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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

September 1, 2022 
 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services, 
will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act for the following project. The Department is seeking public 
and agency input on the scope and content of the environmental information to be contained in 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A Notice of Preparation (NOP) document, which contains 
a description of the probable environmental effects of the project, can be reviewed at the following 
website link: http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa_public_review.html. 
 
QUESTHAVEN, PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. 
PDS2020-ER-20-08-008.  
 
Description of the Project: 
The Questhaven Project (Project) consists of a Tentative Map, Site Plan, Density Bonus Permit, 
and an Administrative Permit on approximately 89.23 acres (Figure 4). The Project consists of 76 
single-family residential homes on 18.27 acres, recreation uses on 0.31 acres, and water quality 
detention basins on 2.4 acres. The Project also includes open space on approximately 63.9 acres 
that would provide for biological open space and fuel-modification zones. The Project is designed 
to cluster development in the northern portion of the Project site in order to allow for the 
development of residential uses while providing biological open space in the southern portion of 
the site.  The Project also includes 0.09-acre of off-site clearing within an existing right-of-way. 
The Project proposes seven affordable housing units as part of the Density Bonus application. 
The Project density is consistent with the General Plan Designations of the property by calculating 
density on the property in accordance with the Density Bonus Program defined by State law and 
the County Zoning Ordinance (Figure 3). Zoning Use Regulations for the site is Rural Residential 
(RR) and Open Space (S80). The General Plan Designations for the Site are Semi-Rural (SR-1 
and SR-10) and the General Plan Regional Categories for the site are Semi-Rural and No 
Jurisdiction.  
 
Location of the Project: 
The Project is located in unincorporated San Diego County within the San Dieguito Community 
Plan Area on approximately 89.23 acres, immediately south and west of the City of San Marcos 
and east of the City of Carlsbad (Figures 1 and 2).  Interstate 5 (I-5) is located approximately 5.3 
miles west of the Project site.  Specifically, the Project site is located south of San Elijo Road and 
east of Denning Drive.  Access to the site would be from San Elijo Road to the north.  
 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa_public_review.html


 

Probable Environmental Effects of Project: 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a), the County has determined that an EIR 
is required for the project and has elected to not prepare an Initial Study. The County anticipates 
that the EIR will evaluate impacts for the following subject areas in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G:  
• Aesthetics 
• Biological Resources 
• Geology and Soils 
• Hydrology and Water 

Quality 
• Noise 
• Recreation 
• Utilities and Service 

Systems 

• Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

• Cultural Resources 
• Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Population and Housing 
• Transportation 
• Wildfire 

• Air Quality 
• Energy 
• Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 
• Mineral Resources 
• Public Services 
• Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

 
Full documentation regarding if the project will have significant impacts to the following subject 
areas will be provided in the EIR. In the event that the project requires a Habitat Loss Permit or 
similar permit requiring public review/disclosure, it is anticipated that the public review will be 
conducted during the public review period for the EIR. The EIR will include mitigation measures 
related to potential impacts as well as alternatives for the Project. We are asking you to provide 
comments on the proposed project related to feasible mitigation measures and project 
alternatives that should be considered in the EIR. 
 
An online/phone-in public scoping meeting/teleconference will be held to solicit comments on the 
NOP. This meeting will be held virtually on Tuesday, September 20, 2022, at 6:00 p.m. and will 
end by 7:30 p.m. The meeting may be accessed at this web link: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/ceqa/TM-5643  
 
Comments on this NOP document must be received no later than October 3, 2022 at 4:00 p.m. 
(a 32-day public review period). Comments on the NOP must be sent to Sean Oberbauer, 
Planning & Development Services, 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310, San Diego, CA 92123 or 
emailed to sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov. 
 
County of San Diego Contact: 
Sean Oberbauer 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(619) 323-5287 
sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
Attachments: 
 Figure 1 – Regional Map 
 Figure 2 – Project Aerial 
 Figure 3 – Density Map 
 Figure 4 – Project Layout 

https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/ceqa/TM-5643
mailto:sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov


24,000

Planning and Development Services

0.8

1:

WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere

Miles0.80 0.38

Legend
Parcels



24,000

Planning and Development Services

0.8

1:

WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere

Miles0.80 0.38

Legend
Parcels
USGS Quad Index
Municipal Boundaries

CARLSBAD

CHULA VISTA

CORONADO

DEL MAR

EL CAJON

ENCINITAS

ESCONDIDO

IMPERIAL BEACH

LA MESA

LEMON GROVE

NATIONAL CITY

OCEANSIDE

POWAY

SAN DIEGO

SAN MARCOS

SANTEE

SOLANA BEACH

VISTA





FH

 V

FH

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V

 V V

 V

FH

∆

∆

Feet
0 150 300

SCALE 1":150'



From: Angelina Gutierrez
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Desiree Morales Whitman; John Flores
Subject: [External] Questhaven Project
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 3:12:01 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Questhaven Project.pdf

Please see attached file thank you.
 
 

Respectfully,
 
Angelina Gutierrez
Tribal Historic Preservation Office-Monitor Supervisor
San Pasqual Environmental Department
angelinag@sanpasqualtribe.org
Phone (760) 651-5219
Cell: (760) 803-5648

 

mailto:angelinag@sanpasqualtribe.org
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Desireem@sanpasqualtribe.org
mailto:JohnF@sanpasqualtribe.org
mailto:angelinag@sanpasqualtribe.org
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September 20, 2022 
 


Sean Oberbauer 
County Of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services  
5510 Overland Avenue Suite 310 
San Diego Ca 92123 
        Sent via E-mail 


 
RE: Questhaven Project 


Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 
 
The San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians Tribal Historic Preservation Office has 
received your notification of the project referenced above. This letter constitutes our 
response on behalf of Desiree M. Whitman THPO of the San Pasqual Band of Mission 
Indians.  
 
We have consulted our maps and determined that the project as described is not 
within the boundaries of the recognized San Pasqual Indian Reservation. It is, 
however, within the boundaries of the territory that the tribe considers its Traditional 
Use Area (TUA). Furthermore, As the project progresses, we would like to engage in 
formal government-to-government consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA so 
that San Pasqual can have a voice in the development of the measures that will be 
taken to protect these sites and mitigate any adverse impacts. We would appreciate 
being given access to any cultural resource reports that have been or will be 
generated during the environmental review process so we can contribute most 
effectively to the consultation process.  
 
We appreciate your involvement with your initiative and look forward to working with 
you on future efforts. If you have questions or need additional information, please do 
not hesitate to contact me by telephone at 760-651-5142 or 
angelinag@sanpasqualtribe.org 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 


 


Angelina Gutierrez 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Deputy THPO/Monitor Supervisor 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
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September 20, 2022 
 

Sean Oberbauer 
County Of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services  
5510 Overland Avenue Suite 310 
San Diego Ca 92123 
        Sent via E-mail 

 
RE: Questhaven Project 

Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 
 
The San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians Tribal Historic Preservation Office has 
received your notification of the project referenced above. This letter constitutes our 
response on behalf of Desiree M. Whitman THPO of the San Pasqual Band of Mission 
Indians.  
 
We have consulted our maps and determined that the project as described is not 
within the boundaries of the recognized San Pasqual Indian Reservation. It is, 
however, within the boundaries of the territory that the tribe considers its Traditional 
Use Area (TUA). Furthermore, As the project progresses, we would like to engage in 
formal government-to-government consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA so 
that San Pasqual can have a voice in the development of the measures that will be 
taken to protect these sites and mitigate any adverse impacts. We would appreciate 
being given access to any cultural resource reports that have been or will be 
generated during the environmental review process so we can contribute most 
effectively to the consultation process.  
 
We appreciate your involvement with your initiative and look forward to working with 
you on future efforts. If you have questions or need additional information, please do 
not hesitate to contact me by telephone at 760-651-5142 or 
angelinag@sanpasqualtribe.org 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 

Angelina Gutierrez 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Deputy THPO/Monitor Supervisor 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
 



From: buncelaw@aol.com
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Questhaven, PDS2020-TM-5643, etc.
Date: Thursday, September 8, 2022 3:49:04 PM

Dear Mr. Oberbauer,

The Barona Band of Mission Indians is a federally-
recognized Indian tribe whose reservation is located in
rural eastern San Diego County.  I serve as its Tribal
Attorney and often handle cultural
resource/environmental issues for the Tribe.

I recently saw the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the
above project.  At this early stage, the only comment is
that the Tribe is very interested in possible cultural
resources that might be present on or below the surface
of the site.  Without at lest a records search and an initial
walk-over, it is not possible to tell what might be present. 
So please gather at least some data in this regard so
that the presence and significance of any tribal cultural
resources can be assessed.  Also, AB 52 consultation
will probably be welcome, depending on what resources
maybe present and other factors.

Please make me your point of contact for the Barona
Band regarding this project.

Sincerely,

    Art Bunce
    Tribal Atorney

mailto:buncelaw@aol.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov


From: Beth Houser
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Questhaven Proposed Project
Date: Friday, September 23, 2022 11:09:08 AM

Hello Sean
I just was made aware of the proposed housing development at San Elijo Road. I read the
information and looked at the powerpoint. As a 12 year resident of San Elijo Hills, with a
child attending San Elijo Middle, and part of the residents who had to evacuate during the
2014 fires, I would like to know how the adding  kids to the already overcrowded schools will
be addressed? How will the schools manage capacity levels?

 Also, how do you ease the already high volume, and congested traffic concerns that our
residents have been bringing to the attention of the city council since the last fire. It is a
complete nightmare to get through this area during school drop-off and pick-up times,
especially when we have no school buses. Not to mention evacuation when there is another
fire, it took hours for people to get out of this area. 

Are these very real current problems being taken in to consideration before you make them
worse by adding additional population to this area?

What is the benefit of adding additional homes? What is the added value to this community?

Regards
Beth Houser
825 Hollowbrook Ct. 
San Marcos, CA 92078

mailto:bab9916@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov


From: Dodson, Kimberly@DOT
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; Eaton, Maurice A@DOT
Subject: [External] Questhaven Project NOP SCH#2022090029
Date: Thursday, September 29, 2022 11:29:15 AM
Attachments: SD_78_12.916_Questhaven_NOP 09-29-2022.pdf

Hi Sean,
 
Please see the attached comment letter for the Questhaven Project NOP
SCH#2022090029.
 
Thank you,
 
Kimberly D. Dodson, GISP, M. Eng.
Associate Transportation Planner
Caltrans District 11 LDR Branch
4050 Taylor St., MS-240
San Diego, CA 92110
Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov
Telework phone: 619-985-1587
 

mailto:kimberly.dodson@dot.ca.gov
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:maurice.eaton@dot.ca.gov
mailto:Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov



 


“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


DISTRICT 11 
4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 
(619) 709-5152 |  FAX (619) 688-4299 TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov  
 
 
September 29, 2022 


11-SD-78 
PM 12.916 


Questhaven 
NOP/SCH#2022090029 


Mr. Sean Oberbauer 
Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
County of San Diego 
5510 Overland Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Dear Mr. Oberbauer:  
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Notice of Preparation for the Questhaven 
project located near State Route 78 (SR-78). The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe 
and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the 
environment.  The Local Development Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects 
and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.   
 
Safety is one of Caltrans’ strategic goals.  Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 
the first year without a single death or serious injury on California’s roads.  We are 
striving for more equitable outcomes for the transportation network’s diverse 
users.  To achieve these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful 
collaboration with our partners.  We encourage the implementation of new 
technologies, innovations, and best practices that will enhance the safety on 
the transportation network.  These pursuits are both ambitious and urgent, and 
their accomplishment involves a focused departure from the status quo as we 
continue to institutionalize safety in all our work. 
 
Caltrans is committed to prioritizing projects that are equitable and provide 
meaningful benefits to historically underserved communities, to ultimately improve 
transportation accessibility and quality of life for people in the communities we serve.   
 
We look forward to working with the County of San Diego in areas where the County 
and Caltrans have joint jurisdiction to improve the transportation network and 
connections between various modes of travel, with the goal of improving the 
experience of those who use the transportation system. 



http://www.dot.ca.gov/





Mr. Sean Oberbauer, Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
September 29, 2022 
Page 2 
 
 


“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


Caltrans has the following comments: 
 
Traffic Impact Study   
 


• A Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) based Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be 
provided for this project.  Please use the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research Guidance to identify VMT related impacts.1    


 
• The TIS may also need to identify the proposed project’s near-term and 


long-term safety or operational issues, on or adjacent to any existing or 
proposed State facilities. 


 
Complete Streets and Mobility Network  
 
Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, 
access and mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation network.  Caltrans 
supports improved transit accommodation through the provision of Park and Ride 
facilities, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and safety improvements, signal 
prioritization for transit, bus on shoulders, ramp improvements, or other enhancements 
that promotes a complete and integrated transportation network.  Early coordination 
with Caltrans, in locations that may affect both Caltrans and the County of San Diego 
is encouraged. 
 
To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve California’s Climate Change target, 
Caltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change policies into State 
Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) projects to meet multi-modal 
mobility needs. Caltrans looks forward to working with the County to evaluate 
potential Complete Streets projects.  
 
Maintaining bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is 
important. Mitigation to maintain bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during 
construction is in accordance with Caltrans’ goals and policies. 
 
Land Use and Smart Growth  
 
Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use.  
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State 
transportation facilities.  In particular, the pattern of land use can affect both local 
vehicle miles traveled and the number of trips.  Caltrans supports collaboration with 


 
1 California Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 2018. "Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA."  https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf  



https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf





Mr. Sean Oberbauer, Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
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Page 3 
 
 


“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


local agencies to work towards a safe, functional, interconnected, multi-modal 
transportation network integrated through applicable “smart growth” type land use 
planning and policies. 
 
The County should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement necessary 
improvements at intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint 
jurisdiction. 
 
Environmental 
 
Caltrans welcomes the opportunity to be a Responsible Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as we have some discretionary authority of a 
portion of the project that is in Caltrans’ R/W through the form of an encroachment 
permit process.  We look forward to the coordination of our efforts to ensure that 
Caltrans can adopt the alternative and/or mitigation measure for our R/W.   
 
An encroachment permit will be required for any work within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to 
construction. As part of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide 
approved final environmental documents for this project, corresponding technical 
studies, and necessary regulatory and resource agency permits.  Specifically, CEQA 
determination or exemption. The supporting documents must address all 
environmental impacts within the Caltrans’ R/W and address any impacts from 
avoidance and/or mitigation measures. 
  
We recommend that this project specifically identifies and assesses potential impacts 
caused by the project or impacts from mitigation efforts that occur within Caltrans’ 
R/W that includes impacts to the natural environment, infrastructure including but not 
limited to highways, roadways, structures, intelligent transportation systems elements, 
on-ramps and off-ramps, and appurtenant features including but not limited to 
lighting, signage, drainage, guardrail, slopes and landscaping.  Caltrans is interested in 
any additional mitigation measures identified for the project’s draft Environmental 
Document.  
 
Broadband  
 
Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning lessen the impacts of traffic 
on our roadways and surrounding communities. This reduces the amount of VMT and 
decreases the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other pollutants. The 
availability of affordable and reliable, high-speed broadband is a key component in 
supporting travel demand management and reaching the state’s transportation and 
climate action goals. 
 







Mr. Sean Oberbauer, Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
September 29, 2022 
Page 4 
 
 


“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


Right-of-Way 
 
• Per Business and Profession Code 8771, perpetuation of survey monuments by a 


licensed land surveyor is required, if they are being destroyed by any construction. 
• Any work performed within Caltrans’ R/W will require discretionary review and 


approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work 
within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to construction.   


 
Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by 
contacting the Caltrans Permits Office at (619) 688-6158 or emailing 
D11.Permits@dot.ca.gov or by visiting the website at 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep. Early coordination with 
Caltrans is strongly advised for all encroachment permits. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kimberly Dodson, LDR 
Coordinator, at (619) 985-1587 or by e-mail sent to Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov . 
 
Sincerely, 
 


Maurice A. Eaton 
 
MAURICE EATON 
Branch Chief 
Local Development Review  
 
 
 



mailto:D11.Permits@dot.ca.gov

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep

mailto:Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov
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September 29, 2022 

11-SD-78 
PM 12.916 

Questhaven 
NOP/SCH#2022090029 

Mr. Sean Oberbauer 
Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
County of San Diego 
5510 Overland Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Dear Mr. Oberbauer:  
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Notice of Preparation for the Questhaven 
project located near State Route 78 (SR-78). The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe 
and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the 
environment.  The Local Development Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects 
and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.   
 
Safety is one of Caltrans’ strategic goals.  Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 
the first year without a single death or serious injury on California’s roads.  We are 
striving for more equitable outcomes for the transportation network’s diverse 
users.  To achieve these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful 
collaboration with our partners.  We encourage the implementation of new 
technologies, innovations, and best practices that will enhance the safety on 
the transportation network.  These pursuits are both ambitious and urgent, and 
their accomplishment involves a focused departure from the status quo as we 
continue to institutionalize safety in all our work. 
 
Caltrans is committed to prioritizing projects that are equitable and provide 
meaningful benefits to historically underserved communities, to ultimately improve 
transportation accessibility and quality of life for people in the communities we serve.   
 
We look forward to working with the County of San Diego in areas where the County 
and Caltrans have joint jurisdiction to improve the transportation network and 
connections between various modes of travel, with the goal of improving the 
experience of those who use the transportation system. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

Caltrans has the following comments: 
 
Traffic Impact Study   
 

• A Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) based Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be 
provided for this project.  Please use the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research Guidance to identify VMT related impacts.1    

 
• The TIS may also need to identify the proposed project’s near-term and 

long-term safety or operational issues, on or adjacent to any existing or 
proposed State facilities. 

 
Complete Streets and Mobility Network  
 
Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, 
access and mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation network.  Caltrans 
supports improved transit accommodation through the provision of Park and Ride 
facilities, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and safety improvements, signal 
prioritization for transit, bus on shoulders, ramp improvements, or other enhancements 
that promotes a complete and integrated transportation network.  Early coordination 
with Caltrans, in locations that may affect both Caltrans and the County of San Diego 
is encouraged. 
 
To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve California’s Climate Change target, 
Caltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change policies into State 
Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) projects to meet multi-modal 
mobility needs. Caltrans looks forward to working with the County to evaluate 
potential Complete Streets projects.  
 
Maintaining bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is 
important. Mitigation to maintain bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during 
construction is in accordance with Caltrans’ goals and policies. 
 
Land Use and Smart Growth  
 
Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use.  
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State 
transportation facilities.  In particular, the pattern of land use can affect both local 
vehicle miles traveled and the number of trips.  Caltrans supports collaboration with 

 
1 California Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 2018. "Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA."  https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf  

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

local agencies to work towards a safe, functional, interconnected, multi-modal 
transportation network integrated through applicable “smart growth” type land use 
planning and policies. 
 
The County should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement necessary 
improvements at intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint 
jurisdiction. 
 
Environmental 
 
Caltrans welcomes the opportunity to be a Responsible Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as we have some discretionary authority of a 
portion of the project that is in Caltrans’ R/W through the form of an encroachment 
permit process.  We look forward to the coordination of our efforts to ensure that 
Caltrans can adopt the alternative and/or mitigation measure for our R/W.   
 
An encroachment permit will be required for any work within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to 
construction. As part of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide 
approved final environmental documents for this project, corresponding technical 
studies, and necessary regulatory and resource agency permits.  Specifically, CEQA 
determination or exemption. The supporting documents must address all 
environmental impacts within the Caltrans’ R/W and address any impacts from 
avoidance and/or mitigation measures. 
  
We recommend that this project specifically identifies and assesses potential impacts 
caused by the project or impacts from mitigation efforts that occur within Caltrans’ 
R/W that includes impacts to the natural environment, infrastructure including but not 
limited to highways, roadways, structures, intelligent transportation systems elements, 
on-ramps and off-ramps, and appurtenant features including but not limited to 
lighting, signage, drainage, guardrail, slopes and landscaping.  Caltrans is interested in 
any additional mitigation measures identified for the project’s draft Environmental 
Document.  
 
Broadband  
 
Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning lessen the impacts of traffic 
on our roadways and surrounding communities. This reduces the amount of VMT and 
decreases the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other pollutants. The 
availability of affordable and reliable, high-speed broadband is a key component in 
supporting travel demand management and reaching the state’s transportation and 
climate action goals. 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

Right-of-Way 
 
• Per Business and Profession Code 8771, perpetuation of survey monuments by a 

licensed land surveyor is required, if they are being destroyed by any construction. 
• Any work performed within Caltrans’ R/W will require discretionary review and 

approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work 
within the Caltrans’ R/W prior to construction.   

 
Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by 
contacting the Caltrans Permits Office at (619) 688-6158 or emailing 
D11.Permits@dot.ca.gov or by visiting the website at 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep. Early coordination with 
Caltrans is strongly advised for all encroachment permits. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kimberly Dodson, LDR 
Coordinator, at (619) 985-1587 or by e-mail sent to Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov . 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Maurice A. Eaton 
 
MAURICE EATON 
Branch Chief 
Local Development Review  
 
 
 

mailto:D11.Permits@dot.ca.gov
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep
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From: Camille Perkins
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Questhaven Tentative Map NOP Comments
Date: Monday, October 3, 2022 2:35:26 PM
Attachments: 2022 10 03 NOP Scoping letter response with appendices.pdf

Dear Mr. Oberbauer,

Attached please find comments to the NOP relating to the Questhaven Tentative Map Project.

I would be grateful if I could be added to the stakeholders list so I can receive future
notices/communications related to this project.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

SIncerely,
Camille Perkins

mailto:camille.perkins@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov



 
 


The Perkins Ranch at Copper Creek Hills / 3489 Lone Jack Road / Lone Jack Road / Encinitas, CA 92024 
 


October 3, 2022 


Via Email 


Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 


I was unable to attend the September 20, 2022 Notice of Preparation meeting concerning the 
Questhaven Tentative Map Project and sincerely thank County Staff in advance for considering the 
concerns raised in this letter (Questhaven Tentative Map Notice of Preparation, PDS2020-TM-5643; 
PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008) (“Questhaven Project”).   


These significant concerns include:  (1) stormwater and safety impacts to Copper Creek; (2) potential 
impacts from trail use originating from, or traversing through, the Questhaven Project, and (3) safety 
issues caused by proximity to the mostly unlined San Marcos landfill, including leaching landfill gases 
and leachate. 


We are very knowledgeable about these issues as my family has lived downstream of this project for 
more than 70 years and used to own the copper mine property, APN 223-081-51-00 described below, 
for most of that time.  


Issue 1: Stormwater and Safety Impacts to Copper Creek, Including to Potentially Polluted Mine Area 


This project must not add any stormwater or other water load to Copper Creek, including irrigation 
seepage.  Copper Creek cannot safely accommodate additional water, under any condition, including 
projected conditions caused by atmospheric rivers/”Megafloods”/changed rainfall patterns due to global 
heating.  It is already at a dangerous overcapacity, with flash floods.  Downstream of this project are 
mining residuals, multiple downstream dams, along with access roads and driveways crossing Copper 
Creek that serve hundreds of people.  All risks need to be understood, studied and fully mitigated. 


A better use of this property would be to mitigate the stormwater impacts arising upstream. 


This project can worsen conditions further, putting Lone Jack Road, the environment, downstream 
property owners and residents at risk: 


• Copper Creek is mostly within a narrow ravine and runs next to the partially unlined 
decommissioned San Marcos landfill. 


• Historically, Copper Creek had only intermittent, seasonal runoff and used to only run for short 
periods during years of heavy rainfall.  Many years the stream did not run at all.   


• In the early 2000s, with the construction of San Elijo Hills, the seasonal stream became a year-
round stream.  (The Questhaven Project states: “The area picks up considerable, year round 
runoff from large underground culvert/stormwater features.”) 


• It appears most or all of the nearly 2000-acre San Elijo Hills development is already diverted into 
Copper Creek.  The stream now experiences huge dangerous flash floods within minutes of 
rainfall and runs heavily for day(s). 


• We had understood from historic studies and plans that water was not supposed to be diverted 
into Copper Creek with the development of San Elijo Hills. 


• Copper Creek streambed is experiencing significant scouring and erosion. 
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• Downstream parcel APN 223-081-51-00 included the Encinitas Copper Mine.  Copper Creek was 
used in mining and/or ore extraction/smelting activities. 


o For many decades after 1951 when my family moved in, the area downstream from the 
mine had a very unusual and unnatural appearance.   


o Serious pollution is associated with copper mining activities from that era, including 
mercury. 


o For other historic mines, they seek sediment to bury toxic chemicals, not erosion and 
displacement of polluted soils. 


o People are using water downstream, including for wells, irrigation, fishing, livestock, 
recreation, etc. 


o I am also concerned about erosion, and its potential effects, on the mine property and 
downstream. 


• There are collection basins/dams downstream of this project, including the Lake Val Sereno area 
and the earthen dam just downstream of this project, owned by the Center for Natural Lands 
Management.  


o The dam owned by Center for Natural Lands Management (APN 223-081-51-00) appears 
to be eroded and undermined and could possibly be compromised.  Additional 
stormwater could easily cause the dam to further breach and fully wash away the 
recorded access road on top of this dam, with potentially catastrophic results 
downstream.   


o Any dam breach could cause environmental, property and loss of life, in addition to 
cutting off roadway access for a large number of homes/residents. 


• Downstream roadways and driveways are at risk.  Many driveways and roadways downstream 
cross Copper Creek and have been rendered periodically inaccessible or been washing out due 
to increased stormwater flows down Copper Creek.  Lone Jack Road, the major artery for 1000s 
of residents, parallels and crosses Copper Creek several times.   


• Copper Creek is already overburdened and cannot accommodate water from the Questhaven 
Project. 


• Studies must address projected conditions beyond the project site caused by atmospheric 
rivers/“Megafloods”/changed rainfall patterns/intensities due to global heating), including 100-
year, 500-year or 1000-year flood events that have become more likely. 


All overseeing agencies must ensure no additional drainage or floodwaters are discharged into Copper 
Creek and prevent pollution and catastrophic impacts downstream.  Efforts must be undertaken to 
remediate and prevent the flash floods that now come from San Elijo Hills.   


Relevant agencies, and the community, also need to understand the following: 


• Are complete studies being done to determine downstream environmental impacts?   
• How has potential mine and landfill pollution been studied and harms mitigated? 
• What pollutants are being eroded into Copper Creek and flowing downstream? 
• What are the health impacts to residents, neighbors and the larger region? 
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Issue 2:  Trails  


In recent years, trails have been opened across this property from San Elijo Road south towards preserved 
properties owned by the Centers for Natural Lands Management (“CNLM”) without appropriate permits or 
studies.  These trails are not longstanding nor historic, are creating public safety risks and are harming the 
environment.  These trails need to be closed with the development of the Questhaven Project. 


When family members sold APN 223-081-51-00, it was with the understanding that it was to be preserved 
for flora and fauna in perpetuity, without public access. My family had met with U.S. Fish and Wildlife staff 
prior to the Perkins sale/transfer and it was agreed that the property would continue to be off-limits to the 
public, as consistent with our past ownership and management to protect environmental resources.  
Opening these properties to the public is degrading habitat, changing animal patterns and causing public 
safety issues, including, but not limited to, reopened vertical shaft mines that CNLM knew about, but left 
open, unsigned and unfenced, until the County was involved about a year later.   


Neighboring communities are being adversely impacted.  Trail use is unsupervised, occurs 24-hours a 
day, and is resulting in crime ranging from robberies to assaults/batteries.   


Preserved lands are being degraded in quality and value, with animals being pushed out given 24-hour a 
day use.  Trails appear to be cleared without appropriate permits or studies. 


Full environmental studies need to be done on off-site and community impacts if trails are proposed. 


I respectfully request that the County and habitat agencies ensure that the Questhaven Project not 
make trails permanent from the Questhaven Project through CNLM’s Copper Creek and Rancho La Costa 
preserve, including across our former property.  I believe it critical for the environment that public 
access be fenced off at the Questhaven Project.   


Issue 3:  This Property Appears to Have Landfill Gas (or Leachate) Intrusion Which Poses Possible 
Health Threats  


An EIR should address health and safety impacts to residents/tenants, and require adequate measures 
to prevent harms originating from the now-closed San Marcos Landfill.  Once the Questhaven Project is 
entitled, the County has limited ability to protect residents/tenants from Landfill Gases and Landfill 
Impacts.   


I respectfully request the County require the following, amongst other measures: 


• Enrollment into the Department of Environment Health’s Voluntary Assessment Program “for 
evaluation of the health risks associated with a project in such close proximity to a closed landfill”;  


• Notification to residents and purchasers of proximity to the San Marcos Landfill; 
• To mitigate landfill gas migration, within 1000 feet, 


• Explosion proof conduits/sealing; 
• Trench dams in utility trenches; 
• Use of a gas migration barrier with passive venting; and 
• Hard-wired methane detectors. 


Based on a review of the County’s monitoring and other landfill documents, landfill impacts are already 
recorded on this property.  In brief, County reports show the Questhaven Project’s onsite groundwater 
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well, in addition to other wells within feet of the Questhaven Project’s boundary, routinely testing 
positive for “Constituents of Concern” (“COCs”). 1   The County ascribes the COCs as deriving from landfill 
gas (“LFG”), or less likely, landfill leachate.  Note that the geology underlying the landfill is fractured 
rock, and could easily transmit leachate and landfill gas.  


Landfill Background 


The San Marcos landfill was in operation from June 1979 to March 1997.  According to the County, it 
reportedly accepted residential, commercial and agricultural waste including paint and paint thinners, 
oil, treated sewage sludge and medical waste.2  


The San Marcos landfill is made of 18.75 million tons of material.3  


San Marcos Landfill is Unlined and Generating Landfill Gas and Leachate 


Unlike modern landfills, the San Marcos landfill was unlined.  The purpose of landfill lining is to keep 
landfill materials and contaminants onsite. 


It wasn’t until 1992, as part of the landfill expansion, that parts of the existing landfill were covered by a 
24” compacted clay liner at an elevation of 750 feet above mean sea level.4  A method of collecting 
leachate was put in place only for new waste collected after that time.5 


A 2017 letter from the County (attached as Annex 1) states, “While the San Marcos Landfill has closed, it 
can be expected to remain biologically active and generate landfill gas and leachate for more than 30-50 
years after closure.”  A County official said monitoring may need to continue forever in an article in 
Annex 2. 


Radioactive materials 


There were no laws preventing “certain types of low level radioactive waste, known as decommissioned 
materials” from disposal in the San Marcos Landfill during its years of operation.6  It cannot be excluded 
that such low-level radioactive waste has been disposed of in the San Marcos Landfill. 


Groundwater Contamination / Landfill leachate and LFG 


Groundwater under the landfill and Questhaven Project property is testing positive for chemical COCs.  
According to the County, there are two likely sources: landfill leachate and landfill gases.7  Per County 


 
1 The list of Constituents of Concern is available at October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual 
Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 7 (Annex 3).  These are constituents that “have been tested and 
verified in samples collected from the leachate.”  
2 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
3 San Marcos II, Inactive Landfill Maintenance Plan, County of San Diego, (April 2014). 
4 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
5 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
6 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb9/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2002/2002_0330.pdf 
7 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 11 (“The 
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documents, “[t]he source of COCs outside the waste area is likely due to migration of LFG and, to a 
lesser degree, leachate.”8 


The County also states in Annex 1 that “Landfill gas has been documented to travel in the subsurface 
1,000 feet or more from the source.  The underlying geology of [the Questhaven Project property] is 
fractured rock, which adds another layer of complexity to potential gas migration.” 


Groundwater flows 


According to the map at Annex 49, most of the groundwater from the landfill flows towards the west, 
towards Questhaven Project property.  


Landfill Gas  


According to the County, nothing more can be done to minimize groundwater Constituents of Concern 
caused by landfill gases. 


[d]etections of low concentrations of COCs in groundwater resulting from minor LFG migration 
will likely continue regardless of optimal LFG extraction system operation (there is currently no 
LFG extraction technology that would be effective to eliminate LFG migration and potential 
contact with groundwater).10  


Further in the attached 2017 County letter,  


Landfill gas represents a health and safety issue throughout the life of an active landfill and for 
many years after closure.  For regulated closed landfills, the [Solid Waste Local Enforcement 
Agency] and the landfill owner ensure that control measures contain landfill gas to the landfill 
through the use of a landfill gas collection system.  Even so, gas can still migrate off site.  Landfill 
gas consists of approximately 50% methane and 50% carbon dioxide.  Trace amounts of non-
methane organics and air toxics are also found in landfill gas. These gases can pose an explosion 
and human health threat.  The lower explosive limit for methane is 5% methane in air. 


Water Monitoring 


According to recent and historical Semi-Annual and Annual Monitoring Reports prepared for the County, 
including the 2016 report attached, the landfill groundwater wells are testing positive for constituents of 
concern.  As mentioned in the EIR relating to the General Plan property-specific requests, and 2017 
County letter, and depicted in Annex 4, the Questhaven Project property has an onsite water monitoring 


 
likely source of the constituents of concern (COCs) detected in groundwater is diffusion from LFG beneath the 
landfill that has contacted the groundwater surface.  Also, landfill leachate has possibly directly contacted 
groundwater, resulting in COC impacts.”).   
8 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page A-8.   
9 This is Figure 2 of the October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos 
II Landfill, page 37.  The body of this Report is excerpted as Annex 3.  The other reports relating to the San Marcos 
Landfill accessible via the waterboards.ca.gov website are also incorporated by reference. 
10 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan, page 12. 
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well (SMGW-40). 11  Per historical annual/semiannual monitoring reports, the Questhaven Project’s 
onsite well is routinely testing positive for 1,1-Dichloroethane, which pursuant to the federal Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry/CDC (“ATSDR”) data, may have effects on the kidney and liver.  A 
number of other wells are testing water within a short distance of this property, for example, well 
SMGW-39 appears on the boundary of the Questhaven Project’s property and other wells are within just 
a few hundred feet.  These are testing positive for chemicals including, but not limited to:  Benzene, 
Diethyl Ether, Methyl-Tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE), amongst others.  Per the ATSDR data, these cause cancer 
and potentially damage neurology, nephrology (kidney) and hepatology (liver).  


Per the attached news article at Annex 2, the San Marcos landfill “is leaching chemicals known to cause 
cancer, reproductive harm and other health problems.”  It continues, “officials said that because these 
chemicals don’t occur naturally, any leak exceeds standards set for those sites” and “[a]ny volatile (organic 
compound) that’s detected in groundwater is an indication of release from the landfills” (emphasis added). 


We know from recent monitoring studies that County contractors are “assessing potential causes of 
trace VOC detections in groundwater samples collected from monitor wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 
and is coordinating with the County’s LFG subcontractor to maximize the efficiency of the landfill gas 
extraction system in an effort to improve water quality.”12 As described above, these efforts may not 
succeed as “there is currently no LFG extraction technology that would be effective to eliminate LFG 
migration and potential contact with groundwater.”13 


Per the above documents, it appears likely that Questhaven Project property already has landfill gas 
intrusion as its onsite and adjacent wells are testing positive for COCs. 


The EIR should address pollution, health impacts and other concerns related to leachate and LFG 
originating from the closed San Marcos landfill. 


Conclusion 


I would appreciate if the EIR could address the issues of (1) stormwater and safety impacts to Copper 
Creek; (2) trails affecting nearby properties and (3) address pollution and safety impacts related to the 
San Marcos landfill. 


Please let me know if I can provide further information. 


Sincerely, 


 


Camille Perkins


 
11 October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 5.  
Attached.  The map of water monitoring wells is attached as Annex 4.  These are figures to the October 2016 – 
March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill. 
12 October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 5.  
Attached.   
13 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan, page 12. 
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Annex 1 
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Annex 2 
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Place your ad here. Click triangle to begin.


EXCLUSIVE: Seven former North County
landfills leaking contaminants
By DEBORAH SULLIVAN BRENNAN - dbrennan@nctimes.com


MARCH 5, 2011, 7:20 PM


Seven former North County dumps are leaking contaminants into surrounding groundwater as the


decomposing remains of decades' worth of waste seep out of the unlined soil beds, water officials said in a series


of recent interviews.


However, water quality officials said they know of no drinking water supplies in North County that have been


contaminated by landfills.


Because most residents receive piped water through the San Diego County Water Authority, "the risk to most


county residents is very small or negligible, while local water supplies located in more rural areas may be at a


somewhat elevated but unquantified level of risk," said John R. Odermatt, a senior engineering geologist for the


California Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Diego region.


Since the seven landfills ---- in Bonsall, Valley Center, Poway, San Marcos, Oceanside and Carlsbad ---- closed


more than a decade ago, an airport, parks, schools and homes have been built on or near the sites.


Officials said that while the former landfills are leaching chemicals known to cause cancer, reproductive harm


and other health problems, all seven sites are tested regularly and the regional water board has ordered


corrective measures to stop the seepage. Measures to extract hazardous gas and liquid from the sites have kept


the contamination from spreading, they said.


However, as county Supervisor Bill Horn and other officials push for more reliance on groundwater sources as a


hedge against limited water supplies, safe groundwater has become a pressing concern. And plans to build the


Gregory Canyon Landfill on county land near the Pala Indian Reservation outside Fallbrook have focused


attention on the long-term storage of trash, officials said.


A toxic mix


The landfills, built between the late 1940s and 1970s, preceded environmental rules that govern waste disposal


today, and served as catch-all basins for a mix of routine trash and toxic chemicals.


"The hazardous-waste checks didn't start until the 1990s," said Michele Stress, a unit manager for the county


Department of Public Works, which monitors and maintains the seven sites.


Ad ?
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Residents and businesses are now required to discard hazardous materials at special sites, but landfills built


before the '90s took in everything from yard clippings and food scraps to paint thinner, batteries, solvents,


motor oil and dry-cleaning chemicals.


"Probably Jimmy Hoffa is buried in one of those things,producing methane," said Henry Cole, a Maryland-


based environmentalconsultant, referring to the powerful Teamsters Union leader whodisappeared under


mysterious circumstances July 30, 1975.


Landfills that opened before the '90s also lacked bottom liners that modern landfills employ to keep pollution


from seeping off-site.


"A lot of companies and businesses, big and small, in the post-World War II era up into the 1970s and 1980s


routinely threw away really nasty stuff in landfills," said Jonathan Scott, a spokesman for Clean Water Action, a


national environmental organization. "All landfills eventually leak over time, even modern ones with state-of-


the-art liners and collection systems.


"But the older ones are really problematic because they don't have (liners), and because the stuff that went into


them can be presumed to be really bad."


Stress said, however, that North County had little heavy industry during that period, so landfill contents likely


contain more agricultural scraps than industrial waste.


Nonetheless, the brew of chemicals in the seven landfills is releasing methane gas from decomposing biological


waste, along with volatile organic compounds ---- synthetic chemicals that evaporate easily and can pollute air


and water supplies.


Recent monitoring tests at the former landfill sites in Poway and Bonsall and at McClellan-Palomar Airport in


Carlsbad and Bradley Park in San Marcos showed that some pollutant levels exceeded state health limits.


Pollutants that registered levels above state limits includedvinyl chloride, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene


and benzene.Those volatile organic compounds can cause liver, brain or lung cancer, anemia, skin allergies,


bone and blood problems, liver andkidney damage and reproductive problems, according to the federalAgency


for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.


All seven landfills have registered some leaks of contaminants, however, and officials said that because those


chemicals don't occur naturally, any leak exceeds standards set for those sites.


"Any volatile (organic compound) that's detected in groundwater is an indication of release from the landfills,


which is a violation of their current discharge requirements," said Cheryl Prowell, a water resource control


engineer for the regional water quality board.


Dealing with the dumps
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As the dumps filled up from the late 1960s through the 1980s, the county covered them and found other uses


for the sites.


Jefferson High School, Clair Bergener School and Mission Elementary School surround the former Mission


Avenue landfill in Oceanside, water board documents show.


Bradley Park sits over a former county landfill in San Marcos, the Aerie Park equestrian facility operates on the


site of the former Valley Center landfill, and Palomar Airport sits atop the former landfill in Carlsbad.


Rural homes and orchards have sprung up near the former Bonsall landfill, the San Elijo Hills neighborhood


abuts the former San Marcos landfill, and homes surround the former Poway landfill, near the section of Poway


Road between Espola Road and Highway 67 known as the Poway Grade.


In some instances, contaminated materials have risen to the surface.


A water board report on the Mission Avenue landfill in Oceanside noted that in 1978, the year the dump closed,


there was not enough soil cover to prevent water from percolating through the waste. The report also noted that


the closed landfill lacked erosion control and was polluting the San Luis Rey River.


"Bad smelling, dark leachate was flowing from several points in the landfill and mixing with the storm run-off


flowing down the gully to the river," the report stated. "Paper, tires, tin cans and other debris were visible at


least 2,000 feet beyond the base of the landfill."


In another document, the water board cited the county's concerns in 1996 about a fireworks display at Bradley


Park in San Marcos, stating that the presence of methane gas at the site posed a risk of fire and explosion


hazards. That particular site has little or no gas emissions today, said Jason Forga, a senior civil engineer for the


county.


A 2004 cleanup and abatement order for the Valley Center landfill stated that pollution from the site was


seeping into the lower San Luis Rey River and surrounding areas.


To correct those problems, county officials have installed systems to remove contaminated water and built gas-


extraction wells that suck methane and other harmful vapors from the landfills before burning them, Stress


said.


At the former San Marcos landfill near San Elijo Hills, bright yellow wildflowers and other native brush grow


atop a 5-foot layer of clay soil that contains the trash. A county contractor, SCS Engineers, manages gas


emissions, operating a 24-hour flare that burns methane and volatile organic compounds before they reach the


air or groundwater. Another company, Fortistar Methane Group, uses gas flares to generate power, which it


sells to SDG&E.


Officials also inspect the topography above the landfills for places where contaminated water might be pooling,


adding dirt as needed to prevent runoff, Forga said.
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The county orders monthly gas checks and conducts semiannual tests for groundwater pollution, officials said,


and spends $5 million a year on monitoring and maintenance of closed landfills and burn sites countywide.


Odermatt, the water board's senior engineering geologist, said it's unclear how long that will be the case, adding


that the board does "not speculate on how long monitoring and maintenance may continue."


Leaky bathtubs


The corrective measures, including covering the top of the landfills, help control but don't actually contain the


contamination, county officials said.


"You have to think of the landfill as kind of a leaky bathtub, particularly where the liner's on top," said Cole, the


Maryland-based environmental consultant. "Usually, they're not well constructed. They tend to crack, they


develop fissures, they get eroded. Water infiltrates constantly and picks up contamination."


Cole said the water pressure in landfills is usually higher than surrounding areas, and can force contaminated


water into untainted wells. He also said that volatile chemicals can pose a problem known as "vapor intrusion,"


when chemicals evaporate from groundwater and contaminate the air in nearby homes.


In Bonsall, monitoring wells along the perimeter of the sites have shown elevated levels of three chemicals,


including tetrachloroethylene, according to the water board's cleanup and abatement order for the site.


The chemical, which can cause kidney and liver damage, and may lead to cancer or reproductive harm, has also


shown up in a private agricultural well in the area, Prowell said.


It could affect 34 other nearby wells, including seven domestic wells and a number of agriculture wells, she said.


The county has proposed improving drainage on the site to reduce moisture in the buried debris and prevent


runoff.


Although officials said the threat to drinking water is low, that risk could rise if more communities tap into


groundwater, as Supervisor Horn has suggested they do. In January, Horn convened a panel of water experts to


talk about how the county should explore groundwater use in order to stretch the region's water supply in


backcountry areas.


Local water district officials said their groundwater is limited or isolated from the former landfills. But Daniel


Tartakovsky, a UC San Diego engineering professor who sat on Horn's water panel last month, said the county


has been overly conservative in its groundwater estimate. Without studying areas site by site, Tartakovsky said,


the county may have underestimated water sources.


The long-term safety of landfills also weighs heavily on the permitting process for the proposed Gregory Canyon


Landfill outside Fallbrook. The landfill is proposed for 308 acres of undeveloped land near Pala, alongside the
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San Luis Rey River. The county Department of Environmental Health must decide whether to issue the permit


by April 1.


At a meeting last month, speakers including Pala Band of Mission Indians Chairman Robert Smith, county


Supervisor Pam Slater-Price and other officials said the project threatens habitat, water and air quality. No


landfill liner is fail-safe, they argued.


Gregory Canyon Ltd. consultant Richard Felago argued otherwise, saying the 8-foot-thick liner, composed of


layers of gravel and synthetic material, would not leak.


In addition to the five-layer composite liner, the company's website stated, landfill plans would include a system


to collect and contain landfill liquids, and a groundwater treatment plant to protect water quality.


Odermatt said groundwater hazards posed by aging landfills have led to greater scrutiny of new landfill design.


"That's one reason we've been very critical, and are taking a very hard look at the proposed Gregory Canyon


design," he said. "Because the people out there don't get piped-in water. They get water from wells, so we're


really looking at that hard."


Stress, with the county Public Works Department, said the slow decay of past trash requires ongoing attention.


She said the county expects to manage older landfills in perpetuity.


"This monitoring is long-term," Stress said. "It's going to be going on for years ---- we think forever. We're going


to be doing this until the landfill is a dry tomb."


Call staff writer Deborah Sullivan Brennan at 760-740-5420.


Copyright © 2018, The San Diego Union-Tribune



http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/
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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 Terms of Reference  


This report documents the results of the October 2016 through March 2017 semi-annual and 
2016 annual monitoring period at the San Marcos II Landfill (site) (Figure 1).  This document 
was prepared by Geosyntec Consultants (Geosyntec) for the County of San Diego, Department 
of Public Works, Landfill Management (County) to comply with California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order No. R9-2003-0003 [RWQCB, 2003], and Technical 
Change Order No. T-1 [RWQCB, 2005].  Order No. R9-2003-0003, adopted by the RWQCB on 
10 December 2003, supersedes Order No. 92-02 and Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) 
95-112, and deletes San Marcos II Landfill from Order 93-86.  This report was prepared by Ms. 
Sherry Watts and was reviewed by Mr. Veryl Wittig, PG, CHG, in accordance with 
Geosyntec’s internal peer review policy. 


The following table contains a list of the components in this report required by the 
corresponding sections from Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) No. R9-2003-0003: 


Required Submittal Required 
Frequency 


Location in this Report 


H.1.a 
H.1.b 


Requirement violations  
Certification 


Semi-annually 
Semi-annually 


Transmittal Letter 
Page i, Transmittal Letter 


H.2.a Monitoring parameters Semi-annually Section 2.1 
H.2.b Detection limit of monitoring 


parameters 
Semi-annually Appendix C 


H.2.c Measured concentration of 
monitoring parameters 


Semi-annually Tables 2 through 7, Appendix C 


H.2.d Map of monitoring points and 
groundwater flow direction 


Quarterly Figures 2 and 3 


H.2.e Monitor well information, time of 
groundwater level measurements 
and sampling methods 


Semi-annually Table 1, Appendix B 


H.2.f Sampling information and QA/QC Semi-annually Appendices B and C 
H.2.g Leachate and run/off control Semi-annually Section 3 
H.2.h Site inspection reports Quarterly Appendix A 
H.2.i Inspection of temporary stockpiles Semi-annually Transmittal Letter 
H.2.j Evaluation of corrective action 


measures 
Semi-annually Section 5.3 


H.3.a Graphical presentation of data Annually Figures 5 to 12 and Appendix E 
H.3.b Analytical data - tabular and 


electronic format 
Annually Tables 2 to 7, Appendix C 


H.3.c Compliance record Annually Section 6.4 
H.3.d Discussion of monitoring results Annually Section 2 and 6 







 


SMII_1Q17.doc 2 
  April 2017 


Required Submittal Required 
Frequency 


Location in this Report 


H.3.f Written summary of monitoring 
results 


Annually Section 6 


H3.g Leachate control Annually Section 3 
H3.h Status of Storm Water Pollution 


Prevention Plan 
Annually Transmittal letter 


H4 Leachate Report Annually Section 3 and Table 5 
 


In accordance with Section H.5 of MRP No. R9-2003-0003, five-year Constituent of Concern 
(COC) sampling is performed at the site every five years, alternating between the first and third 
quarter monitoring periods. The last COC sampling was performed during the third quarter 
2012 therefore, COC sampling was performed during the first quarter 2017 monitoring period. 


1.2 Site Maintenance 


Appendix A presents the results of inspections conducted by County personnel at the  
San Marcos II Landfill and information on site conditions and maintenance activities during the 
current monitoring period. 
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2. GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING 


Groundwater, surface water, and corrective action  monitoring and sampling were performed by 
Confluence Environmental, Inc., a subcontractor to Geosyntec, in accordance with the current 
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health, Site Assessment and Mitigation 
(SAM) Manual guidance as detailed on field sample collection logs (Appendix B). Analyses 
were performed at Eurofins/Calscience Laboratory, Inc. (Eurofins) of Garden Grove, California. 
 Analytical results were compared to Water Quality Objectives (WQOs) for the San Elijo 
Hydrologic Subarea, which by reference include current California maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs) for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and primary and secondary drinking 
water standards [RWQCB, 2011].  


2.1 Monitoring Parameters 


Groundwater and surface water samples collected during the current monitoring period were 
analyzed according to Section C2 of MRP No. R9-2003-0003 as follows: 


Parameter Method 
pH Field Method 
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) SM 2540C 
Chloride EPA 300.0 
Sulfate EPA 300.0 
Nitrate 
Mercury 


EPA 300.0 
EPA 7470A 


Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) EPA Method 8260 B 
Bicarbonate, carbonate1 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)1 
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD)1 
Dissolved Metals (Sb, Ar, Ba, Be, Ca, Cd, 
Co, Cu, Pb, Mg, Ni, Se, Tl, VA, Zn)1 
Total Phenols1 


SM 2320B 
SM 5210B 
EPA 410.4 
EPA 6010B 


 
EPA 420.1 


 
1 – Constituent was analyzed as part of the 5-Year Constituent of Concern sampling event. 


Groundwater sampling locations are shown on Figures 2 and 3. 
 
2.2 Groundwater Elevation and Flow Direction 


The depth to groundwater in each monitor well was measured on 6 October  during the fourth 
quarter 2016 and 14 February during the first quarter 2017 (Table 1).  No floating immiscible 
layers were detected in the site monitor wells.  


A groundwater divide exists in the eastern portion of the site (Figures 2 and 3). Groundwater 
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flow west of the divide is generally to the west and groundwater flow east of the divide is 
generally to the northeast.  In the western portion of the site, groundwater flow was previously 
being influenced by daily pumping in corrective action wells SMGW-16 and -30D, creating a 
localized depression intended to capture potentially impacted groundwater from beneath the 
landfill.  With RWQCB approval, these corrective action wells were turned off on 11 June 2011 
as part of the transition from active pumping to passive monitored natural attenuation (MNA) 
for corrective action. Groundwater elevations in SMGW-16, -30D, -31, -39 and -40 rebounded 
by late 2011 and similar to the monitor wells at the site, have exhibited a slight declining trend 
since that time.  Hydraulic gradients across the site during the fourth quarter 2016 and first 
quarter 2017 monitoring periods are consistent with historical gradients and range from 
approximately 0.05 to 0.39 foot per foot (ft/ft) (Figures 2 and 3).   


2.3 Data Validation 


The analytical data packages were received from Eurofins and reviewed for basic analytical 
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) adherence based on quality control (QC) guidance  
in the USEPA Contract Laboratory Program National Functional Guidelines [USEPA, 2014a 
and 2014b], as well as pertinent methods referenced in the data packages, and professional 
judgment. Data packages were reviewed for chain of custody discrepancies; sample holding 
times; evaluation of matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSD) and laboratory control 
samples/laboratory control sample duplicates (LCS/LCSD); and assessment of trip and method 
blanks. A summary of the groundwater data validation information is provided in Appendix C. 


Following validation of the data presented in the analytical data packages provided in Appendix 
C, the data as qualified are considered usable and acceptable for meeting project objectives.   


2.4 Groundwater Analytical Results 


Analytical results for groundwater samples collected during the January 2017 sampling event 
from the background, compliance, and corrective action monitor wells, including data for the 
trip blanks (QCTB), are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.  Groundwater sample collection logs are 
included in Appendix B.  Analytical certificates for the current monitoring period are included 
in Appendix C.   


2.4.1 Assessment Monitoring Program 


In groundwater samples collected from the background and compliance monitor wells, 
concentrations of VOCs and general chemistry constituents were consistent with historical 
concentrations and trends (Table 2).  The following VOCs, metals, and general chemistry 
constituents exceeded or were outside WQO limits during the first quarter 2017 sampling event:  


x pH: SMGW-17 (6.22), SMGW-24 (5.76), and SMGW-39 (6.41); 
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x Nickel: SMGW-33 (0.444 mg/L); and 


x Sulfate: SMGW-24 (750 mg/L). 


VOCs were detected above the method detection limit in the groundwater samples collected 
from monitor wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40, as follows: 


x SMGW-39: 1,1-Dichloroethane (4.0 µg/L), Benzene (0.36 µg/L), Diethyl Ether (3.7 
µg/L), Methyl-Tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) (0.38 µg/L); and 


x SMGW-40: 1,1-Dichloroethane (0.87 µg/L). 


No VOCs detected in the groundwater samples collected from monitor wells SMGW-39 and 
SMGW-40 exceeded WQOs during the current monitoring period.  Geosyntec is assessing 
potential causes of trace VOC detections in groundwater samples collected from monitor wells 
SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 and is coordinating with the County’s LFG subcontractor to 
maximize the efficiency of the landfill gas extraction system in an effort to improve water 
quality.  


2.4.2 Corrective Action Monitoring Program 


During the current monitoring period, concentrations of VOCs, general chemistry, and metals 
constituents in groundwater samples collected from the corrective action wells (SMGW-16, 
SMGW-30D, SMGW-31, and SMGW-35), were generally consistent with historical 
concentrations and trends (Table 3 and Figures 5 - 12).   Concentrations of monitoring 
parameters did not exceed the WQOs or WQO ranges, with following exceptions in the 
groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-35:  


x Chloride: (1200 mg/L); 


x Mercury: (0.00421 mg/L); and 


x pH: (6.28 pH Units). 


Various VOCs, including 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene,  
dichlorodifluoromethane, diethyl ether, methyl-tert-butyl ether, and tetrahydrofuran were  
detected above the laboratory MDLs in one or more corrective action wells.  However, none of 
the detected VOCs exceeded their respective WQOs (where established).   


 


 







 


SMII_1Q17.doc 6 
  April 2017 


 
2.5 Surface Water Analytical Results 


Analytical results for surface water samples collected on 14 February 2017 are summarized in 
Table 4. Metals and general chemistry parameters were consistent with historical concentrations 
and trends. No VOCs were detected in surface water samples collected at the upstream (SMSP-
2) or the downstream (SMSP-4) sampling locations.  The following general chemistry 
constituents exceeded WQOs during the first quarter 2017 sampling event: 


x Chloride:  SMSP-2 (310 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (310 mg/L);  


x Sulfate: SMSP-2 (340 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (330 mg/L); and 


x TDS: SMSP-2 (1,220 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (1,240 mg/L). 


General chemistry constituents that exceeded WQOs were elevated in the both upstream and 
downstream sampling locations. This indicates that these concentrations are naturally occurring 
or attributable to a potential off-site source upstream of the site.   


2.6 GeoTracker 


The groundwater and surface water monitoring data1, laboratory data2, and a copy of the final 
report for this monitoring period for the San Marcos II Landfill site were electronically 
submitted to and confirmed by the State Water Board’s internet-accessible database system, 
GeoTracker.  This information was submitted to the GeoTracker database in accordance with 
Chapter 30, Division 3, Titles 23 & 27 of the California Code of Regulations on the date that 
this report was finalized. 
 


                                            
1 Confirmation numbers for upload of groundwater monitoring (elevation) data into GeoTracker are 
6846918463 and 1395423591 submitted on 28 March 2017. 
2 Confirmation numbers for upload of analytical data into GeoTracker are 5424179315, 5861228644, 4061323702, 
9609979450, and 1485475540 submitted 28 March  2017. 
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3. CONSTITUENT OF CONCERN SAMPLING 


In accordance with MRP R9-2003-003, the 5-year constituent of concern (COC) sampling was 
conducted in conjunction with the semi-annual monitoring.  During the first quarter 2017, 
groundwater and surface water samples were analyzed for the COCs based upon those 
constituents that have been tested and verified in samples collected from the leachate (listed in 
the table below). The 5-year COC sampling results are used to amend the list of semi-annual 
monitoring parameters for the site based upon COCs that are detected in groundwater samples. 
The current 5-year COC list for the site is shown below. 


General Chemistry Metals Volatile Organic Compounds 
Bicarbonate Antimony Acetone Diethyl Ether 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand Arsenic Benzene Ethylbenzene 
Carbonate Barium 2-Butanone Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether 
Chemical Oxygen Demand Beryllium Chlorobenzene Methylene Chloride 
Chloride Calcium Chloroethane Naphthalene 
Nitrate (as Nitrogen) Cadmium Chloroform Tetrachloroethene 
Phenols (Total) Cobalt Chloromethane Tetrahydrofuran 
pH Copper 1,2-Dichlorobenzene Trichloroethene 
Specific Conductance Lead 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Sulfate Magnesium 1,1-Dichloroethane Toluene 
Total Dissolved Solids Mercury 1,2-Dichloroethane Trichlorofluoromethane 
 Nickel trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 
 Selenium 1,2-Dichloropropane Vinyl Chloride 
 Thallium 1,1-Dichloroethene o-Xylene 
 Vanadium cis-1,2-Dichloroethene p/m-Xylene 
 Zinc Dichlorodifluoromethane  
 
Concentrations of the 5-year COC constituents detected in groundwater samples collected from 
the corrective action, compliance, and downgradient monitor wells during the first quarter of 
2017 were comparable to concentrations from groundwater samples in upgradient monitor wells 
and/or were below established WQOs; therefore, no changes will be made to the semi-annual 
monitoring parameters.  


4. LEACHATE AND UNDERDRAIN/RUNOFF MONITORING 


Leachate and underdrain sampling were performed by Confluence on 15 February 2017. The 
underdrain sample collected by Confluence on 15 February 2017 was analyzed voluntarily by 
the County for constituents listed in Section C2 of the MRP No. R9-2003-0003.  Leachate 
samples are collected semi-annually for leachate disposal purposes.  Analytical results for the 
leachate, and underdrain sampling are summarized in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.  No runoff 
samples were collected during the current semi-annual monitoring period because no 
stormwater was flowing from the stormwater retention ponds during the current semi-annual 
monitoring period. 
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4.1 Leachate Monitoring Results 


The leachate sample collected during the semi-annual monitoring period did not contain 
detectable concentrations of VOCs, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), organochlorine 
pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, or cyanide (Table 5).  Constituents in leachate samples 
collected during the first quarter 2017 were below WQOs, with exception of the following: 


x Arsenic (0.0678) exceeded its WQO (0.05 mg/L); and  


x pH (6.40) was below the WQO lower pH range (6.5). 


4.2 Underdrain Monitoring Results 


With the exception of 1,4-dichlorobenzene (17 µg/L), VOCs were not detected in the 
underdrain sample at concentrations above WQOs in the first quarter 2017 (Table 6).  General 
chemistry parameters were detected at concentrations below WQOs. The underdrain sample 
analytical results were generally consistent with historical results.  
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5. INTRAWELL STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 


This section presents the results of intrawell statistical analysis performed by Sanitas 
Technologies for groundwater samples collected from downgradient compliance wells SMGW-
33, SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 (Appendix D). 


The first quarter 2017 groundwater sample results for compliance monitor wells SMGW-33, 
SMGW-39, and SMGW-40 were compared with their respective intrawell prediction limit for 
each parameter tested.  Concentrations of chloride, nitrate, pH, sulfate, and TDS from 
groundwater samples collected from each well were found to be within their respective 
prediction limits with the exception pH in monitor well SMGW-40 which exceeded the lower 
pH limit and shows a statistically significant decreasing trend. In addition, a statistically 
significant increasing trend for sulfate was noted in compliance monitor well SMGW-40, the 
reported sulfate concentration was within historical ranges and below the WQO. 
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6. CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM 


This section presents the current status of the corrective action program (CAP), the results of 
groundwater treatment, and an evaluation of effectiveness of corrective action measures. 


6.1 Status of the Corrective Action Program 


The corrective action system consists of wells SMGW-16, SMGW-30D, SMGW-31 and 
SMGW-35.  Corrective action well SMGW-31 became non-operational in October 2006 due to 
failure of the electrical system.  An evaluation performed by Geosyntec between November 
2006 and February 2007 demonstrated hydraulic connectivity between SMGW-31 and SMGW-
30D, and that hydraulic control was maintained by pumping in SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D.  
The evaluation also concluded that the benefits of direct pumping from SMGW-31 are 
negligible in comparison to the effect of pumping SMGW-30D.  In a Technical Memorandum 
dated 15 February 2007, Geosyntec recommended converting SMGW-31 to a corrective action 
monitoring well [Geosyntec, 2007]. The County submitted a “Workplan for Modification of 
Corrective Action Program” [Geosyntec, 2008] to the RWQCB in August 2008, and met with 
the RWQCB in September 2009 to discuss the proposed modifications.  


A “Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Program San Marcos II Landfill, 
San Marcos, California” [Geosyntec, 2010] was submitted to the RWQCB in May 2010 for 
review and comment.  On 28 January 2011, the RWQCB provided comments on the May 2010 
Revised Work Plan, agreeing to the County’s proposal to replace active groundwater extraction 
with MNA, but requesting additional clarification on other items proposed in the May 2010 
Work Plan.  On behalf of the County, Geosyntec provided responses/clarifications to the 
RWQCB’s comments [Geosyntec, 2011]. On 10 June 2011 the RWQCB approved 
implementation of the Revised Corrective Action Plan as amended, and active pumping in wells 
SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D was ceased on 11 June 2011. 


In October 2012 the SMGW-35 system pump became non-operational. A “Proposed 
Modification of Corrective Action Program” [Geosyntec, 2012] was submitted to the RWQCB 
on 12 December 2012, requesting replacement of active groundwater extraction at SMGW-35 
with MNA.  In October 2013 the RWQCB declined the proposed modification to the CAP due 
to concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethane above the WQO.  The pump in SMGW-35 was then 
replaced and pumping of the well resumed in November 2013.  


VOC concentrations in groundwater samples collected from well SMGW-35 are below the 
MCLs, and continue to exhibit long-term declining trends. Geosyntec believes that continued 
pumping of cross-gradient corrective action well SMGW-35 is providing negligible benefit to 
groundwater quality beneath the site, and that MNA is the most appropriate corrective action 
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for the residual VOC concentrations detected in groundwater samples collected from this well. 
On 8 December 2015 the County submitted a request to the RWQCB to cease active pumping 
in SMGW-35, and convert to MNA for future corrective action to address residual VOCs in 
groundwater [Geosyntec, 2015]. 


6.2 Groundwater Treatment 


Extracted groundwater from well SMGW-35 is treated for VOCs using a granular activated 
carbon (GAC) treatment system.  Periodic sampling is performed to evaluate the efficacy of the 
GAC in the treatment system in removing VOCs, and to determine when replacement of the 
absorbent medium is necessary.  During the current monitoring period, the GAC system for 
corrective action well SMGW-35 was sampled 17 February 2017.  Analytical results from the 
pre- and post-treatment samples are presented in Table 7. With the exception of 1,1-
dichloroethane (2.5 µg/L) and dichlorofluoromethane (0.83 µg/L), VOCs were not detected in 
the secondary effluent sample collected from the treatment system. Analytical results for 
SMGW-35 corrective action effluent samples suggest that replacement of the GAC is not 
necessary at this time. 


6.3 Effectiveness of the Corrective Action Program 


Concentrations of VOCs detected during the first quarter 2017 monitoring event were 
consistent with historical concentrations and continued to indicate long-term decreasing trends 
since 1991 (Figures 5 – 12). As noted in Section 5.1, VOC concentrations detected in 
groundwater samples collected from SMGW-35 are below MCLs and exhibit long-term 
declining trends with the exception of recent 1,1-dichloroethene concentrations which exhibit a 
slight increasing trend, but remain below the established WQO. Continued pumping of cross-
gradient well SMGW-35 is providing negligible benefit to groundwater quality beneath the site, 
and Geosyntec submitted a request to the RWQCB in 2015 to cease active pumping and allow 
MNA to address relatively low residual VOCs concentrations. 
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7. ANNUAL SUMMARY 


This section summarizes the results of the annual 2016 groundwater monitoring at the San 
Marcos II Landfill, which includes the third quarter 2016 and first quarter 2017 sampling 
events.  This section also discusses any trends in the data and changes noted during the 
monitoring period with respect to the monitoring results and network. 


7.1 Groundwater Elevations 


Groundwater elevations were within historical ranges during the annual 2016 monitoring period 
(Figure 4).  A groundwater divide exists in the eastern portion of the site (Figures 2 and 3). 
Groundwater flow west of the divide is generally westerly.  Groundwater flow east of the divide 
is generally easterly.  Groundwater flow in the western portion of the site was being influenced 
by daily pumping in corrective action wells SMGW-16 and -30D creating a localized 
depression intended to capture potentially impacted groundwater from the landfill. Since daily 
pumping has ceased in these two wells, the localized depression dissipated and the groundwater 
gradient has returned to the natural gradient and flow.  Hydraulic gradients across the site range 
from approximately 0.05 to 0.39 ft/ft (Figures 2 and 3).   


7.2 Assessment Monitoring Program 


Consistent with historical results, concentrations of chloride, pH, and sulfate exceeded the 
respective WQOs for groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-24 during the 
annual monitoring period. Concentrations of pH in groundwater samples collected from monitor 
wells SMGW-17, -24, and -39 during the annual monitoring period were outside the WQO 
range. There were no exceedances of prediction limits for chloride, nitrate, pH, sulfate, and 
TDS in compliance wells during the 2016 annual monitoring period with the exception of pH in 
the groundwater sample collected from monitor well SMGW-40, which was slightly below the 
lower prediction limit range and showed a statistically significant decreasing trend. In addition, 
a statistically significant increasing trend for sulfate was noted in compliance monitor well 
SMGW-40, but the reported sulfate concentration was within historical ranges and below the 
WQO. 


VOCs were not detected in groundwater samples from the background or compliance monitor 
wells during the 2016 annual monitoring period, with the exception of detections of low 
concentrations (below WQOs) of 1,1-dichloroethane, benzene, diethyl ether, methyl-tert- butyl 
ether, and toluene.  These results are consistent with sporadic VOC detections in groundwater 
samples historically collected from these monitor wells.  
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7.3 Corrective Action Monitoring Program 


Consistent with historical results, concentrations of chloride, pH, and mercury in the 
groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-35 during the annual monitoring 
period exceeded the respective WQOs. Concentrations of the remaining general chemistry and 
metals parameters were within historical ranges during the 2016 annual monitoring period.  
Concentrations of VOCs detected during the annual 2016 monitoring event are generally 
consistent with historical concentrations, and show stable and/or overall decreasing trends since 
the wells were installed (Figures 5 through 12). 


Based on routine groundwater monitoring performed at the site since 1993, modification of the 
CAP for the transition of groundwater monitoring/extraction wells from active “pump and 
treat” methods to passive MNA methods was warranted.  Following receipt of RWQCB 
approval, active pumping in SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D ceased on 11 June 2011. Following 
three consecutive quarterly sampling events for corrective action wells SMGW-16, SMGW-
30D and SMGW-31, and compliance wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40, concentrations trends in 
these wells were stable (Figures 5 through 10) indicating MNA is an appropriate corrective 
action alternative for residual VOCs in groundwater beneath and downgradient of the landfill. 


On 8 December 2015 the County of San Diego submitted a “Request to Modify Post-Closure 
Monitoring Program” to the RWQCB. The request included cessation of active pumping of 
monitor well SMGW-35 since VOC concentrations had been below WQOs for at least 2 years, 
however, in July 2016 the 1,1-dichloroethane concentration (5.3 µg/L)  was slightly above the 
MCL, but in February 2017 the sample concentration had decreased to 2.9 µg/L, and  
1,1-dichloroethane concentrations in wells downgradient of  SMGW-35 remain below the 
MCL. The County is awaiting a response from the RWQCB. 


7.4 Compliance Record 


Routine monthly maintenance inspections were performed by County personnel (Appendix A). 
The groundwater and surface water monitoring described herein were performed in compliance 
with Order No. R9-2003-0003. There were no violations issued during the current monitoring 
period. Based on groundwater monitoring performed during the 2016 annual monitoring period 
and historical monitoring of the site, the groundwater conditions at the site have been 
adequately characterized.  Evaluation of current groundwater conditions indicates that 
additional action by the County, beyond existing source control measures source control 
measures (landfill gas control system operation, cover maintenance, and active groundwater 
pumping in monitor well SMGW-35) and MNA, is not warranted at this time. 
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7.5 Response to Comments 


During the current monitoring period no formal correspondence from the RWQCB related to 
routine monitoring report submittals has occurred.  
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The Perkins Ranch at Copper Creek Hills / 3489 Lone Jack Road / Lone Jack Road / Encinitas, CA 92024 
 

October 3, 2022 

Via Email 

Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 

I was unable to attend the September 20, 2022 Notice of Preparation meeting concerning the 
Questhaven Tentative Map Project and sincerely thank County Staff in advance for considering the 
concerns raised in this letter (Questhaven Tentative Map Notice of Preparation, PDS2020-TM-5643; 
PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008) (“Questhaven Project”).   

These significant concerns include:  (1) stormwater and safety impacts to Copper Creek; (2) potential 
impacts from trail use originating from, or traversing through, the Questhaven Project, and (3) safety 
issues caused by proximity to the mostly unlined San Marcos landfill, including leaching landfill gases 
and leachate. 

We are very knowledgeable about these issues as my family has lived downstream of this project for 
more than 70 years and used to own the copper mine property, APN 223-081-51-00 described below, 
for most of that time.  

Issue 1: Stormwater and Safety Impacts to Copper Creek, Including to Potentially Polluted Mine Area 

This project must not add any stormwater or other water load to Copper Creek, including irrigation 
seepage.  Copper Creek cannot safely accommodate additional water, under any condition, including 
projected conditions caused by atmospheric rivers/”Megafloods”/changed rainfall patterns due to global 
heating.  It is already at a dangerous overcapacity, with flash floods.  Downstream of this project are 
mining residuals, multiple downstream dams, along with access roads and driveways crossing Copper 
Creek that serve hundreds of people.  All risks need to be understood, studied and fully mitigated. 

A better use of this property would be to mitigate the stormwater impacts arising upstream. 

This project can worsen conditions further, putting Lone Jack Road, the environment, downstream 
property owners and residents at risk: 

• Copper Creek is mostly within a narrow ravine and runs next to the partially unlined 
decommissioned San Marcos landfill. 

• Historically, Copper Creek had only intermittent, seasonal runoff and used to only run for short 
periods during years of heavy rainfall.  Many years the stream did not run at all.   

• In the early 2000s, with the construction of San Elijo Hills, the seasonal stream became a year-
round stream.  (The Questhaven Project states: “The area picks up considerable, year round 
runoff from large underground culvert/stormwater features.”) 

• It appears most or all of the nearly 2000-acre San Elijo Hills development is already diverted into 
Copper Creek.  The stream now experiences huge dangerous flash floods within minutes of 
rainfall and runs heavily for day(s). 

• We had understood from historic studies and plans that water was not supposed to be diverted 
into Copper Creek with the development of San Elijo Hills. 

• Copper Creek streambed is experiencing significant scouring and erosion. 
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• Downstream parcel APN 223-081-51-00 included the Encinitas Copper Mine.  Copper Creek was 
used in mining and/or ore extraction/smelting activities. 

o For many decades after 1951 when my family moved in, the area downstream from the 
mine had a very unusual and unnatural appearance.   

o Serious pollution is associated with copper mining activities from that era, including 
mercury. 

o For other historic mines, they seek sediment to bury toxic chemicals, not erosion and 
displacement of polluted soils. 

o People are using water downstream, including for wells, irrigation, fishing, livestock, 
recreation, etc. 

o I am also concerned about erosion, and its potential effects, on the mine property and 
downstream. 

• There are collection basins/dams downstream of this project, including the Lake Val Sereno area 
and the earthen dam just downstream of this project, owned by the Center for Natural Lands 
Management.  

o The dam owned by Center for Natural Lands Management (APN 223-081-51-00) appears 
to be eroded and undermined and could possibly be compromised.  Additional 
stormwater could easily cause the dam to further breach and fully wash away the 
recorded access road on top of this dam, with potentially catastrophic results 
downstream.   

o Any dam breach could cause environmental, property and loss of life, in addition to 
cutting off roadway access for a large number of homes/residents. 

• Downstream roadways and driveways are at risk.  Many driveways and roadways downstream 
cross Copper Creek and have been rendered periodically inaccessible or been washing out due 
to increased stormwater flows down Copper Creek.  Lone Jack Road, the major artery for 1000s 
of residents, parallels and crosses Copper Creek several times.   

• Copper Creek is already overburdened and cannot accommodate water from the Questhaven 
Project. 

• Studies must address projected conditions beyond the project site caused by atmospheric 
rivers/“Megafloods”/changed rainfall patterns/intensities due to global heating), including 100-
year, 500-year or 1000-year flood events that have become more likely. 

All overseeing agencies must ensure no additional drainage or floodwaters are discharged into Copper 
Creek and prevent pollution and catastrophic impacts downstream.  Efforts must be undertaken to 
remediate and prevent the flash floods that now come from San Elijo Hills.   

Relevant agencies, and the community, also need to understand the following: 

• Are complete studies being done to determine downstream environmental impacts?   
• How has potential mine and landfill pollution been studied and harms mitigated? 
• What pollutants are being eroded into Copper Creek and flowing downstream? 
• What are the health impacts to residents, neighbors and the larger region? 
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Issue 2:  Trails  

In recent years, trails have been opened across this property from San Elijo Road south towards preserved 
properties owned by the Centers for Natural Lands Management (“CNLM”) without appropriate permits or 
studies.  These trails are not longstanding nor historic, are creating public safety risks and are harming the 
environment.  These trails need to be closed with the development of the Questhaven Project. 

When family members sold APN 223-081-51-00, it was with the understanding that it was to be preserved 
for flora and fauna in perpetuity, without public access. My family had met with U.S. Fish and Wildlife staff 
prior to the Perkins sale/transfer and it was agreed that the property would continue to be off-limits to the 
public, as consistent with our past ownership and management to protect environmental resources.  
Opening these properties to the public is degrading habitat, changing animal patterns and causing public 
safety issues, including, but not limited to, reopened vertical shaft mines that CNLM knew about, but left 
open, unsigned and unfenced, until the County was involved about a year later.   

Neighboring communities are being adversely impacted.  Trail use is unsupervised, occurs 24-hours a 
day, and is resulting in crime ranging from robberies to assaults/batteries.   

Preserved lands are being degraded in quality and value, with animals being pushed out given 24-hour a 
day use.  Trails appear to be cleared without appropriate permits or studies. 

Full environmental studies need to be done on off-site and community impacts if trails are proposed. 

I respectfully request that the County and habitat agencies ensure that the Questhaven Project not 
make trails permanent from the Questhaven Project through CNLM’s Copper Creek and Rancho La Costa 
preserve, including across our former property.  I believe it critical for the environment that public 
access be fenced off at the Questhaven Project.   

Issue 3:  This Property Appears to Have Landfill Gas (or Leachate) Intrusion Which Poses Possible 
Health Threats  

An EIR should address health and safety impacts to residents/tenants, and require adequate measures 
to prevent harms originating from the now-closed San Marcos Landfill.  Once the Questhaven Project is 
entitled, the County has limited ability to protect residents/tenants from Landfill Gases and Landfill 
Impacts.   

I respectfully request the County require the following, amongst other measures: 

• Enrollment into the Department of Environment Health’s Voluntary Assessment Program “for 
evaluation of the health risks associated with a project in such close proximity to a closed landfill”;  

• Notification to residents and purchasers of proximity to the San Marcos Landfill; 
• To mitigate landfill gas migration, within 1000 feet, 

• Explosion proof conduits/sealing; 
• Trench dams in utility trenches; 
• Use of a gas migration barrier with passive venting; and 
• Hard-wired methane detectors. 

Based on a review of the County’s monitoring and other landfill documents, landfill impacts are already 
recorded on this property.  In brief, County reports show the Questhaven Project’s onsite groundwater 



 
 

4 
 

well, in addition to other wells within feet of the Questhaven Project’s boundary, routinely testing 
positive for “Constituents of Concern” (“COCs”). 1   The County ascribes the COCs as deriving from landfill 
gas (“LFG”), or less likely, landfill leachate.  Note that the geology underlying the landfill is fractured 
rock, and could easily transmit leachate and landfill gas.  

Landfill Background 

The San Marcos landfill was in operation from June 1979 to March 1997.  According to the County, it 
reportedly accepted residential, commercial and agricultural waste including paint and paint thinners, 
oil, treated sewage sludge and medical waste.2  

The San Marcos landfill is made of 18.75 million tons of material.3  

San Marcos Landfill is Unlined and Generating Landfill Gas and Leachate 

Unlike modern landfills, the San Marcos landfill was unlined.  The purpose of landfill lining is to keep 
landfill materials and contaminants onsite. 

It wasn’t until 1992, as part of the landfill expansion, that parts of the existing landfill were covered by a 
24” compacted clay liner at an elevation of 750 feet above mean sea level.4  A method of collecting 
leachate was put in place only for new waste collected after that time.5 

A 2017 letter from the County (attached as Annex 1) states, “While the San Marcos Landfill has closed, it 
can be expected to remain biologically active and generate landfill gas and leachate for more than 30-50 
years after closure.”  A County official said monitoring may need to continue forever in an article in 
Annex 2. 

Radioactive materials 

There were no laws preventing “certain types of low level radioactive waste, known as decommissioned 
materials” from disposal in the San Marcos Landfill during its years of operation.6  It cannot be excluded 
that such low-level radioactive waste has been disposed of in the San Marcos Landfill. 

Groundwater Contamination / Landfill leachate and LFG 

Groundwater under the landfill and Questhaven Project property is testing positive for chemical COCs.  
According to the County, there are two likely sources: landfill leachate and landfill gases.7  Per County 

 
1 The list of Constituents of Concern is available at October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual 
Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 7 (Annex 3).  These are constituents that “have been tested and 
verified in samples collected from the leachate.”  
2 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
3 San Marcos II, Inactive Landfill Maintenance Plan, County of San Diego, (April 2014). 
4 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
5 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 3. 
6 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb9/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2002/2002_0330.pdf 
7 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page 11 (“The 
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documents, “[t]he source of COCs outside the waste area is likely due to migration of LFG and, to a 
lesser degree, leachate.”8 

The County also states in Annex 1 that “Landfill gas has been documented to travel in the subsurface 
1,000 feet or more from the source.  The underlying geology of [the Questhaven Project property] is 
fractured rock, which adds another layer of complexity to potential gas migration.” 

Groundwater flows 

According to the map at Annex 49, most of the groundwater from the landfill flows towards the west, 
towards Questhaven Project property.  

Landfill Gas  

According to the County, nothing more can be done to minimize groundwater Constituents of Concern 
caused by landfill gases. 

[d]etections of low concentrations of COCs in groundwater resulting from minor LFG migration 
will likely continue regardless of optimal LFG extraction system operation (there is currently no 
LFG extraction technology that would be effective to eliminate LFG migration and potential 
contact with groundwater).10  

Further in the attached 2017 County letter,  

Landfill gas represents a health and safety issue throughout the life of an active landfill and for 
many years after closure.  For regulated closed landfills, the [Solid Waste Local Enforcement 
Agency] and the landfill owner ensure that control measures contain landfill gas to the landfill 
through the use of a landfill gas collection system.  Even so, gas can still migrate off site.  Landfill 
gas consists of approximately 50% methane and 50% carbon dioxide.  Trace amounts of non-
methane organics and air toxics are also found in landfill gas. These gases can pose an explosion 
and human health threat.  The lower explosive limit for methane is 5% methane in air. 

Water Monitoring 

According to recent and historical Semi-Annual and Annual Monitoring Reports prepared for the County, 
including the 2016 report attached, the landfill groundwater wells are testing positive for constituents of 
concern.  As mentioned in the EIR relating to the General Plan property-specific requests, and 2017 
County letter, and depicted in Annex 4, the Questhaven Project property has an onsite water monitoring 

 
likely source of the constituents of concern (COCs) detected in groundwater is diffusion from LFG beneath the 
landfill that has contacted the groundwater surface.  Also, landfill leachate has possibly directly contacted 
groundwater, resulting in COC impacts.”).   
8 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan for San Marcos II Landfill, prepared for San Diego 
County Department of Public Works, Landfill Management by Geosyntac Consultants (May 2010), page A-8.   
9 This is Figure 2 of the October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos 
II Landfill, page 37.  The body of this Report is excerpted as Annex 3.  The other reports relating to the San Marcos 
Landfill accessible via the waterboards.ca.gov website are also incorporated by reference. 
10 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan, page 12. 
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well (SMGW-40). 11  Per historical annual/semiannual monitoring reports, the Questhaven Project’s 
onsite well is routinely testing positive for 1,1-Dichloroethane, which pursuant to the federal Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry/CDC (“ATSDR”) data, may have effects on the kidney and liver.  A 
number of other wells are testing water within a short distance of this property, for example, well 
SMGW-39 appears on the boundary of the Questhaven Project’s property and other wells are within just 
a few hundred feet.  These are testing positive for chemicals including, but not limited to:  Benzene, 
Diethyl Ether, Methyl-Tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE), amongst others.  Per the ATSDR data, these cause cancer 
and potentially damage neurology, nephrology (kidney) and hepatology (liver).  

Per the attached news article at Annex 2, the San Marcos landfill “is leaching chemicals known to cause 
cancer, reproductive harm and other health problems.”  It continues, “officials said that because these 
chemicals don’t occur naturally, any leak exceeds standards set for those sites” and “[a]ny volatile (organic 
compound) that’s detected in groundwater is an indication of release from the landfills” (emphasis added). 

We know from recent monitoring studies that County contractors are “assessing potential causes of 
trace VOC detections in groundwater samples collected from monitor wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 
and is coordinating with the County’s LFG subcontractor to maximize the efficiency of the landfill gas 
extraction system in an effort to improve water quality.”12 As described above, these efforts may not 
succeed as “there is currently no LFG extraction technology that would be effective to eliminate LFG 
migration and potential contact with groundwater.”13 

Per the above documents, it appears likely that Questhaven Project property already has landfill gas 
intrusion as its onsite and adjacent wells are testing positive for COCs. 

The EIR should address pollution, health impacts and other concerns related to leachate and LFG 
originating from the closed San Marcos landfill. 

Conclusion 

I would appreciate if the EIR could address the issues of (1) stormwater and safety impacts to Copper 
Creek; (2) trails affecting nearby properties and (3) address pollution and safety impacts related to the 
San Marcos landfill. 

Please let me know if I can provide further information. 

Sincerely, 

 

Camille Perkins

 
11 October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 5.  
Attached.  The map of water monitoring wells is attached as Annex 4.  These are figures to the October 2016 – 
March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill. 
12 October 2016 – March 2017 Semi-Annual and 2016 Annual Monitoring Report, San Marcos II Landfill, page 5.  
Attached.   
13 Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Plan, page 12. 
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Annex 1 
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Annex 2 
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EXCLUSIVE: Seven former North County
landfills leaking contaminants
By DEBORAH SULLIVAN BRENNAN - dbrennan@nctimes.com

MARCH 5, 2011, 7:20 PM

Seven former North County dumps are leaking contaminants into surrounding groundwater as the

decomposing remains of decades' worth of waste seep out of the unlined soil beds, water officials said in a series

of recent interviews.

However, water quality officials said they know of no drinking water supplies in North County that have been

contaminated by landfills.

Because most residents receive piped water through the San Diego County Water Authority, "the risk to most

county residents is very small or negligible, while local water supplies located in more rural areas may be at a

somewhat elevated but unquantified level of risk," said John R. Odermatt, a senior engineering geologist for the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Diego region.

Since the seven landfills ---- in Bonsall, Valley Center, Poway, San Marcos, Oceanside and Carlsbad ---- closed

more than a decade ago, an airport, parks, schools and homes have been built on or near the sites.

Officials said that while the former landfills are leaching chemicals known to cause cancer, reproductive harm

and other health problems, all seven sites are tested regularly and the regional water board has ordered

corrective measures to stop the seepage. Measures to extract hazardous gas and liquid from the sites have kept

the contamination from spreading, they said.

However, as county Supervisor Bill Horn and other officials push for more reliance on groundwater sources as a

hedge against limited water supplies, safe groundwater has become a pressing concern. And plans to build the

Gregory Canyon Landfill on county land near the Pala Indian Reservation outside Fallbrook have focused

attention on the long-term storage of trash, officials said.

A toxic mix

The landfills, built between the late 1940s and 1970s, preceded environmental rules that govern waste disposal

today, and served as catch-all basins for a mix of routine trash and toxic chemicals.

"The hazardous-waste checks didn't start until the 1990s," said Michele Stress, a unit manager for the county

Department of Public Works, which monitors and maintains the seven sites.

Ad ?
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Residents and businesses are now required to discard hazardous materials at special sites, but landfills built

before the '90s took in everything from yard clippings and food scraps to paint thinner, batteries, solvents,

motor oil and dry-cleaning chemicals.

"Probably Jimmy Hoffa is buried in one of those things,producing methane," said Henry Cole, a Maryland-

based environmentalconsultant, referring to the powerful Teamsters Union leader whodisappeared under

mysterious circumstances July 30, 1975.

Landfills that opened before the '90s also lacked bottom liners that modern landfills employ to keep pollution

from seeping off-site.

"A lot of companies and businesses, big and small, in the post-World War II era up into the 1970s and 1980s

routinely threw away really nasty stuff in landfills," said Jonathan Scott, a spokesman for Clean Water Action, a

national environmental organization. "All landfills eventually leak over time, even modern ones with state-of-

the-art liners and collection systems.

"But the older ones are really problematic because they don't have (liners), and because the stuff that went into

them can be presumed to be really bad."

Stress said, however, that North County had little heavy industry during that period, so landfill contents likely

contain more agricultural scraps than industrial waste.

Nonetheless, the brew of chemicals in the seven landfills is releasing methane gas from decomposing biological

waste, along with volatile organic compounds ---- synthetic chemicals that evaporate easily and can pollute air

and water supplies.

Recent monitoring tests at the former landfill sites in Poway and Bonsall and at McClellan-Palomar Airport in

Carlsbad and Bradley Park in San Marcos showed that some pollutant levels exceeded state health limits.

Pollutants that registered levels above state limits includedvinyl chloride, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene

and benzene.Those volatile organic compounds can cause liver, brain or lung cancer, anemia, skin allergies,

bone and blood problems, liver andkidney damage and reproductive problems, according to the federalAgency

for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.

All seven landfills have registered some leaks of contaminants, however, and officials said that because those

chemicals don't occur naturally, any leak exceeds standards set for those sites.

"Any volatile (organic compound) that's detected in groundwater is an indication of release from the landfills,

which is a violation of their current discharge requirements," said Cheryl Prowell, a water resource control

engineer for the regional water quality board.

Dealing with the dumps
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http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/topic/jobs-workplace/unions/international-brotherhood-of-teamsters-ORCIG0009-topic.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/topic/health/diseases-illnesses/lung-cancer-HEDAI0000027-topic.html
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As the dumps filled up from the late 1960s through the 1980s, the county covered them and found other uses

for the sites.

Jefferson High School, Clair Bergener School and Mission Elementary School surround the former Mission

Avenue landfill in Oceanside, water board documents show.

Bradley Park sits over a former county landfill in San Marcos, the Aerie Park equestrian facility operates on the

site of the former Valley Center landfill, and Palomar Airport sits atop the former landfill in Carlsbad.

Rural homes and orchards have sprung up near the former Bonsall landfill, the San Elijo Hills neighborhood

abuts the former San Marcos landfill, and homes surround the former Poway landfill, near the section of Poway

Road between Espola Road and Highway 67 known as the Poway Grade.

In some instances, contaminated materials have risen to the surface.

A water board report on the Mission Avenue landfill in Oceanside noted that in 1978, the year the dump closed,

there was not enough soil cover to prevent water from percolating through the waste. The report also noted that

the closed landfill lacked erosion control and was polluting the San Luis Rey River.

"Bad smelling, dark leachate was flowing from several points in the landfill and mixing with the storm run-off

flowing down the gully to the river," the report stated. "Paper, tires, tin cans and other debris were visible at

least 2,000 feet beyond the base of the landfill."

In another document, the water board cited the county's concerns in 1996 about a fireworks display at Bradley

Park in San Marcos, stating that the presence of methane gas at the site posed a risk of fire and explosion

hazards. That particular site has little or no gas emissions today, said Jason Forga, a senior civil engineer for the

county.

A 2004 cleanup and abatement order for the Valley Center landfill stated that pollution from the site was

seeping into the lower San Luis Rey River and surrounding areas.

To correct those problems, county officials have installed systems to remove contaminated water and built gas-

extraction wells that suck methane and other harmful vapors from the landfills before burning them, Stress

said.

At the former San Marcos landfill near San Elijo Hills, bright yellow wildflowers and other native brush grow

atop a 5-foot layer of clay soil that contains the trash. A county contractor, SCS Engineers, manages gas

emissions, operating a 24-hour flare that burns methane and volatile organic compounds before they reach the

air or groundwater. Another company, Fortistar Methane Group, uses gas flares to generate power, which it

sells to SDG&E.

Officials also inspect the topography above the landfills for places where contaminated water might be pooling,

adding dirt as needed to prevent runoff, Forga said.
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The county orders monthly gas checks and conducts semiannual tests for groundwater pollution, officials said,

and spends $5 million a year on monitoring and maintenance of closed landfills and burn sites countywide.

Odermatt, the water board's senior engineering geologist, said it's unclear how long that will be the case, adding

that the board does "not speculate on how long monitoring and maintenance may continue."

Leaky bathtubs

The corrective measures, including covering the top of the landfills, help control but don't actually contain the

contamination, county officials said.

"You have to think of the landfill as kind of a leaky bathtub, particularly where the liner's on top," said Cole, the

Maryland-based environmental consultant. "Usually, they're not well constructed. They tend to crack, they

develop fissures, they get eroded. Water infiltrates constantly and picks up contamination."

Cole said the water pressure in landfills is usually higher than surrounding areas, and can force contaminated

water into untainted wells. He also said that volatile chemicals can pose a problem known as "vapor intrusion,"

when chemicals evaporate from groundwater and contaminate the air in nearby homes.

In Bonsall, monitoring wells along the perimeter of the sites have shown elevated levels of three chemicals,

including tetrachloroethylene, according to the water board's cleanup and abatement order for the site.

The chemical, which can cause kidney and liver damage, and may lead to cancer or reproductive harm, has also

shown up in a private agricultural well in the area, Prowell said.

It could affect 34 other nearby wells, including seven domestic wells and a number of agriculture wells, she said.

The county has proposed improving drainage on the site to reduce moisture in the buried debris and prevent

runoff.

Although officials said the threat to drinking water is low, that risk could rise if more communities tap into

groundwater, as Supervisor Horn has suggested they do. In January, Horn convened a panel of water experts to

talk about how the county should explore groundwater use in order to stretch the region's water supply in

backcountry areas.

Local water district officials said their groundwater is limited or isolated from the former landfills. But Daniel

Tartakovsky, a UC San Diego engineering professor who sat on Horn's water panel last month, said the county

has been overly conservative in its groundwater estimate. Without studying areas site by site, Tartakovsky said,

the county may have underestimated water sources.

The long-term safety of landfills also weighs heavily on the permitting process for the proposed Gregory Canyon

Landfill outside Fallbrook. The landfill is proposed for 308 acres of undeveloped land near Pala, alongside the
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San Luis Rey River. The county Department of Environmental Health must decide whether to issue the permit

by April 1.

At a meeting last month, speakers including Pala Band of Mission Indians Chairman Robert Smith, county

Supervisor Pam Slater-Price and other officials said the project threatens habitat, water and air quality. No

landfill liner is fail-safe, they argued.

Gregory Canyon Ltd. consultant Richard Felago argued otherwise, saying the 8-foot-thick liner, composed of

layers of gravel and synthetic material, would not leak.

In addition to the five-layer composite liner, the company's website stated, landfill plans would include a system

to collect and contain landfill liquids, and a groundwater treatment plant to protect water quality.

Odermatt said groundwater hazards posed by aging landfills have led to greater scrutiny of new landfill design.

"That's one reason we've been very critical, and are taking a very hard look at the proposed Gregory Canyon

design," he said. "Because the people out there don't get piped-in water. They get water from wells, so we're

really looking at that hard."

Stress, with the county Public Works Department, said the slow decay of past trash requires ongoing attention.

She said the county expects to manage older landfills in perpetuity.

"This monitoring is long-term," Stress said. "It's going to be going on for years ---- we think forever. We're going

to be doing this until the landfill is a dry tomb."

Call staff writer Deborah Sullivan Brennan at 760-740-5420.

Copyright © 2018, The San Diego Union-Tribune

http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Terms of Reference  

This report documents the results of the October 2016 through March 2017 semi-annual and 
2016 annual monitoring period at the San Marcos II Landfill (site) (Figure 1).  This document 
was prepared by Geosyntec Consultants (Geosyntec) for the County of San Diego, Department 
of Public Works, Landfill Management (County) to comply with California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order No. R9-2003-0003 [RWQCB, 2003], and Technical 
Change Order No. T-1 [RWQCB, 2005].  Order No. R9-2003-0003, adopted by the RWQCB on 
10 December 2003, supersedes Order No. 92-02 and Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) 
95-112, and deletes San Marcos II Landfill from Order 93-86.  This report was prepared by Ms. 
Sherry Watts and was reviewed by Mr. Veryl Wittig, PG, CHG, in accordance with 
Geosyntec’s internal peer review policy. 

The following table contains a list of the components in this report required by the 
corresponding sections from Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) No. R9-2003-0003: 

Required Submittal Required 
Frequency 

Location in this Report 

H.1.a 
H.1.b 

Requirement violations  
Certification 

Semi-annually 
Semi-annually 

Transmittal Letter 
Page i, Transmittal Letter 

H.2.a Monitoring parameters Semi-annually Section 2.1 
H.2.b Detection limit of monitoring 

parameters 
Semi-annually Appendix C 

H.2.c Measured concentration of 
monitoring parameters 

Semi-annually Tables 2 through 7, Appendix C 

H.2.d Map of monitoring points and 
groundwater flow direction 

Quarterly Figures 2 and 3 

H.2.e Monitor well information, time of 
groundwater level measurements 
and sampling methods 

Semi-annually Table 1, Appendix B 

H.2.f Sampling information and QA/QC Semi-annually Appendices B and C 
H.2.g Leachate and run/off control Semi-annually Section 3 
H.2.h Site inspection reports Quarterly Appendix A 
H.2.i Inspection of temporary stockpiles Semi-annually Transmittal Letter 
H.2.j Evaluation of corrective action 

measures 
Semi-annually Section 5.3 

H.3.a Graphical presentation of data Annually Figures 5 to 12 and Appendix E 
H.3.b Analytical data - tabular and 

electronic format 
Annually Tables 2 to 7, Appendix C 

H.3.c Compliance record Annually Section 6.4 
H.3.d Discussion of monitoring results Annually Section 2 and 6 
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Required Submittal Required 
Frequency 

Location in this Report 

H.3.f Written summary of monitoring 
results 

Annually Section 6 

H3.g Leachate control Annually Section 3 
H3.h Status of Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan 
Annually Transmittal letter 

H4 Leachate Report Annually Section 3 and Table 5 
 

In accordance with Section H.5 of MRP No. R9-2003-0003, five-year Constituent of Concern 
(COC) sampling is performed at the site every five years, alternating between the first and third 
quarter monitoring periods. The last COC sampling was performed during the third quarter 
2012 therefore, COC sampling was performed during the first quarter 2017 monitoring period. 

1.2 Site Maintenance 

Appendix A presents the results of inspections conducted by County personnel at the  
San Marcos II Landfill and information on site conditions and maintenance activities during the 
current monitoring period. 
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2. GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING 

Groundwater, surface water, and corrective action  monitoring and sampling were performed by 
Confluence Environmental, Inc., a subcontractor to Geosyntec, in accordance with the current 
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health, Site Assessment and Mitigation 
(SAM) Manual guidance as detailed on field sample collection logs (Appendix B). Analyses 
were performed at Eurofins/Calscience Laboratory, Inc. (Eurofins) of Garden Grove, California. 
 Analytical results were compared to Water Quality Objectives (WQOs) for the San Elijo 
Hydrologic Subarea, which by reference include current California maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs) for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and primary and secondary drinking 
water standards [RWQCB, 2011].  

2.1 Monitoring Parameters 

Groundwater and surface water samples collected during the current monitoring period were 
analyzed according to Section C2 of MRP No. R9-2003-0003 as follows: 

Parameter Method 
pH Field Method 
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) SM 2540C 
Chloride EPA 300.0 
Sulfate EPA 300.0 
Nitrate 
Mercury 

EPA 300.0 
EPA 7470A 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) EPA Method 8260 B 
Bicarbonate, carbonate1 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)1 
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD)1 
Dissolved Metals (Sb, Ar, Ba, Be, Ca, Cd, 
Co, Cu, Pb, Mg, Ni, Se, Tl, VA, Zn)1 
Total Phenols1 

SM 2320B 
SM 5210B 
EPA 410.4 
EPA 6010B 

 
EPA 420.1 

 
1 – Constituent was analyzed as part of the 5-Year Constituent of Concern sampling event. 

Groundwater sampling locations are shown on Figures 2 and 3. 
 
2.2 Groundwater Elevation and Flow Direction 

The depth to groundwater in each monitor well was measured on 6 October  during the fourth 
quarter 2016 and 14 February during the first quarter 2017 (Table 1).  No floating immiscible 
layers were detected in the site monitor wells.  

A groundwater divide exists in the eastern portion of the site (Figures 2 and 3). Groundwater 
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flow west of the divide is generally to the west and groundwater flow east of the divide is 
generally to the northeast.  In the western portion of the site, groundwater flow was previously 
being influenced by daily pumping in corrective action wells SMGW-16 and -30D, creating a 
localized depression intended to capture potentially impacted groundwater from beneath the 
landfill.  With RWQCB approval, these corrective action wells were turned off on 11 June 2011 
as part of the transition from active pumping to passive monitored natural attenuation (MNA) 
for corrective action. Groundwater elevations in SMGW-16, -30D, -31, -39 and -40 rebounded 
by late 2011 and similar to the monitor wells at the site, have exhibited a slight declining trend 
since that time.  Hydraulic gradients across the site during the fourth quarter 2016 and first 
quarter 2017 monitoring periods are consistent with historical gradients and range from 
approximately 0.05 to 0.39 foot per foot (ft/ft) (Figures 2 and 3).   

2.3 Data Validation 

The analytical data packages were received from Eurofins and reviewed for basic analytical 
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) adherence based on quality control (QC) guidance  
in the USEPA Contract Laboratory Program National Functional Guidelines [USEPA, 2014a 
and 2014b], as well as pertinent methods referenced in the data packages, and professional 
judgment. Data packages were reviewed for chain of custody discrepancies; sample holding 
times; evaluation of matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSD) and laboratory control 
samples/laboratory control sample duplicates (LCS/LCSD); and assessment of trip and method 
blanks. A summary of the groundwater data validation information is provided in Appendix C. 

Following validation of the data presented in the analytical data packages provided in Appendix 
C, the data as qualified are considered usable and acceptable for meeting project objectives.   

2.4 Groundwater Analytical Results 

Analytical results for groundwater samples collected during the January 2017 sampling event 
from the background, compliance, and corrective action monitor wells, including data for the 
trip blanks (QCTB), are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.  Groundwater sample collection logs are 
included in Appendix B.  Analytical certificates for the current monitoring period are included 
in Appendix C.   

2.4.1 Assessment Monitoring Program 

In groundwater samples collected from the background and compliance monitor wells, 
concentrations of VOCs and general chemistry constituents were consistent with historical 
concentrations and trends (Table 2).  The following VOCs, metals, and general chemistry 
constituents exceeded or were outside WQO limits during the first quarter 2017 sampling event:  

x pH: SMGW-17 (6.22), SMGW-24 (5.76), and SMGW-39 (6.41); 
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x Nickel: SMGW-33 (0.444 mg/L); and 

x Sulfate: SMGW-24 (750 mg/L). 

VOCs were detected above the method detection limit in the groundwater samples collected 
from monitor wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40, as follows: 

x SMGW-39: 1,1-Dichloroethane (4.0 µg/L), Benzene (0.36 µg/L), Diethyl Ether (3.7 
µg/L), Methyl-Tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) (0.38 µg/L); and 

x SMGW-40: 1,1-Dichloroethane (0.87 µg/L). 

No VOCs detected in the groundwater samples collected from monitor wells SMGW-39 and 
SMGW-40 exceeded WQOs during the current monitoring period.  Geosyntec is assessing 
potential causes of trace VOC detections in groundwater samples collected from monitor wells 
SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 and is coordinating with the County’s LFG subcontractor to 
maximize the efficiency of the landfill gas extraction system in an effort to improve water 
quality.  

2.4.2 Corrective Action Monitoring Program 

During the current monitoring period, concentrations of VOCs, general chemistry, and metals 
constituents in groundwater samples collected from the corrective action wells (SMGW-16, 
SMGW-30D, SMGW-31, and SMGW-35), were generally consistent with historical 
concentrations and trends (Table 3 and Figures 5 - 12).   Concentrations of monitoring 
parameters did not exceed the WQOs or WQO ranges, with following exceptions in the 
groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-35:  

x Chloride: (1200 mg/L); 

x Mercury: (0.00421 mg/L); and 

x pH: (6.28 pH Units). 

Various VOCs, including 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene,  
dichlorodifluoromethane, diethyl ether, methyl-tert-butyl ether, and tetrahydrofuran were  
detected above the laboratory MDLs in one or more corrective action wells.  However, none of 
the detected VOCs exceeded their respective WQOs (where established).   
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2.5 Surface Water Analytical Results 

Analytical results for surface water samples collected on 14 February 2017 are summarized in 
Table 4. Metals and general chemistry parameters were consistent with historical concentrations 
and trends. No VOCs were detected in surface water samples collected at the upstream (SMSP-
2) or the downstream (SMSP-4) sampling locations.  The following general chemistry 
constituents exceeded WQOs during the first quarter 2017 sampling event: 

x Chloride:  SMSP-2 (310 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (310 mg/L);  

x Sulfate: SMSP-2 (340 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (330 mg/L); and 

x TDS: SMSP-2 (1,220 mg/L) and SMSP-4 (1,240 mg/L). 

General chemistry constituents that exceeded WQOs were elevated in the both upstream and 
downstream sampling locations. This indicates that these concentrations are naturally occurring 
or attributable to a potential off-site source upstream of the site.   

2.6 GeoTracker 

The groundwater and surface water monitoring data1, laboratory data2, and a copy of the final 
report for this monitoring period for the San Marcos II Landfill site were electronically 
submitted to and confirmed by the State Water Board’s internet-accessible database system, 
GeoTracker.  This information was submitted to the GeoTracker database in accordance with 
Chapter 30, Division 3, Titles 23 & 27 of the California Code of Regulations on the date that 
this report was finalized. 
 

                                            
1 Confirmation numbers for upload of groundwater monitoring (elevation) data into GeoTracker are 
6846918463 and 1395423591 submitted on 28 March 2017. 
2 Confirmation numbers for upload of analytical data into GeoTracker are 5424179315, 5861228644, 4061323702, 
9609979450, and 1485475540 submitted 28 March  2017. 
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3. CONSTITUENT OF CONCERN SAMPLING 

In accordance with MRP R9-2003-003, the 5-year constituent of concern (COC) sampling was 
conducted in conjunction with the semi-annual monitoring.  During the first quarter 2017, 
groundwater and surface water samples were analyzed for the COCs based upon those 
constituents that have been tested and verified in samples collected from the leachate (listed in 
the table below). The 5-year COC sampling results are used to amend the list of semi-annual 
monitoring parameters for the site based upon COCs that are detected in groundwater samples. 
The current 5-year COC list for the site is shown below. 

General Chemistry Metals Volatile Organic Compounds 
Bicarbonate Antimony Acetone Diethyl Ether 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand Arsenic Benzene Ethylbenzene 
Carbonate Barium 2-Butanone Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether 
Chemical Oxygen Demand Beryllium Chlorobenzene Methylene Chloride 
Chloride Calcium Chloroethane Naphthalene 
Nitrate (as Nitrogen) Cadmium Chloroform Tetrachloroethene 
Phenols (Total) Cobalt Chloromethane Tetrahydrofuran 
pH Copper 1,2-Dichlorobenzene Trichloroethene 
Specific Conductance Lead 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Sulfate Magnesium 1,1-Dichloroethane Toluene 
Total Dissolved Solids Mercury 1,2-Dichloroethane Trichlorofluoromethane 
 Nickel trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 
 Selenium 1,2-Dichloropropane Vinyl Chloride 
 Thallium 1,1-Dichloroethene o-Xylene 
 Vanadium cis-1,2-Dichloroethene p/m-Xylene 
 Zinc Dichlorodifluoromethane  
 
Concentrations of the 5-year COC constituents detected in groundwater samples collected from 
the corrective action, compliance, and downgradient monitor wells during the first quarter of 
2017 were comparable to concentrations from groundwater samples in upgradient monitor wells 
and/or were below established WQOs; therefore, no changes will be made to the semi-annual 
monitoring parameters.  

4. LEACHATE AND UNDERDRAIN/RUNOFF MONITORING 

Leachate and underdrain sampling were performed by Confluence on 15 February 2017. The 
underdrain sample collected by Confluence on 15 February 2017 was analyzed voluntarily by 
the County for constituents listed in Section C2 of the MRP No. R9-2003-0003.  Leachate 
samples are collected semi-annually for leachate disposal purposes.  Analytical results for the 
leachate, and underdrain sampling are summarized in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.  No runoff 
samples were collected during the current semi-annual monitoring period because no 
stormwater was flowing from the stormwater retention ponds during the current semi-annual 
monitoring period. 
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4.1 Leachate Monitoring Results 

The leachate sample collected during the semi-annual monitoring period did not contain 
detectable concentrations of VOCs, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), organochlorine 
pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, or cyanide (Table 5).  Constituents in leachate samples 
collected during the first quarter 2017 were below WQOs, with exception of the following: 

x Arsenic (0.0678) exceeded its WQO (0.05 mg/L); and  

x pH (6.40) was below the WQO lower pH range (6.5). 

4.2 Underdrain Monitoring Results 

With the exception of 1,4-dichlorobenzene (17 µg/L), VOCs were not detected in the 
underdrain sample at concentrations above WQOs in the first quarter 2017 (Table 6).  General 
chemistry parameters were detected at concentrations below WQOs. The underdrain sample 
analytical results were generally consistent with historical results.  
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5. INTRAWELL STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

This section presents the results of intrawell statistical analysis performed by Sanitas 
Technologies for groundwater samples collected from downgradient compliance wells SMGW-
33, SMGW-39 and SMGW-40 (Appendix D). 

The first quarter 2017 groundwater sample results for compliance monitor wells SMGW-33, 
SMGW-39, and SMGW-40 were compared with their respective intrawell prediction limit for 
each parameter tested.  Concentrations of chloride, nitrate, pH, sulfate, and TDS from 
groundwater samples collected from each well were found to be within their respective 
prediction limits with the exception pH in monitor well SMGW-40 which exceeded the lower 
pH limit and shows a statistically significant decreasing trend. In addition, a statistically 
significant increasing trend for sulfate was noted in compliance monitor well SMGW-40, the 
reported sulfate concentration was within historical ranges and below the WQO. 
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6. CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM 

This section presents the current status of the corrective action program (CAP), the results of 
groundwater treatment, and an evaluation of effectiveness of corrective action measures. 

6.1 Status of the Corrective Action Program 

The corrective action system consists of wells SMGW-16, SMGW-30D, SMGW-31 and 
SMGW-35.  Corrective action well SMGW-31 became non-operational in October 2006 due to 
failure of the electrical system.  An evaluation performed by Geosyntec between November 
2006 and February 2007 demonstrated hydraulic connectivity between SMGW-31 and SMGW-
30D, and that hydraulic control was maintained by pumping in SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D.  
The evaluation also concluded that the benefits of direct pumping from SMGW-31 are 
negligible in comparison to the effect of pumping SMGW-30D.  In a Technical Memorandum 
dated 15 February 2007, Geosyntec recommended converting SMGW-31 to a corrective action 
monitoring well [Geosyntec, 2007]. The County submitted a “Workplan for Modification of 
Corrective Action Program” [Geosyntec, 2008] to the RWQCB in August 2008, and met with 
the RWQCB in September 2009 to discuss the proposed modifications.  

A “Revised Workplan for Modification of Corrective Action Program San Marcos II Landfill, 
San Marcos, California” [Geosyntec, 2010] was submitted to the RWQCB in May 2010 for 
review and comment.  On 28 January 2011, the RWQCB provided comments on the May 2010 
Revised Work Plan, agreeing to the County’s proposal to replace active groundwater extraction 
with MNA, but requesting additional clarification on other items proposed in the May 2010 
Work Plan.  On behalf of the County, Geosyntec provided responses/clarifications to the 
RWQCB’s comments [Geosyntec, 2011]. On 10 June 2011 the RWQCB approved 
implementation of the Revised Corrective Action Plan as amended, and active pumping in wells 
SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D was ceased on 11 June 2011. 

In October 2012 the SMGW-35 system pump became non-operational. A “Proposed 
Modification of Corrective Action Program” [Geosyntec, 2012] was submitted to the RWQCB 
on 12 December 2012, requesting replacement of active groundwater extraction at SMGW-35 
with MNA.  In October 2013 the RWQCB declined the proposed modification to the CAP due 
to concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethane above the WQO.  The pump in SMGW-35 was then 
replaced and pumping of the well resumed in November 2013.  

VOC concentrations in groundwater samples collected from well SMGW-35 are below the 
MCLs, and continue to exhibit long-term declining trends. Geosyntec believes that continued 
pumping of cross-gradient corrective action well SMGW-35 is providing negligible benefit to 
groundwater quality beneath the site, and that MNA is the most appropriate corrective action 
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for the residual VOC concentrations detected in groundwater samples collected from this well. 
On 8 December 2015 the County submitted a request to the RWQCB to cease active pumping 
in SMGW-35, and convert to MNA for future corrective action to address residual VOCs in 
groundwater [Geosyntec, 2015]. 

6.2 Groundwater Treatment 

Extracted groundwater from well SMGW-35 is treated for VOCs using a granular activated 
carbon (GAC) treatment system.  Periodic sampling is performed to evaluate the efficacy of the 
GAC in the treatment system in removing VOCs, and to determine when replacement of the 
absorbent medium is necessary.  During the current monitoring period, the GAC system for 
corrective action well SMGW-35 was sampled 17 February 2017.  Analytical results from the 
pre- and post-treatment samples are presented in Table 7. With the exception of 1,1-
dichloroethane (2.5 µg/L) and dichlorofluoromethane (0.83 µg/L), VOCs were not detected in 
the secondary effluent sample collected from the treatment system. Analytical results for 
SMGW-35 corrective action effluent samples suggest that replacement of the GAC is not 
necessary at this time. 

6.3 Effectiveness of the Corrective Action Program 

Concentrations of VOCs detected during the first quarter 2017 monitoring event were 
consistent with historical concentrations and continued to indicate long-term decreasing trends 
since 1991 (Figures 5 – 12). As noted in Section 5.1, VOC concentrations detected in 
groundwater samples collected from SMGW-35 are below MCLs and exhibit long-term 
declining trends with the exception of recent 1,1-dichloroethene concentrations which exhibit a 
slight increasing trend, but remain below the established WQO. Continued pumping of cross-
gradient well SMGW-35 is providing negligible benefit to groundwater quality beneath the site, 
and Geosyntec submitted a request to the RWQCB in 2015 to cease active pumping and allow 
MNA to address relatively low residual VOCs concentrations. 
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7. ANNUAL SUMMARY 

This section summarizes the results of the annual 2016 groundwater monitoring at the San 
Marcos II Landfill, which includes the third quarter 2016 and first quarter 2017 sampling 
events.  This section also discusses any trends in the data and changes noted during the 
monitoring period with respect to the monitoring results and network. 

7.1 Groundwater Elevations 

Groundwater elevations were within historical ranges during the annual 2016 monitoring period 
(Figure 4).  A groundwater divide exists in the eastern portion of the site (Figures 2 and 3). 
Groundwater flow west of the divide is generally westerly.  Groundwater flow east of the divide 
is generally easterly.  Groundwater flow in the western portion of the site was being influenced 
by daily pumping in corrective action wells SMGW-16 and -30D creating a localized 
depression intended to capture potentially impacted groundwater from the landfill. Since daily 
pumping has ceased in these two wells, the localized depression dissipated and the groundwater 
gradient has returned to the natural gradient and flow.  Hydraulic gradients across the site range 
from approximately 0.05 to 0.39 ft/ft (Figures 2 and 3).   

7.2 Assessment Monitoring Program 

Consistent with historical results, concentrations of chloride, pH, and sulfate exceeded the 
respective WQOs for groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-24 during the 
annual monitoring period. Concentrations of pH in groundwater samples collected from monitor 
wells SMGW-17, -24, and -39 during the annual monitoring period were outside the WQO 
range. There were no exceedances of prediction limits for chloride, nitrate, pH, sulfate, and 
TDS in compliance wells during the 2016 annual monitoring period with the exception of pH in 
the groundwater sample collected from monitor well SMGW-40, which was slightly below the 
lower prediction limit range and showed a statistically significant decreasing trend. In addition, 
a statistically significant increasing trend for sulfate was noted in compliance monitor well 
SMGW-40, but the reported sulfate concentration was within historical ranges and below the 
WQO. 

VOCs were not detected in groundwater samples from the background or compliance monitor 
wells during the 2016 annual monitoring period, with the exception of detections of low 
concentrations (below WQOs) of 1,1-dichloroethane, benzene, diethyl ether, methyl-tert- butyl 
ether, and toluene.  These results are consistent with sporadic VOC detections in groundwater 
samples historically collected from these monitor wells.  
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7.3 Corrective Action Monitoring Program 

Consistent with historical results, concentrations of chloride, pH, and mercury in the 
groundwater samples collected from monitor well SMGW-35 during the annual monitoring 
period exceeded the respective WQOs. Concentrations of the remaining general chemistry and 
metals parameters were within historical ranges during the 2016 annual monitoring period.  
Concentrations of VOCs detected during the annual 2016 monitoring event are generally 
consistent with historical concentrations, and show stable and/or overall decreasing trends since 
the wells were installed (Figures 5 through 12). 

Based on routine groundwater monitoring performed at the site since 1993, modification of the 
CAP for the transition of groundwater monitoring/extraction wells from active “pump and 
treat” methods to passive MNA methods was warranted.  Following receipt of RWQCB 
approval, active pumping in SMGW-16 and SMGW-30D ceased on 11 June 2011. Following 
three consecutive quarterly sampling events for corrective action wells SMGW-16, SMGW-
30D and SMGW-31, and compliance wells SMGW-39 and SMGW-40, concentrations trends in 
these wells were stable (Figures 5 through 10) indicating MNA is an appropriate corrective 
action alternative for residual VOCs in groundwater beneath and downgradient of the landfill. 

On 8 December 2015 the County of San Diego submitted a “Request to Modify Post-Closure 
Monitoring Program” to the RWQCB. The request included cessation of active pumping of 
monitor well SMGW-35 since VOC concentrations had been below WQOs for at least 2 years, 
however, in July 2016 the 1,1-dichloroethane concentration (5.3 µg/L)  was slightly above the 
MCL, but in February 2017 the sample concentration had decreased to 2.9 µg/L, and  
1,1-dichloroethane concentrations in wells downgradient of  SMGW-35 remain below the 
MCL. The County is awaiting a response from the RWQCB. 

7.4 Compliance Record 

Routine monthly maintenance inspections were performed by County personnel (Appendix A). 
The groundwater and surface water monitoring described herein were performed in compliance 
with Order No. R9-2003-0003. There were no violations issued during the current monitoring 
period. Based on groundwater monitoring performed during the 2016 annual monitoring period 
and historical monitoring of the site, the groundwater conditions at the site have been 
adequately characterized.  Evaluation of current groundwater conditions indicates that 
additional action by the County, beyond existing source control measures source control 
measures (landfill gas control system operation, cover maintenance, and active groundwater 
pumping in monitor well SMGW-35) and MNA, is not warranted at this time. 
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7.5 Response to Comments 

During the current monitoring period no formal correspondence from the RWQCB related to 
routine monitoring report submittals has occurred.  
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From: C. Moser
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
Date: Saturday, September 24, 2022 8:30:27 PM

---

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "C. Moser" <2cmoser@gmail.com>
To: Sean.Oberbauer@adcounty.ca.gov
Cc: 
Bcc: 
Date: Sat, 24 Sep 2022 20:27:53 -0700
Subject: San Elijo ~ Questhaven Project
Hello Mr. Oberbauer,
   It has come to our attention that a new project is proposed for the San Elijo/Questhaven
area.  We live in San Elijo and over the last ten years the traffic has become practically
impossible.  More and more cars everyday and our family has been late to school, late to work,
missed doctor's appointments ~ all because of the traffic.  We implore you to re-visit this idea
and stop the developments in this area and if it is to move forward, please consider more roads
in and out of San Elijo as well as more schools.  The schools are already impacted and
bursting at capacity. Double Peak K-8 has already had to start building more classrooms and
Double Peak is a new school. The traffic getting in and out of there for drop off and pickup is
already horrible and frankly dangerous. Cars are stacked up along San Elijo Road in both
directions and traffic can't easily get through when it's morning or afternoon during school
dismissal times.  Going the other direction is just as bad as one must navigate San Elijo
Elementary School traffic as well as San Elijo Middle School traffic. We live in the middle, so
we're stuck. 
   As if all of this isn't enough.....one must seriously consider how we will get out in case of an
emergency ~ the evacuation in case of a fire.  We were living in San Elijo when we had to
evacuate around eight years ago and many years ago, traffic was impacted to leave.....and that
was long before some of the newer developments were even built and more people lived here. 
What is going to happen for our safety in the event of a fire?
Sincerely,
Carol Moser
Resident of San Elijo

mailto:2cmoser@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:2cmoser@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@adcounty.ca.gov
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October 3, 2022 
  
Sean Oberbauer 
Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
County of San Diego Planning and Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
 
Subject: Questhaven (Project) Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report (NOP), SCH #2022090029 
 
Dear Mr. Oberbauer: 
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a NOP of an 
Environmental Impact Report from the County of San Diego for the Project pursuant the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.  
 
CDFW ROLE  
 
CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).) 
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.)  Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.   
 
CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need 
to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code.  As proposed, for 
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory 
authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.)  Likewise, to the extent implementation of the 
Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), 
the project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and 
Game Code.  CDFW also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) program, a California regional habitat conservation planning program. The County 
of San Diego (County) participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved 
Subarea Plan under the County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) and the draft 
North County Plan (NCMSCP). The Project site is within the NCMSCP area and is entirely 
within the NCMSCP draft Pre-Approved Mitigation Area.  
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 
 
Proponent: County of San Diego (County) 
 

                                            
1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.  The “CEQA Guidelines” 
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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Sean Oberbauer, Land Use/Environmental Planner 3 
County of San Diego Planning and Development Services 
October 3, 2022 
Page 2 of 4 
 
Objective: The objective of the Project is to build 76 single-family residential homes on 
18.27 acres. Additionally, the Project would include recreation areas on 0.31 acre, water 
quality detention basins on 2.4 acres, and biological open space and fuel-modification 
zones on approximately 63.9 acres.  
 
Location: The Project is located in unincorporated San Diego County, immediately south 
and west of the City of San Marcos and east of the City of Carlsbad. Specifically, the 
Project site is located south of San Elijo Road and East of Denning Drive. Access to the 
site would be from San Elijo Road to the north.  
 
Biological Setting: The Project site is directly adjacent to Rancho La Costa Preserve, 
which connects to the site from the south and west. Sensitive vegetation communities on 
site include Diegan coastal sage scrub, and scrub-oak chaparral. Special-status plant 
species known to occur within the Project area include but are not limited to Orcutt’s 
brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii, California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1B.1), 
southwestern spiny rush (Juncus acutus spp. leopoldii, CRPR 4.2), Nuttall’s scrub oak 
(Quercus dumosa, CRPR 1B.1), and ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens, CRPR 
4.1). Special-status animal species known to occur within the Project area include but are 
not limited to Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii, CDFW Watch List species), Southern 
California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens, CDFW Watch List 
species), and coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica, Federal 
Endangered Species Act listed-threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern).  
 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We offer the comments and recommendations below to assist the County in adequately 
identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct and 
indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.  
 
COMMENT #1: Prior Scoping Efforts 
 
CDFW has met with the County regarding this Project on several occasions and 
appreciates the early coordination and scoping efforts. We thank the County for discussing 
the following elements of the project with CDFW and look forward to their discussion in the 
draft EIR:   
 
a. Mitigation of impacts to vegetation communities: Impacts to 27.3 acres of sensitive 

vegetation communities (including scrub oak chaparral, chamise chaparral, and Diegan 
coastal sage scrub) will be mitigated with 29.1 acres of on-site preservation and 15.6 
acres of off-site preservation. Impacts to 5.8 acres of non-sensitive vegetation 
communities will be mitigated with 1.1 acres of on-site restoration of coastal sage scrub 
and 4.8 acres of off-site restoration of chaparral and coastal sage scrub.  

b. Preservation of Orcutt’s brodiaea and Nuttall’s scrub oak: A portion of the Orcutt’s 
brodiaea population will be preserved within the on-site preserve area and the 
remaining population will be avoided entirely. Impacts to individual Nuttall’s scrub oaks 
will be mitigated through preservation of individuals within the preserve areas. 

c. The creation of shallow ephemeral water holding basins to be used by western 
spadefoot (Spea hammondii) for breeding purposes: per the proposed Habitat 
Restoration Plan dated August 3, 2021, there will be three basin creation areas within 
an adjacent to the on-site preserve/restoration areas. The proposed basins are 
intended to hold water long enough to provide breeding locations for western 
spadefoot.  

d. Fuel modification Zones: Fuel modification zones will be included as part of the Project 
and its impacts will be analyzed accordingly.  

e. Easements and Trails: One utility access road will be included as part of the designated 
open space and additional roads and/or trails will not be included in conserved areas.  

f. Streambed Alteration Notification: Thank you for your submittal of the streambed 
alteration Notification, dated December 7, 2021. 

 
COMMENT #2: In-perpetuity Preservation of the Mitigation Lands 
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CDFW and the County discussed off-site preservation and restoration as part of mitigation 
for the Project. The areas proposed as mitigation lands should be protected in perpetuity 
with a biological conservation easement (CE), financial assurance, and dedication to a 
qualified entity for long-term management and monitoring. Under Government Code, 
section 65967, the Lead Agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the qualifications 
of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit organization to effectively manage 
and steward land, water, or natural resources on mitigation lands it approves. The CE 
should name CDFW and US Fish and Wildlife Service (jointly, the Wildlife Agencies), as 
Third-Party Beneficiaries and should be approved by the Wildlife Agencies prior to its 
execution and follow the Agency-approved template. This CE should include all habitat 
that is not a manufactured slope and/or not under an existing easement. There should be 
no active trails or fuel modification in the CE areas. The Project Applicant should submit 
the CE to the Wildlife Agencies for review and approval at least 60 days prior to initiating 
Project impacts. The Project Applicant should submit the final easements and evidence of 
their recordation to the Wildlife Agencies within 60 days of receiving approval of the draft 
CE. 
 
COMMENT #3: In-perpetuity Management and Protection of the Mitigation Lands 
 
The County and Wildlife Agencies were provided an opportunity to review and comment on 
the draft Habitat Management Plan (HMP) for the on-site conservation areas.  In order to 
verify that our earlier input was incorporated, and to further evaluate that adequate funding 
is committed to ensure the management actions can be performed in-perpetuity, CDFW 
requests the ability to review the final management plan and Property Analysis Record 
(PAR) (Center for Natural Lands Management ©1998) or similar cost estimation method. 
The funding program should provide sufficient funds for three years on Initial Costs and 
thus not depend on endowment’s earnings until the fourth year of management.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected 
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).  The 
CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link: 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The 
completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: 
CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the 
following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants_and_animals.asp. 
  
FILING FEES 
 
The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of 
filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the 
Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. 
Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, 
vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21089.) 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist the County in 
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.   
 
Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Brigid Moran, 
Environmental Scientist, at Brigid.Moran@wildlife.ca.gov 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
David Mayer 
Environmental Program Manager 
South Coast Region 
 
ec:  State Clearinghouse, Sacramento, State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 
  Jennifer Turner, CDFW, Jennifer.Turner@wildlife.ca.gov 

Emily Gray, CDFW, Emily.Gray@wildllife.ca.gov 
Karen Drewe, CDFW, Karen.Drewe@wildlife.ca.gov 

 Jennifer Ludovissy, CDFW, Jennifer.Ludovissy@wildlife.ca.gov 
 Jonathan Snyder, USFWS, Jonathan_D_Snyder@fws.gov 
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). California Public Resources Code in section 

21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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Environmental Quality Act. Statutes and Guidelines, § 21081.6 and CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15097, §15126.4(2). 

Center for Natural Lands Management. Introduction to “PAR” – Property Analysis Record 
https://www.cnlm.org/par/. 
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From: Cheryl Madrigal
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Deneen Pelton; Beddow, Donna
Subject: [External] Questhaven; PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-

20-08-008
Date: Wednesday, September 21, 2022 4:42:53 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Questhaven.pdf

Sean,
 
Please see attached response letter to above mentioned project.  If you have any questions or
comments, please contact us. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to protect our cultural assets.
 
 

Cheryl
 
Cheryl Madrigal
Cultural Resources Manager
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Resources Department
Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians
1 West Tribal Road | Valley Center, CA 92082
Office: (760) 749 1092 ext. 323|Cell: 760-648-3000
Fax: 760-749-8901
Email: cmadrigal@rincon-nsn.gov
 
seal-rincon-website_03

 
 
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient,
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
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September 21, 2022 


 


Sent via email: sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 


County of San Diego 


Sean Oberbauer 


Planning & Development Services 


5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 


San Diego, CA 92123 


 


 


Re: Questhaven; PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-


20-08-008 


 


Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 


 


This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (“Rincon Band” or “Tribe”), a federally 


recognized Indian Tribe and sovereign government. We have received your Notice of Preparation of an 


Environmental Impact Report for the Questhaven project, and we request consultation to assess potential impacts 


to cultural resources. The identified location is within the Traditional Use Area (TUA) of the Luiseño people. As 


such, the Rincon Band is traditionally and culturally affiliated to the project area.  


 


We kindly ask to be provided with copies of existing documents pertaining to the project such as the cultural survey 


including the archaeological site records, shape files, archaeological record search results, geotechnical and 


biological reports, and the grading plans. Upon receipt and review, the Band would like to consult on the project in 


order to learn more about any potential impacts to cultural resources.  


 


If you have additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office at your convenience at 


(760) 749 1092 ext. 323 or via electronic mail at cmadrigal@rincon-nsn.gov. Thank you for the opportunity to 


protect and preserve our cultural assets.  


Sincerely,  


 
Cheryl Madrigal 


Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 


Cultural Resources Manager 
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September 21, 2022 

 

Sent via email: sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 

County of San Diego 

Sean Oberbauer 

Planning & Development Services 

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 

San Diego, CA 92123 

 

 

Re: Questhaven; PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-

20-08-008 

 

Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 

 

This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (“Rincon Band” or “Tribe”), a federally 

recognized Indian Tribe and sovereign government. We have received your Notice of Preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Report for the Questhaven project, and we request consultation to assess potential impacts 

to cultural resources. The identified location is within the Traditional Use Area (TUA) of the Luiseño people. As 

such, the Rincon Band is traditionally and culturally affiliated to the project area.  

 

We kindly ask to be provided with copies of existing documents pertaining to the project such as the cultural survey 

including the archaeological site records, shape files, archaeological record search results, geotechnical and 

biological reports, and the grading plans. Upon receipt and review, the Band would like to consult on the project in 

order to learn more about any potential impacts to cultural resources.  

 

If you have additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office at your convenience at 

(760) 749 1092 ext. 323 or via electronic mail at cmadrigal@rincon-nsn.gov. Thank you for the opportunity to 

protect and preserve our cultural assets.  

Sincerely,  

 
Cheryl Madrigal 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Cultural Resources Manager 
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From: Dan Silver
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Smith, Ashley; Talleh, Rami
Subject: [External] Notice of Preparation for Questhaven project: Tentative Map (PDS2020-TM-5643), Site Plan (PDS2022-

STP-22-018), and Administrative Permit (PDS2020-AD-20-011)
Date: Friday, September 9, 2022 5:20:33 PM

Sept 9, 2022

Sean Oberbauer
Dept of Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Ave
San Diego CA 92123

RE:  Notice of Preparation for Questhaven project: Tentative Map (PDS2020-TM-5643),
Site Plan (PDS2022-STP-22-018), Administrative Permit (PDS2020-AD-20-011)

Dear Mr Oberbauer:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the notice of
preparation.  We understand the project is consistent with existing zoning.

As this is a habitat area, we urge the site design to cluster in the least sensitive location to the
maximum extent possible in order to protect biological resources.  Edge conditions should be
minimized.  Lot sizes should be reduced and attached, more affordable units considered. 
Unavoidable impacts should be fully mitigated.  The DEIR should also evaluate consistency
with the North County MSCP in-progress.  

Evacuation in case of a rapidly approaching wind-driven fire should account for road capacity,
mobilization time, surrounding communities evacuating simultaneously, and conditions such
as road blockages and smoke.  We are concerned that DPDS has, in the past, accepted without
proper scrutiny inadequate and indeed erroneous fire hazard and evacuation analyses prepared
by consulting firms working for the developer.  (Documentation available upon request.)  In
the case of Lilac Hills Ranch, it reversed its original position of safe evacuation (based on
developer studies) when better information was obtained.  For this project, in the interest of
public safety, we respectively recommend that the County either conduct its own fire and
evacuation analyses, retaining its own experts and traffic engineers, or commission
independent experts and traffic engineers to review any applicant-prepared studies.  We would
be happy to refer you to qualified experts.

EHL will also be interested in the VMT evaluation and mitigation, and GHG mitigation.

Please retain EHL on mailing and distribution lists for CEQA documents and public hearings.

Yours truly,

Dan Silver

Dan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats League

mailto:dsilverla@me.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Ashley.Smith2@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Rami.Talleh@sdcounty.ca.gov


8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA  90069-4267

213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com
https://ehleague.org

mailto:dsilverla@me.com


From: Daniel Tsosie
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Marcus Cuero
Subject: [External] QUESTHAVEN PROJECT
Date: Wednesday, September 14, 2022 3:21:32 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hello all, thank you for reaching out to us with the letter regarding the “QUESTHAVEN PROJECT
PDS2020-TM-5643…”.  Due to possible ground disturbance and cultural resources in the area, we
have Interest with the project.
 
Best Regards,
 
 
 
 
Daniel Tsosie
Campo Band of Mission Indians
Cultural Resource Manager
36190 Church Road, Suite #4
Campo, CA 91906
 
Cell: 619-632-8812
Ofiice: 619-478-9046 ext.278
E-mail: dtsosie@campo-nsn.gov
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From: Danielle Allison
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] San Elijo Questhaven Project
Date: Friday, September 23, 2022 1:11:00 PM

hi sean,

i am emailing you with feedback into the proposed project for SEH, by the landfill. i'm not sure if you live in this
neighborhood, but the layout was poorly planned in regards to traffic and flow. in the morning between 7:45 and
8:30, as well as between 330-6, it takes 45-90 minutes to go from Rancho Sante Fe road up to my house on Baylor.
the traffic is horrible. and during recent evacuations, it took 3 hours with the fire less than a mile away. people broke
the locks in the gates on utility roads and drove in panic to get to safety. the proposed project, along with just adding
to congestion, is at the bottleneck of traffic. even worse, there are no new roads for this group out of the community.
it only has one way in and out! San Elijo Road. completely unsafe for this group in particular, as they abut a nature
reserve that has the wildfire potential! Please for all our safety, reconsider this project!

danielle allison
(858)242-0820
959 Baylor Dr, in SEH
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:dln92130@yahoo.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov


From: debra martelli
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] San elijo
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 2:36:03 PM

Stop any more building in the San Elijo area !!  No way a safe evacuation of any kind can
occur !

https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/communities/east-county/story/2022-03-11/court-
rejects-santee-housing-development-over-environmental-concerns?
fbclid=IwAR3aG6vfie4oe6mugbh5IEnc847s0iCpb18RrPR5_Zz0A3OEwrz-Yp8SBxw

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:debramartelli@msn.com
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From: Douglas Dill
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: rwalton@san-marcos.net
Subject: [External] Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the ‘Questhaven’ EIR; PDS2020-TM5643, PDS2020-AD-20-

011, PDS2020-STP22-018, Log Number: PDS2020-ER20-08-008
Date: Friday, September 30, 2022 11:08:09 AM

Douglas Dill
Chair
San Dieguito Planning Group
P.O. Box 2789
Rancho Santa Fe, CA, 92067

September 30, 2022

Sean Oberbauer
Senior Planner
County of San DiegoPlanning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

REF:  Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the ‘Questhaven’ EIR; PDS2020-
TM5643, PDS2020-AD-20-011, PDS2020-STP22-018, Log Number: PDS2020-ER20-
08-008

Mr. Sean Oberbauer,

The San Dieguito Planning Group appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
‘Questhaven’ 76 residential dwelling-unit subdivision.

1.) Please describe the improvements to be made at the intersection of San Elijo
Road and the entrance to the old landfill recycling plant ‘Eden Park’ including traffic
controls, dedicated right and left-hand turn lanes. This intersection will be the primary
westbound San Elijo Road access into the ‘Questhaven’ project.

2.) What improvements will be made at the Rancho La Costa Preserve trailhead for
hikers, cyclists, and equestrians that access the park via at the Copper Creek
trailhead? The ‘Eden Park’ driveway street that is access to the old trash plant facility
is also used as parking for the Rancho La Costa Preserve users. A formal Preserve
trail entrance improvement with hiker, cyclists, and equestrian parking should be part
of the community improvement built by the ‘Questhaven’ project.  

3.) What mitigation measures will be taken to improve traffic flow through the San
Elijo Hills Downtown Center? Gridlock is a common daily congestion event at the
intersection of San Elijo Road and Elfin Forest Road, especially during school student
drop-off and pickup hours, as well as morning and evening rush hours.

4.) How will the ‘Questhaven’ project mitigate environmental impacts due to this new
construction draining into the Copper Creek and Rancho La Costa habitats?

mailto:theddills@att.net
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:rwalton@san-marcos.net


5.) How will the ‘Questhaven’ project mitigate air, noise and light pollution created by
this subdivision. As part of unincorporated County, the project site is in vicinity of the
unincorporated Elfin Forest community which as a dark sky policy incorporated into its
Community Plan on file with the County.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for
the proposed ‘Questhaven’ residential project.

Sincerely,

Douglas Dill
Chair
San Dieguito Planning Group

cc:

Randy Walton, San Marcos City Council, District 2
Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council



From: Edward Philbrick
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] QUESTHAVEN, PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-

ER-20-08-008.
Date: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 11:35:38 AM

Hello,

I’m firmly against any development in this area as a 19-year resident of San Elijo Hills. The
open space is utilized by 100’s of families, dog walkers, cyclists, runner and after school
NICA mountain bike programs. The area is gridlocked with traffic from 4:00 PM til 6 PM
with northbound traffic. 

The traffic was jammed during fire evacuations in 2014 and 2007. 2 hour delays to evacuate.

The site is not clear of impact from the old dump and environmental hazard concerns. See old
LA Times articles on Copper Creek and San Marcos Dump.

The schools, roads, and trails can not handle additional development. A whole generation
grew up on some of the last natural vegetation playing and learning to ride bikes.

Please share my feedback with staff, and supervisors.

Initial notification of meeting did not reach San Elijo Hills Residents.

Regards,

Ed Philbrick
1093 Brightwood Drive
San Marcos, CA
92078

mailto:ephilbrick@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov


From: Jay Petrek
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Questhaven Project NOP Comments
Date: Monday, October 3, 2022 3:16:00 PM
Attachments: Questhaven NOP Comments.pdf

Hello Sean-

Please accept my NOP comments for consideration in preparing the Draft Environmental
Impact Report.

Jay

mailto:petrek4sanmarcos@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov



October 3, 2022 
 
 
 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL: 
Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
Sean Oberbauer  
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
RE: The Questhaven Project 
PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008. 
  
Dear Mr. Oberbauer: 
 
I am a resident of San Marcos and have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) regarding the 
proposed “Questhaven” application (project). I am submitting the following comments for your 
consideration while preparing the project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
 
Public Services: 
It should be noted that while the site falls within the unincorporated County of San Diego jurisdiction, 
the west, north and eastern boundaries of the property directly abuts the City of San Marcos, and the 
project will directly impact the San Elijo community. It can be safely assumed that future county 
residents will rely on many services provided by the City of San Marcos to meet their needs. Without 
any development impact fees or future property taxes collected to offset those costs, the project will 
negatively impact the quality of life for city residents. 
1) While the project plans to include a private park, all park development fees will be paid to the 


County. The closest community park with active recreation amenities (i.e. ballfields and sports 
courts) is located less than a mile away in San Marcos (San Elijo). This additional population will 
impact the park and recreation services San Marcos provides to current residents. 


2) Fire Station 4 is located at 204 San Elijo Road in San Marcos. Under reciprocal mutual aid 
agreements, the San Marcos Fire Department would be a first responder for on-site emergencies 
and the project would impact emergency services provided to current city residents.  


3) The project is wholly dependent on San Marcos streets for access, yet traffic impact fees required 
by the project would be paid to the county. Likely traffic signalization and street maintenance 
requirements generated by the project on San Elijo Road would fall under the city’s responsibility 
and impact the San Marcos public works services provided to current residents.  


 
Transportation: 
San Elijo Road is a heavily travelled road that experiences significant congestion. The proposed project 
will add a significant number of vehicles to the current volume of traffic.  Assuming an average of 10-12 
vehicle trips per day, the 76-unit project would add upwards of 900 daily trips on San Elijo Road, which is 
already overburdened with traffic, and experiences severe congestion several times per day. Currently, 
vehicles queue for over a mile along east-bound San Elijo Road directly adjacent to the project site 
during peak-hour traffic conditions. The project DEIR should consider these traffic conditions and the 
analysis should be conducted during peak congestion periods, such as during the school arrival / release 
times (not during vacation or other non-school days), and morning / evening work commuting times. 
  



mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov





Sean Oberbauer  
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  
San Diego, CA 92123 
Re: The Questhaven Project 
Page 2 
 
 
Wildfire / Evacuation Plan Evaluation: 
The DEIR needs to conduct a comprehensive analysis regarding evacuation measures that will be 
implemented in the event of an emergency. Under normal commuting conditions San Elijo Road 
experiences periods of heavy congestion. In prior emergency situations, residents were faced with 
unacceptable and dangerous conditions attempting to evacuate the area with local streets filled with 
vehicles unable to vacate.        
 
The methodology used to derive emergency travel times must incorporate the basic characteristics of 
traffic flow, particularly under conditions when traffic demand will exceed the capacity of San Elijo Road 
under conditions when drivers would be under extreme duress, such as during a wildfire evacuation. 
The analysis should also include ambient traffic that is already on the area road system at the time an 
evacuation is ordered, as well as other evacuating traffic.  
 
Recreation / Circulation: 
The City of San Marcos Trails Guide depicts a walking trail along the south side of San Elijo Road across 
the project’s frontage. There are existing walking trails immediately east and west along San Elijo Road 
within the City of San Marcos and the subject site is located along an important “missing link” in the 
city’s trail network. Any future project should coordinate with the City of San Marcos to ensure that this 
important linkage is included for construction and its impacts evaluated in the DEIR.  
https://www.san-marcos.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=1474 
 
Biological Resources: 
Based on biological surveys conducted for the adjacent 1,400+ acre Rancho La Costa Habitat 
Conservation Area, and the relatively undisturbed condition on most of the subject property, it can be 
assumed that similar findings would be discovered during on-site surveys. If the project’s area proposed 
for ‘Biological Open Space’ is not incorporated into the Rancho La Costa Habitat Conservation Area, the 
DEIR should include provisions for ensuring the long-term viability of on-site plant and animal species. 
https://sdmmp.com/download.php?cid=CID_ctamanah@usgs.gov_5787fc021e5f0 
 
In addition to the “No Project” alternative, the DEIR should include an alternative that preserves the site 
as open space and incorporates the subject property into the Rancho La Costa Habitat Conservation 
Area for habitat mitigation banking and restoration purposes to offset habitat losses associated with 
development elsewhere in the region.  
 
Thank you for receiving these NOP comments for inclusion in the Questhaven DEIR analysis. If you have 
any questions, I can be reached at petrek4sanmarcos@gmail.com, or (760) 496-8614. 
 
Respectfully, 


 
Jay Petrek 



https://www.san-marcos.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=1474
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October 3, 2022 
 
 
 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL: 
Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
Sean Oberbauer  
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
RE: The Questhaven Project 
PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008. 
  
Dear Mr. Oberbauer: 
 
I am a resident of San Marcos and have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) regarding the 
proposed “Questhaven” application (project). I am submitting the following comments for your 
consideration while preparing the project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
 
Public Services: 
It should be noted that while the site falls within the unincorporated County of San Diego jurisdiction, 
the west, north and eastern boundaries of the property directly abuts the City of San Marcos, and the 
project will directly impact the San Elijo community. It can be safely assumed that future county 
residents will rely on many services provided by the City of San Marcos to meet their needs. Without 
any development impact fees or future property taxes collected to offset those costs, the project will 
negatively impact the quality of life for city residents. 
1) While the project plans to include a private park, all park development fees will be paid to the 

County. The closest community park with active recreation amenities (i.e. ballfields and sports 
courts) is located less than a mile away in San Marcos (San Elijo). This additional population will 
impact the park and recreation services San Marcos provides to current residents. 

2) Fire Station 4 is located at 204 San Elijo Road in San Marcos. Under reciprocal mutual aid 
agreements, the San Marcos Fire Department would be a first responder for on-site emergencies 
and the project would impact emergency services provided to current city residents.  

3) The project is wholly dependent on San Marcos streets for access, yet traffic impact fees required 
by the project would be paid to the county. Likely traffic signalization and street maintenance 
requirements generated by the project on San Elijo Road would fall under the city’s responsibility 
and impact the San Marcos public works services provided to current residents.  

 
Transportation: 
San Elijo Road is a heavily travelled road that experiences significant congestion. The proposed project 
will add a significant number of vehicles to the current volume of traffic.  Assuming an average of 10-12 
vehicle trips per day, the 76-unit project would add upwards of 900 daily trips on San Elijo Road, which is 
already overburdened with traffic, and experiences severe congestion several times per day. Currently, 
vehicles queue for over a mile along east-bound San Elijo Road directly adjacent to the project site 
during peak-hour traffic conditions. The project DEIR should consider these traffic conditions and the 
analysis should be conducted during peak congestion periods, such as during the school arrival / release 
times (not during vacation or other non-school days), and morning / evening work commuting times. 
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Sean Oberbauer  
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  
San Diego, CA 92123 
Re: The Questhaven Project 
Page 2 
 
 
Wildfire / Evacuation Plan Evaluation: 
The DEIR needs to conduct a comprehensive analysis regarding evacuation measures that will be 
implemented in the event of an emergency. Under normal commuting conditions San Elijo Road 
experiences periods of heavy congestion. In prior emergency situations, residents were faced with 
unacceptable and dangerous conditions attempting to evacuate the area with local streets filled with 
vehicles unable to vacate.        
 
The methodology used to derive emergency travel times must incorporate the basic characteristics of 
traffic flow, particularly under conditions when traffic demand will exceed the capacity of San Elijo Road 
under conditions when drivers would be under extreme duress, such as during a wildfire evacuation. 
The analysis should also include ambient traffic that is already on the area road system at the time an 
evacuation is ordered, as well as other evacuating traffic.  
 
Recreation / Circulation: 
The City of San Marcos Trails Guide depicts a walking trail along the south side of San Elijo Road across 
the project’s frontage. There are existing walking trails immediately east and west along San Elijo Road 
within the City of San Marcos and the subject site is located along an important “missing link” in the 
city’s trail network. Any future project should coordinate with the City of San Marcos to ensure that this 
important linkage is included for construction and its impacts evaluated in the DEIR.  
https://www.san-marcos.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=1474 
 
Biological Resources: 
Based on biological surveys conducted for the adjacent 1,400+ acre Rancho La Costa Habitat 
Conservation Area, and the relatively undisturbed condition on most of the subject property, it can be 
assumed that similar findings would be discovered during on-site surveys. If the project’s area proposed 
for ‘Biological Open Space’ is not incorporated into the Rancho La Costa Habitat Conservation Area, the 
DEIR should include provisions for ensuring the long-term viability of on-site plant and animal species. 
https://sdmmp.com/download.php?cid=CID_ctamanah@usgs.gov_5787fc021e5f0 
 
In addition to the “No Project” alternative, the DEIR should include an alternative that preserves the site 
as open space and incorporates the subject property into the Rancho La Costa Habitat Conservation 
Area for habitat mitigation banking and restoration purposes to offset habitat losses associated with 
development elsewhere in the region.  
 
Thank you for receiving these NOP comments for inclusion in the Questhaven DEIR analysis. If you have 
any questions, I can be reached at petrek4sanmarcos@gmail.com, or (760) 496-8614. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Jay Petrek 

https://www.san-marcos.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=1474
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From: *J e r r y*
To: Oberbauer, Sean; Roady, Jennifer
Subject: [External] The Questhaven Project
Date: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 10:05:27 AM

To: Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov and jenna.roady@sdcounty.ca.gov

From: Jerry Block
1229 Holmgrove Drive
San Marcos, CA 92078
V8Celica@gmail.com

Re: New Housing: Application name: “the Questhaven Project”
PDS2020-TM5643; PDS2020-AD20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008.

9/26/2022

Thank you for the opportunity to present some points of view and concerns for this project.  I am
asking you to thoroughly evaluate the proposed project in San Marcos on San Elijo Road on the west
side of Eden Park.  As I’m sure you are aware of the normal economics of development.  I do agree
that this land has potential and could be viable as a development project. 

There are other problems with this lot that you may not be aware of.  

First- San Elijo Hills contains about 3,000 residential homes, condos and apartments.  There are also
the schools and businesses.  Currently, there are only two exits from the area.  The third exit is
Harmony Grove which is a 1940’s two lane highway.  During the last two wildfires, exiting the area
was bumper to bumper, non-moving traffic. San Elijo Road west was open and San Elijo Hills Road
East was blocked by fire.  Harmony Grove was also blocked by fire. Normal traffic can exit San Elijo
Hills in 5-10 minutes. On fire days, exit is about two hours or more.

Second- SDG&E (San Diego Gas and Electric) has just added a second set of 79kw towers through
San Elijo Hills increasing the risk of fire.  The San Marcos Council, CPUC California Public Utilities
Commission) and SDG&E was asked by letters, phone calls and a Zoom meeting of 5 hours, over two
days,  to please build the new 79KW service underground, at extra cost to the residents to minimize
fire danger.  All agencies responded, NO, even with the residents willing to pay the additional
amount of money for construction.  The CPUC voted for cheaper rather than safer.

Third- Escondido Creek Conservancy, Rancho La Costa Preserves and Olivenhain Water District all
hold wild, natural lands in this area, for the better future of generational humans, plants and animals
to live in, including the reduction of the carbon footprint.  As new developments move into the
areas, People venture out on to these private properties regardless of signage and fencing.  So far,
the Sheriff and District Attorney refuse to prosecute offenders for Trespass and Destruction of
Property, as it is not a cost-effective use of law enforcement monies.  Since some of the violators are
minors, the Sheriff will not pursue enforcement through Child Protective Services.  

Fourth- The planned community is directly under the pathway of high-tension power lines that the
CPUC refuses to underground.  The old dump site is literally downstream to this development, which
could be leaking chemicals etc. into the soils.  That is one reason why the area is heavily fenced and
guarded.  I can not imagine a family choosing to live under these high-tension power lines and with
the threat of pollution from the old dump site.  It feels very much ‘Third-World’ thinking rather than
strong economic and healthy concerns, by the people, for the people.

Thank you for your consideration.  I hope you move to stop this development for the safety of
constituents until these safety issues are resolved, correctly.

Please feel free to keep me informed on this project or other developments in the area. 

Respectfully,

Jerry Block

mailto:v8celica@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
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mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:jenna.roady@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:V8Celica@gmail.com


From: Jessica Heinz
To: Oberbauer, Sean; Roady, Jennifer
Subject: [External] Questhaven Project
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 3:33:13 PM
Attachments: 1664231177629blob.jpg
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To:            Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov  jenna.roady@sdcounty.ca.gov

RE:          New Housing: Application name: “The Questhaven Project”

PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO.
PDS2020-ER-20-08-008.

From:    Jessica Heinz

Date:     September 26, 2022

Thank you for the opportunity to present some concerns with the proposed
development called the “Questhaven Project” as described above.

We have lived in San Elijo Hills, San Marcos (SHE) since 2007 and have experienced
two devastating fire evacuations, in 2007 and 2014. Those fires cost millions of
dollars in damage. The Cocos fire evacuation offers a snapshot of the problem since
the fires engulfed San Elijo Road to the east meaning that the only escape route was
to the west.  Even using all the lanes in both directions, it took us over an hour to get
to Rancho Santa Fe Road from Double Peak.

The County now proposes allowing a developer to add approximately 83 new
residential units in a location that is in the immediate vicinity of SHE. The County
proposal is not in anyone’s best interest. The wildfire risks in both directions now are
no less treacherous than they were in 2007. See the most recent Cal Fire’s Official
Wildland Fire Hazard Severity Zone map
https://www.readysandiego.org/wildfire-hazard-map/

Couple that with the other developments in the area and you have more people and
more cars with no more evacuation routes. Traffic from nearby communities will be
using San Elijo Blvd./Twin Oaks Valley Road to escape fires. Consider the limited fire
evacuation routes available to developments such as Tesoro, Oak Creek Ranch, Elfin
Forest, and the Harmony Grove Villages (HGV) for example.  Residents threatened
by fire in the 800 recently developed Harmony Grove homes are likely to use
Harmony Grove Rd. which flows north into Elfin Forest Road and out to already
crowded San Elijo Blvd., packed with SEH residents also trying to evacuate.  Driving
from SEH to HGV on a normal day takes over 15 minutes, traveling 7.4 miles through
dense brush and undergrowth on a winding road in an Extremely High Fire Area. A
2019 traffic study of San Elijo Road show the following average daily trips (ADT) for
each segment of the road:

SAN ELIJO RD EQUESTRIAN (DOUBLE PEAK) DOUBLE PEAK DR 23332 ADT

mailto:jessifheinz@yahoo.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=ed4e270863c94852ac9648ff785b77bd-Roady, Jenn
https://d.docs.live.net/ef6d0123c464a514/Documents/Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:jenna.roady@sdcounty.ca.gov




SAN ELIJO RD DOUBLE PEAK DR QUESTHAVEN RD 22673

SAN ELIJO RD QUESTHAVEN RD SCHOOLHOUSE WAY 23017

SAN ELIJO RD (SB) SCHOOLHOUSE WAY WB ELFIN FOREST RD 12169

SAN ELIJO RD (NB) SCHOOLHOUSE WAY WB ELFIN FOREST RD 12465

 SAN ELIJO RD (SB) WB ELFIN FOREST RD EB ELFIN FOREST RD 14245

 SAN ELIJO RD (NB) WB ELFIN FOREST RD EB ELFIN FOREST RD 14988

SAN ELIJO RD EB ELFIN FOREST RD FALLSVIEW RD 31395

SAN ELIJO RD FALLSVIEW RD MELROSE DR 31957

SAN ELIJO RD MELROSE DR RANCHO SANTA FE RD 21488

These car trips figures have only increased with the new developments on Twin Oaks
Road across from UCSM. When you add this flow to the downstream cars from the
north exiting Hwy 78 and commuters using Twin Oaks Road to avoid traffic on San
Marcos Blvd. to reach the coast, this area will become a traffic nightmare. 

This is folly, and likely to lead to a disaster such as the Paradise fire of 2018, where
85 people died of a population of approximately 26,000, and thousands of homes
burned. Their town had two evacuation routes. We also have two routes, San Elijo
Blvd./Twin Oaks Valley Rd., and Elfin Forest Rd./Harmony Grove. History tells us that
the fires are likely come from either south or east of SEH. In reality, there is only one
escape route from SHE, San Elijo Rd. to the West!

An additional issue is that the proposed houses are located adjacent to two wildlife
conservancy areas, the Escondido Creek conservancy and the La Costa Preserves.
See maps below.
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Finally, since this project is in the County of San Diego, the major impact nonetheless
will be on the City of San Marcos. San Marcos has done extensive planning and
analysis of its transportation, recreation, and access to city services, but none of its
rules and regulations are binding on the County. The City will have to pay to fight the
likely fires, pay for police services, restore habitat, including areas that are home to
federally protected species such as the Gnatcatcher, and will have less property tax
income to do it, since those funds will flow to the County.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. Please keep us informed of
future opportunities for comment regarding this matter.



Jessica Heinz

jessifheinz@yahoo.com

760-638-4000
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From: Jodi Rowin
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: jmrowin@cs.com
Subject: [External] Questhaven - NOP Scoping Meeting
Date: Friday, September 23, 2022 12:39:33 PM

Good afternoon Mr. Oberbauer, 

I received information about the Questhaven project that is being considered. I live in a home
that is located within the community of Old Creek Ranch that is just west of this proposed new
community. I’ve lived in this home since 2005.  This community has grown significantly since
I first moved in.  Just when I think we are at capacity, another project is proposed. 

Immediate concerns: 
Inadequate infrastructure
Traffic 
Impact on emergency response
Overcrowding of schools 
Animal population moving further within current existing neighborhoods 

San Elijo Road is the only way in and out.  Traveling on this road during morning and evening
rush hour is a nightmare.  I live near Melrose and San Elijo Road. Many days, traffic backs up
to Rancho Santa Fe Road when trying to enter San Elijo Hills from 3:30-6:00.  It’s very
inconvenient and frustrating.  We have 2 schools and parks in San Elijo that generate extra
traffic already.  I’m assuming a stoplight will be added to allow new residents to travel west
when leaving their community.  This will only generate more backup.  On days without traffic
the added stoplight will increase the commute for those already heading east.  

Traffic is not only an inconvenience but it is also a safety issue.  In my years living here, I’ve
been evacuated twice due to wildfires.  It was a nightmare.  People couldn’t evacuate.  There
were too many people and not enough road space to allow people to evacuate. In 2014, people
feared the fire would catch up to them as they sat helpless trying to leave. 

San Elijo schools are already so overcrowded.  These kids will also attend San Marcos High
School. I know this is a district issue, but they haven’t done anything to address the size of
their current schools. SMHS is the largest in the county, 12th largest in the state. There are
almost 4000 kids who attend this school.  It’s too much. A plan needs to be in place to address
this issue. 

Lastly, we get wildlife in our neighborhood regularly.  Coyotes and bobcats have been
hanging out in the neighborhood hunting for pets.  It’s been a sad situation.  I can only
speculate that by adding more homes, we are adding to this current issue as well as taking
away more space for the wild animals to roam.  

Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my concern for adding more residences to
this already overcrowded living space. 

Jodi Rowin 

mailto:jmrowin@cs.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
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From: Farace, Joseph
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Kellar, Stephanie; Kuey, Peter; del Solar, Sean; Quezada, Jonathan; Schoenecke, Damian
Subject: [External] San Marcos Questhaven NOP
Date: Thursday, September 29, 2022 5:16:36 PM
Attachments: image002.jpg

San Marcos Questhaven NOP comments_20220929.pdf
21.08.06a 19038 TM03 TM_City Redlines_2021.11.18 (1).pdf

Hi Sean – thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Questhaven project. 
Attached are City comments.   Should you have any questions please feel free to contact me.  We
look forward to reviewing the DEIR. 
 
Joe
 
SMbrand_fullcolor_big_withpadding.jpg

Joseph Farace |  Planning Division Director
City of San Marcos  |  1 Civic Center Drive, San Marcos CA 92069 
T: (760) 744-1050 x3248 
jfarace@san-marcos.net  |  www.san-marcos.net
 
Public counters are OPEN from 8:30 am to 4:30 pm. The City remains open for virtual business via email and phone
from 7:30 am to 5:30 pm Monday through Thursday and closed every other Friday (click here to view the
scheduled closures).
 
Discover San Marcos on social media: 
Facebook  |  Twitter  |  Instagram  |  LinkedIn  |  YouTube
 
At the City of San Marcos, the health and safety of our community is our top priority. For real-time updates about
the City’s response to COVID-19, visit www.san-marcos.net/covid19.
 

mailto:JFarace@san-marcos.net
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:SKellar@san-marcos.net
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http://www.twitter.com/sanmarcoscity
http://www.instagram.com/sanmarcoscity
https://www.linkedin.com/company/city-of-san-marcos-ca
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC95wmXIQpIibZWa1YMyy4tQ
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September 29, 2022 


Sean Oberbauer 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110 
San Diego, California 92123                   SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
 
Re: Questhaven Notice of Preparation (NOP) 


PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008 
The Project consists of 76 single-family residential homes on 18.27 acres, recreation uses on 0.31 
acres, and water quality detention basins on 2.4 acres. The Project also includes open space on 
approximately 63.9 acres that would provide for biological open space and fuel-modification 
zones. 
 


Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 
 
The City of San Marcos (City) thanks you for the opportunity to review the NOP document and provide 
input on the scope and content of the Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the Questhaven 
project. The City Development Services Department requests your consideration of the following 
comments: 
 
Engineering and Traffic 
1. Attached are redlined comments the City previously provided the County on the Tentative Map exhibit 


for the project.  Please review and address within the DEIR as applicable.   
 
 
Recreation 


1. The figures provided as attachments to the NOP do not provide adequate detail to assess whether on-
site park and recreational amenities exist on the property to serve residents, nor was an Initial Study 
included as part of the NOP package to provide additional information.  Please include the appropriate 
analysis within the EIR to determine, given the location of the project, if there will impacts to City of 
San Marcos parks and recreational services as a result of Questhaven residents utilizing City facilities. 
 


2. Please ensure that public access to the trail head located along San Elijo Road be maintained.   
 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. The City requests that the comments 
contained herein are considered in the Draft EIR and that the City is notified when the Draft EIR is 
available for public review.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (760) 744-1050 
extension 3248 or jfarace@san-marcos.net.  
 
 



mailto:jfarace@san-marcos.net





 


 
Cordially, 
 
 
 
Joseph Farace 
Planning Division Director 
 
cc:      Stephanie Kellar, Principal Civil Engineer, Land Development Division 
 Jonathan Quezada, Assistant Engineer, Land Development Division 
 Peter Kuey, Traffic Division 
 Damien Schoenecke, Assistant Traffic Engineer 
 Sean del Solar, Senior Planner, Planning Division 
  





				2022-09-29T13:00:04-0700

		Joseph Farace
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AN EXISTING 100' WIDE EASEMENT FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, GRANTED TO SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY PER DOCUMENT RECORDED OCTOBER 11, 1940 IN BOOK 1082, PAGE 293 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS. AN EXISTING 50' WIDE EASEMENT FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, GRANTED TO SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY PER DOCUMENT RECORDED NOVEMBER 3, 1965 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 199601 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS. AN EASEMENT FOR ROAD AND UTILITY AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN FAVOR OF JOHN A. THOMAS, JR AND AVIS C. THOMAS, RECORDED FEBRUARY 28, 1964 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 37644 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.  THE RIGHT TO EXTEND AND MAINTAIN DRAINAGE STRUCTURES AND EXCAVATION AND EMBANKMENT SLOPES BEYOND THE LIMITS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY GRANTED THEREIN WHERE REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE GRANTED TO COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, RECORDED JULY 14, 1978 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 78-294151 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.   AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN FAVOR OF NORAD DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, RECORDED MARCH 5, 1971 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 41512 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS. A 60 FOOT WIDE EASEMENT AND RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS FOR ROAD AND UTILITY PURPOSES, RECORDED MARCH 15, 1972 IN GRANT DEED FILE NO. 61527 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.  AN EASEMENT FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN FAVOR OF SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, RECORDED NOVEMBER 30, 1992 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 92-0764106 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.  AN EASEMENT FOR DRAINAGE AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN FAVOR OF THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS, RECORDED JUNE 6, 2003 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 03-0670400 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.  AN EASEMENT FOR TEMPORARY SLOPE AND CONSTRUCTION AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN FAVOR OF THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS, RECORDED JUNE 6, 2003 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 03-0670401 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS. 



AutoCAD SHX Text

01



AutoCAD SHX Text

02 



AutoCAD SHX Text

03



AutoCAD SHX Text

04 



AutoCAD SHX Text

05



AutoCAD SHX Text

06



AutoCAD SHX Text

07



AutoCAD SHX Text

08



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXISTING EASEMENTS AS NOTED IN 1ST AMENDED PRELIMINARY TITLE 1ST AMENDED PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT ORDER NO. LJ-4663113 (06), UPDATED 10/14/2016NO. LJ-4663113 (06), UPDATED 10/14/2016, UPDATED 10/14/2016



AutoCAD SHX Text

6" PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

3" AC OVER 6" BASE MIN OR PER SOILS ENGINEER



AutoCAD SHX Text

6" PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

TYPICAL PRIVATE STREET SECTION NOT TO SCALE



AutoCAD SHX Text

6" PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

3" AC OVER 6" BASE MIN OR PER SOILS ENGINEER



AutoCAD SHX Text

6" PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

TYPICAL PRIVATE STREET SECTION WITH PARALLEL PARKING STALL NOT TO SCALE



AutoCAD SHX Text

8'X22' PARALLEL PARKING STALL (SIDE LOCATION VARIES)



AutoCAD SHX Text

5' GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

5' GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

5' GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXIST. PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXISTING PAVEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXIST. PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

TYPICAL EXISTING SAN ELIJO ROAD STREET SECTION NOT TO SCALE



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXISTING RAISED ISLAND



AutoCAD SHX Text

CL



AutoCAD SHX Text

ROW



AutoCAD SHX Text

ROW



AutoCAD SHX Text

COPPER CREEK TRAIL



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

MH



AutoCAD SHX Text

SAN



AutoCAD SHX Text

ELIJO



AutoCAD SHX Text

ROAD



AutoCAD SHX Text

STREET "A"



AutoCAD SHX Text

STREET "B"



AutoCAD SHX Text

STREET "C"



AutoCAD SHX Text

STREET  "E"



AutoCAD SHX Text

STREET "C"



AutoCAD SHX Text

01



AutoCAD SHX Text

02



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

08



AutoCAD SHX Text

07



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

09



AutoCAD SHX Text

06



AutoCAD SHX Text

06



AutoCAD SHX Text

04



AutoCAD SHX Text

05



AutoCAD SHX Text

05



AutoCAD SHX Text

03



AutoCAD SHX Text

02



AutoCAD SHX Text

01



AutoCAD SHX Text

03



AutoCAD SHX Text

06



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-070-08



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-080-46



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-070-25



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-080-41



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-080-42



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-080-27



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-081-09



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-070-07



AutoCAD SHX Text

APN 223-070-29



AutoCAD SHX Text

SEE GENERAL NOTE 15



AutoCAD SHX Text

LOT S



AutoCAD SHX Text

LOT S



AutoCAD SHX Text

LOT S



AutoCAD SHX Text

LOT H



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXIST. PCC CURB & GUTTER. INSTALL NEW WHERE NEEDED.



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXISTING PAVEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

EXISTING PAVEMENT



AutoCAD SHX Text

NEW 6" PCC CURB & GUTTER



AutoCAD SHX Text

TYPICAL STREET E SECTION NOT TO SCALE



AutoCAD SHX Text

SHEET   OF 4 SHEETS



AutoCAD SHX Text

V:\19\19038\Engineering\TM\TM03\tm\19038 TM title.dwg 8/6/2021 10:23 AM ORIGINAL PLOT SIZE: ---- 8/6/2021 10:23 AM ORIGINAL PLOT SIZE: ----8/6/2021 10:23 AM ORIGINAL PLOT SIZE: ---- ORIGINAL PLOT SIZE: --------



AutoCAD SHX Text

FALLSVIEW RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

SAN ELIJO RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO



AutoCAD SHX Text

CITY OF SAN MARCOS



AutoCAD SHX Text

SAN ELIJO RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

W MISSION RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

W SAN MARCOS BLVD



AutoCAD SHX Text

CRAVEN RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

N TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

S TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

S RANCHO SANTA FE RD



AutoCAD SHX Text

WOODLAND PKWY



AutoCAD SHX Text

CA-78



AutoCAD SHX Text

E BARHAM DR



AutoCAD SHX Text

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM THE RECORD OWNER OF THE PROPERTY SHOWN ON THIS TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND THAT SAID MAP SHOWS MY ENTIRE CONTIGUOUS OWNERSHIP. I UNDERSTAND THAT THE PROPERTY IS CONSIDERED CONTIGUOUS EVEN IF IT IS SEPARATED BY ROADS, STREETS, UTILITY EASEMENTS OR RAILROAD RIGHTS OF WAY. OWNER  DATE  DATE  COLRICH CALIFORNIA, LLC A CALIFORNIA LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
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EASEMENT NOTE EASEMENTS OF RECORD NOT SHOWN HEREON SHALL BE HONORED, ABANDONED AND / OR RELOCATED TO THE SATISFACTION OF ALL INTERESTED PARTIES. PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS NECESSARY TO SERVE THIS PROJECT WILL BE COORDINATED WITH THE SERVING UTILITY COMPANY.
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ACCESS THE ACCESS TO THIS PROJECT IS VIA THE PROPOSED PRIVATE ROADS "A","B","C","D", & "E". ROADS "D" & "E" CONNECTS TO THE EXISTING PUBLIC SAN ELIJO ROAD.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION THE WEST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 33, TOWNSHIP 12 SOUTH, RANGE 3 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF.  EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE WESTERLY 100 FEET OF THE NORTHERLY 100 FEET THEREOF. ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM ALL THAT PORTION OF THE WEST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 33, TOWNSHIP 12, RANGE 3 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION DESCRIBED IN GRANT DEED TO THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS RECORDED JUNE 6, 2003, AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2003399 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS
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September 29, 2022 

Sean Oberbauer 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110 
San Diego, California 92123                   SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
 
Re: Questhaven Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

PDS2020-TM-5643; PDS2020-AD-20-011; PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-20-08-008 
The Project consists of 76 single-family residential homes on 18.27 acres, recreation uses on 0.31 
acres, and water quality detention basins on 2.4 acres. The Project also includes open space on 
approximately 63.9 acres that would provide for biological open space and fuel-modification 
zones. 
 

Dear Mr. Oberbauer, 
 
The City of San Marcos (City) thanks you for the opportunity to review the NOP document and provide 
input on the scope and content of the Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the Questhaven 
project. The City Development Services Department requests your consideration of the following 
comments: 
 
Engineering and Traffic 
1. Attached are redlined comments the City previously provided the County on the Tentative Map exhibit 

for the project.  Please review and address within the DEIR as applicable.   
 
 
Recreation 

1. The figures provided as attachments to the NOP do not provide adequate detail to assess whether on-
site park and recreational amenities exist on the property to serve residents, nor was an Initial Study 
included as part of the NOP package to provide additional information.  Please include the appropriate 
analysis within the EIR to determine, given the location of the project, if there will impacts to City of 
San Marcos parks and recreational services as a result of Questhaven residents utilizing City facilities. 
 

2. Please ensure that public access to the trail head located along San Elijo Road be maintained.   
 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. The City requests that the comments 
contained herein are considered in the Draft EIR and that the City is notified when the Draft EIR is 
available for public review.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (760) 744-1050 
extension 3248 or jfarace@san-marcos.net.  
 
 

mailto:jfarace@san-marcos.net


 

 
Cordially, 
 
 
 
Joseph Farace 
Planning Division Director 
 
cc:      Stephanie Kellar, Principal Civil Engineer, Land Development Division 
 Jonathan Quezada, Assistant Engineer, Land Development Division 
 Peter Kuey, Traffic Division 
 Damien Schoenecke, Assistant Traffic Engineer 
 Sean del Solar, Senior Planner, Planning Division 
  



From: Leonard Wittwer
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Ann
Subject: [External] Questhaven Project NOP Response
Date: Sunday, October 2, 2022 8:30:12 PM

 October 3, 2022

Mr. Sean Oberbauer
County of San Diego
Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
Sa Diego, CA 92123

RE: Notice of Preparation
Questhaven, PDS2020-TM-5643, PDS2020-AD-20-001
PDS2022-STP-22-018, Log No PDS2020-ER-20-08-008

Dear Mr. Oberbauer,

I’m writing on behalf of The Escondido Creek Conservancy (Conservancy) in response to the above-mentioned Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  The Questhaven Project is within the Escondido Creek watershed, the Conservancy’s focus area.

The Questhaven Project is located between significant open spaces in the City of Carlsbad to the south and west and the City off San Marcos to the north.  We request that the EIR address, and mitigate, the impacts to wildlife movement between these two open space areas, including
alternate plans that would allow safe wildlife movement across San Elijo Road.

The Questhaven Project site is located at the north end of and serves as a buffer to the regionally important California Gnatcatcher Core area.  We request that the EIR address any impacts the project could have on local and regional Gnatcatcher populations.

Due to the proximity of many rare or threatened species to the project, we request that the EIR incorporate the maximum mitigation ratios and that the project be designed such that all mitigation occurs on site.  If off site mitigation is additionally required, we request that it occur within
the Escondido Creek watershed.

The Questhaven site is currently an access route for members of the public seeking recreational opportunities on Carlsbad’s Rancho La Costa Open Space. We request the EIR address the impacts to recreational opportunities, including an alternate plan that incorporates public trail access
to the nearby open spaces.

Any new development near protected habitat increases the risk of urban edge effects such as the spread of invasive non-native plants and light pollution, both which undermine regional biodiversity. We request that the planting of any plants on the Cal-IPC inventory of invasive plants be
prohibited, both in common areas and in private yards. Additionally, we request all lighting be directed away from habitat areas and the development respect the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove community’s commitment to maintaining dark skies. 

Lastly, we request that the Conservancy be included in any future communications concerning this project. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,

Leonard Wittwer
President, The Escondido Creek Conservancy

mailto:leonardwittwer@gmail.com
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:ann@landconserve.com


From: Lisa Whitesell
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: Elizabeth Lopez
Subject: [External] Questhaven PDS2020-TM-5643, PDS2020-AD-20-011, PDS2022-STP-22-018, LOG NO. PDS2020-ER-

20-08-008
Date: Thursday, September 8, 2022 9:06:48 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Water Map.pdf
2485-12.tif
2196-14.tif
2485-13.tif
Sewer Area Map.pdf
Annexation Packet 2022.pdf

Hi Sean,
We received the notice of preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the above referenced
project.  The project property is not within our service boundary for Water and I believe is either in
Olivenhain Municipal Water District or Questhaven Municipal Water District water service area. 
However APN  223-080-46 is within our Sphere of Influence which means that we have the potential
to serve this site if no other agency has facilities to serve it, the properties would need to annex into
our Water District.  Sewer is available to serve these properties, APN 223-080-46 is already within
our sewer service boundary however the other two parcels (APN 223-070-08 & 07) are outside the
boundary and would need to annex into the District for sewer service.  There is an existing 16-inch
DIP water main and a 15-inch VCP sewer main within San Elijo Road. I’ve attached area maps, as-
builts and annexation packet for your reference.
 
A Water and Sewer Study will need to be done to determine the impacts that this prospective
development may cause to the current Vallecitos Water District's infrastructure and will provide
recommendations for needed improvements to provide service. This determination will dictate
whether the current system can accept the sewer and provide the water necessary to not only
service the development, but to provide enough flow for a potential fire event as required by the
local fire agency.
 
Development projects including, but not limited to, commercial, industrial, and residential with three
dwelling units or more are required to have the Water and Sewer Study completed prior to
processing a plan check. The study should be completed as early in the development process as
possible. The results of the study will determine if the owner/developer must provide any upgrades
or additions to the current infrastructure.
 
Water and Sewer Study Requirements
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN’s):
All existing properties affected by the proposed development should be clearly identified by
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers, street address information and acreage.

Site Plan:
A proposed site plan shall be submitted to the District for use in preparing the study.

Land Usage
A breakdown of the land usage by acreage proposed for the project including: Commercial,
Residential, Open Space, Right-of-Way, etc., shall be included. Total acreage.

mailto:lwhitesell@vwd.org
mailto:Sean.Oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:elopez@vwd.org




Water Area Map


VWD GIS, Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P
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Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong
Kong), (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User
Community, Paul Cosmano, Dan Lopez, ESRI and Vallecitos Water
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***Disclaimer***


Every effort has been made to assure the accuracy of the maps and data provided; however, some information may not be accurate or current. Vallecitos Water District assumes no responsibility arising from use of this information and incorporates by reference its disclaimer regarding the lack of warranties, whether expressed or implied, concerning the use of the same.
Web AppBuilder for ArcGIS
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Sewer Area Map


Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO,
USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance
Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c)
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community, Paul
Cosmano, Dan Lopez, ESRI and Vallecitos Water District.
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Vallecitos Water District – 201 Vallecitos De Oro, San Marcos, CA (760) 744-0460 







    State Board of Equalization
Less than 1 acre $300
1.00-5.99 $350
6.00-10.99 $500
11.00-20.99 $800
21.00-50.99 $1,200
51.00-100.99 $1,500
101.00-500.99 $2,000
501.00-1000.99 $2,500
1001.00-2000.99 $3,000
2001.00 and above $3,500


    Administration Deposit
0-10 acres $1,000
10-50 acres $2,000
Over 50 acres $3,000


    Annexation Fee/acre
Water $4,978
Sewer $10,622


    Detachment Fee/acre
Water $1,053
Sewer $1,879


ANNEXATION FEE SCHEDULE 2022
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SAN DIEGO LAFCO PROCESSING FEE SCHEDULE * 
EFFECTIVE | JANUARY 1, 2019 


ACRE(S) FEE AMOUNT 


.50 acre and less $2,660 


.51 -.99 acre $3,325 
1 - 9.9 $4,050 
10 - 19.9 $4,990 
20 - 49.9 $5,830 
50 - 99.9 $6,785 
100 – 149.9 $7,850 
150 – 199.9 $9,060 
200+  ($9,060 plus an acreage fee of $90 per 100 acres over 200 acres) $9,060 / $90 
Incorporation  ($13,750 deposit, plus 60% of actual LAFCO review costs) $13,750+ 
District Formation $9,650 
Consolidation/Merger/Dissolution/Subsidiary District $5,500 
Dissolution for Inactivity $695 


* The above fees are charged for each jurisdictional change (i.e., annexation, detachment, latent power activation or expansion) and sphere
amendment associated with a proposal, and apply to cities and districts. For contractual service agreements, payment of the applicable annexation
and/or detachment fees as well as sphere amendment(s) must be made upon submittal of a contractual service agreement application.  Proponents
shall be responsible for actual hearing notification and mailing costs for public hearing items.


SURCHARGE 
There will be a 30% surcharge for consideration of contractual service agreements. This surcharge is due prior to LAFCO consideration of the 
related annexation/detachment application. The surcharge does not apply to service agreements involving health or safety concerns where the 
property is eligible for immediate annexation, or fire protection contracts that receive agreement from all affected public agencies.  


CITY AND DISTRICT SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE** 
FEE AMOUNT 


Base rate for all city and district sphere update proposals $5,500 
Acreage fee for every 100 acres included in the sphere update proposal beyond the current sphere $410 
City or district service review $5,500 


** No sphere update or service review processing fee will be charged for sphere updates that involve reaffirmations or minor amendments. The 
acreage component for district sphere updates may be waived for financial hardship or other circumstances affecting the ability of a district to pay 
fees. Proposals (e.g., consolidations, dissolutions, etc.,) deemed consistent with LAFCO objectives will not be charged a processing fee if the 
applicant pays a sphere update fee and submits a sphere update study and supplemental feasibility report accepted as complete by the Executive 
Officer.  







Updated | January 18, 2019 


REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/TIME EXTENSION 
FEE AMOUNT 


Request for reconsideration of LAFCO determination $1,030 
Request for extension of time to complete proceedings $350 


PETITION FILING FEES  
In addition to the proposal processing fee, each application submitted by petition will be charged LAFCO’s actual costs to verify the signatures. 


OTHER FEES  
Applicants are responsible for payment of LAFCO's actual costs associated with conducting authority and protest proceedings. 


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
(P.R.C. Section 21089)  


CEQA Exemption…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  Actual cost 
Review of Initial Study and preparation of Negative Declaration, Mitigated Declaration OR determination that EIR is required……………  Actual cost 
Extended Initial Study (if required)………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Actual cost 
Preparation of EIR………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… Actual cost 
Department of Fish and Game Fee: Effective January 1, 2019 
Negative Declaration OR Mitigated Negative Declaration………………………………………………………………………………………………$2,354.75 
EIR………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. $3,271.00 
Environmental Document pursuant to a Certified Regulatory Program (CRP)…………………………………………………………………….. $1,112.00 
County Clerk Processing Fee…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. $50.00 


INCORPORATION FISCAL ANALYSIS REVIEW 
FEE AMOUNT 


Processing of Request for State Controller's Review of an incorporation fiscal analysis $3,990 


State Controller's review of fiscal analysis ..............................................…………………………………………………………………………... Actual cost 


PAYMENT OF FEES: Fees are due when proposals are submitted to LAFCO. A supplemental fee may be charged and collected prior to the 
LAFCO hearing if additional acreage or actions are required.  


EXCEPTIONS: Fees may be waived or reduced by the Executive Officer if financial hardship is demonstrated, OR if application is in response to a 
LAFCO condition or recommendation.  


PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION AND SPECIAL STUDY SERVICES:  Actual cost for pre-application consultation and special study services 
beyond the first five hours of service provided. 







 


VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT 
 DEFINITION OF ANNEXATION’S 


FOR WATER AND / OR SEWER SERVICE 
 
 
There are various types of annexations within the Vallecitos Water District.  Some are 
handled in house and do not require approval by any other agency.  Others require 
annexation/detachment from another agency and always require the Local Agency 
Formation Commission approval (LAFCO).  Listed below are the different types of 
annexations. 
 
1) Water & Sewer - Property Owner/Agent is requesting annexation into the 


Vallecitos Water District for both water and sewer service.  This will require 
detachment from another agency and potentially a Sphere of Influence 
Amendment and approval by LAFCO. 


 
2) Water - Property Owner/Agent is requesting annexation into the Vallecitos Water 


District for water service only.  Sewer is usually not available when a water 
annexation is requested.  This will require detachment and potentially a Sphere 
of Influence Amendment and approval by LAFCO. 


 
3) Sewer - Property Owner/Agent is requesting sewer annexation.  The property is 


currently within the boundaries of the Vallecitos Water District but not within the 
sewer service boundary.  This is an inter-District annexation (in-house) and does 
not require detachment from any other agency or approval by LAFCO. 


 
4) Sewer Only - Property Owner/Agent is receiving water service from another 


agency and is requesting sewer service only from the District.  Although this does 
not require detachment from another agency, it does require approval by LAFCO 
and could potentially be a Sphere of Influence Amendment.   
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VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT ANNEXATION PROCEDURE 
FOR WATER AND / OR SEWER SERVICE 


 
1) The Owner of the property is required to request annexation on the attached Letter of 


Request for Annexation along with an Administrative Deposit per Ordinance 200 
Section 4.1, and the “Annexation Fee Schedule” updated annually.  For those 
annexations that are more complex in nature, a letter explaining the annexation along 
with plat maps may be required in addition to the letter of request at the time the 
annexation is submitted for approval.  After Board approval of the annexation, 
annexation fees will be calculated and a letter will be mailed to the owner stating all 
terms and conditions of the annexation.  The District will NOT annex a portion of a 
property.  When requesting annexation, owner will be required to annex the entire 
parcel including any open space, mitigation property, etc. 


 
2) All annexations requests must be signed by the owner(s) of the property.  Any requests 


by a representative of the owner must include a letter from the owner stating that the 
representative is acting on their behalf.  


 
3) All letters of request will be forwarded to Vallecitos Board of Directors for consideration.  


Depending on the complexity of the annexation, additional staff time may be required for 
review. The annexation request once reviewed will then be forwarded to the Board of 
Directors. Owner/applicant should make sure they allow ample time to process the 
request.  The District's Board of Directors meets every 1st and 3rd Wednesday of the 
month at 4:00 P.M. (holiday schedule subject to changes).  


 
4) Those persons with annexations requiring the Local Agency Formation Commission 


(LAFCO) approval must contact LAFCO to initiate the annexation procedure.  LAFCO 
will also require the applicant to complete an application.  The applicant should complete 
as much of the application as possible except those areas that pertain to water or sewer 
and forward the entire application to the Vallecitos Water District Engineering 
Department for completion.   Applications will only be completed by District staff after all 
terms and conditions are established by formal action of the Board of Directors. 


 
5) LAFCO will require fees (fee schedule attached) in addition to the District's annexation 


fees, “Annexation Fee Schedule” (attached). The applicant is advised to contact 
LAFCO directly for the current fee schedule. San Diego LAFCO, 9335 Hazard Way, 
Suite #200, San Diego, CA  92123, Phone: (858) 614-7755 and Web: SDLAFCO.org. 


   
 
6) The detaching agency may also require detachment fees and should be contacted by 


the applicant for terms and conditions of detachment. Vallecitos Water District fees are 
outlined in Ordinance 200 (attached) and the “Annexation Fee Schedule” (attached) 
updated annually.  


 
7) In-house annexations may take up to 2 months to complete.  Those requiring LAFCO 


approval may take approximately 3 to 6 months or longer. 
 
8) Property owners requesting annexation may be subject to additional costs (in addition to 


annexation fees) such as connection/capacity fees, construction of sewer or water 
mains, and installation of water services or sewer laterals.  Any additional costs incurred 
will be the responsibility of the property owner.  







LETTER OF REQUEST FOR 
ANNEXATION/DETACHMENT  


Vallecitos Water District 
Board of Directors 
201 Vallecitos de Oro 
San Marcos, CA  92069 
 
ATTN: Engineering Department 
 
Name:_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone Number:______________________________________________________________ 
 
Assessor Parcel Number:____________________________Acreage:___________________ 
 
Address of Property:__________________________________________________________ 
(If Available or Applicable) 
 
Type of Annexation Requested:  (   ) Water 
      (   ) Water and Sewer 
      (   ) Sewer Only 
Type of Detachment Requested:  (   ) Water 
      (   ) Sewer 
Reason for Annexation/Detachment: (   ) Condemned or Defective Septic System 


(A letter from the Health Dept. or certification from a 
Septic Company is required) 


(   ) Access to Public Sewer 
(   ) If no, owner will finance installation 
(   ) Proposed Land Development 


(Subdivision, Lot Split, Parcel Map, Boundary 
Adjustment) 


Current Water Provider:_________________________________________ 
 
I Certify that I am the Legal Owner/Owners or the Agent of the Owner and I am requesting  
annexation of my property. 
 
______________________________   __________________________ 
Name of Owner/Agent   Date 
 
______________________________   __________________________ 
Name of Owner/Agent   Date 
 
* (All legal owners of property must sign) 


  **(Agents for the owner must provide a letter from the owner indicating that they are acting  
on their behalf) 


 
M/Engineering/Master/Forms/Eng forms/Annex Request Letter    Revised 02/08/11 







ORDINANCE NO. 200


ORDINANCE OF THE VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT


ESTABLISHING POLICIES, CONDITIONS AND FEES IN CONNECTION WITH
ANNEXATIONS TO OR DETACHMENTS FROM THE DISTRICT AND


TO OR FROM THE SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
AND RESCINDING ORDINANCE NOS. 153 & 196


BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE VALLECITOS
WATER DISTRICT AS FOLLOWS: 


SECTION 1: The Board of Directors finds and determines that the following facts
are true and correct: 


SECTION 1. 1: From time to time Property may be annexed to or
detached from the Vallecitos Water District (District) and Sewer Improvement District(s). 


SECTION 1. 2: The District desires to update its established policy, 
rules, and regulations for the orderly annexation of or detachment of lands from the
District' s service boundaries. 


SECTION 1. 3: The District wishes to ensure that additions to its


service area are properly accounted for, and that expansion of service to or facilities for
service to added territory shall not cause a hardship to existing customers of the District. 


SECTION 1. 4: The District wishes to establish and set fees for
annexation and detachment of lands that are reasonable in scope, and non- 


discriminatory in application. 


SECTION 2: POLICIES AND CONDITIONS


SECTION 2. 1: An annexation to or detachment from the District or


Sewer Improvement District may be initiated by written petition from a landowner or
landowner's representative, or by the Board. 


SECTION 2. 2: Annexations and detachments shall comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act ( CEQA), applicable law ( Cortese/Knox Act) and


District guidelines and procedures. 


SECTION 2. 3: For annexations to the District, the Board shall


require, as a condition of annexation, that the land be annexed concurrently to the San
Diego County Water Authority and to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, and that the annexation shall be subject to all conditions established by said
agencies; provided, however, that this condition shall not be required for an agency
which the land is already a part. 


SECTION 2. 4: For annexations into a Sewer Improvement District, 


the Board shall require, as a condition of annexation, that the property also be annexed
into the District, if it is not currently within the District, and that the annexation shall be
subject to all conditions established by the Board. 
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SECTION 2. 5: For Annexations to Sewer Improvement District " A", 


where water service is provided by another agency, the Board shall require, as a


condition of annexation, that the property be concurrently annexed into the District, if not
currently within the District, and that the annexation shall be subject to all conditions
established by the Board. Upon completion of the annexation, the property shall be
subject to taxation for the purposes of the Sewer Improvement District as identified in
Section 3 ( 3. 2b) of this ordinance. However, the property shall be exempt from taxation
associated with the District identified in Section 3 ( 3. 1 b). 


SECTION 2. 6: The applicant shall provide to the District' s staff, at the


time the letter of request for annexation or detachment is submitted, all plat maps, legal
description( s) and any other documents that the District' s staff deems pertinent or
necessary in connection with the annexation or detachment. 


SECTION 2. 7: All annexations or detachments shall be subject to the


condition that the deposit for administrative expenses provided for in Section 4 of this


Ordinance shall be paid at the time the request for consideration is made. 


SECTION 2. 8: All annexations or detachments shall also include


such terms and conditions as the Board may deem appropriate in their sole discretion, 
as well as those that may otherwise be required by law. 


SECTION 2. 9: In the case of annexation to the District, the Board


shall require as a condition of annexation that all water distribution and storage facilities, 


required for the delivery of water to the annexed land shall be provided by the
proponent without cost to the District, and that the District shall be under no obligation to


provide any improvements or service if the facilities are not completed and accepted. 


SECTION 2. 10: In the case of annexation to the Sewer Improvement


District, the Board shall require as a condition to annexation that all sewerage facilities


required for the collection, conveyance, treatment and disposal of sewer from the


annexed land to the District shall be provided by the proponent without cost to the
District, and that the District shall be under no obligation to provide any improvements
or service if the facilities are not completed and accepted. 


SECTION 2. 11: All annexations shall be subject to the condition that


the land affected by the annexation shall be subject to taxation, by the payment of the
annexation fee provided for in Section 4 of this Ordinance, as if the land had always


been a part of the District and Improvement District to which it is being annexed. 


SECTION 2. 12: All annexations shall be subject to the condition that


the annexed land shall be subject to the applicable ordinances, resolutions and other


rules and regulations of the District in effect, amended or adopted on, and after the date


of final Board approval. 


SECTION 2. 13: For all annexations and detachments, any and all
non- contiguous open space easements and dedications, developable lands, vacant


lands, easements and road rights of way within the proposed development, parcel map
or subdivision map shall be included in the annexation or detachment of lands to or from
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the District or Sewer Improvement District. This may include separate parcels of land
that are within the limits of the proposed development or subdivision map. Contiguous


open space dedications, or parts thereof, may, in the discretion of the General Manager
be excluded from annexation to the District or Sewer Service area, provided the land: 


1) does not create islands of dedicated open spaces within the project area or District
boundaries and ( 2) will not require water or sewer service from the District. 


SECTION 2. 14: District will not defend any action contesting an


annexation or detachment, and shall leave such defense to the owner of the land


affected by the annexation or detachment. 


SECTION 2. 15: Unless otherwise provided by law, an annexation or
detachment shall terminate on the first to occur of: 


a) Date of delivery to the District of applicants ( or petitioner's) 
written notice of termination. 


b) Board action terminating the annexation or detachment
when the Board determines, in its sole discretion, that good


cause exists for such termination, or the approval period


identified in the conditions of annexation or detachment has
expired. 


SECTION 3: ANNEXATION AND DETACHMENT DETERMINATIONS


SECTION 3. 1: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of annexation to District: 


a) That the land proposed to be annexed will be benefited


thereby, and that the District will also be benefited and will
not be injured. 


b) That after the annexation, the taxable property in the
annexed area shall be subject to taxation for the purposes of


the District, including obligations of the District authorized
and outstanding at the time of the annexation and any future
obligations. 


SECTION 3. 2: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of detachment from the District: 


a) That the land proposed to be detached will be disassociated


from its benefits, and that the District will not be impacted


and will not be injured. 


b) That after the detachment, the taxable property in the
detached area shall not be subject to taxation for the


purposes of the District. 
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c) That upon detachment, the property owner waives and
relinquishes all rights, claims and entitlements to capacity
within any of the District' s water facilities


SECTION 3. 3: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of annexation to the Sewer Improvement District: 


a) That the land proposed to be annexed will be benefited


thereby, and that the Sewer Improvement District will also be
benefited and will not be injured. 


b) That after the annexation, the taxable property in the
annexed area shall be subject to taxation thereof for the


purposes of the Sewer Improvement District, including
obligations of the Sewer Improvement District authorized


and outstanding at the time of the annexation and any future
obligations. 


SECTION 3. 4: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of detachment from the Sewer Improvement District: 


a) That the land proposed to be detached will be disassociated


from its benefits, and that the affected Sewer Improvement


District will not be impacted thereby and will not be injured. 


b) That after the detachment, the taxable property in the
detached area shall not be subject to taxation for the


purposes of the Sewer Improvement District. 


c) That upon detachment, the property owner waives and
relinquishes all rights, claims and entitlements to capacity
within any of the District' s wastewater facilities. 


SECTION 4: ADMINISTRATIVE, ANNEXATION AND DETACHMENT


CHARGES


SECTION 4. 1: Deposit for Administrative Expenses. It is the policy
of the Board to recover all expenses incurred by the District in connection with
annexations or detachments. A deposit for administrative expenses is required to be


paid to the District at the time of application or petition for annexation or detachment of


property based upon the following: 


0 - 10 acres of land total: $ 1, 000.00 deposit


10 — 50 acres of land total: $ 2, 000. 00 deposit


Over 50 acres total: $ 3, 000. 00 deposit


The deposit will be used by the District to recover all costs of District' s staff, legal
counsel, engineer, and other professional services required to process the annexation


or detachment, including administrative overhead costs. Additional deposits, of an
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amount determined by the District, may be required when the initial deposit is drawn
down. Any fees due the District shall be paid in full prior to final Board action. Any
deposit amount received in excess of the District' s total expenses incurred in connection


with the annexation or detachment, shall be refunded by the District within thirty ( 30) 
days after the conclusion of the annexation or detachment, whether by final approval or
by termination. Deposit amounts may be adjusted from time to time at the sole
discretion of the District General Manager. 


SECTION 4. 2: Annexation fee. It is the policy of the Board to require
that a landowner whose land is being annexed pay a fair and equitable share of the
value of the District or Sewer Improvement District to which the land is being annexed. 


The annexation fee per acre for Water District annexations equals the total net assets of


the District' s water segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial


Report, divided by total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of
the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this


Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is
for the Year Ended June 30, 2007, and the water annexation fee is $ 5, 010 per acre


annexed, calculated as follows: 


Total net assets — water segment


Divided by
Total District acres


136, 301, 685


27,208


The annexation fee per acre for Sewer Improvement District annexations equals the
total net assets of the District' s sewer segment as noted in the most recent audited


Annual Financial Report, divided by total acres within the Sewer Improvement District
boundaries as of the last day of the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial
Report. As of the date of this Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial


Report accepted by the Board is for the Year Ended June 30, 2007, and the sewer
annexation fee is $ 6, 809 per acre annexed, calculated as follows: 


Total net assets — sewer segment


Divided by
Total Sewer Improvement District acres


99, 128,440


14, 558


Changes in annexation fees will be effective the date the Board accepts the audited


Annual Financial Report. Partial acres shall be pro -rated as a percentage of a whole


acre. 


SECTION 4. 3: Detachment fee. It is the policy of the Board to
require that a landowner whose land is being detached to pay a pro -rated and equitable
share of the non- current bonded indebtedness, including outstanding Certificates of
Participation, or any outstanding assessments which have been identified for the land. 


The detachment fee per acre for Water District detachments equals the total non- 


current bonds, certificates of participation, and assessments outstanding of the District' s
water segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial Report, divided by
total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of the fiscal year of the
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most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this Ordinance, the most recent


audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is for the year ended June 30, 
2007, and the water detachment fee is $ 1, 529 per acre detached, calculated as follows: 


Total non- current liabilities — water


Divided by
Total District acres


41, 603,946


27, 208


The detachment fee per acre for Sewer Improvement District detachments equals the


total bonds, certificates of participation, and assessments outstanding of the District' s
non- current sewer segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial


Report, divided by total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of
the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this


Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is
for the year ended June 30, 2007, and the sewer detachment fee is $ 1, 531 per acre


detached, calculated as follows: 


Total non- current sewer liabilities


Divided by
Total Sewer Improvement District acres


22, 288,420


14, 558


Changes in detachment fees will be effective the date the Board accepts the audited


Annual Financial Report. Partial acres shall be pro -rated as a percentage of a whole


acre. 


SECTION 5: TERMS AND CONDITIONS


SECTION 5. 1: Severability. The Board of Directors hereby declares
that should any section, paragraph, sentence, or word of this Ordinance be declared for
any reason to be invalid, it is the intent of the Board that it would have passed all other
portions of this Ordinance independent of the elimination here from of any such portions
as may be declared invalid. 


SECTION 5. 2: Venue. In the event of any legal or equitable
proceeding to enforce or interpret the terms or conditions of this Ordinance, venue shall
lie in the Federal or State courts in or nearest to the North County Judicial District, 
County of San Diego, and State of California. 


SECTION 5. 3: Repeal of conflicting Ordinances and Resolutions. All


former Ordinances and Resolutions and parts thereof conflicting or inconsistent with the
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 


SECTION 5. 4: Effective date. This Ordinance shall take effect and


be in force and effect on March 5, 2008. 


SECTION 5. 5: This Ordinance shall be published once in a


newspaper of general circulation within the District within ten days of its adoption. 
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THIS ORDINANCE PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting
of the Board of Directors of the Vallecitos Water District this


3rd


day of August, 2016, by
the following roll call vote: 


AYES: ELITHARP, EVANS, HERNANDEZ, MARTIN, SANNELLA


NOES: 


ABSTAIN: 


ABSENT: 


Michael A. Sannella, President


Board of Directors


Vallecitos Water District


Attest: 


Tom ScaglionejSecretary
Board of Directors


Vallecitos Water District
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Dwelling Units
The number and type of proposed dwelling units included in Site Plan.
Points of Connection
The proposed points of connection to the existing water and/or sewer systems.

Fire Flow
The Fire Department must review plans and provide the fire flow requirements. (local)
Water and Sewer Study Deposit
A deposit of $6,050.00 will be required for the study.
 
Please let myself or Elizabeth Lopez know if there is any additional information needed or if you have
any questions.  Thank you!
 
 
Thank you,
 
Lisa Whitesell
Engineering Technician III
Vallecitos Water District – 201 Vallecitos de Oro San Marcos, CA 92069

 Direct Office No. 760-752-7129
 



Sewer Area Map

Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO,
USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance
Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c)
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community, Paul
Cosmano, Dan Lopez, ESRI and Vallecitos Water District.
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***Disclaimer***

Every effort has been made to assure the accuracy of the maps and data provided; however, some information may not be accurate or current. Vallecitos Water District assumes no responsibility arising from use of this information and incorporates by reference its disclaimer regarding the lack of warranties, whether expressed or implied, concerning the use of the same.
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Vallecitos Water District – 201 Vallecitos De Oro, San Marcos, CA (760) 744-0460 



    State Board of Equalization
Less than 1 acre $300
1.00-5.99 $350
6.00-10.99 $500
11.00-20.99 $800
21.00-50.99 $1,200
51.00-100.99 $1,500
101.00-500.99 $2,000
501.00-1000.99 $2,500
1001.00-2000.99 $3,000
2001.00 and above $3,500

    Administration Deposit
0-10 acres $1,000
10-50 acres $2,000
Over 50 acres $3,000

    Annexation Fee/acre
Water $4,978
Sewer $10,622

    Detachment Fee/acre
Water $1,053
Sewer $1,879

ANNEXATION FEE SCHEDULE 2022

E:\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\WEB PAGE INFO - INGRID ONLY\Annexation\Annexation Fee Schedule 2022



SAN DIEGO LAFCO PROCESSING FEE SCHEDULE * 
EFFECTIVE | JANUARY 1, 2019 

ACRE(S) FEE AMOUNT 

.50 acre and less $2,660 

.51 -.99 acre $3,325 

1 - 9.9 $4,050 

10 - 19.9 $4,990 

20 - 49.9 $5,830 

50 - 99.9 $6,785 

100 – 149.9 $7,850 

150 – 199.9 $9,060 

200+  ($9,060 plus an acreage fee of $90 per 100 acres over 200 acres) $9,060 / $90 

Incorporation  ($13,750 deposit, plus 60% of actual LAFCO review costs) $13,750+ 

District Formation $9,650 

Consolidation/Merger/Dissolution/Subsidiary District $5,500 

Dissolution for Inactivity $695 

* The above fees are charged for each jurisdictional change (i.e., annexation, detachment, latent power activation or expansion) and sphere
amendment associated with a proposal, and apply to cities and districts. For contractual service agreements, payment of the applicable annexation
and/or detachment fees as well as sphere amendment(s) must be made upon submittal of a contractual service agreement application.  Proponents
shall be responsible for actual hearing notification and mailing costs for public hearing items.

SURCHARGE 
There will be a 30% surcharge for consideration of contractual service agreements. This surcharge is due prior to LAFCO consideration of the 
related annexation/detachment application. The surcharge does not apply to service agreements involving health or safety concerns where the 
property is eligible for immediate annexation, or fire protection contracts that receive agreement from all affected public agencies.  

CITY AND DISTRICT SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE** 

FEE AMOUNT 

Base rate for all city and district sphere update proposals $5,500 

Acreage fee for every 100 acres included in the sphere update proposal beyond the current sphere $410 

City or district service review $5,500 

** No sphere update or service review processing fee will be charged for sphere updates that involve reaffirmations or minor amendments. The 
acreage component for district sphere updates may be waived for financial hardship or other circumstances affecting the ability of a district to pay 
fees. Proposals (e.g., consolidations, dissolutions, etc.,) deemed consistent with LAFCO objectives will not be charged a processing fee if the 
applicant pays a sphere update fee and submits a sphere update study and supplemental feasibility report accepted as complete by the Executive 
Officer.  



Updated | January 18, 2019 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/TIME EXTENSION 
FEE AMOUNT 

Request for reconsideration of LAFCO determination $1,030 

Request for extension of time to complete proceedings $350 

PETITION FILING FEES  
In addition to the proposal processing fee, each application submitted by petition will be charged LAFCO’s actual costs to verify the signatures. 

OTHER FEES  
Applicants are responsible for payment of LAFCO's actual costs associated with conducting authority and protest proceedings. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
(P.R.C. Section 21089)  

CEQA Exemption…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  Actual cost 
Review of Initial Study and preparation of Negative Declaration, Mitigated Declaration OR determination that EIR is required……………  Actual cost 
Extended Initial Study (if required)………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Actual cost 
Preparation of EIR………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… Actual cost 
Department of Fish and Game Fee: Effective January 1, 2019 
Negative Declaration OR Mitigated Negative Declaration………………………………………………………………………………………………$2,354.75 
EIR………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. $3,271.00 
Environmental Document pursuant to a Certified Regulatory Program (CRP)…………………………………………………………………….. $1,112.00 
County Clerk Processing Fee…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. $50.00 

INCORPORATION FISCAL ANALYSIS REVIEW 
FEE AMOUNT 

Processing of Request for State Controller's Review of an incorporation fiscal analysis $3,990 

State Controller's review of fiscal analysis ..............................................…………………………………………………………………………... Actual cost 

PAYMENT OF FEES: Fees are due when proposals are submitted to LAFCO. A supplemental fee may be charged and collected prior to the 
LAFCO hearing if additional acreage or actions are required.  

EXCEPTIONS: Fees may be waived or reduced by the Executive Officer if financial hardship is demonstrated, OR if application is in response to a 
LAFCO condition or recommendation.  

PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION AND SPECIAL STUDY SERVICES:  Actual cost for pre-application consultation and special study services 
beyond the first five hours of service provided. 



 

VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT 
 DEFINITION OF ANNEXATION’S 

FOR WATER AND / OR SEWER SERVICE 

 
 
There are various types of annexations within the Vallecitos Water District.  Some are 
handled in house and do not require approval by any other agency.  Others require 
annexation/detachment from another agency and always require the Local Agency 
Formation Commission approval (LAFCO).  Listed below are the different types of 
annexations. 
 
1) Water & Sewer - Property Owner/Agent is requesting annexation into the 

Vallecitos Water District for both water and sewer service.  This will require 
detachment from another agency and potentially a Sphere of Influence 
Amendment and approval by LAFCO. 

 
2) Water - Property Owner/Agent is requesting annexation into the Vallecitos Water 

District for water service only.  Sewer is usually not available when a water 
annexation is requested.  This will require detachment and potentially a Sphere 
of Influence Amendment and approval by LAFCO. 

 
3) Sewer - Property Owner/Agent is requesting sewer annexation.  The property is 

currently within the boundaries of the Vallecitos Water District but not within the 
sewer service boundary.  This is an inter-District annexation (in-house) and does 
not require detachment from any other agency or approval by LAFCO. 

 
4) Sewer Only - Property Owner/Agent is receiving water service from another 

agency and is requesting sewer service only from the District.  Although this does 
not require detachment from another agency, it does require approval by LAFCO 
and could potentially be a Sphere of Influence Amendment.   
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VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT ANNEXATION PROCEDURE 
FOR WATER AND / OR SEWER SERVICE 

 
1) The Owner of the property is required to request annexation on the attached Letter of 

Request for Annexation along with an Administrative Deposit per Ordinance 200 
Section 4.1, and the “Annexation Fee Schedule” updated annually.  For those 
annexations that are more complex in nature, a letter explaining the annexation along 
with plat maps may be required in addition to the letter of request at the time the 
annexation is submitted for approval.  After Board approval of the annexation, 
annexation fees will be calculated and a letter will be mailed to the owner stating all 
terms and conditions of the annexation.  The District will NOT annex a portion of a 
property.  When requesting annexation, owner will be required to annex the entire 
parcel including any open space, mitigation property, etc. 

 
2) All annexations requests must be signed by the owner(s) of the property.  Any requests 

by a representative of the owner must include a letter from the owner stating that the 
representative is acting on their behalf.  

 
3) All letters of request will be forwarded to Vallecitos Board of Directors for consideration.  

Depending on the complexity of the annexation, additional staff time may be required for 
review. The annexation request once reviewed will then be forwarded to the Board of 
Directors. Owner/applicant should make sure they allow ample time to process the 
request.  The District's Board of Directors meets every 1st and 3rd Wednesday of the 
month at 4:00 P.M. (holiday schedule subject to changes).  

 
4) Those persons with annexations requiring the Local Agency Formation Commission 

(LAFCO) approval must contact LAFCO to initiate the annexation procedure.  LAFCO 
will also require the applicant to complete an application.  The applicant should complete 
as much of the application as possible except those areas that pertain to water or sewer 
and forward the entire application to the Vallecitos Water District Engineering 
Department for completion.   Applications will only be completed by District staff after all 
terms and conditions are established by formal action of the Board of Directors. 

 
5) LAFCO will require fees (fee schedule attached) in addition to the District's annexation 

fees, “Annexation Fee Schedule” (attached). The applicant is advised to contact 
LAFCO directly for the current fee schedule. San Diego LAFCO, 9335 Hazard Way, 
Suite #200, San Diego, CA  92123, Phone: (858) 614-7755 and Web: SDLAFCO.org. 

   
 
6) The detaching agency may also require detachment fees and should be contacted by 

the applicant for terms and conditions of detachment. Vallecitos Water District fees are 
outlined in Ordinance 200 (attached) and the “Annexation Fee Schedule” (attached) 
updated annually.  

 

7) In-house annexations may take up to 2 months to complete.  Those requiring LAFCO 

approval may take approximately 3 to 6 months or longer. 
 
8) Property owners requesting annexation may be subject to additional costs (in addition to 

annexation fees) such as connection/capacity fees, construction of sewer or water 
mains, and installation of water services or sewer laterals.  Any additional costs incurred 
will be the responsibility of the property owner.  



LETTER OF REQUEST FOR 

ANNEXATION/DETACHMENT  
Vallecitos Water District 
Board of Directors 
201 Vallecitos de Oro 
San Marcos, CA  92069 
 
ATTN: Engineering Department 
 
Name:_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone Number:______________________________________________________________ 
 
Assessor Parcel Number:____________________________Acreage:___________________ 
 
Address of Property:__________________________________________________________ 
(If Available or Applicable) 

 
Type of Annexation Requested:  (   ) Water 
      (   ) Water and Sewer 
      (   ) Sewer Only 
Type of Detachment Requested:  (   ) Water 
      (   ) Sewer 
Reason for Annexation/Detachment: (   ) Condemned or Defective Septic System 

(A letter from the Health Dept. or certification from a 
Septic Company is required) 

(   ) Access to Public Sewer 
(   ) If no, owner will finance installation 
(   ) Proposed Land Development 

(Subdivision, Lot Split, Parcel Map, Boundary 
Adjustment) 

Current Water Provider:_________________________________________ 
 
I Certify that I am the Legal Owner/Owners or the Agent of the Owner and I am requesting  
annexation of my property. 
 
______________________________   __________________________ 
Name of Owner/Agent   Date 
 
______________________________   __________________________ 
Name of Owner/Agent   Date 
 
* (All legal owners of property must sign) 

  **(Agents for the owner must provide a letter from the owner indicating that they are acting  
on their behalf) 

 
M/Engineering/Master/Forms/Eng forms/Annex Request Letter    Revised 02/08/11 



ORDINANCE NO. 200

ORDINANCE OF THE VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT

ESTABLISHING POLICIES, CONDITIONS AND FEES IN CONNECTION WITH
ANNEXATIONS TO OR DETACHMENTS FROM THE DISTRICT AND

TO OR FROM THE SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
AND RESCINDING ORDINANCE NOS. 153 & 196

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE VALLECITOS
WATER DISTRICT AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1: The Board of Directors finds and determines that the following facts
are true and correct: 

SECTION 1. 1: From time to time Property may be annexed to or
detached from the Vallecitos Water District (District) and Sewer Improvement District(s). 

SECTION 1. 2: The District desires to update its established policy, 
rules, and regulations for the orderly annexation of or detachment of lands from the
District' s service boundaries. 

SECTION 1. 3: The District wishes to ensure that additions to its

service area are properly accounted for, and that expansion of service to or facilities for
service to added territory shall not cause a hardship to existing customers of the District. 

SECTION 1. 4: The District wishes to establish and set fees for
annexation and detachment of lands that are reasonable in scope, and non- 

discriminatory in application. 

SECTION 2: POLICIES AND CONDITIONS

SECTION 2. 1: An annexation to or detachment from the District or

Sewer Improvement District may be initiated by written petition from a landowner or
landowner's representative, or by the Board. 

SECTION 2. 2: Annexations and detachments shall comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act ( CEQA), applicable law ( Cortese/Knox Act) and

District guidelines and procedures. 

SECTION 2. 3: For annexations to the District, the Board shall

require, as a condition of annexation, that the land be annexed concurrently to the San
Diego County Water Authority and to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, and that the annexation shall be subject to all conditions established by said
agencies; provided, however, that this condition shall not be required for an agency
which the land is already a part. 

SECTION 2. 4: For annexations into a Sewer Improvement District, 

the Board shall require, as a condition of annexation, that the property also be annexed
into the District, if it is not currently within the District, and that the annexation shall be
subject to all conditions established by the Board. 
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SECTION 2. 5: For Annexations to Sewer Improvement District " A", 

where water service is provided by another agency, the Board shall require, as a

condition of annexation, that the property be concurrently annexed into the District, if not
currently within the District, and that the annexation shall be subject to all conditions
established by the Board. Upon completion of the annexation, the property shall be
subject to taxation for the purposes of the Sewer Improvement District as identified in
Section 3 ( 3. 2b) of this ordinance. However, the property shall be exempt from taxation
associated with the District identified in Section 3 ( 3. 1 b). 

SECTION 2. 6: The applicant shall provide to the District' s staff, at the

time the letter of request for annexation or detachment is submitted, all plat maps, legal
description( s) and any other documents that the District' s staff deems pertinent or
necessary in connection with the annexation or detachment. 

SECTION 2. 7: All annexations or detachments shall be subject to the

condition that the deposit for administrative expenses provided for in Section 4 of this

Ordinance shall be paid at the time the request for consideration is made. 

SECTION 2. 8: All annexations or detachments shall also include

such terms and conditions as the Board may deem appropriate in their sole discretion, 
as well as those that may otherwise be required by law. 

SECTION 2. 9: In the case of annexation to the District, the Board

shall require as a condition of annexation that all water distribution and storage facilities, 

required for the delivery of water to the annexed land shall be provided by the
proponent without cost to the District, and that the District shall be under no obligation to

provide any improvements or service if the facilities are not completed and accepted. 

SECTION 2. 10: In the case of annexation to the Sewer Improvement

District, the Board shall require as a condition to annexation that all sewerage facilities

required for the collection, conveyance, treatment and disposal of sewer from the

annexed land to the District shall be provided by the proponent without cost to the
District, and that the District shall be under no obligation to provide any improvements
or service if the facilities are not completed and accepted. 

SECTION 2. 11: All annexations shall be subject to the condition that

the land affected by the annexation shall be subject to taxation, by the payment of the
annexation fee provided for in Section 4 of this Ordinance, as if the land had always

been a part of the District and Improvement District to which it is being annexed. 

SECTION 2. 12: All annexations shall be subject to the condition that

the annexed land shall be subject to the applicable ordinances, resolutions and other

rules and regulations of the District in effect, amended or adopted on, and after the date

of final Board approval. 

SECTION 2. 13: For all annexations and detachments, any and all
non- contiguous open space easements and dedications, developable lands, vacant

lands, easements and road rights of way within the proposed development, parcel map
or subdivision map shall be included in the annexation or detachment of lands to or from
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the District or Sewer Improvement District. This may include separate parcels of land
that are within the limits of the proposed development or subdivision map. Contiguous

open space dedications, or parts thereof, may, in the discretion of the General Manager
be excluded from annexation to the District or Sewer Service area, provided the land: 

1) does not create islands of dedicated open spaces within the project area or District
boundaries and ( 2) will not require water or sewer service from the District. 

SECTION 2. 14: District will not defend any action contesting an

annexation or detachment, and shall leave such defense to the owner of the land

affected by the annexation or detachment. 

SECTION 2. 15: Unless otherwise provided by law, an annexation or
detachment shall terminate on the first to occur of: 

a) Date of delivery to the District of applicants ( or petitioner's) 
written notice of termination. 

b) Board action terminating the annexation or detachment
when the Board determines, in its sole discretion, that good

cause exists for such termination, or the approval period

identified in the conditions of annexation or detachment has
expired. 

SECTION 3: ANNEXATION AND DETACHMENT DETERMINATIONS

SECTION 3. 1: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of annexation to District: 

a) That the land proposed to be annexed will be benefited

thereby, and that the District will also be benefited and will
not be injured. 

b) That after the annexation, the taxable property in the
annexed area shall be subject to taxation for the purposes of

the District, including obligations of the District authorized
and outstanding at the time of the annexation and any future
obligations. 

SECTION 3. 2: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of detachment from the District: 

a) That the land proposed to be detached will be disassociated

from its benefits, and that the District will not be impacted

and will not be injured. 

b) That after the detachment, the taxable property in the
detached area shall not be subject to taxation for the

purposes of the District. 
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c) That upon detachment, the property owner waives and
relinquishes all rights, claims and entitlements to capacity
within any of the District' s water facilities

SECTION 3. 3: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of annexation to the Sewer Improvement District: 

a) That the land proposed to be annexed will be benefited

thereby, and that the Sewer Improvement District will also be
benefited and will not be injured. 

b) That after the annexation, the taxable property in the
annexed area shall be subject to taxation thereof for the

purposes of the Sewer Improvement District, including
obligations of the Sewer Improvement District authorized

and outstanding at the time of the annexation and any future
obligations. 

SECTION 3. 4: The following determinations by the Board shall be
required in the case of detachment from the Sewer Improvement District: 

a) That the land proposed to be detached will be disassociated

from its benefits, and that the affected Sewer Improvement

District will not be impacted thereby and will not be injured. 

b) That after the detachment, the taxable property in the
detached area shall not be subject to taxation for the

purposes of the Sewer Improvement District. 

c) That upon detachment, the property owner waives and
relinquishes all rights, claims and entitlements to capacity
within any of the District' s wastewater facilities. 

SECTION 4: ADMINISTRATIVE, ANNEXATION AND DETACHMENT

CHARGES

SECTION 4. 1: Deposit for Administrative Expenses. It is the policy
of the Board to recover all expenses incurred by the District in connection with
annexations or detachments. A deposit for administrative expenses is required to be

paid to the District at the time of application or petition for annexation or detachment of

property based upon the following: 

0 - 10 acres of land total: $ 1, 000.00 deposit

10 — 50 acres of land total: $ 2, 000. 00 deposit

Over 50 acres total: $ 3, 000. 00 deposit

The deposit will be used by the District to recover all costs of District' s staff, legal
counsel, engineer, and other professional services required to process the annexation

or detachment, including administrative overhead costs. Additional deposits, of an
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amount determined by the District, may be required when the initial deposit is drawn
down. Any fees due the District shall be paid in full prior to final Board action. Any
deposit amount received in excess of the District' s total expenses incurred in connection

with the annexation or detachment, shall be refunded by the District within thirty ( 30) 
days after the conclusion of the annexation or detachment, whether by final approval or
by termination. Deposit amounts may be adjusted from time to time at the sole
discretion of the District General Manager. 

SECTION 4. 2: Annexation fee. It is the policy of the Board to require
that a landowner whose land is being annexed pay a fair and equitable share of the
value of the District or Sewer Improvement District to which the land is being annexed. 

The annexation fee per acre for Water District annexations equals the total net assets of

the District' s water segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial

Report, divided by total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of
the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this

Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is
for the Year Ended June 30, 2007, and the water annexation fee is $ 5, 010 per acre

annexed, calculated as follows: 

Total net assets — water segment

Divided by
Total District acres

136, 301, 685

27,208

The annexation fee per acre for Sewer Improvement District annexations equals the
total net assets of the District' s sewer segment as noted in the most recent audited

Annual Financial Report, divided by total acres within the Sewer Improvement District
boundaries as of the last day of the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial
Report. As of the date of this Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial

Report accepted by the Board is for the Year Ended June 30, 2007, and the sewer
annexation fee is $ 6, 809 per acre annexed, calculated as follows: 

Total net assets — sewer segment

Divided by
Total Sewer Improvement District acres

99, 128,440

14, 558

Changes in annexation fees will be effective the date the Board accepts the audited

Annual Financial Report. Partial acres shall be pro -rated as a percentage of a whole

acre. 

SECTION 4. 3: Detachment fee. It is the policy of the Board to
require that a landowner whose land is being detached to pay a pro -rated and equitable
share of the non- current bonded indebtedness, including outstanding Certificates of
Participation, or any outstanding assessments which have been identified for the land. 

The detachment fee per acre for Water District detachments equals the total non- 

current bonds, certificates of participation, and assessments outstanding of the District' s
water segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial Report, divided by
total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of the fiscal year of the
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most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this Ordinance, the most recent

audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is for the year ended June 30, 
2007, and the water detachment fee is $ 1, 529 per acre detached, calculated as follows: 

Total non- current liabilities — water

Divided by
Total District acres

41, 603,946

27, 208

The detachment fee per acre for Sewer Improvement District detachments equals the

total bonds, certificates of participation, and assessments outstanding of the District' s
non- current sewer segment as noted in the most recent audited Annual Financial

Report, divided by total acres within the Water District boundaries as of the last day of
the fiscal year of the most recent audited Financial Report. As of the date of this

Ordinance, the most recent audited Annual Financial Report accepted by the Board is
for the year ended June 30, 2007, and the sewer detachment fee is $ 1, 531 per acre

detached, calculated as follows: 

Total non- current sewer liabilities

Divided by
Total Sewer Improvement District acres

22, 288,420

14, 558

Changes in detachment fees will be effective the date the Board accepts the audited

Annual Financial Report. Partial acres shall be pro -rated as a percentage of a whole

acre. 

SECTION 5: TERMS AND CONDITIONS

SECTION 5. 1: Severability. The Board of Directors hereby declares
that should any section, paragraph, sentence, or word of this Ordinance be declared for
any reason to be invalid, it is the intent of the Board that it would have passed all other
portions of this Ordinance independent of the elimination here from of any such portions
as may be declared invalid. 

SECTION 5. 2: Venue. In the event of any legal or equitable
proceeding to enforce or interpret the terms or conditions of this Ordinance, venue shall
lie in the Federal or State courts in or nearest to the North County Judicial District, 
County of San Diego, and State of California. 

SECTION 5. 3: Repeal of conflicting Ordinances and Resolutions. All

former Ordinances and Resolutions and parts thereof conflicting or inconsistent with the
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 

SECTION 5. 4: Effective date. This Ordinance shall take effect and

be in force and effect on March 5, 2008. 

SECTION 5. 5: This Ordinance shall be published once in a

newspaper of general circulation within the District within ten days of its adoption. 
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THIS ORDINANCE PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting
of the Board of Directors of the Vallecitos Water District this

3rd

day of August, 2016, by
the following roll call vote: 

AYES: ELITHARP, EVANS, HERNANDEZ, MARTIN, SANNELLA

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Michael A. Sannella, President

Board of Directors

Vallecitos Water District

Attest: 

Tom ScaglionejSecretary
Board of Directors

Vallecitos Water District









From: clarkemh@aol.com
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: westone47@gmail.com; dnygaard3@gmail.com; laurahunter744@gmail.com; pjheatherington@gmail.com;

dsilverla@me.com; susan_wynn@fws.gov; david.mayer@wildlife.ca.gov; sallyp123@mac.com;
slfarrell1900@gmail.com

Subject: [External] Questhaven, PDS2020-TM-5643, etc., Notice of Preparation of EIR
Date: Monday, October 3, 2022 12:29:44 PM

Dear Mr. Oberbauer:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Questhaven project.
 
This project is in a biologically sensitive location which has been identified as the Gnatcatcher Core Area. 
This area includes lands in San Marcos, Carlsbad, Encinitas and the County and is a the focus of
conservation in the Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP) and the County's North County Multiple
Species Conservation Plan (NC-MSCP).
 
The Sierra Club, San Diego, has been involved as a stakeholder in the development of both the MHCP
and the NC-MSCP.  We formed the North County MSCP/MHCP Task Force of our Conservation
Committee in the early 2000's to participate in the development of these two major conservation plans.
 
Members of our Task Force visited the Questhaven project site on September 26, 2022.  We observed
that the valuable, undisturbed habitat is in the southern part of the project site.  The northern part of the
site is primarily disturbed land.  We noted that power lines and towers run through the Questhaven
property in an easterly to westerly direction.  Adjacent to the project site on the east side, in the City of
San Marcos, is a facility for movie production, called Lomas San Marcos.  Adjacent to or nearby the
project site on the west side is a habitat conservation area called the Rancho La Costa Reserve.  We
were not able to observe land uses on the south side of the project site.
 
The Preliminary Public Review Draft of the MSCP North County Plan dated Feb. 19, 2009, identifies the
project site as a Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA), in which conservation is focused.   We are
concerned about the preservation and protection of the valuable habitat on the site and about the
preservation of corridors and linkages for wildlife movement through the site and to and from adjacent
conserved lands.
 
We urge the County to do a thorough review of these issues in the EIR.  Specifically, we request that the
EIR address the following:
 
1. How do the areas proposed for conservation of wildlife and habitat in the Questhaven project plan
relate physically and functionally to conserved areas adjacent and nearby?  Please provide a map
showing conserved areas on the site, adjacent to the site, and nearby the site.
 
2. Describe and show on a map the linkages/corridors for wildlife movement on the project site and to and
from adjacent areas.  Please show the direction of wildlife movement.
 
3. How will the conserved areas on the site be managed, monitored and protected? 
 
Illegal and destructive recreational uses of areas conserved for wildlife and habitat are major problems in
our County and beyond.  To discourage damaging recreational uses such as mountain biking off
established trails, the project plan should locate all trails for recreational use as far away from the
conserved areas as possible. 
 
Placing trails as far away from conserved areas as possible will probably help somewhat with the problem
of illegal and damaging recreational uses of conserved areas.  However, due to the widespread problem
of damaging recreational uses of conserved areas, at this point, the only solution appears to be
enforcement.  What protections will the conserved areas have?  Who will manage and enforce the
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protections on the conserved areas?
 
4. What uses are proposed for the easement areas under the power lines?
 
5. Given the importance of whole Gnatcatcher Core Area for wildlife conservation, especially for the
California coastal gnatcatcher, are there opportunities in this project to restore coastal sage scrub in the
disturbed areas?
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments and concerns.  We look forward to reviewing and
commenting on the draft EIR when it is available.
 
Please feel free to contact me at 760-453-2311 if you have any questions or concerns.
 
Sincerely,
 
Mary Clarke
Co-Chair, North County MSCP/MHCP Task Force, Conservation Committee, Sierra Club - San Diego
Chapter
2006 Trevino Ave.
Oceanside, CA 92056













From: Raslich, Nicole (TRBL)
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Subject: [External] Questhaven PDS2020-TM-5643
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 2:13:30 PM
Attachments: image001.png

9-1-2022 Questhaven SanDiego.pdf

Hello,
 
We appreciate your effort and thank you for your inquiry.
 
A records check of the Tribal Historic preservation office’s cultural registry revealed that this
project is not located within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. Therefore, we defer to the other
tribes in the area. This letter shall conclude our consultation efforts.
 
 
Best,
 

Nicole A. Raslich, M.A.
Archaeological Technician
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
D: +1 (760) 883-1134
C: +1 (760) 985-3615
nraslich@aguacaliente.net
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From: Rebecca Barker
To: Oberbauer, Sean
Cc: mvespa@earthjustice.org
Subject: [External] Earthjustice Comments on Questhaven NOP
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2022 8:46:04 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.png

Earthjustice Comments on Questhaven Project NOP.pdf

Hello,
 
Attached please find public comments of Earthjustice on the NOP for the Questhaven Project. As
explained more fully in the attached comments, Earthjustice strongly urges the County to require all-
electric design of the buildings planned for the Project as a feasible mitigation measure to avoid the
greenhouse gas, energy, and health impacts that would result from new buildings connected to the
gas system.  All-electric new construction is less costly than mixed-fuel construction in addition to
mitigating multiple potential Project impacts.
 
Thank you for your consideration, and please include both Matt Vespa (mvespa@earthjustice.org)
and me (rbarker@earthjustice.org) on any future notifications regarding this development.
 
Best,
Rebecca Barker
 
Rebecca Barker
She/her/hers
Associate Attorney
Clean Energy Program
50 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: 415.217.2056
rbarker@earthjustice.org
 

 
The information contained in this email message may be privileged, confidential and protected from
disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly
prohibited. If you think that you have received this email message in error, please notify the sender by
reply email and delete the message and any attachments.
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Via Electronic Mail 


September 7, 2022 


Sean Oberbauer 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 
sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov  


Re:  Earthjustice Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Questhaven Project 


Earthjustice appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Questhaven Project (“Project”), which 
contemplates a development of 76 single-family homes.  Our initial comments focus on the 
importance of incorporating building electrification requirements into the Project.  New 
construction that relies on burning gas for end uses such as cooking and space and water heating 
has significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”), energy, and health impacts under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  All-electric buildings avoid these impacts.  Moreover, 
all-electric buildings are typically less costly to due to avoided costs of gas infrastructure.  With 
the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) now ending subsidies for gas lines to new 
development, cost savings from all-electric construction will further increase.  Accordingly, to 
comply with CEQA’s obligation to adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce significant 
environmental impacts, the County must require an all-electric Project design that is not 
connected to the gas system.  


I. Projects Connecting to the Gas System Have Significant GHG, Energy and Public 
Health Impacts.  
A. The GHG Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System Are Significant. 


CEQA requires a DEIR to identify all the significant impacts of a proposed project, 
including impacts from the project’s GHG emissions.1  One option to determine the significance 
of the Project’s GHG impacts is to apply a net-zero emissions threshold.  In addition to being 
CEQA-compliant, a net-zero threshold is also consistent with the severity of the climate crisis 
and the recognition that any increase in GHG emissions exacerbates the cumulative impacts of 
climate change.   


Another option is to apply the approach recently adopted by the Bay Area Quality 
Management District (“BAAQMD”).  In determining the significance of project impacts, a lead 


 
1 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; Appendix F.  
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agency “must ensure that CEQA analysis stays in step with evolving scientific knowledge and 
state regulatory schemes.”  Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Gov’ts 
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 519.  To stay in step with evolving scientific knowledge and state policy, 
the Bay Area Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) updated its previous CEQA GHG 
guidance for buildings this year to require all new projects to be built without natural gas and 
with no inefficient or wasteful energy usage in order to receive a finding of no significant 
impact.2  BAAQMD’s previous 1,100 MT GHG significance threshold was derived from 
Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32’s 2020 GHG reduction targets, but did not reflect later developments, 
such as Senate Bill (“SB”) 32’s requirement to reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030, nor Executive Order B-55-18’s requirement to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.3  As 
BAAQMD properly noted in its justifications for its updated GHG threshold, “[f]or California to 
successfully eliminate natural gas usage by 2045, it will need to focus available resources on 
retrofitting existing natural gas infrastructure.  This task will become virtually impossible if we 
continue to build more natural gas infrastructure that will also need to be retrofit within the next 
few years.”4   


Even outside of BAAQMD’s jurisdiction, the analysis supporting its zero-gas threshold 
provides substantial evidence to support an EIR’ s finding of significance, particularly where, as 
here, GHGs are a globally dispersed pollutant.  Indeed, state agencies have made similar findings 
regarding the incompatibility of gas in new construction with achievement of state climate 
requirements.  As the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) determined in its 2018 Integrated 
Energy Policy Report (“IEPR”) Update: 


New construction projects, retrofitting existing buildings, and 
replacing appliances and other energy-consuming equipment 
essentially lock in energy system infrastructure for many years. As 
a result, each new opportunity for truly impactful investment in 
energy efficiency and fuel choice is precious. If the decisions made 
for new buildings result in new and continued fossil fuel use, it 
will be that much more difficult for California to meet its GHG 
emission reduction goals. Parties planning new construction have 
the opportunity instead to lock in a zero- or low-carbon emission 
outcome that will persist for decades.5   


 
2 See BAAQMD, Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate 
Impacts from Land Use Projects and Plans, at 11 (Apr. 2022) (“BAAQMD 2022 Update”), 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-thresholds-2022/justification-
report-pdf.pdf?la=en.  
3 See BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance at 10-22 (Dec 7, 2009), 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/proposed-thresholds-of-significance-
dec-7-09.pdf?la=en (explaining methodology for previous project-level GHG threshold). 
4 Justification Report at 12. 
5 CEC, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, Vol. II at 18 (Jan. 2019)(“2018 IEPR Update”), 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=226392  
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Consistent with the CEC’s findings, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(“CPUC”) recently issued a Proposed Decision that would end gas line extension allowances, 
finding that “gas line subsidies encourage gas use by providing incentives to builders to install 
more gas appliances, perpetuating a continued reliance on the gas system both now and over the 
life of the appliance, and offsetting if not reversing any GHG emission reduction benefits 
secured through other decarbonization measures.”6  Accordingly, the CPUC found, subsidies for 
these new gas connections “work against today’s climate goals and conflict[] with SB 32 and 
1477.”7  This reflects the growing consensus that aggressive electrification will be needed to 
achieve the state’s climate goals.  Indeed, the 2022 Title 24 update already requires heat pumps 
as a baseline for either space or water heating in single-family homes, as well as a heat pump 
space heating standard for new muti-family homes and businesses.8  In addition, any new mixed-
fuel single-family homes must already be electric-ready so they can “easily convert from natural 
gas to electric in the future.”9   


Earthjustice strongly cautions against using approaches to determine the significance of 
Project GHG impacts that involve comparisons against “business-as-usual” emissions or a per 
capita emissions metric.  In Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, the California Supreme Court held that determining the significance of 
project GHG impacts by comparing project emissions with emissions under a business-as-usual 
scenario derived from statewide emissions reduction goals under AB 32 lacked substantial 
evidence.  For similar reasons, use of statewide per capita emissions metrics to determine the 
significance of project emissions has also been rejected for the purpose of determining project 
GHG impacts under CEQA.  As the court held in Golden Door Properties LLC, “using a 
statewide criterion requires substantial evidence and reasoned explanation to close the analytical 
gap left by the assumption that the ‘level of effort required in one [statewide] context . . . will 
suffice in the other, a specific land use development.’”  Golden Door Properties LLC v. County 
of San Diego (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892, 904 (quoting Center for Biological Diversity, 62 
Cal.4th at 227).  While use of a statewide per capita metric to determine the significance of GHG 
impacts may be useful for a General Plan, which examines collective community emissions of 
existing and proposed new development, it is not appropriate for projects that only govern new 
development.   


B. The Energy Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System are 
Significant.  


 
6 R. 19-01-011, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, at 27 
(Aug. 8, 2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF.  
7 Id. 
8 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf. 
9 Id. 
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A key purpose of the evaluation of project energy impacts under CEQA is “decreasing 
reliance on fossil fuels, such as coal, natural gas and oil.”10  Addressing energy impacts of 
proposed projects requires more than mere compliance with Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards.11  Including gas hook-ups in new projects, and thereby perpetuating reliance on fossil 
fuels, is contrary to California’s energy objectives and should be considered a significant impact 
under CEQA.   


In addition to the lock-in effect discussed above and its perpetuation of reliance on fossil 
fuel infrastructure, gas appliances are also inherently wasteful because they are significantly less 
efficient than their electric alternatives.  Heat pumps for space and water heating are 
substantially more efficient than their gas counterparts.  Because heat pumps use electricity to 
move heat around rather than creating heat, their efficiency is far greater than 100 percent 
(energy services delivered are much greater than energy input).  For example, gas water heaters 
advertised by Rheem, a major water heating manufacturer, have uniform efficiency factor 
(“UEF”) of 0.58 – 0.83.12  In contrast, Rheem’s heat pump water heaters have UEFs between 3.7 
and 4.0, making them roughly four to seven times more efficient than gas alternatives.13  As 
recognized by the CEC, “[u]sing heat pumps for space and water heating, as well as other uses, is 
cost-effective in the long run simply because electrification technologies can be significantly 
more efficient than natural gas technologies.”14  Given the low inherent efficiencies of gas space 
and water heating as compared to heat pump options, homes that continue to rely on gas cannot 
be reasonably construed as “the wise and efficient use of energy” and therefore result in 
significant energy impacts under CEQA.   


C. The Health/Air Quality Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System 
are Significant. 


CEQA also requires consideration of “health and safety problems” that may result from a 
project’s emissions.15  Indeed, Section III.(d) of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
specifically asks a lead agency to evaluate if the project would “[e]xpose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.”16  The health and safety hazards of gas-burning appliances 
in buildings are well-documented by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), the CEC, 
and numerous peer-reviewed academic studies.  In a Board-adopted resolution, CARB 
determined that that “cooking emissions, especially from gas stoves, are associated with 


 
10 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. I. 
11 See California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 211. 
12 Rheem, Gas Water Heaters, https://www.rheem.com/products/residential/water-
heating/tank/residential_gas/.  
13 Rheem, Professional Prestige Series ProTerra Hybrid Electric Water Heater with LeakGuard, 
https://www.rheem.com/group/rheem-hybrid-electric-water-heater-professional-prestige-series-hybrid-
electric-water-heater.  
14 2018 IEPR Update at 32. 
15 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; see also Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 520 
(requiring an EIR to not only discuss air quality impacts and human health impacts separately, but to draw 
a connection between the two segments of information, to “meet CEQA’s requirements.”).  
16 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Sec. III(d).  
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increased respiratory disease.”17  Children in homes with gas stoves are particularly at risk.  A 
meta-analysis examining the association between gas stoves and childhood asthma found that 
“children in homes with gas stoves have a 42 percent increased risk of experiencing asthma 
symptoms (current asthma)” and “a 24 percent increased risk of ever being diagnosed with 
asthma by a doctor (lifetime asthma).”18  Other health effects observed in children from exposure 
to nitrogen dioxide (“NOx”), which is a byproduct of gas combustion, include cardiovascular 
effects, increased susceptibility to allergens and lung infections, irritated airways and other 
aggravated respiratory symptoms, and learning deficits.19  As found repeatedly by peer-reviewed 
studies, combustion of gas in household appliances produces harmful indoor air pollution, 
including carbon monoxide, nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and 
ultrafine particles, often in excess of the levels set out by the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.20  CARB has therefore recognized 
“the conclusion of recent studies that 100 percent electrification of natural gas appliances in 
California would result in significant health benefits.”21  Accordingly, projects that permit gas 
appliances such as stoves have significant air quality impacts under CEQA.  


Gas appliances contribute to indoor air pollution even when they are not turned on.  A 
recent study sampling the gas supply to home appliances also found additional harmful 
pollutants present, including the Hazardous Air Pollutants benzene and hexane in 95% and 98% 


 
17 CARB, Combustion Pollutants & Indoor Air Quality, https://perma.cc/J6YH-VVZH (as of March 30, 
2022).  
18 Brady Seals & Andee Krasner, Gas Stoves: Health and Air Quality Impacts and Solutions, Rocky 
Mountain Institute, Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Sierra Club, at 13 (2020), 
https://rmi.org/insight/gas-stoves-pollution-health/. 
19 Id.  
20 See, e.g., Jennifer M. Logue et al., Pollutant Exposures from Natural Gas Cooking Burners: A 
Simulation-Based Assessment for Southern California, 122 Env’t Health Perspectives 43, 43–50 (2014), 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1306673 (modeling exposure rates for gas stove pollutants and finding that 
“62%, 9%, and 53% of occupants are routinely exposed to NO2, CO, and HCHO levels that exceed acute 
health-based standards and guidelines” and that “reducing pollutant exposures from [gas stoves] should 
be a public health priority.”); John Manuel, A Healthy Home Environment?, 107 Env’tl. Health 
Perspectives 352, 352–57 (1999), https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.99107a352 (finding that gas furnaces and 
other gas appliances can be sources of unsafe indoor carbon monoxide concentrations); Nasim A. Mullen 
et al., Impact of Natural Gas Appliances on Pollutant Levels in California Homes, Lawrence Berkeley 
Nat’l Lab’y (Dec. 2012), https://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/impact_of_natural_gas_appliances.pdf (finding that concentrations 
of NO2, NOx, and carbon monoxide were associates with use of gas appliances); Dr. Zhu et al., Effects of 
Residential Gas Appliances on Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public Health in California, UCLA 
Fielding School of Pub. Health, (Apr. 2020), 
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7 (finding that gas combustion appliances 
are associated with higher concentrations of NO2, NOx, CO, fine particulate matter, and formaldehyde in 
indoor air, and discussing the health impacts of acute and chronic exposure to each pollutant). 
21 CARB Resolution 20-32, California Indoor Air Quality Program Update, at 2 (Nov. 19, 2020), 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/board/res/2020/res20-32.pdf. 
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of samples, respectively, among others.22  These pollutants have serious health impacts, 
particularly given that residential appliances can last for upwards of ten years, and residents may 
be repeatedly exposed to their pollution multiple times daily.  For example, in addition to being a 
known carcinogen, non-cancer long-term health effects of exposure to benzene include “harmful 
effects on the bone marrow,” “excessive bleeding,” and can compromise the immune system.23  
Similarly, “[c]hronic inhalation exposure to hexane is associated with sensorimotor 
polyneuropathy in humans, with numbness in the extremities, muscular weakness, blurred vision, 
headache, and fatigue,” and animal studies have shown “pulmonary lesions” as well as damage 
to reproductive organs following chronic inhalation exposure.24  These pollutants were present in 
the gas supplied to home appliances prior to combustion, and a 2022 study also found that most 
gas stoves leak supply gas “continuously” even while turned off.25   


 


II. Building Electrification is Feasible and Effective Mitigation to Reduce Project 
GHG, Energy, and Health Impacts.  
A lead agency may not lawfully approve a project where “there are feasible alternatives 


or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen [its] significant 
environmental effects.”26 Only when feasible mitigation measures have been exhausted may an 
agency find that overriding considerations exist that outweigh the significant environmental 
effects. 27  This mandate—to avoid, minimize and mitigate significant adverse effects where 
feasible—has been described as the “most important” provision of the law.28 


Eliminating natural gas use in new buildings is feasible mitigation that will substantially 
lessen the Project’s GHG, energy, and air quality/health impacts.  For example, in Residential 
Building Electrification in California, Energy and Environmental Economics (“E3”) determined 
that “electrification is found to reduce total greenhouse gas emissions in single family homes by 
approximately 30 to 60 percent in 2020, relative to a natural gas-fueled home.”29  Moreover, 
“[a]s the carbon intensity of the grid decreases over time, these savings are estimated to increase 


 
22 Drew R. Michanowicz et al., Home is Where the Pipeline Ends: Characterization of Volatile Organic 
Compounds Present in Natural Gas at the Point of the Residential End User, Environ. Sci. Technol. 
2022, 56, 10258–10268 at 10262 (Jun. 2022), https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.1c08298.  
23 See Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Facts about Benzene, 
https://emergency.cdc.gov/agent/benzene/basics/facts.asp#:~:text=(Long%2Dterm%20exposure%20mean
s%20exposure,increasing%20the%20chance%20for%20infection. 
24 U.S. Env. Prot. Agency, Hexane, https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-
09/documents/hexane.pdf.  
25 Eric D. Lebel, et al., Methane and NOx Emissions from Natural Gas Stoves, Cooktops, and Ovens in 
Residential Homes, Environ. Sci. Technol. 2022, 56, 4, at 2534 (Jan. 27, 2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.1c04707.  
26 Pub. Res. Code § 21002.   
27 Id. § 21081; see also CEQA Guidelines 15091(a). 
28 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council, 222 Cal. App. 3d 30, 41 (1990). 
29 E3, Residential Building Electrification in California, at iv (Apr. 2019), https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.  
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to approximately 80 to 90 percent by 2050, including the impacts of upstream methane leakage 
and refrigerant gas leakage from air conditioners and heat pumps.”30  As shown in the graph 
below, the GHG savings from heat pumps are substantial today and will only increase as 
California continues to decarbonize its grid as required under SB 100.  


31 


In contrast, because gas appliance will generate the same level of pollution over their 
lifetime, their emissions relative to electric alternatives will increase over time and increasingly 
interfere with achievement of California’s climate objectives.  


Numerous local jurisdictions have also adopted all-electric building policies for a variety 
of building types, demonstrating the feasibility of all-electric new construction.  For example, 
San Francisco adopted an ordinance effective June 2021 prohibiting gas in new construction for 
all building types, with narrow exceptions.32  Several other California municipalities have 
adopted similar legislation, including Berkeley, San Luis Obispo, and Half Moon Bay, and the 
City of Los Angeles is close behind.33 


 
30 Id.  
31Amber Mahone et al., What If Efficiency Goals Were Carbon Goals, at 9-7, American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy (2016),  https://aceee.org/files/proceedings/2016/data/papers/9_284.pdf.   
32 San Francisco Building Code § 106A.1.17.1, 
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_building/0-0-0-92027.  
33 See, e.g., San Luis Obispo Ordinance No. 1717, 
http://opengov.slocity.org/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=162695&dbid=0&repo=CityClerk, (prohibiting 
natural gas in new construction effective January 1, 2023, with narrow commercial availability and 
viability exceptions); Los Angeles City Council Motion, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1KLrBqAT2sj2sQJjD2NKGTME8WX5ZEn_9/view, (directing Los 
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All-electric new construction is also a feasible mitigation measure to avoid the health 
impacts of gas, particularly the indoor air pollution impacts in residential buildings.  For 
example, Marin Clean Energy developed its Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) Pilot 
Program to reduce energy burdens and improve quality of life for residents in income-qualified 
multifamily properties through energy efficiency, electrification, and health, safety, and comfort 
upgrades.34  An evaluation of the LIFT Pilot found that on a per dwelling basis, participants who 
received heat pump replacements for gas or propane heating equipment saw reductions of 
greenhouse gases by over one ton of CO2 per dwelling, NOx reductions of close to 1 pound, and 
carbon monoxide reductions of more than 2 pounds.35  Notably, because the national health and 
safety limit for carbon monoxide is 1 pound annually, residents had been living with unsafe 
carbon monoxide levels. Heat pump installation virtually eliminated this pollution source.36  In 
addition to direct health benefits from reduced pollution, tenants reported increased comfort, 
with “indoor air temperature being just right even on very hot days,” better air quality and 
reduced noise.37  Electrifying gas end uses in buildings demonstrably mitigates not only building 
emissions but their associated health and safety impacts.  


All-electric building design is also economically feasible under CEQA.  When 
considering economic feasibility of alternatives under CEQA, courts consider “whether the 
marginal costs of the alternative as compared to the cost of the proposed project are so great that 
a reasonably prudent [person] would not proceed with the [altered project].”38  That is, even if an 
alternative is more expensive than the original plan, “[t]he fact that an alternative may be more 
expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible.”39  


 


Angeles city agencies to develop a plan within six months that will “require all new residential and 
commercial buildings in Los Angeles to be built so that they will achieve zero-carbon emissions,” to be 
effective January 1, 2023); Half Moon Bay Municipal Code § 14.06.030, 
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1406.html#14.06.
030, (requiring all-electric construction for all new buildings, effective March 17, 2022).  See also Sierra 
Club, California’s Cities Lead the Way on Pollution-Free Homes and Buildings, 
https://www.sierraclub.org/articles/2021/07/californias-cities-lead-way-pollution-free-homes-and-
buildings, (running list of California municipalities with gas-free buildings commitments and 
electrification building codes). 
34 DNV, MCE Low-Income Families and Tenants Pilot Program Evaluation at 1 (Aug 5. 2021) 
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-
Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf. 
35 Id. at 28. 
36 Id. at 29. 
37 Id. at 4, 35 (Aug 5. 2021) https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-
Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf. 
38 SPRAWLDEF v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Comm’n (2014) 226 Cal. App. 4th 
905, 918 (citing Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 587, 600). 
39 Id. (citing Center for Biological Diversity v. Cty. of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal. App. 4th 866, 
833). 
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All-electric building design for new construction indisputably financially feasible 
because it is now cheaper than mixed-fuel construction.40  The CEC has found that capital costs 
for all-electric single family homes are “several thousand dollars less expensive than mixed-fuel 
homes.”41  For mid-rise multi-family homes, “[a]n average reduction of $3,300 per unit was 
found” by avoiding the costs of gas piping, venting, and trenching to connect to the gas system.42  
Indeed, as noted in Redwood Energy’s A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction 
Guide,  “[i]n the downtown of a city like Los Angeles, just trenching and piping gas to an 
apartment building in a busy street can cost $140,000.”43  Moreover, there are additional 
embedded savings from faster build-out (related to not having to install gas plumbing and piping 
inside of the home), and by installing one heat pump instead of a separate furnace and air 
conditioning.  As the CPUC has proposed to eliminate gas line extension allowances for all 
customer classes starting in July 2023, the infrastructure buildout to support gas hookups will 
raise costs of projects connecting to the gas system even more than before, when line extensions 
were subsidized.44  Additionally, as discussed above, the 2022 update to the Title 24 Building 
Code already requires heat pumps as a baseline for space or water heating, and requires panel 
upgrades and other space modifications in any new mixed-fuel homes to ensure they are electric-
ready when they inevitably convert to all-electric.45  As a result, mixed-fuel design in new 
construction is likely less financially feasible than all-electric design, in addition to imposing 
significant GHG, energy, and health impacts.  


Now is the critical window for the County to jump-start this transition away from gas to 
clean energy buildings.  CEQA is an essential vehicle to take all feasible action to reduce GHGs 
and limit further expansion of gas infrastructure.  To comply with CEQA, we urge incorporation 
of all-electric building design into the Questhaven Project.   


 
40 See CARB, Draft 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix F: Building Decarbonization, at 14–15 (May 2022) 
(finding that “all-electric new construction is one of the most cost-effective near-term applications for 
building decarbonization efforts,” and that all-electric new construction is crucial in particular because “it 
is less costly to build, avoids new pipeline costs to ratepayers, and avoids expensive retrofits later.”), 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/2022-draft-sp-appendix-f-building-decarbonization.pdf.  
41 See CEC, Final 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report Volume I: Building Decarbonization at 89 (Feb. 
2022), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=241599, (citing E3, Residential Building 
Electrification in California: Consumer Economics, Greenhouse Gases and Grid Impacts, 
https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.). 
42 CEC, California Building Decarbonization Assessment, at 83 (Aug. 13, 2021) (“CEC Building 
Decarbonization Assessment”), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=239311.  
43 Redwood Energy, A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide at 2 (2019), 
https://fossilfreebuildings.org/ElectricMFGuide.pdf  
44 R. 19-01-011, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, (Aug. 8, 
2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF. 
45 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf.  
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Please contact Rebecca Barker at rbarker@earthjustice.org, and Matt Vespa at 
mvespa@earthjustice.org with any questions or concerns, and please include each of us in future 
notifications on the Project’s development.   
 
Sincerely, 


Matt Vespa 
Senior Attorney 
Earthjustice  
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: mvespa@earthjustice.org 
Telephone: (415) 217-2123 


 


Rebecca Barker 
Associate Attorney 
Earthjustice 
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: rbarker@earthjustice.org  
Telephone: (415) 217-2056 
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Via Electronic Mail 

September 7, 2022 

Sean Oberbauer 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 
sean.oberbauer@sdcounty.ca.gov  

Re:  Earthjustice Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Questhaven Project 

Earthjustice appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Questhaven Project (“Project”), which 
contemplates a development of 76 single-family homes.  Our initial comments focus on the 
importance of incorporating building electrification requirements into the Project.  New 
construction that relies on burning gas for end uses such as cooking and space and water heating 
has significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”), energy, and health impacts under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  All-electric buildings avoid these impacts.  Moreover, 
all-electric buildings are typically less costly to due to avoided costs of gas infrastructure.  With 
the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) now ending subsidies for gas lines to new 
development, cost savings from all-electric construction will further increase.  Accordingly, to 
comply with CEQA’s obligation to adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce significant 
environmental impacts, the County must require an all-electric Project design that is not 
connected to the gas system.  

I. Projects Connecting to the Gas System Have Significant GHG, Energy and Public 
Health Impacts.  
A. The GHG Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System Are Significant. 

CEQA requires a DEIR to identify all the significant impacts of a proposed project, 
including impacts from the project’s GHG emissions.1  One option to determine the significance 
of the Project’s GHG impacts is to apply a net-zero emissions threshold.  In addition to being 
CEQA-compliant, a net-zero threshold is also consistent with the severity of the climate crisis 
and the recognition that any increase in GHG emissions exacerbates the cumulative impacts of 
climate change.   

Another option is to apply the approach recently adopted by the Bay Area Quality 
Management District (“BAAQMD”).  In determining the significance of project impacts, a lead 

 
1 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; Appendix F.  
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agency “must ensure that CEQA analysis stays in step with evolving scientific knowledge and 
state regulatory schemes.”  Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Gov’ts 
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 519.  To stay in step with evolving scientific knowledge and state policy, 
the Bay Area Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) updated its previous CEQA GHG 
guidance for buildings this year to require all new projects to be built without natural gas and 
with no inefficient or wasteful energy usage in order to receive a finding of no significant 
impact.2  BAAQMD’s previous 1,100 MT GHG significance threshold was derived from 
Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32’s 2020 GHG reduction targets, but did not reflect later developments, 
such as Senate Bill (“SB”) 32’s requirement to reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030, nor Executive Order B-55-18’s requirement to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.3  As 
BAAQMD properly noted in its justifications for its updated GHG threshold, “[f]or California to 
successfully eliminate natural gas usage by 2045, it will need to focus available resources on 
retrofitting existing natural gas infrastructure.  This task will become virtually impossible if we 
continue to build more natural gas infrastructure that will also need to be retrofit within the next 
few years.”4   

Even outside of BAAQMD’s jurisdiction, the analysis supporting its zero-gas threshold 
provides substantial evidence to support an EIR’ s finding of significance, particularly where, as 
here, GHGs are a globally dispersed pollutant.  Indeed, state agencies have made similar findings 
regarding the incompatibility of gas in new construction with achievement of state climate 
requirements.  As the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) determined in its 2018 Integrated 
Energy Policy Report (“IEPR”) Update: 

New construction projects, retrofitting existing buildings, and 
replacing appliances and other energy-consuming equipment 
essentially lock in energy system infrastructure for many years. As 
a result, each new opportunity for truly impactful investment in 
energy efficiency and fuel choice is precious. If the decisions made 
for new buildings result in new and continued fossil fuel use, it 
will be that much more difficult for California to meet its GHG 
emission reduction goals. Parties planning new construction have 
the opportunity instead to lock in a zero- or low-carbon emission 
outcome that will persist for decades.5   

 
2 See BAAQMD, Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate 
Impacts from Land Use Projects and Plans, at 11 (Apr. 2022) (“BAAQMD 2022 Update”), 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-thresholds-2022/justification-
report-pdf.pdf?la=en.  
3 See BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance at 10-22 (Dec 7, 2009), 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/proposed-thresholds-of-significance-
dec-7-09.pdf?la=en (explaining methodology for previous project-level GHG threshold). 
4 Justification Report at 12. 
5 CEC, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, Vol. II at 18 (Jan. 2019)(“2018 IEPR Update”), 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=226392  
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Consistent with the CEC’s findings, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(“CPUC”) recently issued a Proposed Decision that would end gas line extension allowances, 
finding that “gas line subsidies encourage gas use by providing incentives to builders to install 
more gas appliances, perpetuating a continued reliance on the gas system both now and over the 
life of the appliance, and offsetting if not reversing any GHG emission reduction benefits 
secured through other decarbonization measures.”6  Accordingly, the CPUC found, subsidies for 
these new gas connections “work against today’s climate goals and conflict[] with SB 32 and 
1477.”7  This reflects the growing consensus that aggressive electrification will be needed to 
achieve the state’s climate goals.  Indeed, the 2022 Title 24 update already requires heat pumps 
as a baseline for either space or water heating in single-family homes, as well as a heat pump 
space heating standard for new muti-family homes and businesses.8  In addition, any new mixed-
fuel single-family homes must already be electric-ready so they can “easily convert from natural 
gas to electric in the future.”9   

Earthjustice strongly cautions against using approaches to determine the significance of 
Project GHG impacts that involve comparisons against “business-as-usual” emissions or a per 
capita emissions metric.  In Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, the California Supreme Court held that determining the significance of 
project GHG impacts by comparing project emissions with emissions under a business-as-usual 
scenario derived from statewide emissions reduction goals under AB 32 lacked substantial 
evidence.  For similar reasons, use of statewide per capita emissions metrics to determine the 
significance of project emissions has also been rejected for the purpose of determining project 
GHG impacts under CEQA.  As the court held in Golden Door Properties LLC, “using a 
statewide criterion requires substantial evidence and reasoned explanation to close the analytical 
gap left by the assumption that the ‘level of effort required in one [statewide] context . . . will 
suffice in the other, a specific land use development.’”  Golden Door Properties LLC v. County 
of San Diego (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892, 904 (quoting Center for Biological Diversity, 62 
Cal.4th at 227).  While use of a statewide per capita metric to determine the significance of GHG 
impacts may be useful for a General Plan, which examines collective community emissions of 
existing and proposed new development, it is not appropriate for projects that only govern new 
development.   

B. The Energy Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System are 
Significant.  

 
6 R. 19-01-011, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, at 27 
(Aug. 8, 2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF.  
7 Id. 
8 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf. 
9 Id. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf
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A key purpose of the evaluation of project energy impacts under CEQA is “decreasing 
reliance on fossil fuels, such as coal, natural gas and oil.”10  Addressing energy impacts of 
proposed projects requires more than mere compliance with Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards.11  Including gas hook-ups in new projects, and thereby perpetuating reliance on fossil 
fuels, is contrary to California’s energy objectives and should be considered a significant impact 
under CEQA.   

In addition to the lock-in effect discussed above and its perpetuation of reliance on fossil 
fuel infrastructure, gas appliances are also inherently wasteful because they are significantly less 
efficient than their electric alternatives.  Heat pumps for space and water heating are 
substantially more efficient than their gas counterparts.  Because heat pumps use electricity to 
move heat around rather than creating heat, their efficiency is far greater than 100 percent 
(energy services delivered are much greater than energy input).  For example, gas water heaters 
advertised by Rheem, a major water heating manufacturer, have uniform efficiency factor 
(“UEF”) of 0.58 – 0.83.12  In contrast, Rheem’s heat pump water heaters have UEFs between 3.7 
and 4.0, making them roughly four to seven times more efficient than gas alternatives.13  As 
recognized by the CEC, “[u]sing heat pumps for space and water heating, as well as other uses, is 
cost-effective in the long run simply because electrification technologies can be significantly 
more efficient than natural gas technologies.”14  Given the low inherent efficiencies of gas space 
and water heating as compared to heat pump options, homes that continue to rely on gas cannot 
be reasonably construed as “the wise and efficient use of energy” and therefore result in 
significant energy impacts under CEQA.   

C. The Health/Air Quality Impacts of Projects Connecting to the Gas System 
are Significant. 

CEQA also requires consideration of “health and safety problems” that may result from a 
project’s emissions.15  Indeed, Section III.(d) of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
specifically asks a lead agency to evaluate if the project would “[e]xpose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.”16  The health and safety hazards of gas-burning appliances 
in buildings are well-documented by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), the CEC, 
and numerous peer-reviewed academic studies.  In a Board-adopted resolution, CARB 
determined that that “cooking emissions, especially from gas stoves, are associated with 

 
10 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. I. 
11 See California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 211. 
12 Rheem, Gas Water Heaters, https://www.rheem.com/products/residential/water-
heating/tank/residential_gas/.  
13 Rheem, Professional Prestige Series ProTerra Hybrid Electric Water Heater with LeakGuard, 
https://www.rheem.com/group/rheem-hybrid-electric-water-heater-professional-prestige-series-hybrid-
electric-water-heater.  
14 2018 IEPR Update at 32. 
15 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; see also Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 520 
(requiring an EIR to not only discuss air quality impacts and human health impacts separately, but to draw 
a connection between the two segments of information, to “meet CEQA’s requirements.”).  
16 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Sec. III(d).  

https://www.rheem.com/products/residential/water-heating/tank/residential_gas/
https://www.rheem.com/products/residential/water-heating/tank/residential_gas/
https://www.rheem.com/group/rheem-hybrid-electric-water-heater-professional-prestige-series-hybrid-electric-water-heater
https://www.rheem.com/group/rheem-hybrid-electric-water-heater-professional-prestige-series-hybrid-electric-water-heater


5 
 

increased respiratory disease.”17  Children in homes with gas stoves are particularly at risk.  A 
meta-analysis examining the association between gas stoves and childhood asthma found that 
“children in homes with gas stoves have a 42 percent increased risk of experiencing asthma 
symptoms (current asthma)” and “a 24 percent increased risk of ever being diagnosed with 
asthma by a doctor (lifetime asthma).”18  Other health effects observed in children from exposure 
to nitrogen dioxide (“NOx”), which is a byproduct of gas combustion, include cardiovascular 
effects, increased susceptibility to allergens and lung infections, irritated airways and other 
aggravated respiratory symptoms, and learning deficits.19  As found repeatedly by peer-reviewed 
studies, combustion of gas in household appliances produces harmful indoor air pollution, 
including carbon monoxide, nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and 
ultrafine particles, often in excess of the levels set out by the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.20  CARB has therefore recognized 
“the conclusion of recent studies that 100 percent electrification of natural gas appliances in 
California would result in significant health benefits.”21  Accordingly, projects that permit gas 
appliances such as stoves have significant air quality impacts under CEQA.  

Gas appliances contribute to indoor air pollution even when they are not turned on.  A 
recent study sampling the gas supply to home appliances also found additional harmful 
pollutants present, including the Hazardous Air Pollutants benzene and hexane in 95% and 98% 

 
17 CARB, Combustion Pollutants & Indoor Air Quality, https://perma.cc/J6YH-VVZH (as of March 30, 
2022).  
18 Brady Seals & Andee Krasner, Gas Stoves: Health and Air Quality Impacts and Solutions, Rocky 
Mountain Institute, Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Sierra Club, at 13 (2020), 
https://rmi.org/insight/gas-stoves-pollution-health/. 
19 Id.  
20 See, e.g., Jennifer M. Logue et al., Pollutant Exposures from Natural Gas Cooking Burners: A 
Simulation-Based Assessment for Southern California, 122 Env’t Health Perspectives 43, 43–50 (2014), 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1306673 (modeling exposure rates for gas stove pollutants and finding that 
“62%, 9%, and 53% of occupants are routinely exposed to NO2, CO, and HCHO levels that exceed acute 
health-based standards and guidelines” and that “reducing pollutant exposures from [gas stoves] should 
be a public health priority.”); John Manuel, A Healthy Home Environment?, 107 Env’tl. Health 
Perspectives 352, 352–57 (1999), https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.99107a352 (finding that gas furnaces and 
other gas appliances can be sources of unsafe indoor carbon monoxide concentrations); Nasim A. Mullen 
et al., Impact of Natural Gas Appliances on Pollutant Levels in California Homes, Lawrence Berkeley 
Nat’l Lab’y (Dec. 2012), https://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/impact_of_natural_gas_appliances.pdf (finding that concentrations 
of NO2, NOx, and carbon monoxide were associates with use of gas appliances); Dr. Zhu et al., Effects of 
Residential Gas Appliances on Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public Health in California, UCLA 
Fielding School of Pub. Health, (Apr. 2020), 
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7 (finding that gas combustion appliances 
are associated with higher concentrations of NO2, NOx, CO, fine particulate matter, and formaldehyde in 
indoor air, and discussing the health impacts of acute and chronic exposure to each pollutant). 
21 CARB Resolution 20-32, California Indoor Air Quality Program Update, at 2 (Nov. 19, 2020), 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/board/res/2020/res20-32.pdf. 

https://perma.cc/J6YH-VVZH
https://rmi.org/insight/gas-stoves-pollution-health/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1306673
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.99107a352
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/impact_of_natural_gas_appliances.pdf
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/impact_of_natural_gas_appliances.pdf
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/board/res/2020/res20-32.pdf
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of samples, respectively, among others.22  These pollutants have serious health impacts, 
particularly given that residential appliances can last for upwards of ten years, and residents may 
be repeatedly exposed to their pollution multiple times daily.  For example, in addition to being a 
known carcinogen, non-cancer long-term health effects of exposure to benzene include “harmful 
effects on the bone marrow,” “excessive bleeding,” and can compromise the immune system.23  
Similarly, “[c]hronic inhalation exposure to hexane is associated with sensorimotor 
polyneuropathy in humans, with numbness in the extremities, muscular weakness, blurred vision, 
headache, and fatigue,” and animal studies have shown “pulmonary lesions” as well as damage 
to reproductive organs following chronic inhalation exposure.24  These pollutants were present in 
the gas supplied to home appliances prior to combustion, and a 2022 study also found that most 
gas stoves leak supply gas “continuously” even while turned off.25   

 

II. Building Electrification is Feasible and Effective Mitigation to Reduce Project 
GHG, Energy, and Health Impacts.  
A lead agency may not lawfully approve a project where “there are feasible alternatives 

or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen [its] significant 
environmental effects.”26 Only when feasible mitigation measures have been exhausted may an 
agency find that overriding considerations exist that outweigh the significant environmental 
effects. 27  This mandate—to avoid, minimize and mitigate significant adverse effects where 
feasible—has been described as the “most important” provision of the law.28 

Eliminating natural gas use in new buildings is feasible mitigation that will substantially 
lessen the Project’s GHG, energy, and air quality/health impacts.  For example, in Residential 
Building Electrification in California, Energy and Environmental Economics (“E3”) determined 
that “electrification is found to reduce total greenhouse gas emissions in single family homes by 
approximately 30 to 60 percent in 2020, relative to a natural gas-fueled home.”29  Moreover, 
“[a]s the carbon intensity of the grid decreases over time, these savings are estimated to increase 

 
22 Drew R. Michanowicz et al., Home is Where the Pipeline Ends: Characterization of Volatile Organic 
Compounds Present in Natural Gas at the Point of the Residential End User, Environ. Sci. Technol. 
2022, 56, 10258–10268 at 10262 (Jun. 2022), https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.1c08298.  
23 See Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Facts about Benzene, 
https://emergency.cdc.gov/agent/benzene/basics/facts.asp#:~:text=(Long%2Dterm%20exposure%20mean
s%20exposure,increasing%20the%20chance%20for%20infection. 
24 U.S. Env. Prot. Agency, Hexane, https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-
09/documents/hexane.pdf.  
25 Eric D. Lebel, et al., Methane and NOx Emissions from Natural Gas Stoves, Cooktops, and Ovens in 
Residential Homes, Environ. Sci. Technol. 2022, 56, 4, at 2534 (Jan. 27, 2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.1c04707.  
26 Pub. Res. Code § 21002.   
27 Id. § 21081; see also CEQA Guidelines 15091(a). 
28 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council, 222 Cal. App. 3d 30, 41 (1990). 
29 E3, Residential Building Electrification in California, at iv (Apr. 2019), https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.  

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.1c08298
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-09/documents/hexane.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-09/documents/hexane.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.1c04707
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf
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to approximately 80 to 90 percent by 2050, including the impacts of upstream methane leakage 
and refrigerant gas leakage from air conditioners and heat pumps.”30  As shown in the graph 
below, the GHG savings from heat pumps are substantial today and will only increase as 
California continues to decarbonize its grid as required under SB 100.  

31 

In contrast, because gas appliance will generate the same level of pollution over their 
lifetime, their emissions relative to electric alternatives will increase over time and increasingly 
interfere with achievement of California’s climate objectives.  

Numerous local jurisdictions have also adopted all-electric building policies for a variety 
of building types, demonstrating the feasibility of all-electric new construction.  For example, 
San Francisco adopted an ordinance effective June 2021 prohibiting gas in new construction for 
all building types, with narrow exceptions.32  Several other California municipalities have 
adopted similar legislation, including Berkeley, San Luis Obispo, and Half Moon Bay, and the 
City of Los Angeles is close behind.33 

 
30 Id.  
31Amber Mahone et al., What If Efficiency Goals Were Carbon Goals, at 9-7, American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy (2016),  https://aceee.org/files/proceedings/2016/data/papers/9_284.pdf.   
32 San Francisco Building Code § 106A.1.17.1, 
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_building/0-0-0-92027.  
33 See, e.g., San Luis Obispo Ordinance No. 1717, 
http://opengov.slocity.org/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=162695&dbid=0&repo=CityClerk, (prohibiting 
natural gas in new construction effective January 1, 2023, with narrow commercial availability and 
viability exceptions); Los Angeles City Council Motion, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1KLrBqAT2sj2sQJjD2NKGTME8WX5ZEn_9/view, (directing Los 

https://aceee.org/files/proceedings/2016/data/papers/9_284.pdf
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_building/0-0-0-92027
http://opengov.slocity.org/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=162695&dbid=0&repo=CityClerk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1KLrBqAT2sj2sQJjD2NKGTME8WX5ZEn_9/view
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All-electric new construction is also a feasible mitigation measure to avoid the health 
impacts of gas, particularly the indoor air pollution impacts in residential buildings.  For 
example, Marin Clean Energy developed its Low-Income Families and Tenants (“LIFT”) Pilot 
Program to reduce energy burdens and improve quality of life for residents in income-qualified 
multifamily properties through energy efficiency, electrification, and health, safety, and comfort 
upgrades.34  An evaluation of the LIFT Pilot found that on a per dwelling basis, participants who 
received heat pump replacements for gas or propane heating equipment saw reductions of 
greenhouse gases by over one ton of CO2 per dwelling, NOx reductions of close to 1 pound, and 
carbon monoxide reductions of more than 2 pounds.35  Notably, because the national health and 
safety limit for carbon monoxide is 1 pound annually, residents had been living with unsafe 
carbon monoxide levels. Heat pump installation virtually eliminated this pollution source.36  In 
addition to direct health benefits from reduced pollution, tenants reported increased comfort, 
with “indoor air temperature being just right even on very hot days,” better air quality and 
reduced noise.37  Electrifying gas end uses in buildings demonstrably mitigates not only building 
emissions but their associated health and safety impacts.  

All-electric building design is also economically feasible under CEQA.  When 
considering economic feasibility of alternatives under CEQA, courts consider “whether the 
marginal costs of the alternative as compared to the cost of the proposed project are so great that 
a reasonably prudent [person] would not proceed with the [altered project].”38  That is, even if an 
alternative is more expensive than the original plan, “[t]he fact that an alternative may be more 
expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible.”39  

 

Angeles city agencies to develop a plan within six months that will “require all new residential and 
commercial buildings in Los Angeles to be built so that they will achieve zero-carbon emissions,” to be 
effective January 1, 2023); Half Moon Bay Municipal Code § 14.06.030, 
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1406.html#14.06.
030, (requiring all-electric construction for all new buildings, effective March 17, 2022).  See also Sierra 
Club, California’s Cities Lead the Way on Pollution-Free Homes and Buildings, 
https://www.sierraclub.org/articles/2021/07/californias-cities-lead-way-pollution-free-homes-and-
buildings, (running list of California municipalities with gas-free buildings commitments and 
electrification building codes). 
34 DNV, MCE Low-Income Families and Tenants Pilot Program Evaluation at 1 (Aug 5. 2021) 
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-
Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf. 
35 Id. at 28. 
36 Id. at 29. 
37 Id. at 4, 35 (Aug 5. 2021) https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-
Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf. 
38 SPRAWLDEF v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Comm’n (2014) 226 Cal. App. 4th 
905, 918 (citing Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 587, 600). 
39 Id. (citing Center for Biological Diversity v. Cty. of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal. App. 4th 866, 
833). 

https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1406.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1406.html
https://www.sierraclub.org/articles/2021/07/californias-cities-lead-way-pollution-free-homes-and-buildings
https://www.sierraclub.org/articles/2021/07/californias-cities-lead-way-pollution-free-homes-and-buildings
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf
https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/MCE-Low-Income-Families-and-Tenants-Pilot-Program-Evaluation.pdf


9 
 

All-electric building design for new construction indisputably financially feasible 
because it is now cheaper than mixed-fuel construction.40  The CEC has found that capital costs 
for all-electric single family homes are “several thousand dollars less expensive than mixed-fuel 
homes.”41  For mid-rise multi-family homes, “[a]n average reduction of $3,300 per unit was 
found” by avoiding the costs of gas piping, venting, and trenching to connect to the gas system.42  
Indeed, as noted in Redwood Energy’s A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction 
Guide,  “[i]n the downtown of a city like Los Angeles, just trenching and piping gas to an 
apartment building in a busy street can cost $140,000.”43  Moreover, there are additional 
embedded savings from faster build-out (related to not having to install gas plumbing and piping 
inside of the home), and by installing one heat pump instead of a separate furnace and air 
conditioning.  As the CPUC has proposed to eliminate gas line extension allowances for all 
customer classes starting in July 2023, the infrastructure buildout to support gas hookups will 
raise costs of projects connecting to the gas system even more than before, when line extensions 
were subsidized.44  Additionally, as discussed above, the 2022 update to the Title 24 Building 
Code already requires heat pumps as a baseline for space or water heating, and requires panel 
upgrades and other space modifications in any new mixed-fuel homes to ensure they are electric-
ready when they inevitably convert to all-electric.45  As a result, mixed-fuel design in new 
construction is likely less financially feasible than all-electric design, in addition to imposing 
significant GHG, energy, and health impacts.  

Now is the critical window for the County to jump-start this transition away from gas to 
clean energy buildings.  CEQA is an essential vehicle to take all feasible action to reduce GHGs 
and limit further expansion of gas infrastructure.  To comply with CEQA, we urge incorporation 
of all-electric building design into the Questhaven Project.   

 
40 See CARB, Draft 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix F: Building Decarbonization, at 14–15 (May 2022) 
(finding that “all-electric new construction is one of the most cost-effective near-term applications for 
building decarbonization efforts,” and that all-electric new construction is crucial in particular because “it 
is less costly to build, avoids new pipeline costs to ratepayers, and avoids expensive retrofits later.”), 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/2022-draft-sp-appendix-f-building-decarbonization.pdf.  
41 See CEC, Final 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report Volume I: Building Decarbonization at 89 (Feb. 
2022), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=241599, (citing E3, Residential Building 
Electrification in California: Consumer Economics, Greenhouse Gases and Grid Impacts, 
https://www.ethree.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf.). 
42 CEC, California Building Decarbonization Assessment, at 83 (Aug. 13, 2021) (“CEC Building 
Decarbonization Assessment”), https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=239311.  
43 Redwood Energy, A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide at 2 (2019), 
https://fossilfreebuildings.org/ElectricMFGuide.pdf  
44 R. 19-01-011, Phase III Decision Eliminating Gas Line Extension Allowances, Ten-Year Refundable 
Payment Option, and Fifty Percent Discount Payment Option Under Gas Line Extension Rules, (Aug. 8, 
2022), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF. 
45 See CEC, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Summary, at 9 (Aug. 2021), 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf.  

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/2022-draft-sp-appendix-f-building-decarbonization.pdf
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=241599
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/E3_Residential_Building_Electrification_in_California_April_2019.pdf
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=239311
https://fossilfreebuildings.org/ElectricMFGuide.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M496/K415/496415627.PDF
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-08/CEC_2022_EnergyCodeUpdateSummary_ADA.pdf
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Please contact Rebecca Barker at rbarker@earthjustice.org, and Matt Vespa at 
mvespa@earthjustice.org with any questions or concerns, and please include each of us in future 
notifications on the Project’s development.   
 
Sincerely, 

Matt Vespa 
Senior Attorney 
Earthjustice  
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: mvespa@earthjustice.org 
Telephone: (415) 217-2123 

 

Rebecca Barker 
Associate Attorney 
Earthjustice 
50 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Email: rbarker@earthjustice.org  
Telephone: (415) 217-2056 
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