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Transcript 
T1 

Response 
 

Public Hearing 
Chula Vista Council Chamber, Chula Vista, California 
July 22, 2013 

 

T1-1 Introductory comments and the commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and 
community concerns are 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. 

T1-2 The comment expresses concerns that the public meeting times are not sufficient to allow 
people to attend. Refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 
Based on requests made at the July 22nd public hearings, CDCR held an additional public 
hearing on August 8, 2013 at 6 p.m., consistent with the request made in this comment. 
CDCR initially established its meeting schedule with the hope it would be accommodate a 
variety of needs. The 3 p.m. start time was intended to accommodate public agency staff 
who wanted to comment during their typical work hours, and the 5 p.m. start time was 
intended to accommodate persons working a typical day and coming to the hearing on their 
way home from work. Although the later hearing began at 5 p.m., none ended before 6:30 
p.m., even if no commenters were present. Although CEQA does not require public hearings 
to accept comments on DEIRs, CDCR felt it was important to provide a variety of 
opportunities for the public to comment. 

T1-3 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of social impacts. As 
described in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need not address social and 
economic issues, unless a social or economic effect of a project can be shown to lead to a 
substantial and adverse change in the physical environment. No such link was provided in 
this comment, or subsequent comments. 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. 

T1-4 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion that the primary concern should not be 
confinement of inmates but the communities affected by the presence of a prison. CDCR 
acknowledges this opinion. While CDCR’s primary mission is the confinement of individuals 
convicted of certain crimes it believes that each facility should be operated in a manner that 
is respectful of the surrounding community. Towards this goal, each prison maintains a 
Community Advisory Committee that provides an opportunity for local representatives to 
interact with CDCR prison wardens and other management staff on a regular basis. Besides 
protecting community safety, each prison represents a significant employment center 
particularly in rural communities. The commenter is also referred 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. 

T1-5 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of socioeconomic impacts 
and expresses general socioeconomic concerns. 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. 

T1-6 The comment requests translation of DEIR bullet points into Spanish. Refer to Master 
Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. This response describes actions 
taken by CDCR with regard to providing Spanish translation services during public hearings 
and through the translation of the DEIR’s executive summary. 
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T1-7 The comment expresses concern that overcrowding is not a justification for expansion. 
However, as explained in the DEIR, CDCR is obligated to provide housing for inmates at the 
direction of the legislature, including as set forth in Senate Bill (SB) 1022. As stated in 
Section 3.1, “Project Objectives,” on page 3-1 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. SB 1022 implements a key element of the Blueprint (CDCR 2012a), which is to 
construct level II dorm facilities. This legislation also provides funding for support space 
within the new level II infill correctional facilities for educational/vocational training, as well 
as providing necessary treatment and clinic space to address inmate health and mental 
health care.  

 Recently the Governor approved SB 105 (Statutes of 2013) that suspended closure of CRC 
in light of concerns for meeting on-going federal court orders regarding state prison 
overcrowding. Accordingly, the proposed level II infill correctional facilities will, at least in the 
near term, assist CDCR in meeting these orders.. For additional response related to 
socioeconomic concerns, refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects 
Under CEQA. 

T1-8 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of the disproportionate 
numbers of African-Americans in prison and the effects on communities. This comment 
raises complex issues with respect to who ends up in State prison; as described above, 
CDCR is tasked with housing convicted inmates, regardless of ethnicity, sex, etc. This is a 
social impact; no link to or association with environmental impacts of the proposed project is 
provided by the commenter. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  

T1-9 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
Refer to Response to Comment T1-8 and Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic 
Effects Under CEQA.  

The comment also expresses concern that comments will not be heard. All comments 
provided to CDCR on the project through the CEQA process, whether on the DEIR analysis 
or the project itself, are public record and will be considered by the decision makers at 
CDCR prior to rendering a final decision on the project. 

T1-10 The comment expresses concerns regarding funding for inmate rehabilitation programs and 
expresses opposition to new prison construction and support of alternate treatment 
programs. Please refer to Response to Comment O2-3 for a discussion of CDCR’s 
commitment to inmate rehabilitation programs. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-11 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. 

T1-12 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction is noted. Refer to Response to 
Comment T1-7 and 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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T1-13 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
Additionally, the commenter’s suggestions for alternative use of funding are also noted. 
Refer to Response to Comment O2-3. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-14 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
With respect to the comment’s request to evaluate social impacts, refer to Master Response 
3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  

The comment also requests translation of the DEIR into Spanish and extension of the public 
comment period. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-15 The comment states that prisons are not good for economic growth. 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. 

T1-16 The commenter’s personal experience and opposition to new prison construction is noted. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T1-17 Introductory comments are noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-18 The comment requests translation of the DEIR into Spanish and extension of the public 
comment period. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-19 The comment reflects concerns related to social effects of the project. 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. 

T1-20 The comment reflects disagreement that additional beds are needed in the State prison 
system and expresses opposition to the proposed project. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T1-7 and 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. 

T1-21 The comment raises concerns regarding a single point of entry to RJD. The single entry 
point and emergency access to/from RJD was discussed on pages 3.11-15 to 3.11-16 of 
DEIR Volume 2. CDCR has a long-standing practice of providing only a single public 
entrance road to state prisons. Specifically at RJD, (1) CDCR plans to retain the current 
single entrance road because it provides direct access between the state prison and the 
adjacent County Jail, which is an advantage during circumstances that require mutual aid; 
(2) a second entrance would require 24/7 operation and staffing of an additional gatehouse; 
(3) construction of the proposed second entrance poses significant additional construction 
costs to CDCR, and; (4) a new road would result in additional impacts to native habitat and 
potential jurisdictional wetlands that occur within the proposed right-of-way. Furthermore, 
the State Fire Marshal confirmed that a second entrance to RJD was not needed to maintain 
adequate fire protection and general site safety as RJD has an existing onsite fire station. 
Additionally, prison construction uses building materials that have a low risk of catching fire 
in comparison to residential and commercial buildings. 
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T1-22 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns are noted. 
This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T1-23 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
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. 

T1-24  The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
With respect to racial inequity of the prison population, please refer to Response to 
Comment T1-8. Please also 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. 

T1-25  The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T1-26 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns related to 
released inmates 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. 

T1-27 The comment reflects concern about overcrowding and support for the further release of 
current inmates. Refer to Response to Comment T1-7. No specific comments addressing 
the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-28 The comment expresses concern related to the current level of healthcare provided to 
inmates and a lack of discussion of potential social impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 
T1-7 and 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. 

T1-29 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and concerns related to the effects 
on communities associated with prisons are noted. 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. 

T1-30 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction, support for education, and 
community concerns are noted. It should be noted that the DEIR did assess potential 
impacts related to employment, population, and housing due to the construction and 
operation of level II infill correctional facilities at RJD in Volume 2, Section 3.4 of the DEIR.  

The comment also expresses concern that comments will not be heard. All comments 
provided to CDCR, regarding the proposed project, as part of the public review period for 
the DEIR are part of the public record. All comments whether written or from public 
testimony will be considered by CDCR decision makers prior to rendering a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

T1-31 The comment reflects support for early release and employment opportunities. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 
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T1-32 The comment expresses concern that comments will not be heard. All comments provided 
to CDCR on the project through the CEQA process, whether on the DEIR analysis or the 
project itself, are public record and are considered by the decision makers at CDCR prior to 
rendering a final decision on the project. 

 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
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. 

T1-33  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. 

T1-34  The comment requests translation of the DEIR into Spanish and extension of the public 
comment period. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-35 The comment raises overall environmental issues in the region, but are not specific to the 
project. In terms of potential socioeconomic impacts, please refer to Master Response 3, 
Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  

T1-36 DEIR Volume 2, Section 3.12, “Utilities,” evaluates the adequacy of water supply to serve 
either a single or double level II infill correctional facility at RJD. The analysis is 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 a single, level II correctional facility (plus existing 
demand) at the RJD Infill Site is far below the water demand planned for the RJD property in 
OWD’s (the supplier’s) most recent Urban Water Management Plan. The Urban Water 
Management Plan has determined that OWD has sufficient supplies to accommodate 
existing and planned future land uses. Therefore, it is expected that the project would not 
adversely affect the ability of OWD to supply water to the project or other customers, 
including farmers. 

It is also noted that, in conformance with Title 24 California Building Standards Code), the 
new facility would be designed and operated to minimize the use of water throughout the 
infill prison. 

T1-37 The comment reflects concerns for social issues. 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. 

T1-38 The comment reflects concerns related to adequate healthcare facilities and the potential for 
transmission of illnesses from CDCR patients to people in the surrounding communities. It 
should be noted that CDCR is in the process of improving the degree to which health care 
services are provided within state prisons, through the design of new prisons like the 
proposed project and the Health Care Facilities Improvement Program. Regardless, CDCR 
does and will continue to comply with applicable requirements related to the provision of 
healthcare to inmates.  
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T1-39 The comment reflects the commenter’s concern about living conditions for inmates in 
“Security Housing Units” (SHU) within CDCR prisons and is noted. The comment does not 
accurately reflect how CDCR operates such housing units; however, this is not an 
environmental issue. The proposed infill facilities would not have this type of security 
housing. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. The proposed level II infill correctional 
facilities authorized by SB 1022 do not contain such units. 

T1-40 The comment raises concerns regarding the safety of a single entrance to RJD. Refer to 
Response to Comment T1-21. CDCR has its own onsite fire station that will be upgraded to 
serve the additional correctional facility (equipment, staff, etc.). Prison construction utilizes 
building materials with a low risk of combustion, such as concrete and steel.  

T1-41 The commenter’s concern about humane prison facilities is noted. The comment does not 
accurately reflect the project design, nor the design of other CDCR facilities. A typical cell is 
6 x 8 feet, with one or two bunks. The floor plan for the Level II facility is an open dormitory 
style plan, with proportionately larger floor plans for the larger number of inmates who will be 
housed in the space. CDCR believes the infill dormitory housing units will provide a safe and 
humane living condition. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-42 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and appreciation for provision of 
forum to provide community concerns is noted. All comments provided to CDCR on the 
project through the CEQA process, whether on the DEIR analysis or the project itself, are 
public record and are considered by the decision makers at CDCR prior to rendering a final 
decision on the project. However, no specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-43 The comment expresses concern that comments will not be heard. Refer to Response to 
Comment T1-32. 

T1-44 The comment reflects concerns related to social effects of the project. 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. 

T1-45 The comment reflects concerns related to social effects of the project and inquires about a 
potential meeting to discuss social issues related to a prison. Please refer to Master 
Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. It bears noting that the 
hearing was held as part of the CEQA process and CEQA—the California Environmental 
Quality Act—is intended to address environmental issues.  

T1-46  The comment reflects concerns related to the reported existing conditions for inmates in 
existing CDCR facilities as well as reported prior practices at state prisons. The commenter 
indicated opposition to new prison construction. 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. 

T1-47 The comment reflects concern about overcrowding and support for further reduction of the 
inmate population. Refer to Response to Comment T1-7 and 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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T1-48 The comment expresses concerns related to detrimental economic effects on the 
community. CDCR recently completed construction of the California Health Care Facility in 
Stockton; this facility is going through the process of activation. CDCR is not aware of 
reports from San Joaquin County that the project is “disenfranchising the community” and 
that the community is “not benefitting” economically from the project. CDCR believes such 
concerns are premature given the facility has only been open since July 2013. None of 
these reports were provided to CDCR. Further, CDCR believes this comment is not relevant 
to the environmental impacts of the project. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation 
of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  

T1-49 CDCR believes that the potential environmental effects associated with the construction of 
the proposed level II infill correctional facilities at RJD have been adequately addressed in 
DEIR Volume 2 for consideration by decision makers and the public. Specifically, Section 
3.1 addresses air quality impacts; Section 3.10 addresses public service impacts, such as to 
schools; Section 3.11 address transportation impacts; and Section 3.12 addresses impacts 
to the sewer and wastewater treatment system as well as water supply impacts. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T1-50 The comment requests translation of the DEIR into Spanish and extension of the public 
comment period. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-51 The comment requests analysis of socioeconomic impacts and impacts to inmates. Refer to 
Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. In addition, the 
DEIR did evaluate potential health impacts associated with the proposed project in terms of 
air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise. Please refer to DEIR Sections 3.1, 
“Air Quality,” 3.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” and 3.9, “Noise” in Volume 2 through 
5. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T1-52 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. 

T1-53 The commenter requests clarification as to why CDCR is not subject to local policies. As 
stated in the DEIR (for example, see DEIR Volume 2, page 3.1-12), CDCR, as a state 
agency, is a sovereign entity and is not subject to local plans and policy regulations. (See, 
e.g., Guy Hall v. City of Taft (1956) 47 Cal.2d 177 [when state agency engages in such 
sovereign activities as the construction and maintenance of its buildings, it is not subject to 
local regulations unless the constitution says it is or the legislature has consented to such 
regulation].) Nevertheless, a discussion of relevant local plans and policies is provided in the 
resource sections of the DEIR because conflicts with them could indicate the potential 
occurrence of other physical environmental effects. As it relates to air quality, CDCR is 
subject to the policies of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, which is a special 
district of the state. Further, as discussion on page 3.1-14, the thresholds of significance 
reflect County thresholds. While CDCR is not required to comply with local policies it takes 
such policies into consideration in when relevant to the project. 

T1-54 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
Refer to Response to Comment T1-7 and 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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T1-55 The prison sentence of the commenter’s family member is noted. The commenter’s 
opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 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. 

T1-56 CDCR believes that the potential impacts of the construction of level II infill correctional 
facilities at RJD have been adequately addressed in DEIR Volume 2 for consideration by 
decision makers and the public. Specifically, Section 3.1 addresses air quality impacts; 
Section 3.10 addresses public service impacts, such as to schools; Section 3.11 address 
transportation impacts; and Section 3.12 addresses impacts to the sewer and wastewater 
treatment system as well as water supply impacts. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-57 The comment expresses opposition to the project and concerns related to the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. Refer to Response to Comment T1-56 and Master 
Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 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. 

T1-58 The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. 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. 

T1-59 The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. The commenter’s 
opposition to new prison construction and concern for social impacts is noted. 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. 

T1-60  The comment reflects concern about overcrowding and support for de-incarceration. Refer 
to Response to Comment T1-7 and 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. 

T1-61 The comment reflects concerns related to social effects of the project. 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. 

T1-62 The CEQA statutes do not provide specific distances for the area in which analysis of 
environmental effect due to construction of a facility are to be evaluated. However, CEQA 
Statute Section 21060.3, “Environment,” states that, “ ‘environment’ means the physical 
conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including 
land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” 
Therefore, the DEIR addresses the physical environmental effects of the project and 
discusses the environmental setting for each environmental resource area (see Section 3.2). 
In some cases, that means a narrow area around the project site (such as for geologic 
resources). In other instances the area of potential effects is much larger; for example, the 
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions addresses the global issue of climate change. CDCR 
believes the DEIR adequately describes the geographic area that may be affected by 
implementation of the proposed project.  
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T1-63 The comment expresses concerns related to the environmental impacts on inmates. Refer 
to Response to Comment T1-51 and 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. 

T1-64 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of social 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. 

T1-65 The comment expresses concerns related to the environmental impacts on inmates. The 
EIR addresses impacts on inmates where they, like any other population, would be exposed 
to noise, toxic air contaminants, and other issues addressed for the population at large. 
Refer to Response to Comment T1-51 and 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. 

T1-66 The comment expresses concerns related to the environmental impacts on inmates. Refer 
to Response to Comment T1-51 and 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. 

T1-67 The level II infill correctional facility site plan is based on CDCR research used to determine 
the appropriate design of prison facilities, taking into consideration a number of issues 
including mental health treatment. Experts in the field of inmate mental health were 
consulted in the development of the infill building plans. CDCR believes the proposed 
design incorporates and considers sufficient space for mental health treatment, medical 
care, and dental care, educational and vocational space. The living conditions of the 
inmates are consistently considered in the design of the facilities. 

The specific design guidelines for the level II infill correctional facilities are in a separate 
detailed document. The EIR summarizes the proposed design to provide the reader an 
understanding of the proposed action and to establish what project is being analyzed in the 
EIR (see DEIR Volume 1 Chapter 3). However, the design guidelines are not a publicly 
accessible document. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-68 Refer to Response to Comment T1-67. 

T1-69 The DEIR on the proposed level II infill correctional facilities, as well as the supporting 
administrative record are available for public review, which include description of the project 
objectives, potential project locations, and description of the proposed facilities. As 
explained in Response to Comment T1-67, the level II dorm site plan provided in the EIR is 
based on CDCR’s program and design efforts to provide appropriate dorm and program 
space for inmates. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-70 The comment expresses concern that comments will not be heard. Refer to Response to 
Comment T1-42. 

 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
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. 
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T1-71 The comment reflects disagreement that additional beds are needed in the State prison 
system. Refer to Response to Comment T1-7. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T1-72  The comment questions if there are alternative approaches to address overcrowding in the 
State prison system. Refer to Response to Comment T1-7. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T1-73 The comment questions how the new facilities would deal with epidemics. CDCR provides 
medical treatment to inmates in all its facilities. The health care improvement program is 
being implemented statewide by CDCR under the direction of the Federal Receiver and its 
California Health Care Receivership Corporation (CHCRC), which are the court-appointed 
body responsible for overseeing the administration of adequate healthcare throughout the 
State prison system, CDCR believes that the healthcare providers at CHCRC and its own 
prison management staff are fully prepared to prevent and/or address potential 
communicable disease exposures. The staffing plans for each proposed infill facility include 
additional clinical staff resources. 

The occurrence of Valley Fever is an issue related to spores located in soils generally 
associated with the San Joaquin Valley and some desert regions of California; it is also 
associated with other areas in southwestern United States such as Arizona and New 
Mexico. CDCR notes, however, that this fungal infection is not a communicable disease, 
such as influenza or measles. None of the locations of the proposed infill facilities under 
consideration by CDCR, including at RJD, are located in areas where there is a high 
potential for contracting Valley Fever. However, in coordination with CHCRC medical staff 
each proposed level II facility would include all necessary related support buildings and 
inmate programming space including proper medical treatment facilities for this and other 
diseases. Appropriate procedures are in place to respond to medical emergencies including 
potential epidemics.  

T1-74 The comment calls attention to legal action against Governor Jerry Brown. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T1-75 The comment expresses concern as to how the new facilities would deal with epidemics. 
Please refer to Response to Comment T1-73. 

T1-76 The comment requests making the DEIR available to disabled communities. Please refer to 
Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. The DEIR is not required to 
be and has not been translated into braille. 

T1-77 Volumes 2 through 5 of the DEIR include a discussion of the potential employment, 
population, and housing impacts attributable to the development of level II infill correctional 
facilities at the four proposed project sites, including effects on regional population and 
employment trends, regional housing supplies, and employment opportunities. In addition, 
Section 3.10 of Volumes 2 through 5, address potential impacts to public services due to the 
project, including police, fire protection, emergency medical response, schools, and parks. 
As summarized in Table 1-1 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, the project would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to substantial population growth, increased demand for housing 
at all the potential infill sites, police, fire protection, emergency services, and schools. 

T1-78 The comment requests translation of the DEIR into Spanish. Please refer to Master 
Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 
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T1-79 The commenter questions when CDCR will make a decision regarding translation of the 
DEIR into Spanish. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-80 The commenter questions when CDCR will make a decision regarding translation of the 
DEIR into Spanish. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-81 The comment reflects concerns related to social effects of the project. 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. 

T1-82 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns are noted. 
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. 

T1-83 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of social 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. 

T1-84 The comment expresses concern about increased traffic due to an infill correctional facility 
at RJD. Refer to Response to Comment T1-21. 

T1-85 The comment expresses concern regarding negative aesthetic impacts of an infill 
correctional facility at RJD. DEIR Volume 2, Section 3.13, “Visual Resources,” describes the 
existing visual characteristics and quality of the RJD Infill Site, the remainder of property 
owned by the CDCR at RJD, and the surrounding area, and evaluates the effects on the 
visual environment resulting from the development of a level II infill correctional facility at the 
infill site, including light- and glare-related impacts. As summarized in Table 1-1 of Volume 
1, the project was found to result in less-than-significant impacts related to scenic vistas, 
visual character, and light and glare. 

CDCR also notes that the RJD infill site, as well as the existing prison, is situated in a 
portion of Otay Mesa that already contains many land uses of an institutional, public 
infrastructure, or industrial nature. These includes a County jail, automotive recycling 
centers, an existing electrical generation plant, an asphalt plant, and International Border 
Crossing shipping container transfer facilities. Construction of an additional electrical 
generation plant that will be situated directly across from the existing RJD entrance is also 
pending. 

T1-86 The comment asks if the new facility would provide more vocational and educational 
programs. CDCR’s Blueprint calls for level II dorm facilities that use a flexible design 
originally developed for the substance abuse program at the California Substance Abuse 
Treatment Facility and State Prison at Corcoran. This design includes program space 
conducive to multiple types of inmate programming including substance abuse, medical and 
mental health treatment, vocational and academic programs. The legislative authority for the 
proposed infill projects provided by SB 1022 also supports the need for space and staffing 
for a variety of inmate programming services. Refer to Response to Comment O2-3 and 
Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  
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T1-87 The commenter questions when CDCR will make a decision regarding translation of the 
DEIR into Spanish. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-88 The commenter questions when CDCR will make a decision regarding translation of the 
DEIR into Spanish. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review 
Period. 

T1-89 The comment states that there is precedent for translation of an environmental document 
into another language. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public 
Review Period. 

T1-90 The commenter questions how people will be made aware of a translated document. Please 
refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 
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Transcript  
T2 

Response 
 Norco Public Hearings at 3 p.m. and 5 p.m. 

July 23, 2013 
 

T2-1 The comment provides introductory information regarding the commenter and the comment 
letter submitted by the City of Norco at the public hearing. No specific comments addressing 
the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-2 The comment provides introductory information regarding a future speaker at the public 
hearing. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-3 The comment identifies the City’s concern regarding the preservation of the Norconian, a 
historic hotel, on the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-4 The comment expresses the desire of the commenter that the former hotel be repaired as 
part of the closure. SB 1022 provided no funding for repair of buildings within CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-5 The comment requests that the existing potentially historic and historic structures on the 
CRC property be properly documented. CDCR and the US Navy did evaluate and document 
the existing structures on the CRC property at varying points over the past 25 years. Please 
refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco.  

T2-6 The comment requests that the site be protected until such time as a future use has been 
determined. As noted in Master Response 2, the provision in SB 1022 that required the 
closure of CRC by December 31, 2016 has been suspended through the passage and 
approval of Senate Bill 105 (Statutes of 2013). Therefore, CDCR has no plans at this time 
for relocating the CRC inmates and ceasing the operation of this facility. Approval of SB 105 
makes inapplicable any discussion of potential closure actions as a consequence of the 
proposed SB 1022 infill projects. Any discussion of potential closure plans as well as the 
disposition of historic structures is now speculative; the CEQA process does not require 
addressing potential issues that involve a high degree of speculation. 

T2-7 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco, for an explanation of why the closure of Norco is not a discretionary action. 
However, following the passage of SB 105 the issue of ceasing operations at CRC is now 
moot. CDCR has no plans for closure of this facility.  

In regard to the commenter’s opinion concerning comparable standards for a discretionary 
act the update of a City’s General Plan is different from the original statutory mandate (SB 
1022) to cease operations of CRC. For example, the City Council is the approving authority 
of the General Plan. While the City Council may direct the Planning Department to prepare 
an update to the General Plan, the Planning Department cannot enforce or approve the 
General Plan without City Council action. By contrast, under the original statutory provision 
of SB 1022, CDCR was directed to cease operations regardless of any negative 
consequences by the end of 2016; CDCR would have had no discretion with regard to such 
a decision. But the issue of ceasing operations of this prison is now moot in light of the 
passage of SB 105.  
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T2-8 As noted above in Response to Comment T2-6, recent legislation has suspended the 
anticipated closure of CRC. Operation of CRC will continue for the foreseeable future so no 
closure plan will be developed and implemented as a result of the proposed SB 1022 infill 
level II facilities. 

T2-9 This comment raises concerns related to Public Resource Code (PRC) 5024 and CDCR’s 
obligation with respect to PRC 5024. It is assumed that the obligation/requirement to which 
the commenter refers is PRC 5024(a), which states that each state agency shall formulate 
policies to preserve and maintain, when prudent and feasible, all state-owned historical 
resources under its jurisdiction…” While CDCR’s mission is providing secure correctional 
facilities for individuals convicted of felonies that require incarceration in a state prison 
CDCR recognizes the importance of historic structures within its property inventory. 
However, the annual amount of funds appropriated in the State Budget Act requires that the 
current priority for repair/renovation of structures is only for those actively used to house 
inmates and prison operations/infrastructure. There are simply not sufficient funds to 
undertake repair/renovation of lower priority projects such as unused buildings. 

Where modifications have been necessary on occupied historic structures, such as the 
Officers and Guards Building at Folsom State Prison, CDCR has been able to preserve 
historical architectural elements of the structures. All modifications were planned and 
implemented in consultation with SHPO. In other circumstances, such as the construction of 
a new prison hospital at San Quentin State Prison, historic structures have been specifically 
protected by avoidance or other measures. In light of the fact that the state prison system 
consists of 34 correctional facilities (many having been in constant operation for decades), 
as well as the obviously pressing priorities imposed by federal court orders for medical and 
mental health care, overcrowding, disabled access, etc., the estimated cost of needed 
repairs, alterations, and renovations of existing CDCR prison housing units and 
infrastructure substantially exceeds the currently available state funds. Finally, CDCR notes 
that SB 1022 contains no funding authority for repair/renovation of any structure at CRC 
historic or otherwise. 

T2-10 Comment noted. However, following the enactment of SB 105 there is no plan to develop a 
closure plan for CRC.  

T2-11 Refer to Response to Comment T2-6, above. 

T2-12 Please refer to Responses to Comments T2-6 and T2-9. 

T2-13 CDCR is currently coordinating with the Department of General Services, Real Estate 
Services Division on an inventory of prison structures at or exceeding 50 years old. 
However, this comment has no relevance to the proposed SB 1022 level II infill projects. 

T2-14 The comment provides their opinion on activities that have led to deterioration of structures 
onsite at the CRC property. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of 
California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. 

T2-15 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding CDCR responsibility to maintain 
and renovate existing structures onsite at the CRC property. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T2-9. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-16 As noted on page 6-3 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, structural engineers directed by the 
Department of General Services, Seismic Safety Program conducted an assessment 
(DASSE Design 1994) of the hotel building in the mid-1990s as part of a statewide effort to 
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evaluate state-owned buildings that could be at risk for damage in a major earthquake. The 
assessment concluded that the hotel building was unsafe for continued occupancy by 
CDCR staff, inmates, and visitors. It was subsequently determined that the cost of 
structurally retrofitting the hotel building and addressing many other building code 
deficiencies exceeded available state funding. CDCR relocated all staff and support 
operations to modular structures placed on prison grounds. Once these structures were 
activated the use of the hotel building ceased and it was no longer used for prison 
operations.  

CDCR continues to believe that the findings of the past structural reports are valid and that 
entry to the hotel building would place visitors at grave risk should a substantial earthquake 
occur. Information provided in the DEIR did not state that restoration and structural 
modification/updating of the hotel was not possible. The DEIR did state that, due to 
financial/budgetary reasons specific to the State of California, CDCR could not retrofit the 
existing hotel. As noted, SB 1022 contains no funding for repairs/modifications to CRC 
buildings or infrastructure. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis 
were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-17 CDCR does not dispute the current designations of structures at the CRC property as 
historic. However, there is substantial evidence that the integrity of the hotel buildings has 
been affected by successive secondary uses including two periods of U.S. Navy hospital 
operations.  

T2-18 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding CDCR’s responsibility to maintain 
and renovate existing structures onsite at the CRC property. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T2-9. The commenter also refers to the current condition of landscaping at 
existing the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis 
were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-19 The comment refers to an exhibit presented by the commenter and reflects an opinion 
regarding the structural validity of the hotel. Please refer to Response to Comment T2-16.  

T2-20 The comment refers to attempts made by the commenter to request information regarding 
the structural safety evaluations of the hotel performed by CDCR. As noted above in 
Response to Comment T2-16, DSA initially evaluated the onsite structures in the mid-1990s. 
CDCR has no subsequent engineering analyses that refute the findings of the original 
structural evaluation. The 1994 report is available upon request. Please send such requests 
to: 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
Facility Planning, Construction and Management 
Project Management Branch 
Attn: Robert Sleppy 
9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B 
Sacramento, CA 95827 
(916) 255-1141 

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

T2-21 The comment identifies, in the speaker’s opinion, concerns related to decisions made by the 
warden with respect to onsite structures and site features. No specific comments addressing 
the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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T2-22 The comment reflects requests made by the commenter for security and maintenance of the 
site and structures at the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-23 The comment reflects a request for the Lake Norconian Club Foundation or the City of 
Norco to survey the site and evaluate potential repair or renovation efforts. CDCR will 
consider this request but any access to onsite structures would be subject to CDCR’s 
security protocols and concern for visitor safety.  

T2-24 The comment reflects requests made by the commenter for security and maintenance of the 
site and structures at the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-25 The comment reflects requests made by the commenter for security and maintenance of the 
site and structures at the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-26 The comment acknowledges that structural modification and renovation of the hotel would 
be the responsibility of a third party should all or a portion of the CRC property be made 
available as a surplus property through the Department of General Services and in 
conformance with required legislation. 

T2-27 The comment reflects requests made by the commenter for security and maintenance of the 
site and structures at the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-28 The comment provides introductory information regarding the City of Norco’s and the Lake 
Norconian Club Foundation’s position and experience with respect to historical structures. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T2-29 The comment disputes the findings of the initial structural evaluation of the hotel. As noted 
above, the former Norconian hotel was evaluated in 1994 by DSA. CDCR currently has no 
plans to conduct additional engineering studies of the historic structures at CRC.  

T2-30 The comment expresses concerns with respect to the seismic evaluations and reports that 
have been previously conducted at the site. Please refer to Response to Comment T2-20. 
The comment also refers to communication with individuals outside of CDCR regarding the 
availability of those reports and studies. CDCR cannot comment on correspondence 
between the City of Norco and non-CDCR individuals to which CDCR was not a party. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  

T2-31 The comment identifies general concerns of the local community regarding the current 
condition of the roof of the former hotel and public safety of the residents of Norco as it 
relates to their proximity to an existing prison. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-32 This comment suggests an alternative (reuse of the former Stark Youth Correctional Facility 
in Chino, CA) to construction/operation new level II infill correctional facilities at the 
proposed infill sites in order to save money and jobs. As a result of the passage of SB 105, 
closure of CRC has been suspended; ceasing operations of this prison is no longer a 
consequence of the proposed infill project. 
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In regard to alternatives to the proposed infill projects, SB 1022 specifically listed the prison 
sites that CDCR was to consider for potential infill development. While the legislation does 
identify the California Institution for Men (CIM) in Chino as one of those potential sites the 
assumption was that an infill facility would be placed on currently undeveloped land adjacent 
to CIM’s main prison complex. However, based on information provided in the DEIR, the 
CIM infill site was rejected from further consideration because of concerns related to the 
adequacy of the existing infrastructure, in particular wastewater and drinking water capacity. 
It is also noted that the use of the existing Stark Youth Correctional Facility would likely 
require a significant amount of the existing buildings and infrastructure to be demolished so 
that the housing program for level II inmates could be met. The existing housing units and 
program buildings at the former Stark Youth Correctional Facility do not meet the design 
standards for either a 792-bed or 1,584-bed facility. Finally, use of this site would result in 
significant adverse environmental effects such as the removal of mature landscaping, new 
high-mast lighting, additional traffic on Euclid Avenue and other area streets, and loss of 
burrowing owl habitat. 

T2-33  The comment requests that other structures beyond the hotel be considered historic. CDCR 
concurs that the hotel is not the only historic or potentially historic located onsite; several 
structures at CRC are over 50 years old. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-34 The comment requests additional detail regarding the closure plan for CRC and that the City 
of Norco receive a copy of the closure plan. As noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of 
Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco, the passage of SB 105 has suspended 
the earlier legislation (SB 1022), which required the cessation of CRC operations. CDCR 
has no plans to prepare a closure plan unless additional direction is provided by the 
Legislature and Administration. 

T2-35 The comment refers to past correspondence from the City to CDCR regarding the CRC 
property. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-36 Refer to Response to Comment T2-32, above, regarding employment. CRC will now remain 
open for the foreseeable future per the requirements established by SB 105.  

T2-37 The comment refers to the commenter’s perception of CDCR’s commitment to retain the 
existing landscaping at CRC. With respect to the closure of CRC, CDCR has committed to 
maintaining landscaping, insofar, as it is feasible to do so.  

T2-38 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

T2-39 Pursuant to CEQA, CDCR evaluated the potential impacts, including impacts to historic 
structures, as a result of the Dormitory Replacement Project at CRC in 2000. An initial 
study/negative declaration (IS/ND) was released for public review in June 2000, and a 
notice of determination was filed on August 4, 2000 regarding the project. The IS/ND 
included, as attachments to the CEQA document, evaluations by a qualified architectural 
historian of potential impacts to onsite historic structures as a result of onsite demolition and 
construction. No significant impacts to historic structures were identified as part of the CEQA 
analysis of the 2000 dormitory project. As a result, mitigation was not necessary or required 
as part of the Dormitory Replacement Project. 

T2-40 Recent legislation (SB 105) has suspended the closure of CRC indefinitely and removed 
consideration of the closure of CRC as a consequence of the proposed infill project. Please 
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refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, for further information.  

T2-41 The comment refers to a study performed by Steve Mikesell, formerly of the Office of 
Historic Preservation, in March of 2000 and reflects the commenter’s interpretation of 
statements made in that study. CDCR has reviewed the March 2000 study prepared for the 
US Army Corps of Engineers and cannot find the statement to which the commenter refers, 
regarding how implication of a building as having a historic nature would result in eligibility 
for listing on the National Register. Without additional information, no additional response 
can be provided.  

T2-42 As noted in Master Response 2 and Response to Comment T2-6, DSA and professional 
structural engineers the hotel and concluded it was structurally unsafe. CDCR subsequently 
determined that entry to the building and directly adjacent property was a significant safety 
concern for visitors and others not required to access the area in the course of prison 
operation. Accordingly, access to the area has been restricted for many years. 

T2-43 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-32. 

T2-44 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

T2-45 The comment reflects the commenter’s concerns and request that steps be taken to 
preserve the historic and potentially historic structures onsite at CRC. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T2-46 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-37. 

T2-47 The comment provides introductory information regarding the commenter and reflects the 
commenter’s concerns regarding rain damage to the former Norconian Hotel at CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-48 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-37. The comment also expresses concern 
regarding the potential for vandalism at the CRC property. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T2-6 which states that following the passage of SB 105, CRC would continue 
operation.  

T2-49 The commenter provided their opinion regarding maintenance activities at the CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-50 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-37. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-51 CDCR has received a copy of the structural analysis referred to by the City of Norco and the 
Lake Norconian Club Foundation No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided.  

T2-52 The comment requests clarification of “other factors” beyond age and weather that have led 
to deterioration of the hotel buildings. Modifications to the hotel buildings have occurred 
since the initial construction and occupancy of the structure. For example, many 
modifications occurred during and following the use of the structure as a military hospital. 
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CDCR acknowledges, however, that age, weather, and factors such as rodent/feral animal 
access have incrementally contributed to the deterioration of the hotel buildings operations 
ended in these facilities. This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the 
DEIR. No further response is necessary.  

T2-53 The CRC property is owned and controlled by the State of California. As a state agency, 
CDCR is not subject to land use plans, policies, ordinances, or overlays adopted by local 
agencies. However, as acknowledged in several locations in the EIR, CDCR does provide 
information related to local plans and policies insofar as potential conflicts could indicate the 
potential for significant environmental impacts. 

With the passage of SB 105, CRC will not cease operations as planned in the original 
legislation (SB 1022). As a result there is no need to prepare a facility closure plan. Please 
refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, for further information. 

T2-54 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of the prison system and historic operations 
with respect to the onsite structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-55 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-51. 

T2-56 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-51. 

T2-57 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of the prison system and past operations 
with respect to the onsite structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-58 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of the prison system and past operations 
with respect to the onsite structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-59 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past operations with respect to the onsite 
structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-60 The CDCR staff present at the public hearing have visited and are familiar with the CRC 
prison facilities and inactive elements such as the hotel buildings. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T2-61 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-60. 

T2-62 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past operations with respect to the onsite 
structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-63 The transcript for the DEIR public hearings held in Norco was made available to the City of 
Norco on August 2, 2013 in advance of the close of the public comment period. 

T2-64 The DEIR was made available at the Norco public library for public review. It was available 
upon request, beginning on June 24, 2013 via FedEx. The DEIR was also sent to City Hall 
(Planning Department and Mayor’s Office). 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-1193 

T2-65 The commenter is correct that the initial notice of availability of the DEIR did not list the 
Norco public library as a repository for the EIR. However, subsequent noticing in the Inland 
Valley Bulletin did amend the notice to include the Norco public library as a repository. The 
DEIR was also available online at CDCR’s website and within 20 miles of the City of Norco 
at two different libraries. Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public 
Review Period, for further clarification. 

T2-66 The commenter requested the opinion of the presenter’s regarding the meeting. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-67 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past operations at CRC. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-68 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-63. 

T2-69 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-63. The transcript of the July 23rd public hearings 
on the DEIR was made available 17 days prior to the close of the public comment period. As 
such, adequate time was provided for members of the public to request revisions to reflect 
their actual statements made at the public hearings. As of August 20, 2013, no requests 
have been received. 

T2-70 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-69. As no requests for revisions to the transcript 
were received, consideration of such a request is not necessary. 

T2-71 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past operations at and the closure of 
CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, 
no further response can be provided. 

T2-72 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past operations at and the closure of 
CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, 
no further response can be provided. 

T2-73 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-74 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-75 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-76 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-3. 

T2-77 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-4. 

T2-78 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-5. 

T2-79 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-80 Please refer to Responses to Comments T2-4, T2-5, and T2-6. 

T2-81 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-7. 

T2-82 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. The closure of CRC, in and of itself, is considered to be a ministerial action, 
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as stated in the DEIR. However, the DEIR did include a discussion of the potential physical 
environmental impacts associated with the closure of CRC, as shown in Chapter 6 of 
Volume 1 of the DEIR. Therefore, the DEIR did evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
of the closure were it considered to be a part of the larger discretionary action associated 
with the proposed project. As stated in Chapter 6, no physical modifications to the existing 
structures would occur, and the onsite buildings and landscaping would be maintained 
consistent with existing conditions. However, as also stated in Master Response 2, SB 105, 
which was approved by Governor Brown on September 12, 2013, indefinitely suspended 
closure of CRC and removed the cessation of prison operations as a consequence of the 
proposed project. 

T2-83 Please refer to Master Response 2. With the recent approval of SB 105 on September 12, 
2013, the closure of CRC is no longer part of the proposed project and has been suspended 
indefinitely. 

T2-84 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-9. 

T2-85 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-10. 

T2-86 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-11. 

T2-87 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-13. 

T2-88 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-14. 

T2-89 The comment requests information regarding the number of times funds were requested to 
maintain the existing structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. Please 
refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, for further information regarding how the allocation of funding for repair and 
maintenance of existing CDCR facilities is determined. CDCR notes, however, that it does 
not have a complete record of how many times budget requests have been made to the 
respective Administration and Legislature since the property became a state prison decades 
ago. 

T2-90 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-15. 

T2-91 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-15. 

T2-92 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-16. 

T2-93 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-17. 

T2-94 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-18. 

T2-95 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of historic operations with respect to the 
onsite structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis 
were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-96 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-97 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of historic and current operations at CRC. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 
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T2-98 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of the current inmate population at CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-99 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past and current operations at CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-100 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-22. This comment also requests that a copy of the 
FEIR be sent to the Lake Norconian Club Foundation.  

T2-101 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the timing of a closure plan. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-102 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the timing of a closure plan. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-103 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the availability of funding for 
restoration of the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-104 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the timing of a closure plan. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-105 The comment provides introductory information and the overall opinion of the commenter 
regarding the proposed project. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-106 The comment raises socioeconomic concerns related to the closure of CRC. Please refer to 
Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 

T2-107 Please refer to Responses to Comments T2-76 through T2-100. 

T2-108 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6. 

T2-109 The comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding her preferred approach by CDCR 
to the closure of CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-110 The comment provides introductory information and an overall opinion of the existing 
condition of the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis 
were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-111 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the closure of CRC. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-112 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the closure of CRC. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 
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T2-113 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the closure of CRC and whether a 
third party, like the Lake Norconian Club Foundation, should be allowed to work onsite to 
restore the roof of the former hotel. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. However, CDCR has 
taken this request under consideration and is coordinating with the City to determine 
whether or not access to certain onsite structures at CRC is possible/feasible while 
maintaining the safety and security of CRC, potential contractors, and the surrounding 
community. 

T2-114 The comment inquires whether the CRC property was ever “blacklisted” by the State of 
California. CDCR Facility Planning, Construction and Management is not aware of any 
system by which the condition of state building assets are categorized on the basis of a 
color-coded system. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-115 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-114. 

T2-116 The comment provides a summary of information collected by the City of Norco and the 
Lake Norconian Club Foundation that is in conflict with determinations made by CDCR 
related to the seismic safety of the hotel. CDCR contends that this qualifies as disagreement 
among experts, which, per Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “does not make an 
EIR inadequate.” Please refer to Response to Comment T2-6 and Master Response 2, 
Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco, for further information 
regarding evaluations undertaken by the State to determine the relative safety of the former 
hotel. Further, this comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary.  

T2-117 The comment provides an opinion related to CDCR’s determination that the former hotel 
was seismically unsafe. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-118 The comment provides a summary and interpretation of PRC Section 5020.7 as it relates to 
maintenance of historic resources. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-119 The comment provides a summary of portions of PRC Section 5024.5. As noted previously, 
Chapter 6 of the DEIR evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the closure of CRC. 
This issue is now moot because the mandate to cease operations of CRC at the end of 
2016 has been suspended by recently-enacted legislation (SB 105). No physical 
modifications would be made to the existing structures as a result of the proposed infill 
facilities project. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California 
Rehabilitation Center, Norco, for further clarification, including an explanation of SB 105. 

T2-120 The comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding CDCR’s past and current 
treatment of structures at CRC. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-121 The comment provides suggestions for possible funding and loans that could be granted to 
restore/renovate onsite structures. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-122 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the local citizens’ opinion of the 
hotel and briefly refers to an executive order from 1992 (W-26-92). No specific comments 
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addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T2-123 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding potential future developers and 
uses of the CRC property. This comment also reflects the commenter’s opinion of past and 
future operations by CDCR, with respect to the structures at CRC. Please refer to Master 
Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA, regarding the evaluation of 
socioeconomic impacts under CEQA. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. Also, with passage of 
SB 105, it requires a high degree of speculation as to the eventual disposition of all or a 
portion of the prison grounds for private development; the CEQA process does not require 
such a degree of speculation. 

T2-124 The comment quotes Executive Order W-26-92. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-125 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion as to how the budget of the proposed project 
could be allocated. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. SB 1022 provided no authority to 
use funds from this law on the repair and/or modification of any structure at CRC. 

T2-126 Please refer to Response to Comment T2-124. 

T2-127 The comment provides an opinion related to CDCR’s determination that the former hotel 
was seismically unsafe. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of 
California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T2-128 This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of past and current operations at CRC. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T2-129 The comment provides an opinion of the steps CDCR should take as part of the closure of the 
CRC property, including restoration of various structures. CRC is no longer scheduled for 
closure. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, 
no further response can be provided. 

T2-130 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco and Response to Comment T2-82.  
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Transcript  
T3 

Response 
 

Public Hearing 
Ione, California 
July 29, 2013 

 

T3-1 The comment provides introductory information regarding the commenter and identifies a 
concern that some attendees may need Spanish translation for the meeting. The interpreter 
responded to the commenter that they did offer at the beginning of the meeting to translate 
for anyone who needed it. Please see lines 11 and 12 on page 4 of the hearing transcript. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-2 The comment identifies a concern that the presentation did not address the cost of the 
project, nor the party responsible for the cost. However, the presentation did identify the cost 
of constructing and operating a level II infill correctional facility complex at MCSP. The funds 
for the construction of the proposed infill facilities are financed by lease-revenue bonds 
issued by the State Public Works Board. Funds appropriated from the State General Fund 
are used to annually reimburse the respective bond holders. The annual operating cost of 
the new infill facilities are also typically paid from the State General Fund through the CDCR 
operational budget. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-3 The commenter questions why California is still building prisons even though California is 
leading the nation in depopulating its prisons. Please refer to Response to Comment T1-7 
with respect to the need for new prisons. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-4 The comment expresses concern that the newly constructed prisons could be converted 
sometime in the future to maximum-security prisons. The commenter is mistaken with 
respect to the potential for conversion. The cited conversion of the Central California 
Women’s Facility (CCWF) from a female prison to a male prison was consistent with the 
design of the facility’s housing units, which are dormitories similar to those planned for the 
SB 1022 infill projects. CCWF currently houses level II male inmates not inmates classified 
as level III or IV. Conversion of a level II facility to a higher classification would require 
substantial physical modification to the proposed infill housing units because of the need for 
celled housing units instead of dormitories for higher classification inmates. It should be 
assumed that a new CEQA process would be required for such a modification. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T3-5 The comment expresses concern about the “hidden costs” of the project that will be borne 
by the counties, not by CDCR. Additionally, the comment expresses concern about placing 
new facilities in distant locations that are difficult to staff, resulting in a burden on taxpayers. 
These are financial—not environmental—issues, and have no bearing on the environmental 
impacts of the project. Both of the proposed level II infill facilities are located either in 
developed urban settings (RJD) or in rural settings that are in reasonable proximity to a 
number of more intensely developed urban areas (Ione). All the alternative infill sites are 
also located in urbanized settings. Because the commenter does not raise any issues with 
the environmental analysis in the DEIR, no further response can be provided.  

Refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA, for further 
clarification regarding the evaluation of impacts of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA.  
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T3-6 Similar to comment T3-3, the comment questions why California is still building prisons. 
Please refer to Response to Comment T1-7 and Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. Further, the comment states that building prisons 
places a burden on the communities (specifically, on the local utility infrastructure) and on 
families traveling to the new prisons to visit inmates. The DEIR evaluated the potential 
impacts on the local infrastructure in Section 3.11 in Volumes 2 through 5. No significant 
impacts were identified. Please refer to those sections for further clarification. CDCR 
acknowledges the burden that some visitors experience because of the distance between 
their respective home and a given state prison. CDCR suggests that such individuals 
contact the respective prison visitor center to determine if there are programs or services 
that may address such issues. 

T3-7 This comment suggests that CDCR examine the trend of locking people up in California and 
the resulting cost at the local level (e.g., food stamps, assistance). No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T3-8 This comment questions what the new capacity of MCSP will be after project 
implementation. The existing operational capacity as stated in the CDCR Blueprint is 2,400. 
As discussed on page 2-5 of DEIR Volume 3, the proposed complex at MCSP would include 
six separate dormitory housing units (three on either side of the proposed facility) with 264 
level II beds per structure for a total of 1,584 level II beds. CDCR anticipates that based on 
the Blueprint’s projected operational level and the legislative authority for the proposed infill 
project MCSP will have a population of approximately 4,000 inmates. 

T3-9 This comment questions who owns Preston reservoir and does the reservoir store 
wastewater from the City of Ione. As discussed on page 2-11 of DEIR Volume 3, Preston 
reservoir is owned by CDCR and operated through a tri-party agreement with the Amador 
Regional Sanitation Authority (ARSA) and the City of Ione. CDCR also owns the onsite Mule 
Creek Reservoir. Both of these reservoirs are used to store treated effluent from MCSP; City 
wastewater is not treated by CDCR nor is its secondary effluent stored in Preston Reservoir. 

T3-10 This comment questions how many millions of acre-feet of groundwater will be diverted from 
Amador County residents to the proposed project. The proposed complex at MCSP would 
not use groundwater. As discussed on page 2-6 of DEIR Volume 3, Amador Water Agency 
(AWA) provides treated water to MCSP. Water supplied to and used in Ione, including at 
MCSP, originates from runoff collected in the Mokelumne River watershed. This raw water is 
stored in the Tanner Reservoir and then gravity-fed to the AWA treatment plant (WTP) in 
Ione prior to use at MCSP. MCSP has an existing water service agreement with AWA; no 
change to that agreement is necessary for the proposed infill project. 

T3-11 This comment expresses concern that the AWA water that would be used for the proposed 
project could instead help local farmers. According to AWA, they do not generally provide 
irrigation water; the water that would be used for the proposed project is for domestic use 
only. CDCR has proposed, as an element of the project, to begin using a portion or all of its 
disinfected, treated secondary wastewater effluent on currently non-irrigated agricultural 
fields west of Ione. Use of this effluent will allow the production of various fodder crops. 

T3-12 The commenter expresses concern that California taxpayers are paying for the proposed 
project. This is correct. The comment further states that Amador County will receive millions 
of dollars through SB 1022 and may use that funding to expand the local jail, which currently 
holds 76 people. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects 
Under CEQA. Further, the manner in which Amador County allocates funding is not within 
CDCR’s purview. Amador County is still in the process of seeking a potential site for a jail 
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expansion. The potential jail expansion has not yet received approval for state jail 
construction funds. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-13 The comment identifies a concern about hidden costs of the project, specifically effects on 
property values. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects 
Under CEQA.  

T3-14 The comment questions who will be responsible for replacing the wear and tear of heavy 
trucks and equipment related to the project. A combination of federal, state, and local gas 
and other tax revenue is used for the maintenance of local roadways. CDCR employees, 
visitors, and vendors typically would pay tax on gas purchased for travel to MCSP and the 
proposed infill facility. Further, as discussed on pages 3.11-37 to 3.11-38 of DEIR Volume 3, 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 requires CDCR to prepare a construction traffic management 
plan (TMP) that would require the contractor to limit haul routes to certain roadways to 
prevent pavement damage and would require the contractor to repair any project-related 
damage to pavement that occurs.  

T3-15 The comment questions whether the project will disrupt revenue for local businesses, and if 
the State will compensate business owners for that lost revenue. CDCR believes that the 
construction of the proposed infill facility at MCSP and its eventual operation will not disrupt 
revenue for local businesses. Contractors and construction workers are expected to 
purchase goods and services during the construction of the project.  

Once operational the new facility will increase employment in the City of Ione by 
approximately 375 additional jobs. Regardless of what portion of these employees choses to 
resident in Ione CDCR expects there will be some positive additional economic activity in the 
community. Please refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under 
CEQA. The commenter offers no evidence that the project would result in lost revenue to 
local businesses. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-16 The comment questions whether building a new high school would be better for the City 
than building a new prison, especially if that prison is expanded in the future. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. CDCR has no role in either the decision to build additional 
educational facilities in the Ione area or its direct funding. 

T3-17 The comment expresses concern about the percolation of water from the State-owned 
reservoir, and whether the wells or drinking water supply in Ione could be affected in the 
future. CDCR has conducted groundwater monitoring for the past several years pursuant to 
an order from the Central Valley RWQCB. As of July 30, 2013, the Central Valley RWQCB 
determined that CDCR had taken appropriate steps to ensure that treated effluent from 
MCSP is not resulting in a significant adverse effect to local groundwater supplies (Central 
Valley RWQCB 2013).  

Further, the DEIR for the proposed project did evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
quality and water quality at MCSP within Section 3.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR. As described therein, water quality as a result of MCSP’s treatment 
of its own wastewater flows would be expected to improve or remain the same with the 
proposed project as a result of separately planned improvements to the MCSP WWTP. No 
significant impacts are anticipated. 
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T3-18 The comment raises general environmental concerns, but none specific to the project. The 
comment also questions the need for the proposed project. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T1-7. 

T3-19 The commenter expresses concern that City officials are showing disrespect to attendees by 
not listening to public testimony. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-20 The commenter expresses concern that MCSP does not have a tertiary wastewater 
treatment plant. Wastewater generated by the existing operation of MCSP and the proposed 
infill project are treated by CDCR at facilities on the grounds of the prison. CDCR, under an 
agreement with the City of Ione, does provide treated secondary effluent during certain 
periods each year to a tertiary wastewater treatment plant operated by the City. CDCR has 
no plans to upgrade its secondary treatment plant to the tertiary level. The existing plant is 
operating within its existing wastewater discharge permit.  

With respect to the reliability of wastewater treatment facilities at MCSP and the City of Ione, 
local groundwater quality is discussed on pages 3.7-5 to 3.7-8 of DEIR Volume 3. 
Specifically, the cease and desist orders referenced by the commenter are described, as 
well as CDCR’s responses to those orders. CDCR has responded to resolve a number of 
the issues (including installation of 10 monitoring wells at MCSP as part of a wastewater 
plant monitoring program) and is currently preparing plans for a WWTP water quality 
treatment upgrade, separate from the proposed project. Further, the Central Valley RWQCB 
rescinded MCSP’s cease and desist order on July 30, 2013, further demonstrating CDCR’s 
compliance with the Clean Water Act. 

T3-21 The comment identifies concerns related to the quality of Mule Creek water and suggests 
that it is being affected by operations at MCSP. The commenter offers no evidence to 
support this statement. No records of caffeine contamination have been found in a search of 
agency databases and discussions with the Amador County Environmental Health 
Department (Israel, pers. comm., 2013). Because no study or report was provided as 
evidence by the commenter, no further response can be provided.  

T3-22 With regard to the need for level II infill beds, as discussed on pages 3-1 to 3-2 of DEIR 
Volume 1, the size of the proposed facilities was determined based on the inmate population 
and density goals of CDCR’s plan for long-term operations, “The Future of California 
Corrections,” also known as the CDCR Blueprint. The Blueprint was developed at a time 
when CDCR facilities were operating above capacity and the projected reduction in inmates 
was necessary to comply with federal court orders. The data within the Blueprint does not 
indicate that fewer prisoners would require incarceration in California.  

T3-23 The comment expresses concern about wastewater treatment at MCSP. As shown on page 
3.12-13 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR evaluated the potential for exceedance of 
treatment capacity at the existing wastewater treatment plant with implementation of the 
proposed project. Based on the analysis summarized in Table 3.12-7 on page 3.12-13, 
adequate capacity is available to accommodate the proposed complex (or the smaller 
single, level II infill correctional facility).  

In addition, since the date of that report, CDCR has reduced the water demand and 
wastewater generation of MCSP facilities. CDCR conducted monitoring to ensure that the 
effluent associated with MCSP was effectively treated and disposed of such that impacts to 
local groundwater supplies and water quality were not occurring. As of July 30, 2013, the 
Central Valley RWQCB has acknowledged the steps that CDCR has taken to ensure 
adequate treatment and capacity at MCSP’s WWTP and has rescinded the cease and 
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desist order. The commenter offers no other evidence to dispute what water presented in 
the DEIR; therefore no further response can be provided.  

T3-24 The comment expresses concern that the City’s own wastewater treatment facilities have 
contributed to violations of the Clean Water Act. The City of Ione’s history of water quality 
violations has not been attributed to the existing MCSP facility or treated effluent piped to 
the City’s tertiary plant that treats this water for use on the Castle Oaks golf course. With 
respect to the reliability of wastewater treatment facilities at MCSP and the City of Ione, local 
groundwater quality is discussed on pages 3.7-5 to 3.7-8 of DEIR Volume 3. Specifically, the 
cease and desist orders referenced by the commenter are described, as well as CDCR’s 
responses to those orders. CDCR has responded to resolve a number of the issues 
(including installation of 10 monitoring wells at MCSP as part of a wastewater plant 
monitoring program) and is currently preparing plans for a WWTP water quality treatment 
upgrade, separate from the proposed project. Further, as noted above in Response to 
Comment T3-23, the Central Valley RWQCB rescinded MCSP’s cease and desist order on 
July 30, 2013, further demonstrating CDCR’s compliance with the Clean Water Act. It should 
be noted that the City of Ione is also in the process of improving its handling of wastewater 
treatment and disposal but these currently planned improvements are outside CDCR’s, and 
accordingly this EIR’s, purview.  

T3-25 The comment expresses concern that building 1,600 more beds will further tax the system. 
Please refer to Response to Comment T3-24.  

T3-26 The comment suggests that the State invest in education in Amador County, rather than 
building prisons. The comment and concern is acknowledged by CDCR; however, CDCR 
has no role in establishing funding authority for public schools. 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. 

T3-27 The comment requests that CDCR use the number of inmates rather than the number of 
cells when referring to the proposed project. As discussed on page 2-5 of DEIR Volume 3, 
the proposed complex at MCSP would include a total of 1,584 level II beds. Each bed can 
only hold one inmate; therefore, the proposed 1,584 beds would have a capacity of 1,584 
inmates. This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

T3-28 The comment asks for clarification of the total bed count proposed at MCSP. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T3-27.  

T3-29 The comment states that the DEIR did not disclose the alleged pollution by MCSP of Rocky 
Acosta’s well in 2003. The commenter offers no evidence to support that the MCSP 
operations have resulted in contamination of nearby wells. Existing conditions with respect 
to hydrology and water quality in the vicinity of MCSP are described in Section 3.7, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” of Volume 3 of the DEIR. Since 2003, CDCR has conducted 
groundwater monitoring pursuant to an order from the Central Valley RWQCB. As of July 30, 
2013, the Central Valley RWQCB determined that CDCR had taken appropriate steps to 
ensure that wastewater effluent, including all activities associated with the operation of 
MCSP, is not resulting in a significant adverse effect to local groundwater supplies.  

T3-30 The comment states that the DEIR did not disclose that almost a third more garbage went 
out to the landfill from MCSP. Solid waste disposal is described on page 3.12-8 of the DEIR, 
Volume 3. As described therein, the existing MCSP generates 10,310 pounds per day, 
which is based on MCSP’s December 2012 inmate population and a solid waste generation 
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factor of 3.6 pounds per inmate per day. The commenter offers no evidence to suggest that 
a greater volume of waste is generated by MCSP. Further, as noted on page 3.12-16 of the 
DEIR, adequate capacity is available at the local landfills to accommodate the increased 
solid waste generated by the proposed project. 

T3-31 The comment states that the commenter had provided a letter during the NOP public review 
period discussing issues that he would like to see addressed in the DEIR. The comments 
submitted previously by the commenter were received as part of the NOP comments and 
were considered during preparation of the DEIR.  

T3-32 The comment asks for confirmation that the proposed agreement with the City (for disposal 
of the project’s treated effluent) is not yet in place. CDCR acknowledges that it has not, as of 
the release of the Final EIR for the infill projects, secured an executed agreement with the 
City of Ione for the disposal of treated effluent from MCSP. Discussions and coordination 
with the City of Ione are ongoing. Also please refer to Response to Comment I4-1. 

T3-33  The comment asks if CDCR is confident that the agreement with the City (for disposal of the 
project’s treated effluent) will be in place in time for project implementation. CDCR is only in 
the early stages of meeting with Ione to discuss potential effluent disposal opportunities; 
CDCR will not speculate on the outcome of these discussions. Also please refer to 
Response to Comment I4-1.  

T3-34 The comment asks what will happen if the agreement with the City (for disposal of the 
project’s treated effluent) is not in place in time for project implementation. CDCR believes it 
is premature to speculate on the outcome of the agreement it is seeking with Ione regarding 
disposal of MCSP treated effluent. Also please refer to Response to Comment I4-1.  

T3-35 The comment asks what will happen if the agreement with the City (for disposal of the 
project’s treated effluent) is not in place in time for project implementation. Please refer to 
Response to Comment I4-1. 

The comment expresses an additional concern about where the effluent would go, if the 
project would double the amount to be sprayed on existing fields, and if CDCR plans to 
expand the existing fields adjacent to MCSP. The proposed project would displace 
approximately 60 acres of existing effluent spray fields as a result of the project. In the event 
CDCR cannot secure spray fields through an agreement with the City of Ione CDCR would 
pursue acquisition and operation of spray fields through agreements separate from the City.  

T3-36 The comment requests that CDCR keep the public informed as far as any agreements made 
with the City or the State Regional Board (for disposal of the project’s treated effluent). 
CDCR will be working with representatives of the City of Ione on the proposed development 
and operation of new offsite effluent spray fields. CDCR anticipates that the City Manager 
and other staff will periodically update the Council and community members on the status of 
such negotiations. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-37 The comment asks whether solar panel installations are part of the proposed project and if 
the public will have a chance to comment on their location and visual impacts. Solar panels 
are not an element of this project. However, there is a potential for the construction 
contractor to propose such features as part of the effort to achieve a Silver LEED’s energy 
conservation plan. Also please refer to Response to Comment I4-3.  

T3-38 The comment requests that CDCR either lower or shield lighting as to the way it directs 
towards the Q Ranch properties. As discussed on pages 3.13-22 and 3.13-23 of the DEIR, 
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Volume 3, CDCR uses lighting that is designed to cast light only where needed, and to cut 
off glare to offsite areas in all its new facilities. As shown in Exhibit 3.13-8, the proposed 
project would result in minimal casting of skyglow from the proposed lighting, but luminaries 
would not be visible from distant locations because of the distance and screening by trees 
growing along the intervening ridge top. The simulated nighttime views from three 
viewpoints in the area surrounding the infill site show that terrain and/or trees mostly block 
or screen the lights from the selected viewpoints. CDCR will consider, during the continued 
design and planning of the proposed complex, whether it is feasible to lower or provide 
further directional shielding so as to reduce offsite spillage of lighting. It should be noted 
that, as proposed, impacts were determined to be less than significant due to the existing 
terrain and vegetation. 

T3-39 The comment asks why Q Ranch, which is in the City’s General Plan and is proposed for 
850 units of development, was not included in the list of cumulative projects (Table 4.1 in the 
DEIR, Volume 3). Please refer to Response to Comment I4-5. 

T3-40 Refer to Response to Comment T3-39. 

T3-41 The comment questions whether improvements are proposed to Michigan Bar Road. CDCR 
has no plans to make improvements to Michigan Bar Road. As discussed in Section 3.11 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR evaluated operations along and potential impacts to Michigan 
Bar Road under existing, existing plus project (complex and single facility), existing plus 
approved projects, existing plus approved projects plus project (complex and single facility), 
cumulative, and cumulative plus project (complex and single facility). Under all scenarios 
Michigan Bar Road, in the vicinity of the proposed project, was determined to operate 
acceptably. As a result, improvement of Michigan Bar Road is not considered necessary.  

T3-42 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-43 The commenter asks if CDCR would like a copy of the comments in writing. CDCR will 
respond to all comments, either presented orally or in writing, in the FEIR, as required by 
CEQA. Comments provided by the Q Ranch Owners are included in this document as Letter 
I4. Please refer to Responses to Comment I4-1 through I4-8. 

T3-44 Please refer to Response to Comment T3-5 pertaining to Coalinga. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T3-45 The comment states that cumulative impacts include social vulnerabilities. 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. 

T3-46 The comment states that the EIR should be put in layman’s terms. CDCR believes the DEIR 
was prepared according to the requirements of CEQA, which states that EIRs shall be 
written in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that decision makers and the 
public can rapidly understand the documents (Section 15140). The commenter does not 
specify what portion(s) of the DEIR were not understandable; therefore, no further response 
can be provided. 

T3-47 The comment provides a personal account of the opening of a new federal prison and 
shuttering of a grocery store in Mendota, California. No evidence, besides the coincidence 
of the potential opening of a prison, is provided that connects these events to the proposed 
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project. 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. 

T3-48 The comment asks whether the impact fees are one-time fees or annual fees. Upon 
approval of the proposed project and prior to construction, CDCR is planning to pay a one-
time traffic impact fee to the City of Ione and other regional transportation agencies based 
on the trips that the proposed project will generate.  

T3-49 The comment asks whether the final decision on the proposed project is made by a group or 
one person and whether the meeting at which the decision will be made is open to the 
public. CDCR anticipates that the decision on the proposed SB 1022 infill projects would be 
made either directly by the Secretary or one of CDCR’s Undersecretaries in consultation 
with the Secretary as well as other facilities planning and prison operation senior staff. At 
this time CDCR does not expect that additional public hearings would be held on this project 
or that project decisions will be made at a public hearing(s). 

T3-50 The commenter asks if the proposed project includes upgrading Ione’s WWTP and/or the 
existing WWTP at MCSP. Wastewater service for the proposed project is described on page 
2-11 of the DEIR, Volume 3. Project-related flows would be accommodated by the existing 
MCSP WWTP, which is being upgraded with respect to treatment as part of a separate 
action in response to Regional Water Quality Control Board directives (refer to Section 3.7, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR, Volume 3). No changes to the Ione treatment 
plant are anticipated as a result of the project. However, CDCR is seeking an agreement 
with the City to operate new effluent disposal spray fields for MCSP’s treated and 
disinfected effluent. 

T3-51 The comment asks about compensation for upgrading Ione’s WWTP. CDCR has no plans to 
upgrade Ione’s WWTP. Also, please refer to Response to Comment T3-50.  

T3-52 The commenter asks for the definition of level II inmates. First, a person must be convicted 
of a felony to warrant placement in State prison. CDCR assigns a security level that 
corresponds to a score given to an inmate upon their entrance into the California state 
prison system. An inmate could be classified as a level II inmate for a myriad of reasons, 
including committing a relatively (relative to other felonies) low-level offence or the inmate 
could have a high initial score (and higher security classification) and reduce their score and 
classification through time served and good behavior. 

T3-53 With regard to the location of the construction entrance, CDCR considered multiple 
locations. The proposed temporary construction entrance at S.R. 104 and Castle Oaks Drive 
is CDCR’s preferred point of access. The existing entrance would create traffic congestion 
when combined with traffic from existing MCSP operations and could result in operational 
and potential security conflicts at this entrance. Siting an entrance from Waterman Road 
would result in the removal of trees and would place a large amount of construction trucks in 
close proximity to residences. The use of the Cal Fire gate would place a significant amount 
of new traffic on the entrance roadway and would potentially result in an unsafe left turn into 
the Cal Fire gate. Lastly, the proposed construction entrance across from Castle Oaks is an 
existing authorized access point off of SR 104. Caltrans only allows for certain openings on 
their rights-of-way and this location is already deemed acceptable.  

T3-54 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-55  Please refer to Response to Comment T3-53.  
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T3-56 The commenter asks what guarantees will be provided that the construction access road will 
be closed after construction. CDCR has no plans to retain the proposed temporary 
construction entrance opposite Castle Oaks Drive. Closure of the temporary access road is 
part of the proposed project and CDCR has no intention of maintaining the road post-
construction. Further, the operational analysis within the DEIR assumes closure of the 
access road and no staff is budgeted to operate that access point. Additionally, maintaining 
two entrances is not consistent with CDCR’s practice of having only one entrance to a state 
prison property.  

T3-57 The comment states the DEIR’s conclusion that there would be no significant impacts and 
no mitigation would be necessary for the proposed project is not correct. Table 1-1 in the 
DEIR, Volume 1, summarizes the environmental impacts of the proposed project and project 
alternatives; this table shows that the project, while resulting in less-than-significant impacts 
on some resources, would indeed result in potentially significant or significant impacts on 
other resources. Further, Section 1.3 of the DEIR, Volume 3 (pages 1-10 to 1-14), identifies 
the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project as well as mitigation that 
would be implemented to reduce those impacts, or in some cases, the reasons why 
available mitigation would not reduce the significant impact. No further response can be 
provided. 

T3-58 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion that the $1.2 million impact fee required by 
the Penal Code would not entirely cover mitigation for the impacts the project would have on 
the community. CDCR acknowledges this opinion. However, the referenced fee is paid 
regardless of the extent, number, or magnitude of project impacts. In addition, CDCR would 
also contribute fair share fees for traffic impacts. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-59 The comment asks for estimates of the number of trucks and construction vehicles that 
would be using Highway 88, 104, and 124 and how the project will affect the downtown area 
during construction. Construction-related traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.11 in the 
DEIR, Volume 3. As described therein, the level of construction-related traffic would depend 
on worker shifts, the particular phase of construction, and where construction materials are 
coming from to get to the infill site. Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, up to 92 
one-way truck trips could occur per day, and it considered likely that some portion of these 
trips would travel through downtown Ione. It should be noted that effects associated with 
construction traffic would result in significant and unavoidable impacts (please refer to 
Impact 3.11-4, which begins on page 3.11-33 of Volume 3 of the DEIR). 

T3-60 The comment asks if CDCR has consulted with Amador County Transportation about 
utilizing State money to install a bypass to divert the project-related traffic. CDCR has met 
and consulted with this agency but no request was made to participate directly in by-pass 
funding. Please refer to Response to Comment T3-59 regarding payment of the regional 
transportation fees. A bypass project has a substantial construction cost that is not 
commensurate with the level of anticipated traffic impacts that would be generated by the 
project. Further, it is not clear if there is uniform community support for this improvement.  

T3-61 Please refer to Responses to Comments T3-59 and T3-60. 

T3-62 Please refer to Response to Comment T3-59.  

T3-63 Please refer to Response to Comment T3-49. 

T3-64 The comment asks what “L-O-S” stands for. LOS stands for level of service. As described 
on page 3.11-4 of the DEIR, Volume 3, LOS is a qualitative description of traffic flow based 
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on such factors as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels are 
defined, with LOS A representing the least congested operating conditions (minimal 
vehicular congestion) and LOS F representing the most congested operating conditions 
(substantial vehicular congestion). LOS E represents “at-capacity” operations. When traffic 
volumes exceed capacity, stop-and-go conditions result and operations are designated as 
LOS F. 

T3-65 The comment states that LOS levels were not included in the presentation. Tables 3.11-1 
and 3.11-2 in the DEIR, Volume 3, define intersection LOS levels and daily roadway 
segment LOS volume thresholds, respectively. LOS standards for the City of Ione, Amador 
County, and Caltrans are presented on page 3.11-7 of the DEIR, Volume 3. 

T3-66 The comment asks whether the proposed project would result in gridlock in downtown, when 
combined with the trips generated by the Wildflower development and the Newman Ridge 
project. Table 3.11-13 in the DEIR, Volume 3, lists the approved projects assumed in the 
Existing plus Approved Projects analysis and includes the referenced projects. Please refer 
to Section 3.11 of the DEIR, Volume 3, for a detailed analysis of the project’s transportation-
related impacts. As noted in the DEIR, the intersections would meet the City’s criteria for 
acceptable operation of the downtown intersections, but would not achieve Caltrans 
performance standards. As a result, impacts to local intersections were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. 

T3-67 Please refer to Response to Comment T3-66. 

T3-68 The comment requests the address for sending specific questions. The address was 
provided at the hearing and is listed in the DEIR:  

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
Facility Planning, Construction and Management 
Project Management Branch 
Attn: Robert Sleppy  
9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B 
Sacramento, CA 95827 
email: CDCR_infill@ascentenvironmental.com  
fax (916) 255-1141 

T3-69 The comment asks if there have been any studies done on housing prices after a prison is 
built. 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. 

T3-70 Please refer to Response to Comment T3-68. 

T3-71 The comment asks if Susanville was ever considered. The California Correctional Center in 
Susanville was not considered as an alternative site for the proposed project because it is 
not an intermediate care facility. SB 1022 specifically requires CDCR to consider the seven 
intermediate care facilities identified in the DEIR for development of level II infill correctional 
facilities. 

T3-72 The comment asks why Susanville was not considered for the proposed project. Refer to 
Response to Comment T3-71. 

T3-73 The comment asks why the meetings are held at 3 and 5 p.m. The public hearings on the 
DEIR were conducted at times consistent with the public scoping meetings conducted in 
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Ione in January 2013. It should be noted that public hearings are not required as part of the 
CEQA process, but CDCR scheduled the hearings in an effort to solicit additional public 
comment. Comments on the DEIR can also be provided in writing. Please refer to Master 
Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period.  

T3-74 The comment disagrees with the adequacy of the impact fee. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. Please also refer to Response to Comment T3-58 regarding annual subvention 
funds based on the inmate population count. 

T3-75 With regard to the economic benefits of the project, the proposed project would create new 
jobs, would increase the number of residents and visitors that would spend money within the 
City and County, and would generate increased tax revenue that is returned to local 
communities. Please refer to also Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects 
Under CEQA.  

T3-76 The comment asks if the jobs created by the proposed project would actually be new jobs, 
or if they would be filled by current CDCR employees. Because of the passage of SB 105 
that suspends the closure of CRC in Norco CDCR now anticipates that the majority of jobs 
at the two proposed infill facilities will generally be filled by new employees or employees 
that have been subject to recent operational reductions.  

T3-77 The comment asks how far away the prison that is slated to be closed is from Ione. CRC is 
located in Riverside County, east of Los Angeles. However, CDCR no longer is required to 
cease operations of this prison. CRC’s operation and mission is now expected to remain 
unchanged. 

T3-78 The comment asks for confirmation that CRC Norco employees would have to move if they 
accepted new positions at MCSP. There will be no change in the existing employment of 
CDCR employees at CRC. This prison will remain in operation.  

T3-79 The comment asks that Willow Creek Road be added to the list of roads that construction 
vehicles should not use. Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 in Volume 3 of the DEIR has been 
amended to include Willow Creek Road as a prohibited haul route as follows: 

The construction contractor will not use Ione-Michigan Bar Road, Tonzi Road, Willow 
Creek Road, or Sutter Ione Road. 

T3-80 The commenter states that the presentation did not give the community time to consider the 
impacts. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-81 The comment states that cumulative impacts include social vulnerabilities. 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. 

T3-82 The comment states that cumulative impacts include social vulnerabilities. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T3-81. 

T3-83 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion regarding the need for more inmate beds. 
Regarding the purpose and need for the project, refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, in 
Volume 1 of the DEIR for a discussion on the background and project objectives associated 
with the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project. Please also refer to Response to 
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Comment T1-7 for a discussion of the need for the proposed project. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T3-84 With regard to the decision maker for the project, CDCR anticipates that the decision on the 
proposed SB 1022 infill projects would be made either directly by the Secretary or one of 
CDCR’s Undersecretaries in consultation with the Secretary as well as other facilities 
planning and prison operation senior staff. The City or County do not have decision-making 
authority over the project. Please refer to Response to Comment T3-49 and Master 
Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA.  

T3-85 The comment questions why California is still building prisons even though California is 
leading the nation in depopulating its prisons. Please refer to Response to Comment T1-7.  

T3-86 The comment questions whether building a new high school or college would be better for 
Amador County than building a new prison. CDCR has no opinion about such an alternative. 
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. 

T3-87 The comment expresses concern that MCSP does not have a tertiary WWTP. The comment 
is correct. Refer to Response to Comment T3-20. 

 The comment also states that there is caffeine in the creek water. Please refer to Response 
to Comment T3-21.  

T3-88 The comment requests that CDCR use the number of inmates rather than the number of 
cells when referring to the proposed project. Please refer to Response to Comment T3-27.  

T3-89 The comment identifies concerns related to the quality of the commenter’s water supply, 
which in the commenter’s opinion, is being affected by operations at MCSP. Refer to 
Response to Comment T3-17.  

T3-90 The comment offers the opinion that a breakout of bovine measles was caused by 
operations at MCSP. While CDCR can understand the concern for the loss of livestock, the 
commenter offers no evidence to support this opinion; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

T3-91 The comment expresses concern regarding lack of discussion of social and 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. 

T3-92 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-93 The comment states that operating at a bed count of 2,400 when the court has ordered 
1,700 is breaking a court order. In the commenter’s opinion it is unclear where these 
numbers come from. The proposed level II infill project is in response to Senate Bill 1022 
that authorized the construction of up to 2,376 new beds. Section 14 of this legislation 
directs CDCR to: 

“…design and construct three level II dorm facilities adjacent to one or more of 
the following institutions: Folsom State Prison (FSP); California State Prison, 
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Sacramento (SAC); California Medical Facility (CMF); California State Prison, 
Solano (SOL); Mule Creek State Prison (MCSP); California Institution for Men 
(CIM); and Richard J. Donovan Correctional Facility (RJD)…. [T]hese facilities 
will be designed to provide flexible housing for various inmate subpopulations, 
including, but not limited to, those with disabilities, intermediate medical needs, 
or mental health treatment.” 

It is noted that the commenter may have made reference to the design and operation 
of the original prison. MCSP is projected to house approximately 2,400 inmates as 
stated in the CDCR’s Blueprint plan. However, without clarification as to the exact 
question no further response can be provided.  

T3-94 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
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. 

T3-95 The comment states that building prisons places a burden on communities specifically, on 
the traffic level, local utility infrastructure, and county court system. Sections 3.11, 
“Transportation,” and 3.12, “Utilities,” of Volume 3 of the DEIR evaluated potential increases 
in local traffic volumes and solid waste generated, respectively, as a result of 
implementation of the proposed project, and no significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic 
volumes along Shakeley Lane and Preston Avenue or local landfill capacity were found to 
occur. Further, the commenter’s statement refers to increases in delays within the county’s 
judicial system. Delays in civil trials occur throughout the State, and reflect an overall 
reduction in funding for courts in the State budget.  

T3-96 The comment states that prisoners have priority at the hospital in Jackson. Procedures and 
the timing for admittance to a hospital is determined based on the security requirements for 
public safety and the severity of the need. This is not an environmental issue.  

T3-97 The comment asks if burrowing owls had to be replaced or relocated during construction of 
the Stockton prison facility. Burrowing owls did not need to be relocated during construction 
of CHCF Stockton. There were several individuals noted in the area during construction, but 
none were located within 500 feet of the limits of construction. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis of the DEIR were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

T3-98 The comment asks how relocation of burrowing owls is accomplished. All wildlife relocation 
is done through consultation and coordination with USFWS and CDFW. Although the 
burrowing owl is not a concern at the Mule Creek site, all burrowing owl mitigation is 
developed in accordance with CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012). 

T3-99 The comment asks if relocation and habitat replacement occurs within the project site. The 
location of replacement habitat purchased through mitigation would be decided through 
consultation with USFWS and CDFW. For example, as discussed on page 3.2-32 of DEIR 
Volume 3, Tier 3 of Mitigation Measure 3.2-8 states: 

“These mitigation measures compensate for residual wildlife mortality impacts. 
CDCR will contribute funds to an existing non-profit organization that creates and 
manages habitat enhancement areas that would improve opportunities for 
reproductive success of birds likely to be adversely affected by the project. Birds 
likely to be adversely affected will be predicted based on the results of mortality 
monitoring at comparable CDCR facilities and based on birds expected to occur in 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-1285 

the project vicinity based on surrounding habitat. Mechanisms for implementing 
the mitigation will be similar to those previously utilized by CDCR for the 
Statewide and Six Prison Electrified Fence Projects and may include additional 
funding for a project to which CDCR has already contributed as part of these 
existing projects. The Sacramento valley will be targeted, but mitigation could be 
implemented at federal, state, or private lands located anywhere in California if the 
lands support a large percentage of the species at risk of electrocution at the 
project site.”  

T3-100 The comment questions the difference between an infill bed and a standard prison. The 
term “infill” refers to the proposed new level II facilities being located on state-owned land at 
existing intermediate-care-level prisons, as directed by SB 1022. A new stand-alone prison 
facility is not being considered by CDCR. The benefit of an “infill facility” is that the existing 
warden and administrative staff from the existing facility provide sufficient supervision 
manage the proposed infill facility. Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, in Volume 1 of 
the DEIR for a discussion on the background and project objectives associated with the 
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project. 

T3-101 The comment asks if the difference between an infill bed and a standard prison is primarily a 
difference in staffing. Please refer to Response to Comment T3-100. 

T3-102 The comment expresses concern for levels of iron and magnesium in the groundwater. 
Local groundwater is discussed on pages 3.7-5 to 3.7-8 of DEIR Volume 3. Specifically, the 
Cease and Desist Orders referenced by the commenter are described, as well as CDCR’s 
responses to those Orders. CDCR has responded to resolve a number of the issues 
(including installation of 10 monitoring wells at MCSP as part of a wastewater plant 
monitoring program) and is currently preparing plans for a WWTP water quality treatment 
upgrade, separate from the proposed project. Please also refer to Response to Comment 
T3-23. 

T3-103 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-104 No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T3-105 The comment requests verification that water quality is going to be addressed in the design 
of the new sewer plant. The planned improvements to the MCSP WWTP will include 
additional instrumentation that will improve the quality of the effluent released by the WWTP. 
However, it is important to note that MCSP’s cease and desist order was recently lifted. 
Please refer to Response to Comment T3-23 for further clarification.  

T3-106 The comment questions why California is still building prisons even though California is 
leading the nation in depopulating its prisons. Please refer to Response to Comment T1-7. 

T3-107 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided.  

T3-108 The comment expresses concerns over accountability for construction and operation of the 
proposed project. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided.  
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T3-109 The commenter’s request that all State people at the meeting raise their hands to identify 
themselves is noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T3-110 The comment questions how iron and manganese in the water is going to be isolated and 
removed. Please refer to Response to Comment T3-102. In addition, it was stated that a 
lining in the pond would be used to isolate the contaminants from moving down the 
watershed. 
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Transcript  
T4 

Response 
 

Public Hearing 
Vacaville, California 
August 1, 2013 

 

T4-1 Regarding the approval process for the project, under the current schedule for the proposed 
project, the Secretary will consider the FEIR for certification in October/November. At such 
time, the Secretary may also approve the proposed project, including the two or three sites 
for development of level II infill correctional facilities. As noted in the DEIR, the currently 
proposed sites for level II infill correctional facilities are MCSP (complex) and RJD (single, 
level II infill correctional facility). 

T4-2 The comment states that the City of Vacaville had no comments on the CEQA document for 
the health care facilities improvement program at CMF/SOL. The comment is noted.  

T4-3 The comment states that the City of Vacaville will be submitting a comment letter on the 
DEIR. A comment letter from the City was received on August 19, 2013 and responses to 
those comments are provided in L15. 
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Transcript  
T5 

Response 
 

Public Hearing 
Chula Vista Council Chamber, Chula Vista, California 
August 8, 2013 

 

T5-1 The comment reflects concern regarding the design of the dorm-style level II infill 
correctional facilities. The level II infill correctional facility site plan is based on CDCR 
research to determine the appropriate design of prison facilities, taking into consideration 
issues such as mental health treatment. As stated in Section 2.1, “Project Background,” of 
Volume 1 of the DEIR, CDCR’s The Future of California Corrections (CDCR 2012a) 
(“Blueprint”), 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 calls for level II dorm 
facilities that use a flexible design originally developed for the substance abuse program at 
the California Substance Abuse Treatment Facility and State Prison at Corcoran. 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.” This design includes 
program space conducive to multiple types of inmate programming including substance 
abuse, medical and mental health treatment, vocational and academic programs.  

The specific design guidelines for the level II infill correctional facilities are in a separate 
detailed document. The DEIR summarizes the proposed design to provide the reader an 
understanding of the proposed action and to provide information necessary for the analysis 
in the DEIR (see DEIR Volume 1, Chapter 3).  

T5-2 The comment expresses concerns regarding how close the proposed facilities would be 
located to communities and children. CDCR notes that the proposed infill facility is situated 
in an area of limited residential development; it is not in close proximity to a K-12 school. 
The existing RJD is located at the east margin of Otay Mesa in an area dominated by a 
combination of open space (Otay Ranch Open Space Preserve), the San Diego County jail 
complex (George Bailey and East Mesa Detention Facilities), shipping container storage 
and transfer yards, a large power generation plant, an asphalt plant, and warehouses. Areas 
near and directly adjacent to the prison and the proposed infill site are planned for more 
industrial development including a second electrical generation plant. Also see Section 2.2 
of DEIR Volume 2 and Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2. 
 
The nearest residences to RJD and the proposed infill site are located approximately 0.9 
mile south and consist of four residences adjacent to the north side of Otay Mesa Road, 
west of Enrico Fermi Drive. The proposed infill site is not adjacent to currently approved 
residential development areas. 
 
CDCR acknowledges the concern for public safety especially children, however CDCR 
believes the proposed infill facility would be well designed to address custody requirements, 
it will have a standard double perimeter fence with a lethal electrified component, and the 
facility will be operated by trained correctional officers.  

T5-3 The comment expresses concern regarding sufficient water and utility services to run new 
facilities. DEIR Volumes 2 through 5, Section 3.12, “Utilities,” evaluates the adequacy of 
water supply to serve either a single or double level II infill correctional facility (see Volume 2 
for RJD). The Volume 2 analysis of water supply for RJD is 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. 
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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 a single, level II correctional facility (plus existing demand) at 
the RJD Infill Site is far below the water demand planned for the RJD property in OWD’s (the 
supplier’s) most recent Urban Water Management Plan. Therefore, the DEIR concluded that 
the project would not adversely affect the ability of OWD to supply water to the project or 
other customers. 

 Section 3.12 also discusses water transmission facilities, wastewater treatment facilities and 
capacity, electricity and natural gas, and solid waste services. The DEIR found that the 
project would be served by sufficient utility services and would result in less-than-significant 
impacts to these services. 

T5-4 The comment expresses concern related to appropriate rehabilitation services for inmates. 
Please refer to Response to Comment T5-1. 

T5-5 The comment reflects general concern regarding the operations of correctional facilities. No 
comments were provided regarding the environmental impacts of the project, so no further 
response is possible. 

T5-6 The comment raises concerns regarding increased traffic to RJD. DEIR Volume 2, Section 
3.11, “Transportation,” describes the existing circulation patterns in the vicinity of RJD 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. All traffic and 
transportation impacts were less than significant or mitigated to less than significant, except 
construction-related traffic impacts for either a single or a double facility (Impacts 3.11-5a 
and 3.11-5b).  

Although CDCR would prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan 
(TMP) to improve and manage construction-related traffic conditions on area roadways, until 
the specific parameters of the construction activities and the details of the TMP are 
developed, it is possible that feasible mitigation measures would not be available for all 
construction-related impacts. However, the details of these improvements cannot feasibly be 
developed at this time. Further, it is considered unlikely that the construction traffic 
associated with development of the infill site could be reduced to below the performance 
standard of 50 passenger-car equivalents. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact 
was concluded to remain significant and unavoidable (Impacts 3.11-5a and 3.11-5b). The 
commenter offers no other specific concerns regarding the traffic analysis; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T5-7 The comment expresses concern regarding sufficient health care services, specifically at 
Mule Creek. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-1.  

 The comment reflects disagreement with state budgetary support for prisons. 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. 

T5-8 The DEIR (Volumes 2 through 5, Section 3.2, “Biological Resources,”) addresses biological 
resources on and in the vicinity of the proposed infill sites (see Volume 2 for RJD); describes 
relevant regulations pertaining to biological resources; and addresses potential impacts on 
biological resources that could result from construction and operation of the project. The 
analyses are based on data collected during reconnaissance-level field surveys, biological 
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database searches, and review of other relevant documentation for the infill sites and 
surrounding areas. As summarized in Table 1-1 of DEIR Volume 1, all biological resource 
impacts are able to be mitigated to less than significant, including potential impacts to 
biological resources at the RJD infill site.  

T5-9 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
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. 

T5-10  The comment expresses concern that overcrowding is not a justification for expansion and 
supports prison population reductions. As explained in Section 2.4.1 of Volume 1 of the 
DEIR, CDCR supports many of the concepts raised in comments to reduce prison 
populations. 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 are intended to provide inmates with the tools needed for better success once 
they completed their respective felony sentences are released. SB 1022 also implements a 
key element of the Blueprint (CDCR 2012a), which is to construct level II dorm facilities in 
anticipation of an increase in level II inmates. Further, these comments relate to social 
issues and would not result in changes in physical environmental conditions. For additional 
response related to socioeconomic concerns, refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of 
Socioeconomic Effects Under CEQA. 

T5-11 The comment expresses concern that the infill project is a new prison. The commenter is 
correct that the proposed level II infill correctional facilities would be new CDCR prison 
facilities. The term “infill” refers to the proposed new level II facilities being located on state-
owned land at existing intermediate-care-level prisons, as directed by SB 1022. Please refer 
to Volume 1 of the DEIR for further description of SB 1022 and the potential project 
locations. However, the new infill facilities would be operated and managed by the existing 
Warden and administrative staff located at the site selected.  

T5-12 The comment reflects general opposition to incarceration as a means of punishment, and 
does not address the impacts of the project. No further response is warranted.  

T5-13 The comment expresses an opinion that the correctional officer’s union is supportive of 
building new prisons. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T5-14 The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. 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. 

T5-15 The commenter’s opposition to new prison construction and community concerns is noted. 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T5-16 Rates imposed on OWD water customers are not within the scope of the project. CDCR is a 
customer of OWD and must pay for its current water demand. If the demand increases, 
CDCR’s payment to OWD would increase. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided.  
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T5-17 The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. 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. 

T5-18 Introductory comments and appreciation for CDCR response to previous comments are 
noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, 
no further response can be provided. 

T5-19 The comment reflects concerns related water contamination due to coffee from RJD. This 
issue had been raised in relation to MCSP. For response to these concerns at MCSP, 
please refer to Response to Comment T3-21. (No evidence of contamination from coffee 
use was found.) 

In terms of potential water contamination associated with RJD, as discussed in Impact 3.6-
2a and b in DEIR Volume 2, no recognized environmental concerns or known contamination 
sites have been identified on the RJD Infill Site.  

T5-20 The comment reflects concerns related water contamination due to coffee at RJD. Please 
refer to Response to Comment T3-21. 

T5-21 The comment raises concerns regarding increased traffic due to the project. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T5-6.  

T5-22 The comment raises concerns regarding adequate water supply. Please refer to Response 
to Comment T5-3. 

T5-23 The comment expresses concern regarding water rates in the OWD and water supply to the 
new prison facilities. OWD bases water rates on units of consumption, which CDCR pays 
like any other water customer. Each unit of consumption is equivalent to 100 cubic feet of 
water or 748.5 gallons. In San Diego County, CDCR will pay Otay Water District between 
$3.57 and $3.71 per unit of water in 2014. The 2014 residential water rates that are 
assessed by Otay Water District will range from $1.86 to $5.80 per unit. Per OWD, the 
higher rates (i.e. above $3.77 per unit) would only apply to each unit in excess of 23 units 
(2,300 cubic feet) of consumption per month (Kennedy 2013).  

T5-24  The comment expresses concern that CDCR pays lower rates for water than the public in 
Ione. The commenter is correct. The Amador Water Agency bases water rates on units of 
consumption. MCSP pays $1.61 per unit of consumption, while the single-family rate per 
unit of consumption ranges from $1.92 (for use of 0-10 units) to $3.00 (for use of 40+ units). 
No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

T5-25  The comment requests discussion of water rates in the FEIR. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments T5-16 and T5-24. 

T5-26 The comment asks about the use of groundwater and potential need for additional 
groundwater wells at RJD. As stated on page 3.12-23 of DEIR Volume 2, OWD, which 
supplies water to RJD, does not rely on local groundwater resources (although it is exploring 
limited use, see Section 3.12.1, “Water Supply”) for supply to customers in its jurisdiction, 
including the RJD Infill Site. CDCR currently has no groundwater wells at RJD and is not 
planning to install any to serve the proposed infill facility. The project would acquire 100 
percent of its water from OWD, which currently and in the foreseeable future will rely on 
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imported water. Therefore, there would be no impact to groundwater resources with 
development and operation of level II correctional facilities at RJD. 

T5-27 The comment questions what the water supplier is for RJD. As described in DEIR Volume 2, 
Section 3.12.1, under Water Supply, the OWD is the sole water supplier to RJD. The OWD’s 
water supplies are discussed in detail in Volume 2, Section 3.12.1.  

 As described in DEIR Volume 3, Section 3.12.1, the water supplier to Mule Creek in Ione is 
the Amador Water Agency (AWA). The AWA water supplies are discussed in detail in 
Volume 3, Section 3.12.1. 

T5-28 The comment asked if CIM Chino has a different source of water. CIM receives potable 
water from existing groundwater wells located on CDCR property.  

T5-29 The comment expresses the belief that the court ordered a reduction in inmate population 
by 10,000, and that it is alarming that CDCR would respond by building new prison capacity. 
CDCR acknowledges this concern; it is continuing to work with the Administration and 
Legislature to address federal court orders that seek to further reduce state prison 
overcrowding. The passage of SB 105 in the recent legislative session is an example of that 
coordination. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-10. Also, it is important to recognize 
that the court order was for reduction in overcrowding. Overcrowding can be reduced 
through a reduction in the number of inmates housed in state prisons, by securing additional 
correctional facilities (leased, constructed, etc.), or through a combination of similar actions. 

T5-30 The comment expresses appreciation for the translation into Spanish and requests another 
extension of the comment period. CDCR notes the appreciation and considered the request 
for another extension. CDCR already exceeded CEQA’s public review requirement, thus no 
additional noticing or time for review will be provided. In addition, refer to Master Response 
1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 

T5-31 The comment asks for the contact information for the person responsible for the Spanish 
translation of the EIR materials. CDCR provided the contact information of the translator per 
this request. The translator received no calls from Spanish speakers with comments or 
questions related to the DEIR during the public comment period, which ended August 19, 
2013.  

T5-32 The comment expresses concern regarding water rates in the OWD. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T5-23 regarding OWD rates. 

T5-33  The commenter questions if there will be time for public review of the FEIR. Pursuant to the 
CEQA Statutes (Section 21092.5) and CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088), CDCR is required 
to provide proposed responses to the comments made on the DEIR by each public agency, 
at least 10 days prior to certification of the FEIR. While not required, CDCR will also provide 
a notice of availability of the Final EIR to all those who requested notification, and will post 
the responses to comments on the CDCR website. Section 21092.5 does not direct lead 
agencies to provide an additional public review period for a Final EIR. 

T5-34 The commenter questions how extra information is provided. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T5-33. 

T5-35 The comment expresses concern about the project and supports prison population 
reductions. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-10. In addition, the comment reflects 
disagreement with budgetary support for prisons and concerns related to impacts to 
communities. Refer to Master Response 3, Evaluation of Socioeconomic Effects Under 
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CEQA. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, 
no further response can be provided. 

T5-36 The comment raises concerns regarding increased traffic due to the project. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T5-6. 

T5-37 The comment reflects concerns related to an influx of correctional workers and limited jobs 
for local people. Section 3.4, “Employment, Population, and Housing,” in Volumes 2 through 
5 of the DEIR include a discussion of the potential employment, population, and housing 
impacts attributable to the development of level II infill correctional facilities at the four 
proposed project sites, including effects on regional population and employment trends, 
regional housing supplies, and employment opportunities (see Section 3.4 of Volume 2 for 
information specific to RJD).  

T5-38 The comment reflects concerns related to wastewater treatment and asks where sewage is 
sent for treatment. DEIR Volumes 2 through 5, Section 3.12, “Utilities,” evaluates the 
adequacy of wastewater treatment capacity. Specifically Section 3.12 of Volume 2 presents 
information on the wastewater system serving RJD. As discussed therein, the City of San 
Diego’s Public Utilities Department (PUD) sewage system provides wastewater collection 
and treatment services for RJD. All wastewater from RJD is conveyed to the Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

T5-39 The comment asks about sewage transmission lines. DEIR Volume 2 Section 3.12 presents 
information on the wastewater system serving RJD. As discussed therein, an onsite 15-inch 
sewer main (buried underground) at RJD transports sewage to the regional collection and 
treatment system. No modifications to this pipeline are necessary as a result of building the 
proposed infill facility at this prison. 

T5-40 The comment asks about sewage transmission lines and if it affects Mexico border issues. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments T5-38 and T5-39, above. Sewage from RJD is sent 
through the San Diego PUD system to Point Loma WWTP, not across to the border to 
Mexico. 

T5-41 The comment asks about sewage from RJD and if it is treated in Mexico. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments T5-38 and T5-39. No sewage from RJD is sent to or treated in 
Mexico.  

T5-42 The comment asks if the EIR was made available in Spanish and how it was noticed. Refer 
to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 

T5-43 The comment asks if the EIR was made available in Spanish and if it was noticed in the 
Union Tribune. Refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. 

T5-44 The comment asks if agencies (such as those related to environmental protection or 
wildlife), which have some interest in the project were notified of the DEIR. The DEIR was 
sent to all public agencies that may have a role in resources affected by the project or in 
approval of a permit for the project. 

T5-45 The comment asks if agencies related to environmental protection or wildlife have an 
interest in the project. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-44.  

T5-46  The comment asks if agencies were notified regarding the project. Please refer to Response 
to Comment T5-44. 
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T5-47 The comment reflects concern about holding the public meeting in Chula Vista. CDCR made 
efforts to hold the public meeting at Southwestern College, which is located closer to RJD. 
However, CDCR was told that the college could not accommodate the evening meeting time 
because they were closed for the summer. No other appropriate venues proximate to the 
site were known to CDCR. Chula Vista is the closest city to the RJD project site, so CDCR 
believed that locating the hearing in Chula Vista was appropriate. 

T5-48 The comment asked for clarification on the Southwestern College campus. Please refer to 
Response to Comment T5-47. 

T5-49 The commenter expresses concerns about a toll road and additional signage on the toll 
road. The toll road is outside of CDCR’s jurisdiction and does not have responsibility over 
signage related to the obligation of toll road users to pay the appropriate use fee in a timely 
manner. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

T5-50 The commenter expresses concerns about a toll road and additional signage on the toll 
road. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-49.  

T5-51 The comment asks if CDCR can guarantee jobs to people living in San Diego. CDCR cannot 
guarantee jobs to San Diego residents or give priority points for location. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments T3-76 and T5-37. 

T5-52 The comment asks if CDCR can give priority points for location. Please refer to Response to 
Comment T5-51. 

T5-53 The comment reflects concern regarding the design of the dorm-style level II infill 
correctional facilities. Please refer to Response to Comment T5-1. 

T5-54 The comment reflects disagreement with budgetary support for prisons. 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. 

T5-55 The comment expresses concerns about an increase in helicopter overflights. These are not 
related to the project or operation of RJD. 

T5-56 The comment expresses concerns about safety of surrounding communities to the proposed 
prison facilities. The proposed level II facilities would meet all CDCR correctional facility 
design and security requirements, including the use of lethal electrified perimeter fencing to 
enhance community safety. To date, no successful escapes have occurred at facilities 
where a lethal electrified fence has been constructed. 

T5-57 The comment requests that more vocational classes be offered. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 
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