety concerns of traffic entering and exiting the project site, see 
response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. 
 
I62-6: The comment includes a discussion of the desired avoidance of development in the project area. 
It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; 
therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I62-7: The commenter mentions wildlife they have seen in the area and their general concern about the 
project’s impacts on wildlife. See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3 for responses to 
that concern. 
 
I62-8: The commenter has concerns about potential light pollution. See response to comment I35-3 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to that concern.  
 
I62-9: The commenter mentions their concerns about the potential aesthetic impact of the project and 
mentions the need for additional trees for screening.  See Global Response GR-1 for a discussion of the 
project’s less-than-significant aesthetic impacts and its relation to community character. It should be 
noted that the project would result in 64 net new trees (for a total of 80 trees), which are expected to 
exceed 20 feet in height once fully grown. No further responses are required. 
 
I62-10: The comment addresses concerns about the trash and litter left behind by potential users of the 
proposed storage facility and the homeless/unhoused. These concerns are social and economic in nature 
and are not required to be addressed in California Environmental Quality Act documents. See Global 
Response GR-2.  
 
I62-11: The commenter generally states their beliefs about how the project would affect the existing 
community characteristics. Regarding aesthetic and visual concerns, see Global Response GR-1 for 
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responses to those concerns. Regarding a potential effect on home values, see Global Response GR-2 
for responses to that concern. No further response is necessary. 
 
I62-12: This comment ends the letter. The comment is noted, and no further response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter I63 
LaNelle Kidd 

 
I63-1: The comment is a general introduction to the commenter’s opposition to the Secure Space Self 
Storage Bonita Project (project). It does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). No response is necessary; however, it should 
be noted the project would not include a rezoning. Project approval includes a Major Use Permit that 
allows for the proposed self-storage facility in the existing rural residential (RR) zone upon making the 
required findings in the County’s Zoning Ordinance Section 7358.  
 
I63-2: The commenter is concerned the project would change the character and appearance of the 
surrounding community. For a response regarding aesthetic and visual concerns, see Global Response 
GR-1. Refer to response I3-3 in comment letter I3 for a discussion of trails on and adjacent to the project 
site. Refer to response I3-5 for a discussion wildlife and response to comment I77-37 under comment 
letter I77 for a discussion about domesticated animals. 
 
I63-3: The commenter is concerned about the potential for floods on the project site and about onsite 
surface runoff in the built-out condition. As described in Section X(d), the project site is not in a Federal 
Emergency Management Agency special flood zone. Flood risks on the project site are less than 
significant. Regarding the surface run-off, see Initial Study Section X – Hydrology and Water Quality for 
a full discussion of how surface run-off would flow in the built-out condition which demonstrates that all 
hydrological and water quality impacts would be less than significant.  
 
As explained in that section, a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP), including a Drainage 
Report, was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates (Initial Study Appendix F) consistent with the 
requirements of the County Best Management Practices (BMP) Design Manual. The proposed drainage 
from the building pad and driveway would be collected in a storm drain system that would connect to the 
storm drain piping located on the southern end of the site. The BMPs for the project include a modular 
wetlands system for pollution control. Drainage would route to underground detention tanks for 
hydromodification control. Flows would then be discharged from the tanks to a proposed storm drain line 
that runs southerly on the eastern end of the site and discharges via a headwall into the existing creek to 
the south. These BMPs would be designed to meet hydromodification requirements and mitigate the 100-
year storm flows to maintain existing drainage patterns. The SWQMP specifies and describes the 
implementation process of all required BMPs that would address equipment operation and materials 
management, prevent the erosion process from occurring, and prevent sedimentation in any on-site and 
downstream drainage swales. BMPs would be implemented consistent with the requirements of the 
County BMP Design Manual during construction to control storm flows and introduce landscaping in order 
to preserve soils in the post-project condition. Post-construction, site drainage would remain the same. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, and impacts would be less than significant. In 
addition, because erosion and sedimentation would be controlled within the boundaries of the project 
site, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. Furthermore, the comment 
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained within the Draft 
MND; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
I63-4: The commenter raises general concerns about the project’s impacts related to home values, 
aesthetics, and light and noise pollution. Regarding home values, see Global Response GR-2, which 
discusses the relation between social and economic impacts and the California Environmental Quality 
Act. Regarding aesthetics, see Global Response GR-1, which addresses the project’s less-than-
significant aesthetic and visual impacts. Regarding light pollution, see response to comment I35-3 under 
comment letter I35 and Section I of the Initial Study for a discussion about how the project would address 
potential light pollution.  Regarding potential noise impacts, see the response to comment I21-7 under 
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comment letter I21 and Section XIII of the Initial Study for a discussion about the project’s less-than-
significant noise impacts. The project would result in less than significant aesthetic, light, and noise-
related impacts. 
 
I63-5: The comment is a restatement of the concern about the project’s potential to change the 
community character. See response to comment I63-2, above. 
 
I63-6: The commenter is concerned about the safety of horse trail crossings. This concern has been 
noted by the County of San Diego. The comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis of the Draft MND; no response is necessary. 
 
I63-7: The comment states a general objection to the project. The comment is noted by the County of 
San Diego. No response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I64 
LaNelle Kidd 

 
I64-1: See response to comment I63-1 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-2: See response to comment I63-2 in comment letter I63. 
 
I64-3: See response to comment I63-3 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-4: See response to comment I63-4 in comment letter I63. 
 
I64-5: See response to comment I63-5 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-6: See response to comment I63-6 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-7: See response to comment I63-7 in comment letter I63.   
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Response to Comment Letter I64 
LaNelle Kidd 

 
I64-1: See response to comment I63-1 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-2: See response to comment I63-2 in comment letter I63. 
 
I64-3: See response to comment I63-3 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-4: See response to comment I63-4 in comment letter I63. 
 
I64-5: See response to comment I63-5 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-6: See response to comment I63-6 in comment letter I63.  
 
I64-7: See response to comment I63-7 in comment letter I63.   
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Response to Comment Letter I65 
Mark Kukuchek 

 
I65-1: The commenter generally supports the Secure Space Self Storage Bonita Project. The County of 
San Diego has noted this comment. No response is necessary.   
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Response to Comment Letter I66 
Anita Mercado 

 
I66-1: The commenter introduces themselves as a resident of Bonita in opposition to the Secure Space 
Self-Storage Bonita Project (project). In response, the County of San Diego (County) acknowledges the 
commenters’ opposition to the project. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis contained within the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND); therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I66-2: The commenter is concerned about whether the self-storage facility is an appropriate project for 
the area. In response, the County acknowledges this comment. The comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is 
required. 

I66-3: The comment references the number of self-storage facilities in the area. In response, the County 
acknowledges this comment. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 

I66-4: The comment states that there is another self-storage facility one mile from the project site. In 
response, the County acknowledges this comment. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis contained within the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 

166-5: The comment pertains to the operations of the self-storage facility and contains speculation 
regarding the potential types of users of the project site. In response, the County acknowledges this 
comment. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained within 
the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 

166-6: The comment pertains to the operations of the self-storage facility and contains speculation 
regarding the potential types of users of the project. The comments do not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. The commenter is concerned about potential 
traffic impacts resulting from the project. Regarding potential traffic congestion, see response to comment 
I21-7 under comment letter I21 for responses to that concern. 

I66-7: The commenter has concerns about the project’s impacts on the existing visual and community 
character. See Global Response GR-1, which has a discussion of the project’s less-than-significant 
aesthetic impacts, for a response to these concerns.  The commenter also requests the denial of the 
project.  The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft MND. No response is required; however, the County has noted this comment.  

166-8: The commenter is concerned about unsafe driving conditions due to increased recreational 
vehicle traffic along Sweetwater Road and at the intersection of Quarry Road and Sweetwater Road. In 
response, see response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that concern. 

I66-9: The comment raises a general concern about the project’s impact on the area’s rural character. 
See Global Response GR-1 for a response to these concerns.   

The commenter has not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, substantial evidence does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384].   



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-178- 
 
 

 
 
 

  

Comment Letter I67 

I67-1 

I67-2 

I67-3 

I67-5 

I67-6 

I67-7 

I67-8 

 

 

I67-4 

I67-9 



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-179- 
 

Response to Comment Letter I67 
Jaime Mercado 

 
I67-1: See response to comment I66-1 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-2: See response to comment I66-2 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-3: See response to comment I66-3 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-4: See response to comment I66-4 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-5: See response to comment I66-5 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-6: See response to comment I66-6 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-7: See response to comment I66-7 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-8: See response to comment I66-8 under comment letter I66. 
 
I67-9: See response to comment I66-9 under comment letter I66. 
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Response to Comment Letter I68 
Lucy Nava 

 
I68-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I68-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I68-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I68-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I68-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I69 
Lily Navarro 

 
I69-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I69-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I69-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I69-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. 
 
I69-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I70 
Jasmine Reyes 

 
I70-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I70-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I70-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I70-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I70-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I71 
Cathleen Denise Santos 

 
I71-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I71-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I71-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I71-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I71-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I72 
Stephen and Elizabeth Stonehouse 

 
I72-1: The comment is an email introduction to the attached letter. No further response is required. 
 
I72-2: The comment has information about the project and introduces the commenters’ concerns 
including their opposition to the project. In response, the County of San Diego (County) acknowledges 
their opposition. No further response is required. 
 
I72-3: The commenters reference policies and recommendations in the Sweetwater Community Plan 
(adopted 1977 and amended 2014) that pertain to how and where commercial development is 
recommended for expansion and a related marketing analysis. This comment is noted. The applicable 
Sweetwater Community Plan provision pertains to the expansion of commercially designated areas. 
Neither the land use designation nor the zoning designation for the project will be changed to commercial 
as part of the project. See the response to comment I72-4 below. Therefore, no marketing analysis is 
required for the project. Furthermore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, including 
Initial Studies and Mitigated Negative Declarations (MND), do not typically include economic or market 
analysis reports as part of their supporting documents because they are not technical documents that 
support the assessment of a project’s physical environmental impacts. As such, this comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft MND, and no further 
response is required. 
 
I72-4: The commenters reference a policy and recommendation in the Sweetwater Community Plan that 
pertains to the development of sites for industrial manufacturing use. The project is not an industrial 
manufacturing land use. As described in Section 7 (Project Description) of the Initial Study, the site is 
subject to General Plan Regional Category Village and Land Use Designation Village Residential 2 
(VR-2). The VR-2 Land Use Designation is consistent with the Rural Residential (RR) zone that permits 
the self-storage facility and recreational vehicle (RV) parking with the issuance of a Major Use Permit for 
Commercial Use Types, pursuant to County of San Diego (County) Zoning Ordinance Section 2185.c. 
The project is in conformance with County Zoning Ordinance Section 6909 for mini-warehouse storage 
and RV parking. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis of the Draft MND; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
I72-5: The commenters are concerned about whether the vehicles on the project site would be a source 
of pollution that could affect the Sweetwater River. In response, see response to comment I44-6 under 
comment letter I44 for responses to that concern. . Additionally, as noted in I63-3, a Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan would be prepared that would include Best Management Practices to address pollution 
control and protect downstream water quality. No further response is required.   
 
I72-6: The comment is a statement that no industrial or manufacturing exists in the Sweetwater 
Community Plan area. See response to comment I72-4 above. 
 
I72-7: The commenters are concerned about potential safety concerns related to traffic entering and 
exiting the project site. See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3 for responses to that 
concern.  
 
I72-8: The commenters claim that the size and bulk of the project was not addressed in the Draft MND.  
The size and bulk of the project was addressed in Section I, Aesthetics, of the Initial Study. See 
specifically Section I(c) for a discussion of how the proposed buildings would result in a 
less-than-significant impact on the visual characteristics of the surrounding area. The impacts were found 
to be less than significant. For additional discussion, see Global Response GR-1. 
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I72-9: The commenters mention a general opposition for storage facilities in the community and state 
that there are other self-storage facilities five miles from the project site. This comment is noted by the 
County. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft 
MND; no further response is required. 
 
The commenters have not supported their arguments with any evidence, let alone required substantial 
evidence. [Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 
197 Cal.App.4th 327, 335]. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, substantial evidence does not 
include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical impacts on the environment.” [Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e); 14 CCR §§ 15064(f)(6) and 15384]. 
  



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-193- 
 
 
  

Comment Letter I73 

I73-1 



Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita   
PDS2021-MUP-21-009, PDS2022-CC-22-0102, PDS2021-ER-21-18-003 December 6, 2024  

-RTC-194- 
 

Response to Comment Letter I73 
Eric Ulrich 

 
I73-1: The comment is a statement of opposition for the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project and 
notes the zoning of the property. See response to comment I40-4 under comment letter I40 for a response 
to the concerns about zoning. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further response is required; 
however, it has been noted by the County of San Diego. 
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Response to Comment Letter I74 
Frank Valdez 

 
I74-1: See response to comment I3-1 under comment letter I3. 
 
I74-2: See response to comment I3-2 under comment letter I3. 
 
I74-3: See response to comment I3-3 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I35-4 under 
comment letter I35 for responses to concerns regarding rerouting trails on the property. 
 
I74-4: See response to comment I3-4 under comment letter I3. See response to comment I21-7 under 
comment letter I21 for responses to concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
 
I74-5: See response to comment I3-5 under comment letter I3. 
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Response to Comment Letter I75 
Gregory Ward 

 
I75-1: The comment is a statement of opposition for the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. The 
comment also mentions an impact to property values. See Global Response G-2, which includes a 
discussion of social and economic impacts. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No further response 
is required; however, it has been noted by the County of San Diego. 
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Response to Comment Letter I76 
Susan Heavilin 

 
I76-1: The comment is a statement of opposition to the Secure Space Self-Storage Bonita Project. It 
does not critique the environmental analysis of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. No response is 
required; however, the comment has been noted by the County of San Diego.  
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Response to Comment Letter I77 
Susan Krzywicki 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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