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Letter  
O1 

Response 
 Cindy Gompper-Graves, South County Economic Development Council 

July 25, 2013 
 

O1-1 The commenter’s concerns related to prisons located near a proposed technology park are 
noted. Issues of economic and social concern are not considered to be environmental 
impacts under CEQA Guidelines 15131. Refer to Master Response 3, Socioeconomic 
Effects. Furthermore, as described in the second paragraph on page 3.8-6 of Volume 2 of 
the DEIR, “The RJD Infill Site is located entirely within CDCR property, and development of 
the infill site would be consistent with the existing land use designation and zoning for the 
greater RJD property…” That stated, CDCR is interested in supporting the Council’s goals 
and towards that end, CDCR believes the proposed infill facility will be maintained in a 
clean, safe manner that should not adversely affect its neighbors. In fact, many vibrant 
residential and commercial communities have developed in close proximity to CDCR prisons 
(e.g. adjacent to San Quentin State Prison, the California Medical Facility (Vacaville) and 
Folsom State Prison.) 

CDCR also notes that the immediate neighboring properties to RJD and the proposed infill 
site are either already in industrial uses (e.g., there is one existing power plant east of the 
prison and one directly across from the prison entrance under construction) or commercial 
uses including an asphalt plant, shipping container transfer depots, and automobile 
recyclers. 

O1-2 Concerns related to future land uses in the vicinity of the RJD infill site are noted. Please 
refer to Response to Comment O1-1. The DEIR evaluated the potential impacts associated 
with development of level II infill correctional facilities in the Otay Mesa area to 
transportation facilities, public services (police and fire), and utilities. Please refer to 
Sections 3.11, 3.10, and 3.12 of Volume 2 of the DEIR, respectively, for an evaluation of the 
concerns raised in this comment. The commenter’s preference for no negative impacts on 
future development as a result of the proposed project is noted but does not address the 
analysis of the DEIR. No further response is required. 
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Letter  
O2 

Response 
 Californians United for a Responsible Budget (CURB) 

August 1, 2013 
 

O2-1 CEQA mandates a minimum 45-day review period. Further, there are no requirements for 
translation of CEQA documents into non-English languages. Regardless, CDCR respected 
the request to translate materials in the DEIR to Spanish. The executive summary and new 
public notices were translated to Spanish; the translated executive summary was posted on 
the CDCR website and made available at subsequent public hearings. Following this 
request, CDCR conducted two public hearings with Spanish translation services available 
for attendees. These hearings were held in Chula Vista on August 8, 2013 and in Ione on 
July 29, 2013. CDCR also extended the public comment period by 11 days. Refer to Master 
Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period for further details on the DEIR 
public outreach and review. It should be noted that no comments in Spanish, written or oral, 
were received during the public review period. 

O2-2  The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction is noted. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

O2-3 With regard to the need for level II inmate beds, as described on page 2-1, in Volume 1 of 
the DEIR:  

In response to the need to address several problems resulting from the population 
expansion, CDCR developed a plan for future operations entitled The Future of 
California Corrections (CDCR 2012a). This “Blueprint,” as it is often called, is intended to 
streamline CDCR operations, reduce costs, and remove the need for federal oversight of 
the prison health care system. It also places a greater focus on rehabilitation through 
revision of the inmate classification system and a greater emphasis on providing 
rehabilitative programs that will prepare inmates to be productive members of society. 
The Blueprint states: 

“For years, California’s prison system has faced costly and seemingly endless 
challenges. Decades-old class-action lawsuits challenge the adequacy of critical parts 
of its operations, including its health care system, its parole-revocation process, and its 
ability to accommodate inmates with disabilities. In one case, a federal court seized 
control over the prison medical care system and appointed a Receiver to manage its 
operations. The Receiver remains in place today. The state’s difficulty in addressing 
the prison system’s multiple challenges was exacerbated by an inmate population 
that—until recently—had been growing at an unsustainable pace. Overcrowded prison 
conditions culminated in a ruling last year by the United States Supreme Court 
ordering [CDCR] to reduce its prison population by tens of thousands of inmates by 
June 2013. At the same time that prison problems were growing, California’s budget 
was becoming increasingly imbalanced. By 2011, California faced a $26.6 billion 
General Fund budget deficit, in part because [CDCR’s] budget had grown from $5 
billion to over $9 billion in a decade. 

To achieve budgetary savings and comply with federal court requirements, the 
Governor proposed, and the Legislature passed, landmark prison realignment 
legislation to ease prison crowding and reduce [CDCR’s] budget by 18 percent. 
Realignment created and funded a community-based correctional program where 
lower-level offenders remain under the jurisdiction of county governments. In the six 
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months that realignment has been in effect, the state prison population has dropped 
considerably—by approximately 22,000 inmates. This reduction in population is 
laying the groundwork for sustainable solutions. But realignment alone cannot fully 
satisfy the Supreme Court’s order or meet [CDCR’s] other multi-faceted challenges. 

[The Blueprint] builds upon the changes brought by realignment and delineates, for 
the first time, a clear and comprehensive plan for [CDCR] to save billions of dollars 
by achieving its targeted budget reductions, satisfying the Supreme Court’s ruling, 
and getting [CDCR] out from under the burden of expensive federal court oversight.” 
(CDCR 2012a) 

CDCR is obligated to provide housing for inmates at the direction of the legislature, as set 
forth in Senate Bill (SB) 1022. As stated in Section 3.1, “Project Objectives,” of Volume 1 of 
the DEIR, the primary and fundamental objective of the proposed Level II Infill Correctional 
Facilities Project is to fulfill the mandates of SB 1022 by providing additional level II prison 
housing, related support buildings, and inmate rehabilitative programming space adjacent to 
existing CDCR prison facilities. CDCR anticipates the need for these new facilities because 
proposed changes to its inmate classification criteria are expected to result in an increased 
number of level II inmates. The authorized facilities, according to Section 14(a)(4) of SB 
1022, are intended “to provide flexible housing for various inmate[s]…, including, but not 
limited to, those with disabilities, intermediate medical needs, or mental health treatment 
needs.” SB 1022 implements a key element of the Blueprint (CDCR 2012a), which is to 
construct level II dorm facilities. The opening of the level II infill correctional facilities is 
required to maintain the State’s level II capacity to meet inmate housing needs Statewide. 

O2-4 The comment expresses the commenter’s interpretation that the proposed project is not 
needed. With regard to alternatives to incarceration, page 2-7 of Volume 1 of the DEIR 
stated the following: 

 The perceived need (or lack thereof) for level II beds: This issue was raised 
primarily by individuals opposed to building new prison capacity throughout 
California. They expressed beliefs that alternatives to incarceration need to be 
explored (e.g., drug treatment, early release of the infirm/medically 
incapacitated); that recidivism needs to be reduced, thus reducing the need for 
more capacity; and that money for the project would be better spent on schools, 
job training, and crime prevention. CDCR supports many of these concepts. 
However, CDCR is obligated to provide housing for inmates at the direction of 
the legislature, including as set forth in SB 1022. While programs have 
succeeded in reducing the overall state prison population, more beds are needed 
to alleviate overcrowding and provide programming space for education, health 
care, and vocational training programs that will equip inmates with the tools 
needed for better success once they are released. Further, these comments 
relate to social issues and would not result in changes in physical environmental 
conditions. Therefore, they are not addressed further in this EIR. 

It is important to note that, contrary to statements made in this comment, the federal court 
orders pertaining to CDCR facilities are intended to reduce overcrowding, not the prison 
population as a whole, and for CDCR to not operate existing state prisons above certain 
operational capacities. Please also refer to Response to Comment O2-3, above. 

O2-5 Please refer to Master Response 3, Socioeconomic Effects, for a discussion of issues raised 
in this comment. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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O2-6 The environmental effects associated with the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project, 
including potential impacts to air quality, biological resources, groundwater contamination, 
water supply and climate change, are evaluated throughout the DEIR. Specifically, please 
refer to Sections 3.1, “Air Quality”; 3.2, “Biological Resources”; 3.7, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality”; 3.12, “Utilities”; and Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts” in Volumes 2 through 5 and 
Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts” of Volume 1 of the DEIR, respectively. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O2-7 Water supply, including during multiple dry years, was evaluated in Section 3.12, “Utilities” of 
Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR. Although a single facility would have an annual water 
demand of 133 afy, the available water supply in each region is adequate to meet the 
demands of the potential level II infill facilities within each region. As summarized in DEIR 
Volume 1 Table 1-1, there would be no significant effects to water supply under any of the 
project alternatives. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O2-8  Wastewater treatment capacity was evaluated in Section 3.12, “Utilities” of Volumes 2 
through 5 of the DEIR. As summarized in DEIR Volume 1 Table 1-1, there would be no 
significant effects to wastewater treatment capacity under the proposed project alternatives. 

The commenter is correct that MCSP was served a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) by the 
RWQCB (refer to page 3.7-7 of Volume 3 of the DEIR). Since the time of the CDO, MCSP 
wastewater flows have been reduced, and operation of the facility has improved. The CDO 
on the MCSP WWTP was lifted on July 26, 2013 (Central Valley RWQCB 2013). The facility 
is now considered to be in compliance with RWQCB requirements. Impacts associated with 
wastewater treatment within the City of Ione, including the ability to serve the project, are 
discussed in Impact 3.12-2a and b, in Volume 3 of the DEIR. 

O2-9 With regards to contaminated groundwater, CDCR has not uncovered any records of 
caffeine contamination or measles-infected cattle as a result of groundwater or runoff related 
to operation of the MCSP wastewater treatment plant. CDCR based these findings on a 
search of agency databases and discussions with the Amador County Environmental Health 
Department (Israel, pers. comm., 2013). The commenter offers no evidence to support these 
assertions. Further, Impacts 3.7-3a, 3.7-3b, 3.7-4a, and 3.7-4b in Volume 3 of the DEIR 
evaluated the potential for the long-term operation of the proposed project to affect water 
quality, including groundwater quality, and concluded that impacts related to the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 

O2-10 The commenter raises concerns regarding increased traffic due to the proposed project, 
especially in Chula Vista and Ione. Section 3.11, “Transportation,” of DEIR Volumes 2 
through 5, describes the existing circulation patterns in the vicinity of the infill sites and 
evaluates transportation impacts due to construction and operation of either a single, level II 
infill correctional facility or a level II infill correctional facility complex based on a traffic 
analysis conducted by Fehr & Peers (2013). Regarding the degree to which traffic would 
increase, the comment severely overstates the contribution of traffic based on the project. At 
MCSP, the project would increase the number of inmates and staff by roughly 50 percent, 
and traffic from the facility would be anticipated to increase by this amount. At RJD, the 
project would increase the number of inmates and staff by less than 25 percent with a 
commensurate increase in traffic in surrounding areas, including Chula Vista. These are not 
trivial increases in traffic, but they also do not represent a doubling or tripling of existing 
regional traffic. 
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As summarized in DEIR Volume 1 Table 1-1, the majority of traffic and transportation 
impacts were less than significant or mitigated to less than significant. However, significant 
and unavoidable transportation impacts were identified in relation to construction-related 
traffic at all four potential infill sites; intersection operations at MCSP and FSP/SAC; 
cumulative impacts on intersection operations at MCSP, FSP/SAC, and CMF/SOL; and 
cumulative impacts on roadway segment operations at MCSP and FSP/SAC. It should be 
noted that no mitigation would be required for any existing freeways; all impacts to freeways 
were determined to be less than significant. See Section 3.11 in the respective volumes of 
the EIR for further details on transportation impacts.  

O2-11 Impacts to air quality associated with project implementation are described in Section 3.1, 
“Air Quality,” in Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR. Cumulative impacts associated with Air 
Quality are discussed in Chapter 4 of Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR. As summarized in 
DEIR Volume 1 Table 1-1, the project’s air quality impacts were determined to be less than 
significant, except the short-term construction-related emissions at MCSP. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O2-12 The comment acknowledges the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
project, and expresses a preference for alternatives to incarceration. No specific comments 
addressing the adequacy of the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  
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Letter  
O3 

Response 
 Legal Services for Prisoners with Children 

August 1, 2013 
 

O3-1 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-1 with respect to the comment period for the 
DEIR. 

O3-2 The commenter’s concern for the economic and social effects of the project is noted. Issues 
of economic and social changes resulting from a project are not considered to be significant 
environmental effects under CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). Refer to Master 
Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. No further response can be 
provided. 

O3-3 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-4 for a discussion of the need for the project. 

O3-4 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-7 for a discussion of water supply impacts. 
Please refer to Response to Comment O2-8 regarding the MCSP wastewater treatment 
plant. 

O3-5 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-10 regarding traffic impacts of the project. 

O3-6 Impacts to air quality associated with project implementation are described in Section 3.1, 
“Air Quality,” in Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR. Cumulative impacts associated with Air 
Quality are discussed in Chapter 4 of Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR. As summarized in 
DEIR Volume 1 Table 1-1, the project’s air quality impacts were determined to be less than 
significant, except the short-term construction-related emissions at MCSP. Because the 
commenter does not indicate inaccuracies or inadequacy with the analysis presented in the 
DEIR, no further response can be provided. 

O3-7 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-12 regarding unavoidable impacts. 
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Letter  
O4 

Response 
 A New PATH 

August 5, 2013 
 

O4-1  The commenter’s opposition to the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project is noted. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O4-2  Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O4-3 Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA, and 
Response to Comment O2-12. 

O4-4  The comment regarding tradeoffs in expenditures between higher education and 
incarceration are noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O4-5  The comment regarding the burdens on lower income families associated with visiting family 
members at prisons is noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis 
were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O4-6 The burdens on families associated with family members who are incarcerated is noted. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O4-7 The comment provides data without citation regarding corrections officers and expresses 
concern for those working at a prison. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O4-8 Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR analyze the potential effects on utility demands (i.e., 
sewage, solid waste, water supply) in Section 3.12, “Utilities,” on air quality in Section 3.1, 
“Air Quality,” on noise in Section 3.9, “Noise,” and to traffic in Section 3.11, “Transportation.” 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

O4-9 The commenter’s opposition to project is noted. Refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter  
O5 

Response 
 Californians United for a Responsible Budget (CURB) 

August 8, 2013 
 

O5-1 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-1.  

O5-2 The comment reflects concern about holding the public meeting closer to the RJD site. 
CDCR made efforts to hold the public meeting at Southwestern College (rather than Chula 
Vista), which is located closer to RJD. However, CDCR was informed that the college could 
not accommodate an evening meeting time because they were closed for the summer. 
CDCR could not locate any other suitable meeting space with appropriate accommodations 
that would be closer to the project site; therefore, a second meeting was held in Chula Vista. 
Refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 

O5-3 The comment expresses concern regarding water rates in the Otay Water District and water 
supply to the new prison facilities at RJD. Otay Water District bases water rates on units of 
consumption. Each unit of consumption is equivalent to 100 cubic feet of water, which is 
equivalent to 748.5 gallons. Residential water customers will pay between $1.86 and 5.80 
per unit of water in 2014 depending upon the amount of water consumed per month. CDCR 
will pay Otay Water District between $3.57 and $3.71 per unit of water in 2014 for the 
existing RJD facility (2016 rates that could apply to the proposed project have yet to be 
developed), which is generally on the higher end of the water rate range because it is an 
institutional land use. Staff of Otay Water District indicated that rates that are above $3.77 
per unit are typically applied in situations where customers use in excess of 23 units (2,300 
cubic feet) of consumption per month (Kennedy 2013).  

With regards to the adequacy of the water supply for the RJD Infill Site, Section 3.12, 
“Utilities,” of DEIR Volume 2 evaluates the adequacy of available water supplies for RJD 
based on a review of utilities agreements, consultation with project engineers, consultation 
with the Otay Water District (OWD), review of a prior Subarea Master Plan of Potable and 
Recycled Water for the R.J. Donovan Correctional Facility Expansion (Dexter Wilson 
Engineering, Inc., 2008) pertaining to a larger project that was not constructed, and CDCR’s 
projected water demand estimates for the level II infill correctional facilities. As documented 
throughout Volume 2, Section 3.12, the water demand related to either a single, level II 
correctional facility or a complex (plus existing demand) at the RJD Infill Site is below the 
water demand planned for the RJD property in OWD’s (the supplier’s) most recent Urban 
Water Management Plan. Therefore, it is expected that the project would not adversely 
affect the ability of OWD to supply water to the project or other customers. 

O5-4 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O5-5 Please refer to Response to Comment O5-1, above, and Master Response 1, Public 
Outreach and Public Review Period. 

O5-6 Please refer to Response to Comment O5-3. 

O5-7 Please refer to Responses to Comments O2-3 and O2-4. Further, CDCR has no role in the 
passage of legislation or propositions that either increase or decrease the respective 
sentences for felons committed in California. CDCR’s only role under the Penal Code is to 
provide secure and appropriate correctional facilities for those felons committed to state 
prison by the state courts.  
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O5-8 Please refer to Responses to Comments O2-3 and O5-7, as well as Master Response 3, 
Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 

O5-9 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

O5-10 Please refer to Responses to Comments O5-7 and O5-9. With regard to leasing in-state 
beds, these beds typically are in facilities that were not constructed to provide the vocational 
training, programming, and other elements CDCR is including in the project as one means 
to help facilitate a reduction in recidivism. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O5-11 Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 
Further, no evidence was provided to suggest the project would inhibit other forms of 
economic development, whereas many examples exist where communities have thrived in 
the same locations where CDCR has constructed prisons, after the prisons were 
constructed. Examples include Larkspur, near San Quentin State Prison; Folsom, near both 
Folsom State Prison and California State Prison, Sacramento; and Vacaville, near the 
California Medical Facility and California State Prison, Solano. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

O5-12 Regarding CEQA’s requirements to consider social or economic impacts, please refer to 
Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O5-13 Regarding CEQA’s requirements to consider social or economic impacts, please refer to 
Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O5-14 With regard to impacts to schools, Impact 3.10-4a and b, Impacts on Schools, (Volume 2 of 
the DEIR) provides an analysis of the anticipated increase in school-age children and the 
effects on school facilities. As concluded in the DEIR: 

A concentrated increase in school-age children is not anticipated as a result of the 
employment opportunity presented by the development of a level II infill correctional 
facility complex [or single facility] at the RJD Infill Site. Increases in population 
resulting from new positions created by the complex would be accommodated in the 
existing planned housing within the surrounding communities. New housing 
developments would be required to pay school impact fees. Further, for direct 
impacts on schools, California Government Code Section 65996 has deemed that 
payment of school fees by residential developers is full mitigation of school impacts 
under CEQA. In accordance with AB 900 (2007) and California Government Code 
Section 15819.403, CDCR would also contribute $633,600 to the superintendent of 
San Diego County schools for distribution to school districts affected by 
implementation of the level II infill correctional facility complex at RJD. This impact 
would be less than significant.  

An evaluation of the project’s impacts to school facilities has been provided in compliance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
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O5-15 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction, support for education, and 
community concerns are noted. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. It should also be noted that potential impacts to 
employment, population, and housing due to level II infill correctional facilities at RJD is 
addressed in DEIR Volume 2, Section 3.4. Finally, the quotation in the comment suggests 
that prisons do not affect economic development in communities compared with similar 
communities, a pattern CDCR studies have also found. This is different than the assertion 
by the commenter that prisons “are historically not good for economic growth.” No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O5-16 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-7.  

O5-17 Please refer to Response to Comment O2-10 with respect to transportation impacts. Air 
quality settings and regulations, and potential impacts that would occur as a result of 
implementation of the project at the RJD Infill Site are discussed in Section 3.1, “Air Quality,” 
in Volume 2 of the DEIR. 

O5-18 As described in Section 3.12, “Utilities,” in Volume 2 of the DEIR, in Impacts 3.12-3a and b, 
adequate capacity at the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant is available for flows from 
the proposed level II infill facility at RJD. As described in the impact discussion, “CDCR will 
contribute funds towards needed upgrades to the wastewater system… CDCR will 
coordinate with the San Diego Public Utilities District (PUD) to determine the appropriate 
contribution, based on dwelling unit-equivalencies, and will make the contribution prior to 
operation of the new level II facility” (pages 3.12-26 and 3.12-31 of Volume 2 of the DEIR).  

O5-19 Air quality regulations and potential impacts that would occur as a result of implementation 
of the project at the RJD Infill Site are discussed in Section 3.1, “Air Quality,” in Volume 2 of 
the DEIR. As described under Significance Criteria, on page 3.1-14 of Volume 2 of the 
DEIR, impact discussions considered County of San Diego Planning and Development 
Services Department guidelines. Further, the State is not exempted from policies of air 
pollution control districts, which are themselves districts of the state. 

 With regards to economic impacts, refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 

O5-20 Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period, for 
information regarding public outreach and review of the DEIR. 
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Letter  
O6 

Response 
 Diane Collins, Norco Area Chamber of Commerce 

August 19, 2013 
 

O6-1 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

O6-2 Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 

O6-3 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

O6-4 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding a potential economic boost that 
could occur with redevelopment of the CRC property. The comment is noted. Please refer to 
Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. 
Pursuant to SB 105 (2013), CDCR is no longer required by statute to cease operations at 
CRC by the end of 2016. 

O6-5 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco.  
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Letter  
O7 

Response 
 Linda Dixon, Lake Norconian Club Foundation 

August 19, 2013 
 

O7-1 The comment’s introductory information is noted. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O7-2 With the recent passage of SB 105, the closure of CRC is no longer required by state law. 
Therefore this comment, which pertains to provisions of SB 1022 of 2012 that were 
suspended by the more recent legislation, is no longer considered to be a comment on the 
DEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco for further information.  

O7-3 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

O7-4 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

O7-5 As noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, CRC is no longer subject to closure upon completion of the proposed level II infill 
correctional facilities. There is no need for a closure plan or seeking the authority to surplus 
the property. Normal operation and maintenance of CRC is expected to continue. 

O7-6 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco, and Response to Comment O7-5.  

O7-7 The comment reflects an opinion regarding historic maintenance activities at CRC. This 
comment does not raise issues specifically related to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further 
response is necessary.  

O7-8 The comment reflects an opinion regarding historic maintenance activities at CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. Also, please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure 
of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. 

O7-9 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. As noted above, there are no plans to cease operations of CRC. 

O7-10 Please refer to Response to Comment O7-9. 

O7-11 The comment reflects an opinion regarding funding for existing and historic maintenance 
activities at CRC. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California 
Rehabilitation Center, Norco, regarding CDCR’s mission, the need to maintain basic 
infrastructure necessary for the basic operation of existing prisons, and the relationship to 
the hotel. 

O7-12 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco, and Response to Comment O7-9. 
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O7-13 In CDCR’s opinion and experience with similar closed facilities like Paso Robles and 
Preston Youth Correctional Facilities, the proposed measures for site maintenance and 
security are adequate to prevent substantial deterioration, vandalism, and theft. The 
commenter offers no evidence to dispute this. No further response is required. 

O7-14 As noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, CRC is no longer subject to closure upon completion of the proposed level II infill 
correctional facilities. There is no need for a closure plan or seeking the authority to surplus 
the property. Normal operation and maintenance of CRC is expected to continue. 

O7-15 As noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, CRC is no longer subject to closure upon completion of the proposed level II infill 
correctional facilities. There is no need for a closure plan or seeking the authority to surplus 
the property. Normal operation and maintenance of CRC is expected to continue. 

O7-16 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

O7-17 Please refer to Response to Comment L5-8 and Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure 
of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No actions are proposed by CDCR that would 
affect any of the buildings mentioned in the comment, so surveys regarding their potential 
historic significance are not needed.  

O7-18 Please refer to Response to Comment L5-9. 

O7-19 As noted on page 6-3 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, the Department of General Services/DSA 
and its consulting licensed structural engineers, working on behalf of CDCR, seismically 
evaluated the existing structures onsite at the CRC property and concluded that the hotel 
building was seismically vulnerable and presented a safety hazard to employees, inmates, 
and visitors. As a result, CDCR withdrew operations from the hotel after it was concluded by 
the Department of General Services, the Department of Finance, and CDC (sic) that 
structural modification of the hotel was prohibitive in light of a more cost-effective 
opportunity to move programs into modular units on prison grounds. The DEIR did not state 
restoration and structural retrofitting of the hotel was not possible. The proposed project to 
retrofit the hotel was not implemented in light of CDCR financial/budgetary constraints and, 
in particular, the potentially significant additional cost of meeting building codes for other 
requirements such as fire/life/safety, electrical, mechanical, abatement of building materials, 
access, etc.  

No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. It should also be noted that, contrary to the statement 
made in this comment, the results of a report prepared by David Cocke are not included as 
an attachment to the comment letter. The only statement with respect to Mr. Cocke in the 
attachments to the comment letter is made in an email by Mr. Bill Wilkman and does not 
refer to a “study” but rather a review of a seismic report prepared previously with respect to 
the Norconian. 

O7-20 The comment summarizes exhibits presented with the comment letter and is noted. These 
include personal statements made by a former CDCR employee with respect to historic 
treatment of onsite structures, the NRHP listing record for the Lake Norconian Club, email 
correspondence from Mr. Bill Wilkman, a letter from the City of Norco to SHPO, and a photo. 
The attachments did not include additional documentation from the state or other 
miscellaneous documents. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of 
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California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter  
O8 

Response 
 David Wick, National Enterprises, Inc. 

August 19, 2013 
 

O8-1 The comment’s introductory information regarding the commenter is noted. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

O8-2 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response is necessary. Regarding the contribution of funds toward upgrades to the 
existing wastewater system in the project area, CDCR does have an existing agreement 
with San Diego Public Utilities Department (San Diego PUD) and Otay Water District that 
allows CDCR to discharge on average up to 0.826 million gallons per day (mgd) of 
wastewater. As noted on page 3.12-26 of Volume 2 of the DEIR, CDCR would not exceed 
the limits of this agreement with implementation of the proposed project. In accordance with 
statements made regarding potential financial contributions to wastewater system 
improvements on page 3.12-26 of Volume 2 of the DEIR, CDCR contacted San Diego PUD 
to determine what the appropriate contribution would be, and it was determined that, unless 
CDCR exceeds the limits of its existing agreement, no additional contribution towards 
wastewater system improvements is necessary. 

O8-3 With regard to traffic mitigation, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1a in Volume 2 of the DEIR 
requires CDCR to improve/signalize the intersection of Otay Mesa Road and Alta Road, and 
as part of Mitigation Measure 3.11-7a, CDCR will contribute fees to the County of San 
Diego’s TIF program for the widening of Alta Road.  

O8-4 As noted in the Responses to Comments for Letters F1, S3, and L11, CDCR is appropriately 
addressing potential impacts to non-native grasslands and amending mitigation within the 
DEIR at the request of and in cooperation with the resource agencies. 

O8-5 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

 


