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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
RECEIVED POST-COMMENT PERIOD 

 
 
A draft version of the Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project EIR (DEIR) was 
circulated for a 55-day public review from July 18, 2015 to September 1, 2015. Public 
comments were received on the DEIR and published in the Final EIR (FEIR) (see 
Appendix P of the FEIR). The FEIR is available at:  
http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/buena_vista_lagoon_docs.aspx. 
 
Following release of the FEIR, but prior to the SANDAG Board of Directors hearing on 
the project, additional comments were received. SANDAG accepted those comment 
letters that were received outside of the comment period and responded to each 
comment in a manner similar to those received on the DEIR. 
 
The following is a list of the persons, organizations, and public agencies that 
commented after the end of the public review period through October 5, 2018. These 
comments are labeled with “P” at the start of their Comment ID number to indicate the 
comment was received after the 55-day comment period on the DEIR or Post Comment 
Period. All correspondence will be made available to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
as part of the administrative record. 
 
 
Comment 

# Name Date Received 
P1 City of Carlsbad November 13, 2017 
P2 Jennifer Shear January 8, 2018 
P3 Fred Schwarzenbach January 17, 2018 
P4 Mary Alexander January 17, 2018 
P5 John Levy January 20, 2018 
P6 Scott Sterling January 22, 2018 
P7 Winslow Reitnouer January 23, 2018 
P8 Sarah Preston January 23, 2018 
P9 Rosemary Simmons January 23, 2018 
P10 Mike McGilvary January 23, 2018 
P11 Daniel Muhe January 23, 2018 
P12 Michael Jones January 23, 2018 
P13 John Barry McGrath January 23, 2018 

http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/buena_vista_lagoon_docs.aspx


2 

Comment 
# Name Date Received 

P14 Gabriela M. Torres, Resolve Legal Solutions January 23, 2019 
P15 Save the Fresh Water Buena Vista Lagoon Association January 23, 2018 
P16 Henry Reed January 24, 2018 
P17 Dick and Bonnie Holt January 24, 2018 
P18 Dorothy Mattiesen January 24, 2018 
P19 Gregory Stone January 24, 2018 
P20 Great Ecology January 24, 2018 
P21 Adam Firestone January 24, 2018 
P22 Marne Evans January 24, 2018 
P23 John Reitnouer January 24, 2018 
P24 John Rouse January 24, 2018 
P25 Jeannie Vaughn January 24, 2018 
P26 William Jones January 24, 2018 
P27 Linda Chandler January 24, 2018 
P28 Tom and Linda Evans January 24, 2018 
P29 Ashley J. Guerra January 24, 2018 
P30 Deborah Stern January 24, 2018 
P31 John Tenaglia January 24, 2018 
P32 Chris Watson January 24, 2018 
P33 Barbara and Dennis Metzler January 24, 2018 
P34 Paul Crowley January 24, 2018 
P35 Susi and Peter Browne January 24, 2018 
P36 Clark Wardle January 24, 2018 
P37 Lori Ball-Koenigsfeld January 24, 2018 
P38 Sushma Adarkar January 24, 2018 
P39 John McCarty January 24, 2018 
P40 Jamie Zapata January 24, 2018 
P41 Paula and Clay Alexander  January 24, 2018 
P42 Liesel Reinisch January 24, 2018 
P43 Greg Simmons  January 24, 2018 
P44 Otis Booth III January 24, 2018 
P45 William Carroll January 24, 2018 
P46 Batiquitos Lagoon Foundation January 24, 2018 
P47 Blaine Fetter January 24, 2018 
P48 George Corey January 24, 2018 
P49 Gary Nessim January 25, 2018 
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Comment 
# Name Date Received 

P50 Kathy Kinane January 26, 2018 
P51 Marcia Terry January 25, 2018 
P52 Clinton Muhe February 1, 2018 
P53 Richard Taubman  February 4, 2018 
P54 Jacinta Jones February 1, 2018 
P55 Paul Alanis  January 19, 2018 
P56 Jan Rolston February 5, 2018 
P57 Natalie Shapiro February 6, 2018 
P58 Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation February 7, 2018 
P59 Preserve Calavera February 7, 2018 
P60 Derrick Jones February 9, 2018 
P61 North County Advocates February 13, 2018 
P62 Buena Vista Audubon Society, Andrew Mauro February 19, 2018 
P63 Allan J. Wanamaker February 21, 2018 
P64 Barbara R. Wanamaker February 21, 2018 
P65 Sally Rorick-Orlando March 12, 2018 
P66 City of Oceanside March 16, 2018 
P67 California Coastal Commission March 20, 2018 
P68 Sierra Club, North County Coastal Group March 22, 2018 
P69 Buena Vista Audubon Society, Dennis Huckabay March 25, 2018 
P70 League of Women Voters March 28, 2018 
P71 Gloria Carranza April 23, 2018 
P72 Ziv Ran April 23, 2018 
P73 Annabella Griffo April 23, 2018 
P74 James Gates April 23, 2018 
P75 Craig Smith April 23, 2018 
P76 Roberta Malaman April 23, 2018 
P77 Sam Lauber April 24, 2018 
P78 James Gates April 27, 2018 
P79 Richard Taubman April 27, 2018 
P80 Cathy Scholl May 7, 2018 
P81 James Gates May 9, 2018 
P82 Bob and Sharon Sergeant June 12, 2018 
P83 Shirley Garner June 13, 2018 
P84 Frank Gorman June 29, 2018 
P85 R.Q. Shupe July 5, 2018 
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Comment 
# Name Date Received 

P86 Dave Leonhart July 9, 2018 
P87 Michael and Kimberly Walter July 9, 2018 
P88 Maureen Goerlitz July 11, 2018 
P89 Rebecca Yeomans July 11, 2018 
P90 Allan and Barbara Wanamaker July 3, 2018 
P91 Allan and Barbara Wanamaker July 8, 2018 
P92 Jennifer Shear July 12, 2018 
P93 Lisa Amantea July 12, 2018 
P94 Alex Jubb July 13, 2018 
P95 Max Jara July 22, 2018 
P96 Mark Anderson July 21, 2018 
P97 Mike McMahon July 21, 2018 
P98 Michael and Minna Riber July 21, 2018 
P99 Andre Viripaeff August 1, 2018 

P100 Lyndsay Viripaeff July 30, 2018 
P101 Jan Nelson July 27, 2018 
P102 Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation, Ron Wootton January 22, 2018 
P103 Stephanie Krzyzopokski   July 30, 2018 
P104 unknown February 28, 2017 
P105 Helen Bourne August 20, 2018 
P106 Jane Shriver August 27, 2018 
P107 Patrick Hickey August 27, 2018 
P108 Susan Work August 28, 2018 
P109 Patti Koger August 28, 2018 
P110 Barbara and David Mathis August 30, 2018 
P111 Meg Beauchamp September 17, 2018 
P112 Satish Menon September 17, 2018 
P113 Diane Rivera September 17, 2018 
P114 Sylvia Caruthers September 18, 2018 
P115 Mike and Nancy West September 17, 2018 
P116 Sandra McMullen September 24, 2018 
P117 Cathy Pautz September 27, 2018 
P118 Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation, Mike Hastings October 5, 2018 
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BUENA VISTA LAGOON 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
 

LETTER 1 
CARLSBAD CITY COUNCIL 

 
P1-1 The comment expresses the City of Carlsbad’s support for 

implementation of the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 2 
JENNIFER SHEAR 

 
P2-1 The comment requests the lagoon be left as is. The comment describes 

the resident’s opinion of the high scenic quality and includes photo 
images. Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding 
alternative selection. 

P2-2 The comment expresses the opinion that mudflats are not visually 
pleasing. Visual impacts, including those associated with low tide 
conditions, are described in EIR Section 3.9 along with visual 
simulations of future conditions. 

P2-3 Wildlife impacts are described in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 
EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 

P2-4 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects are outside 
the scope of the EIR, which addresses the physical effects on the 
environment. However, SANDAG appreciates the comments of the 
stakeholders in the vicinity and this comment will be part of the 
administrative record and presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
prior to taking action on the project. 
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P2-5 The comment provides closing statements and expresses opposition to 

a saltwater alternative. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 3 
FRED SCHWARZENBACH 

 
P3-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 4 
MARY ALEXANDER 

 
P4-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses 

opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P4-2 The comment expresses concern about flooding in the vicinity of the 
lagoon. As shown in Table 3.2-1 of the EIR, maximum flood elevations 
were calculated for each alternative. As described in Chapter 4, each of 
the alternatives would reduce flood elevations in the lagoon compared 
to existing conditions and in turn reduce flood impacts compared to 
existing conditions. The Saltwater Alternative would result in the lowest 
flood elevations of the three alternatives under all modeled storm 
scenarios. 

P4-3 As described in Response to Comment 12-46 in the FEIR, 
implementation of the Saltwater Alternative would not substantially 
change access along existing private homes. 

P4-4 The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives would result in a significant impact to lateral access along 
the beach due to creation of a new inlet. The pedestrian bridge 
identified in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would mitigate the lateral 
access impact, but the new inlet would periodically create a new safety 
threat to recreational users and the impact would be significant. 

P4-5 The comment provides closing statements. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the administrative record, along with any 
public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the 
SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 5 
JOHN LEVY 

 
P5-1 The comment provides introductory statements. SANDAG 

acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the opposition to 
the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments and documentation will 
be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 

P5-2 The comment does not state why the hydrology studies are inadequate. 
SANDAG believes the hydrology studies prepared by coastal engineers 
are based on appropriate science and provide conclusive results used 
in the EIR analysis. Hydraulic studies are referenced and appended to 
the EIR. 

P5-3 Please see Response to Comment P2-4 regarding flooding. Analysis of 
flooding in the EIR considered both tidal and global climate change 
influences, see EIR Sections 3.2 and 3.12. 

P5-4 As described in Section 3.9, Visual Resources, the bridge proposed in 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was determined to result in a significant 
visual impact because of the public expectation of open views in the 
vicinity of the lagoon as currently exist. SANDAG acknowledges the 
commenter’s point that the pedestrian bridge can be well designed to be 
aesthetically pleasing, but this still would not alter the substantial 
contrast of a bridge structure where open views exist today. 

 The liability of property owners as a result of this bridge is not analyzed 
under CEQA and is not addressed as an environmental issue in this 
EIR. Also see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private 
property. 

P5-5 This comment provides information regarding the existing weir 
(including attachment with historical information). Please see Master 
Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. 

P5-6 Please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property. 

P5-7 SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
commenter’s opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 6 
SCOTT STERLING  

 
P6-1 The comment provides introductory statements. All written comments 

and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. The EIR has documented the 
existing conditions that serve as the baseline for evaluation in the EIR 
document. 

P6-2 The comment provides a description of the commenter’s involvement in 
the project in previous years. 

 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects are outside 
the scope of the EIR, which addresses the physical effects on the 
environment. However, SANDAG appreciates the comments of the 
stakeholders in the vicinity and this comment will be part of the 
administrative record and presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
prior to taking action on the project. 

 A functioning, healthy saltwater ecosystem would be created and 
monitored via adaptive management (as described in EIR Section 
2.9.3), providing high-quality, suitable habitat and suitable hydrologic 
conditions and this would allow for successful biological diversity to 
establish throughout the lagoon ecosystem. 

P6-3 The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and 
evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please see 
Response to Comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. 

 Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding the reduction in 
vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the Saltwater 
Alternative. Please see also Response to Comment P20-5 regarding 
SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County Vector Control. 
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P6-4 Please see Response to Comment P4-3 above regarding public access 

to private property. 

P6-5 The comment expresses the opinion that mudflats are not visually 
pleasing. Visual impacts are described in EIR Section 3.9 along with 
visual simulations of future conditions. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 7 
WINSLOW REITNOUER 

 
P7-1 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 

and provides commentary on the lagoon setting. Please see FEIR 
Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource and 
Master Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. 
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LETTER 8 
SARAH PRESTON 

 
P8-1 The comment provides introductory statements. SANDAG 

acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR. 
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LETTER 9 
ROSEMARY SIMMONS 

 
P9-1 Please see FEIR Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon 

resource and Master Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. 
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LETTER 10 
MARK MCGILVRAY 

 
P10-1 The comment expresses opposition to Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. 

Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 11 
DANIEL MUHE, PHD 

 
P11-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses concern 

regarding the Saltwater Alternative. 

P11-2 SANDAG has met or exceeded all required noticing for this project 
pursuant to the CEQA Statute and Guidelines. Moreover, SANDAG has 
gone beyond the noticing required by CEQA to provide extensive 
opportunities for public input. Please see Master Response # 7 in the 
FEIR regarding public noticing and outreach on the DEIR. Notification of 
the availability of the FEIR was provided to the Board of Directors at 
their public meeting on October 27, 2017, and posted on the project 
website (www.http://www.KeepSanDiegoMoving.com/BVLagoon) the 
same day. An email notice was sent out October 31, 2017, to 1,027 
parties expressing interest in the project. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15088(b), written responses to comments were provided to public 
agencies on November 2, 2017. A second notice was sent out on 
December 21, 2017, using an email tracking software. Finally, these 
post comment period responses were posted on the project website and 
notification was sent to all prior commenters and any new commenters. 

P11-3 As explained in Response to Comment 65-4 in the FEIR, the selection 
of key view points for analysis and visual simulations in the EIR are 
based on the most available public views of the project site as directed 
by CEQA legal precedent. SANDAG values the input of residents who 
have private views of the lagoon and will consider those opinions when 
making project decisions. 

P11-4 See Response to Comment P4-4 above. 

P11-5 As described in the EIR, the deeper lagoon sediments targeted for 
beach replenishment consist of relatively clean sands with little 
contamination and this indicates little potential for biological effects (i.e., 
toxicity or contaminant bioaccumulation) or human health effects with 
sand placement operations. Sediment testing showed that some areas 
within the upper layer of fine material have pesticide and metal levels 
that exceed their Effects Range-Low (ERLs) (EIR Table 3.4-1); 
however, no levels exceeded Effects Range-Median (ERM) standards 
and are not considered toxic per applicable thresholds. In addition, 
applicable laws and regulatory requirements address the safe handling 
of hazardous materials and toxins to prevent, control, and abate 
environmental pollution, such as Health and Safety Code, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.95, Article 2, Section 25500-25520 and Executive Order 
12088. Adherence to all regulatory requirements addressing hazardous 
materials would be required during construction. 

P11-6 Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor.  



33 

 
P11-7 With tidal flushing under the Saltwater Alternative, residence times 

would be 1 to 3 days (EIR Table 3.2-3) depending on the basin. With 
this short residency time, there is not adequate time for a mosquito life 
cycle to produce mature mosquitos (for example, the larval stage of 
black salt marsh mosquito [A. taeniorhynchus], which can occur in fresh 
or saltwater, requires 5 to 15 days1). For this reason, among others 
outlined in the EIR (EIR Section 3.15), the EIR found that the Saltwater 
Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector concerns. The 
FEIR states that though the conditions would be less favorable, 
mosquito species that would attempt to breed within and around the 
converted saltwater lagoon would include saltwater species and fewer 
freshwater mosquitoes. SANDAG has been in contact with experts at 
San Diego County Vector Control and understands that saltwater 
mosquitos (including A. taeniorhynchus) are more aggressive daytime 
biters and can travel farther distances. However, a "vector" is an animal 
or insect capable of transmitting the causative agent of human disease 
and most saltwater mosquito species are known primarily for being a 
nuisance to humans as opposed to a vector with human disease 
associations. Thus, conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system 
would not only decrease the overall number of mosquitos associated 
with the lagoon for the reasons identified throughout Sections 3.5 and 
3.15 of the EIR related to decreased opportunity for successful 
lifecycles, it would also decrease human health concerns related to 
vectors through the reduction in freshwater mosquitos. As stated in EIR 
Section 1.2, Project Objectives, it is a primary objective of the 
Enhancement Project to “Reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential for 
mosquito-borne disease) by minimizing potential mosquito breeding 
habitat.” 

 1 2014. University of Florida, Entomology and Nematology Department. Featured 
Creatures, Black Salt Marsh Mosquito. Publication Number: EENY-591. April. 
Available at: http://entnemdept.ufl.edu/creatures/AQUATIC/aedes_taeniorhyn 
chus.htm. Accessed 4/24/2018. 

P11-8 Please see Master Response #4 in the FEIR regarding the freshwater 
lagoon resource. Please see Response to Comment P2-3 above 
regarding wildlife species. Also see Response to Comment 12-5 in the 
FEIR regarding fish populations in the saltwater environment. 

P11-9 As described in the EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow 
and water elevations at appropriate frequencies to allow salt marsh 
habitat to establish. The alternative also includes channel and 
infrastructure improvements to ensure adequate channel size and flows. 
Periodic maintenance, including sediment removal, is also a required  
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 element of the Saltwater Alternative. All of the enhancement alternatives 
would require a perpetual endowment for maintenance. The endowment 
would be sufficient to cover the cost of the maintenance through the 
interest generated on the principal investment. 

P11-10 See Response to Comment P4-3 above regarding public access to 
private property. 

P11-11 The EIR used multiple scientific sources of information for the analysis 
of sea level rise, as identified in Section 3.12 of the EIR, including the 
California Coastal Commission 2015 Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, 
SANDAG’s San Diego Region Coastal Sea Level Rise Analysis, and the 
California State Coastal Conservancy 2012 impact assessment 
guidance document, among others. Implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow 
and is not reliant on future sea level rise for tidal exchange. 

P11-12 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects exceed the 
scope of the EIR. The commenter’s concern expressed on the 
speculative loss of property value is part of the written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P11-13 SANDAG is aware of the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. 

P11-14 SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. The CEQA document is required 
to provide an unbiased analysis of the proposed project for use by the 
decision makers and SANDAG respectfully notes that there are no 
issues needing further review or study as part of the certification of the 
EIR. 
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LETTER 12 
MICHAEL JONES 

 
P12-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses 

opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P12-2 The revetment that would be installed as part of the Saltwater 
Alternative is intended to maintain a relatively stable inlet location, with 
an active tidal channel that could move between the sides of the inlet. 
The design of the inlet would allow the continued lateral movement of 
sand along the shoreline and would not require jetties that extend in the 
ocean surfzone. Maintenance to keep the inlet open would involve 
removal of sand entrained in the tidal inlet and placement of that sand 
on the beach adjacent to the inlet. These activities are anticipated to 
occur regularly, as described in Sections 2.6.2, 2.7, and 2.9.3 of the 
EIR, and would be incorporated as part of the project. All of the 
enhancement alternatives would require a perpetual endowment for 
maintenance. The endowment would be sufficient to cover the cost of 
the maintenance through the interest generated on the principal 
investment. 
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LETTER 13 
JOHN B. MCGRATH 

 
P13-1 All written comments and documentation will be added to the record, 

along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered 
during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on this project. Please 
see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater 
resource. Also, see Response to Comment 12-38 in the FEIR regarding 
continued recreation and fishing opportunities at Buena Vista Lagoon. 
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LETTER 14 
GABRIELA M. TORRES 

 
P14-1 The comment provides introductory statements. SANDAG respectfully 

disagrees that the CEQA document is legally inadequate; the specific 
individual comments are addressed below as detailed within the body of 
the letter. SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR 
and the opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments 
and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on this project. 
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P14-2 SANDAG prepared written responses for each individual comment in all 

letters received and provided detailed responses for comments 
regarding environmental issues and concerns. Each response was 
specific and contained detailed information, explanation, and factual 
evidence as necessary to explain and support the response. All 
responses are included as Appendix P to the FEIR. 

P14-3 Master Response #5 in the FEIR addresses the historical context of the 
lagoon and describes the varying opinions, information, and overall 
debate regarding the historical ecology and tidal influence of the lagoon. 
Master Response #5 compiles factually supported information and 
provides it to the reader in the clearest manner possible. It is accurate 
that the lagoon has had a variety of primary influences over time, and 
thus it is not contradictory to state that information. As stated in Section 
1.2, Project Objectives of the EIR, the overall purpose of the 
Enhancement Project is to enhance the biological and hydrological 
functions of Buena Vista Lagoon to address sedimentation and invasive 
vegetation encroachment, as well as resulting declining coastal 
biodiversity, degrading water quality, water circulation restriction, and 
increased vector concerns. Thus, while the historical context of the 
lagoon is of interest, the Enhancement Project does not propose to 
achieve restoration back to a historical condition or “natural state.” The 
project’s goal is to enhance the lagoon based on the current conditions 
and best achieve the project objectives as described in Section 1.2 of 
the EIR. 
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P14-4 The Enhancement Project objective (Section 1.2 of the EIR) related to 

vectors states, “Reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential for mosquito-
borne disease) by minimizing potential mosquito breeding habitat.” 
Please see Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR addressing the 
difference between "vector" and a nuisance species. SANDAG 
acknowledges that the presence of saltwater mosquitos can be 
considered a nuisance, similar to the presence of freshwater mosquitos; 
however, the identified Project Objective (EIR Section 1.2) of associated 
human health risk is reduced. 

 The letter received from Great Ecology referenced in the comment is 
included as letter P20. Please see P20-1 through P20-7 for responses 
to that letter. 

 
 

  



44 

 
P14-5 As detailed in Section 3.15 of the EIR, while pesticide and metal levels 

were detectable in lagoon material, concentration levels were all below 
the defined thresholds that would pose a human health risk. These 
findings are consistent with previous testing as described in EIR Section 
3.15.1. Also, there are very limited exposure pathways for humans as 
the material is removed from a wet environment and the potential for 
contaminants to travel to a human receptor is minimal (i.e., through dust 
or other exposure means). In addition, applicable laws and regulatory 
requirements address the safe handling of hazardous materials and 
toxins to prevent, control, and abate environmental pollution, such as 
Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Article 2, Section 
25500-25520 and Executive Order 12088. Adherence to all standard 
regulatory requirements addressing hazardous materials would be 
required during construction. 

P14-6 As noted in FEIR Response to Comments 12-21, SANDAG and its team 
of experts based the development and design of the Hybrid and 
Saltwater Alternative on scientific information regarding the hydrology, 
ecology, and functionality of the lagoon system as explained throughout 
the EIR. Wetland systems are unique; therefore, it is not possible to find 
an exact matching lagoon scenario. The provision of information 
regarding comparable lagoon restorations is intended to show that 
lagoon restorations similar in nature to this one have been successfully 
undertaken in the southern California region. 

 SANDAG acknowledges the differences in various restoration situations 
and uses the unanticipated scenarios presented in the various 
examples as “lessons learned” for consideration in the implementation 
of this Enhancement Project. SANDAG acknowledges that the potential 
for unanticipated events can exist with project implementation in 
general, as is highlighted in the commenter’s attachment. The 
comparisons were not used as a sole source of information or evidence 
to make any technical conclusions within the EIR. 

 The Southern California Wetlands Recovery Project 15-Year Report 
was cited within the response as WRP 2014 and the full citation 
provided at the end of the responses (Wetlands Restoration Project 
(WRP). 2014. Celebrating Fifteen Years. http://scwrp.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/FINAL-120414-wetlands_report_12-
3_sprds.pdf). 
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P14-7 SANDAG respectfully disagrees that there are unknown or unstable 

components of the project description and the comment does not 
specify what element of the project description is considered unknown 
or unstable. Each of the potential project alternatives evaluated in the 
EIR was presented in full and equal detail. The description of each 
alternative provided the same alternative-specific information presented 
in an explicit and accurate manner. This equal level of detail for each 
project alternative description allowed for the ability to provide 
equivalent and thorough assessment of potential impacts, mitigation, 
and advantages of each alternative. 

P14-8 The DEIR did not provide a “broad range” of possible alternatives or 
“moving target” as asserted in the court case presented in the comment; 
rather, the DEIR equally described in depth three very distinct and 
detailed alternatives as well as the required No Project Alternative. 
SANDAG chose to provide an equal level of detail on each of the 
alternatives and provide a full analysis of each so that the public could 
be fully aware and understand the complete details and environmental 
effects of each alternative. The lack of an identified preferred alternative 
in the DEIR did not preclude the public from full analysis of each of the 
alternatives. All alternatives were considered by SANDAG to be highly 
possible options and not speculative. Further, the FEIR identified a 
preferred alternative, and provided the specific bases for selection of 
that alternative as the proposed project to be considered by the 
SANDAG Board of Directors. 

 SANDAG respectfully notes that there is no substantiation for the 
commenter’s assertion that the public was frustrated in providing 
comment on the EIR. As can be seen by the large number and 
complexity of comment letters received during the public comment 
period, many members of the public chose to participate and provide 
their input and opinion on the alternative options. A wide range of 
comments would be expected from a large and complex project such as 
the Enhancement Project. 
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P14-9 The use of the term “open water” is not intended to be misleading; the 

EIR addresses both specific “open water habitat,” as well as a more 
contextual description of open water as an aesthetic feature. Table 2-2 
shows the amount of open water habitat (i.e., areas that will always 
remain inundated under all hydrologic conditions and never be dry or 
exposed soil). The extent of open water will vary under the Saltwater 
Alternative depending on the tidal elevation and inlet condition, but will 
always consist of at least 51.0 acres of open water under any condition 
as shown in the table. The EIR text referenced in the comment 
regarding the overall increase in the amount of open water is comparing 
the existing open water conditions (high presence of cattail vegetation) 
and the future saltwater conditions, which would remove a large volume 
of that encroaching vegetation, allowing for more open water conditions. 

P14-10 See Response to Comment P4-4 above. As described in EIR Section 
3.9, Visual Resources, the bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land 
Use-1 was determined to result in a significant visual impact because of 
the public expectation of open views in the vicinity of the lagoon as 
currently exist. The comment does not substantiate its assertion that 
these conclusions or inclusion of this mitigation measure for the 
Saltwater Alternative impaired the public’s ability to participate in the 
CEQA process. 

P14-11 As described in response P14-10 above, the EIR did not understate or 
attempt to ignore the expanded footprint on the beach as described in 
the comment; rather, the EIR fully acknowledged and described the new 
inlet across the beach and required mitigation due to significant safety 
impacts. 

 The types of items listed in the EIR text represent a suite of options that 
can be used to enhance public safety, such as signage and fencing. 
These measures are common features at area beaches and can be 
accomplished in a visually acceptable manner. 

 The commenter asserts that the Saltwater Alternative conflicts with the 
public access requirements of the California Coastal Act. SANDAG 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s legal conclusion. 
Consistency with the California Coastal Act is discussed in Chapter 1 
and Section 3.1 of the EIR. In addition, please see Comment Letter 2 in 
the FEIR Response to Comments from the California Coastal 
Commission, expressing support for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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P14-12 SANDAG has conducted preliminary cost estimates for construction and 

maintenance of the Enhancement Project for each alternative. As stated 
in Response to Comment 12-52 in the FEIR, although implementation of 
the Saltwater Alternative would be approximately 40 percent ($17.2 to 
$18.6 million) more costly than the Freshwater Alternative for 
construction (this does not include long-term maintenance), increased 
cost alone does not render these alternatives infeasible (Uphold Our 
Heritage v. Town of Woodside [2007[ 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 600.). Also 
of note is that the cost to maintain the Saltwater Alternative on an 
annualized basis is 46 to 86% lower than the annual maintenance costs 
of the Freshwater Alternative. The commenter provides no support for 
the claim that the cost of the Saltwater Alternative renders the project 
impractical. SANDAG is aware of the relative costs of each alternative 
and the cost of each alternative does not render the alternative 
impractical. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative 
costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 

P14-13 It is not the purpose of CEQA to determine the factors that have led to 
the existing conditions that serve as the baseline for evaluation in the 
EIR document. The baseline conditions used in the EIR are consistent 
with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which state that the 
baseline condition for CEQA analysis is generally determined by 
existing conditions at the time the project NOP is published. 
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LETTER 15 
SAVE THE FRESH WATER BUENA VISTA LAGOON ASSOCIATION 

 
P15-1 The comment provides introductory statements. All written comments 

and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P15-2 Please see Response to Comment 9-8 in the FEIR regarding that 
significant public safety impact would result under the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives. Also, please see Response to Comment 12-6 in the 
FEIR regarding inherent risk and similar inlet crossings along the coast. 
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P15-3 The language quoted in the comment from Letter 5-27 of the EIR relates 

to implementation of beach nourishment when sand would be placed on 
the beach. As part of this effort, safety hazards are avoidable through 
appropriate temporary signage, closures, fencing, barricades, and 
safety personnel. The Enhancement Project does not propose 
permanent fencing or other barricades. The types of items listed in the 
EIR text that can be used to enhance public safety, such as signage 
and fencing, are common features at regional beaches during beach 
nourishment activities. 

P15-4 SANDAG does not have authority or jurisdiction regarding California 
Coastal Commission decisions. Please see the California Coastal 
Commission letter, Letter 2 in the FEIR Response to Comments. 

P15-5 Please see Response to Comment P11-3 regarding the consideration of 
private views. 

P15-6 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects exceed the 
scope of the EIR. However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the 
homeowners in the vicinity and will take the comment under 
consideration together with the project record prior to taking action on 
the project. 
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P15-7 CEQA does not require a lead agency to determine the factors that 

have led to the existing conditions or ongoing actions. Please see 
Response to Comment P14-13 regarding baseline conditions. 

 As stated in Response to Comment 113-3 in the FEIR, the EIR 
concludes that implementation of any of the project alternatives except 
the No Project Alternative would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding than existing conditions, and reduce the public 
health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases, as 
described in EIR Section 3.15. Please see Response to Comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. Please also see Response to 
Comment 65-3 in the FEIR. 

 While it is possible that some small areas of freshwater could 
accumulate in the mudflat areas, these areas would be flushed 
frequently with saltwater during tidal flushing that would result from 
implementation of the Saltwater Alternative. Drainage patterns would be 
altered and circulation within the lagoon would increase with the open 
inlet, improved channel network and flow regimes, and increased tidal 
flow. With tidal flushing under the Saltwater Alternative, residence times 
would be 1 to 3 days (EIR Table 3.2-3). The new tidal inlet would also 
enable the lagoon to drain incoming freshwater more efficiently due to 
increased tidal flow and enhanced circulation. These short periods of 
time where there could be potential standing water are not long enough 
to create successful mosquito breeding conditions. 

 
 
 

  



75 

 
P15-8 Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding mosquitos and 

vectors. 

P15-9 Please see Response to Comment P14-5 regarding toxins testing, soil 
conditions, and the limited potential for human exposure to toxins during 
project implementation. 

 It is unclear what local toxic dump sites are referenced in the comment. 
As stated in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR, the Buena Vista Lagoon study 
area is not listed as a hazardous materials site on State of California 
Hazardous Waste and Substances lists compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5, and no known sites are located in 
the immediate vicinity of the project area. 

 Section 3.4 of the EIR analyzed the potential for exposure to toxins and 
pollutants and found that removal of dredged sediments would not be 
expected to result in substantial adverse changes to water or sediment 
quality, toxicity, or bioaccumulation of contaminants, and impacts would 
be less than significant. While phased dewatering would be necessary 
for some construction operations to occur, lagoon soils would remain 
wet during dredging and placement in the overdredge pit, and would 
generally remain moist during construction activities. In addition, in 
compliance with the Construction General Permit, a project SWPPP 
would be prepared before beginning project construction activities to 
identify best management practices (BMPs) that would be used to 
minimize pollutant discharges. 

 Dust control implemented as part of required BMPs would also be 
required during work with dry soils, which is anticipated to be limited. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 includes requirements to control 
fugitive dust emissions. This limits the potential for any toxins to be 
released into the air and travel to human receptors. 

 It is correct that the Saltwater Alternative requires the most extensive 
amount of soil disturbance and some areas of soil would be exposed for 
short periods of time. However, testing of the lagoon soils shows that 
while pesticide and metal levels were detectable in lagoon material, 
concentration levels were all below the defined thresholds that would 
pose a human health risk. These findings are consistent with previous 
testing as described in EIR Section 3.15.1. 
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P15-10 As described throughout the Project Description of the Saltwater 

Alternative in the EIR (Chapter 2) and the Hydrology section (Section 
3.2.3), extensive hydrologic modeling has been completed to ensure 
that the tidal prism will extend throughout the lagoon basins and water 
will flow into and through the lagoon as necessary to maintain 
circulation and various salt marsh habitats. 

 Visual impacts associated with each alternative are discussed in 
Section 3.9 of the EIR and visual simulations of future conditions for 
each alternative are provided from various public vantage points around 
the lagoon (EIR Figures 3.9-6 through 3.9-15). Simulations included in 
the EIR were prepared in scale with the design concepts of each 
alternative. The EIR describes the visible differences in the Saltwater 
Alternative compared to existing conditions and notes the aesthetic 
changes. Visual simulations in EIR Section 3.9 are presented to help 
the reader see the anticipated visual changes. Section 3.9 of the EIR 
acknowledges that the significance of this change is subjective, as it 
depends on preference for a certain type of view. However, based on 
the thresholds used for analysis, the change in the visual environment 
as a result of the Saltwater Alternative was not found to be a significant 
environmental impact under CEQA. 

P15-11 Please see Master Response #7 in the FEIR Response to Comments 
regarding the extensive notification efforts associated with the 
preparation of the CEQA document and in compliance with all CEQA 
requirements. Please see Response to Comment P11-2 regarding 
additional notification efforts associated with the FEIR. 
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P15-12 It is the responsibility of the CEQA Lead Agency (SANDAG) to provide 

notification regarding the environmental document per all CEQA 
requirements. Please see Master Response #7 in the FEIR Response 
to Comments regarding public noticing. 

P15-13 Please see Response to Comment P15-10 above regarding the visual 
change and Section 3.9.3 of the EIR for the analysis of visual resources 
and CEQA conclusions associated with each of the alternatives. 

P15-14 Under the Freshwater Alternative heading in EIR Section 3.9.3, the EIR 
provides explanation of the differences in the visual setting of the 
boardwalk as shown in the simulation for the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives as compared to the Freshwater Alternative. The EIR 
description explains that under the Freshwater Alternative there would 
be no low growing vegetation and the view would include more open 
water. 

P15-15 When considering a project, the SANDAG Board of Directors weighs 
many factors, including input from the public as well as many other 
stakeholders, agencies, and organizations. While public input and 
feedback are highly valued, there are many additional components 
considered by the Board in their decision-making process. The 
statement cited in the comment was not intended to be a 
misrepresentation or an accounting of the number of public comments 
received favoring or opposing the various alternatives but rather a 
description of some of the factors that are considered by the SANDAG 
Board of Directors. 
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P15-16 Mitigation credits are not discussed individually per alternatives in the 

EIR. Please see the California Coastal Commission letter, Letter 2 in the 
FEIR Response to Comments, Comment 2-4 regarding the ability of the 
alternatives to be used as mitigation for impacts associated with the 
NCC PWP/TREP. Also, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
letter, Letter 1 in the FEIR Response to Comments, Comment 1-8 
regarding the lack of support for the Freshwater Alternative to be used 
as mitigation. 

P15-17 Please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR Response to Comments 
regarding private property and eminent domain. It is not the purpose of 
the EIR to provide a cost-benefit analysis of the proposed project as this 
type of financial analysis is not required by CEQA. A conceptual 
engineering cost estimate of the construction and maintenance of the 
project was developed and will be considered by the SANDAG Board of 
Directors in evaluating the various alternatives. The costs for securing 
the rights for project implementation are not fully determined at this time 
and are not necessary for determining the potential environmental 
impacts of the project. 

P15-18 SANDAG respectfully disagrees that further information is necessary for 
a legally adequate CEQA document. The information provided in the 
CEQA document, the appendices, and the administrative record provide 
adequate and accurate information supporting the conclusions drawn in 
the EIR. 

P15-19 Please see Master Response #4 in the FEIR Response to Comments 
regarding the value of the freshwater lagoon resource in the coastal 
setting. The comment provides closing statements; the SANDAG Board 
of Directors acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 16 
HENRY REED 

 
P16-1 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative and 

support for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 17 
DICK AND BONNIE HOLT 

 
P17-1 Wildlife impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 

EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 

P17-2 The comment expresses concern about flooding in the vicinity of the 
lagoon. As shown in Table 3.2-1 of the EIR, maximum flood elevations 
were calculated for each alternative. As described in Chapter 4, each of 
the alternatives would reduce flood elevations in the lagoon compared 
to existing conditions and in turn reduce flood impacts to some degree. 
However, the Saltwater Alternative would result in the lowest flood 
elevations of the three alternatives under all modeled storm scenarios. 

P17-3 See Response to Comment P4-4. 
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LETTER 18 
DOROTHY MATTHIESSEN 

 
P18-1 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater and Hybrid 

Alternatives and provides multiple reasons for opposition of these 
alternatives. The comment expresses support for the Freshwater 
Alternative or No Project Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 in 
the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 19 
GREGORY STONE 

 
P19-1 The comment provides introductory statements. The SANDAG Board of 

Directors acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P19-2 Please see Response to Comment 12-18 in the FEIR regarding 
successful habitat establishment. 

P19-3 Please see Response to Comment P15-10 above regarding anticipated 
visual changes associated with project implementation. 

P19-4 SANDAG respectfully disagrees that the issue of safety has not been 
adequately addressed in the EIR. See Response to Comment P4-4. 
Public services, including lifeguard, police, and fire operations, are 
addressed in EIR Section 3.14 and the EIR concluded less than 
significant impacts. 

P19-5 SANDAG disagrees that the CEQA document is legally inadequate. 
SANDAG chose to provide an equal level of detail on each of the 
alternatives and provide a full analysis of each so that the public could 
be fully aware and understand the complete details and environmental 
effects of each alternative. If a preferred alternative would have been 
selected prior to publication of the EIR, the alternatives would have 
simply been compared against that project and the public would not 
have received as much individual analysis. There was no speculative 
alternative or broad range of options. All three alternatives were 
considered by SANDAG to be highly possible options. 

P19-6 The comment provides closing statements. The Save the Fresh Water 
Buena Vista Lagoon Association letter referenced in the comment is 
responded to in Comment Letter P15 of these responses. 
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LETTER 20 
GREAT ECOLOGY 
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P20-1 The comment provides introductory statements. All written comments 

and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P20-2 Please see Response to Comment P14-5 above regarding toxicity 
testing and potential risk. SANDAG understands that, due to sewage 
spills, additional chemicals may be present in the lagoon soils. 
However, all mandatory laws and regulatory requirements would be 
adhered to during project implementation, including those regarding 
additional testing of dredged materials and proper handling of any 
contaminated materials. 
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P20-3 It is correct that some of the sediment information used in the EIR and 

technical analyses was completed previously. However, these deeper 
samples would not have likely been affected by recent activities on the 
lagoon surface and are expected to have generally the same 
consistency as when sampled and, therefore, this information is 
adequate for the purposes of the EIR. Additional testing would occur as 
required and all mandatory regulatory requirements regarding soils and 
potential contaminants would be implemented. 

 As described in Section 2.7.2 of the EIR, there are very specific 
requirements to determine if material is suitable for reuse or would 
require disposal. Sediment with a sand content higher than 80 percent 
would be suitable for beneficial use as beach placement, and sediment 
with a sand content between 70 percent and 80 percent would be 
suitable for beneficial use as nearshore placement. It is assumed that 
sediment with less than 70 percent sand content would not be suitable 
for placement within the littoral zone and would require disposal at an 
offshore disposal or in-lagoon disposal site. The EIR also states that 
because the sediment characterization is preliminary, it is possible that 
different volumes of material could be identified as project 
implementation occurs. The EIR also states in Section 2.7.2 that further 
soil characterization investigations during future phases of the project 
would provide more precise soil characterization estimates. 

 As described in the EIR, the deeper lagoon sediments targeted for 
beach replenishment consist of relatively clean sands with little 
contamination and this indicates little potential for biological effects (i.e., 
toxicity or contaminant bioaccumulation) or human health effects with 
sand placement operations. Sediment testing showed that some areas 
within the upper layer of fine material have pesticide and metal levels 
that exceed their Effects Range-Low (ERLs) (EIR Table 3.4-1); 
however, no levels exceeded Effects Range-Median (ERM) standards. 
Sand placement would not cause exceedances of water quality 
standards or discharge requirements. 

P20-4 The San Diego County Vector Control Program mosquito counts are 
available through the references cited in the EIR and are also available as 
part of the CEQA administrative record of the EIR. The existing mosquito 
counts are not critical at this time as current mosquito conditions would be 
established at the time of project implementation through coordination 
with San Diego County Vector Control to use the most current counts 
available at that date. The comment does not specify what additional 
information should be used as a comparison point or why the County 
Vector Control information would not be adequate. The mosquito count 
data shows that Buena Vista Lagoon consistently has high levels of 
mosquitos trapped relative to other counted lagoons.  
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P20-5 For reasons outlined in EIR Section 3.15, the EIR found that the 

Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding saltwater 
mosquitos. SANDAG understands from County Vector Control 
specialists that they would have to control saltmarsh mosquitoes based 
on the tides rather than just putting the lagoon on a set treatment 
schedule. County Vector Control would also need to have access to 
treat any areas of holding water and to sample for possible mosquito 
breeding. SANDAG would continue coordination with County Vector 
Control to implement the best treatment and access solutions for vector 
control. Because of the increased ability of the Saltwater Alternative to 
quickly flush and best control flooding during storm events, the potential 
conditions for moist soil breeding grounds for black salt marsh 
mosquitoes outside of the lagoon basin are limited. Solutions specific to 
the potential for black salt marsh mosquitos as indicated in the comment 
would be considered and implemented in coordination with San Diego 
County Vector Control. 

P20-6 Please see Master Response #5 in the FEIR regarding the historical 
context of the lagoon and the varying opinions, information, and overall 
debate regarding the historical ecology and tidal influence of the lagoon. 
Also, please see Master Response #4 in the FEIR regarding the value 
of the freshwater lagoon resource in the coastal setting. SANDAG 
acknowledges that it is not possible to know or predict all potential 
implications of the lagoon conversion, but has performed due diligence 
to best disclose, analyze, and mitigate those potential effects, including 
consideration of similar comparison projects. 

P20-7 The comment provides closing statements. SANDAG disagrees that 
additional studies as recommended by the comment are necessary for 
adequate analysis in the EIR document. 
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LETTER 21 
ADAM FIRESTONE  

 
P21-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. SANDAG disagrees that the EIR requires 
recirculation per CEQA requirements as outlined in Section 15088.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires that an EIR be recirculated when 
“significant new information” has been added to the EIR. New 
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is 
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
proposed project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. 
Any information that has been added to the EIR since release of the 
DEIR for public review has been for clarification of the analysis and 
additional context and would not require recirculation. 

 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, the commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to 
Comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR 
discusses the lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to 
Comment P4-4. 
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P21-2 The potential safety impact related to the inlet is identified as a 

significant impact in the EIR. Because the pedestrian bridge is proposed 
as mitigation and is not part of the project itself, the bridge is not at final 
design and has not been through a detailed design/engineering process 
at this point. During final bridge design, the specific bridge placement 
would be determined and critical factors, including tidal conditions, 
would be considered to appropriately locate and engineer the bridge 
structure. An appropriate bridge design and placement would provide 
safe crossing for pedestrians during most times with consideration given 
to tide and fluvial flow conditions. SANDAG staff has investigated the 
potential for tides or high water to impede access to the bridge and 
found that those cases are very rare (approximately 3 to 5% of the 
time). Also, see Appendix O, Inlet Trafficability Memorandum. 

 Currently, there are times that high tides and high wave action make the 
beach unpassable (roughly 3 to 5% of the time). The presence of a new 
tidal inlet and pedestrian bridge would not create a new inaccessible 
condition under those circumstances. At other times when there is low 
wave action, the beach is currently passable even at high tides. During 
these times, water in the inlet may be too high to safely cross, but beach 
users could walk to the edge of the inlet. The bridge would allow for 
continued safe passage of the inlet during these times. 
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P21-3 The commenter accurately states that the potential safety impact related 

to the inlet associated with the Saltwater Alternative is identified as a 
significant impact in the EIR. The EIR is clear in explaining that the 
significant safety impact due to the new inlet would result only with the 
Saltwater Alternative (EIR Table ES-10). The safety impact was partially 
mitigated with the placement of a pedestrian bridge. While the safety 
impact is of high concern, there are many other considerations when 
selecting the preferred alternative and one significant impact does not 
necessarily dictate the selection. The saline environment resulting from 
the Saltwater Alternative would best reduce the growth of species such 
as cattails, bulrush, and other invasive species. As suggested by the 
commenter, the Freshwater Alternative includes an active maintenance 
plan as described in EIR Sections 2.6.1 and 2.9. 

P21-4 The San Diego Union Tribune article quoted in the comment (assumed 
correct date of 8/6/09) addresses saltwater mosquitos. Please see 
Response to Comment P20-5 regarding saltwater mosquitos. With tidal 
flushing under the Saltwater Alternative, residence times would be 1 to 
3 days (EIR Table 3.2-3) depending on the basin. With this short 
residency time, there is not adequate time for a breeding cycle (quoted 
as “seven to ten days” in the comment). For this reason, among others 
outlined in the EIR (EIR Section 3.15), the EIR found that the Saltwater 
Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector concerns. A 
"vector" is an animal or insect capable of transmitting the causative 
agent of human disease and most saltwater mosquito species are 
known primarily for being a nuisance to humans as opposed to a vector 
with human disease associations. Also, please see Response to 
Comment P20-5 addressing ongoing communication with San Diego 
County Vector Control to address saltwater mosquitos. 

 Please see Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding 
mosquitos and vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 
regarding the reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be 
achieved by the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to 
Comment P11-7 regarding saltwater mosquitos. Please see Response 
to Comment P18-8 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San 
Diego County Vector Control. 
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P21-5 The FEIR has indicated that the lagoon is in a state of ecological decline 

for numerous reasons. The purpose of the Enhancement Project is to 
enhance the lagoon resources. 

 Regarding cost of the Saltwater Alternative, please see Response to 
Comment P14-12. There are numerous lagoon restoration or 
enhancement efforts in California and around the country. Each is 
unique and context specific, but the techniques proposed are in line with 
state-of-the-art engineering practices. 

P21-6 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 22 
MARNE EVANS 

 
P22-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 

P22-2 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P22-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P22-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P22-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P22-6 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 

 
 
 

  



111 

LETTER 23 
JOHN REITNOUER  

 
P23-1 The comment provides introductory statements. The SANDAG Board of 

Directors acknowledges the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-
2018-02. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 

P23-2 Wildlife impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 
EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. Please see Responses to Comments P6-3 and 
P14-4 regarding mosquitos and vectors. 

P23-3 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects exceed the 
scope of the EIR. However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the 
homeowners in the vicinity and will take the comment under 
consideration together with the project record prior to taking action on 
the project. Also, please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding 
private property. 

P23-4 Please see Response to Comment P15-10 regarding visual changes 
anticipated with project implementation. Visual impacts are described in 
EIR Section 3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. 
Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. Please 
see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. Jetties are not 
proposed as part of the enhancement project; please see Response to 
Comment P12-2. 

P23-5 The comment provides closing statements. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 24 
JOHN L. ROUSE  

 
P24-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. All written 
comments and documentation will be added to the record, along with 
any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the 
SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, please refer to FEIR Responses to Comments 12-5, 12-14, 
and 12-21. In addition, Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P24-2 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P24-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P24-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 

saltwater mosquitos. 

P24-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P24-6 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 25 
JEANNIE VAUGHN  

 
P25-1 The comment provides introductory statements. Lateral access along 

the beach would be maintained through a pedestrian bridge as required 
by Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 that would ensure a continually safe 
crossing was available for pedestrians. Thus, lateral access along the 
beach would remain and would not negatively affect the local economy. 

 Additionally, the project would offer new public amenities, such as the 
Boardwalk, that may draw more people to the area. 

P25-2 The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges the request to vote no 
on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see Response to Comment 
P21-1 regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 

P25-3 Wildlife impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 
EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 26 
WILLIAM K. JONES 

 
P26-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. All written 
comments and documentation will be added to the record, along with 
any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the 
SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P26-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 
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P26-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P26-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P26-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P26-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 
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P26-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 27 
LINDA CHANDLER 

 
P27-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P27-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 
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P27-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P27-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P27-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 
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P27-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 

implementation. 

P27-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 28 
LISA EVANS 

 
P28-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P28-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P28-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P28-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P28-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 
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P28-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 

implementation. 

P28-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 29 
ASHLEY J. GUERRA 

 
P29-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project.  

P29-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 
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P29-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P29-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P29-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 

saltwater mosquitos. 

P29-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 
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P29-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 

and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 30 
DEBORAH STERN 

 
P30-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P30-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, the commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to 
Comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR 
discusses the lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to 
Comment P4-4. 

P30-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P30-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P30-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P30-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P30-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 31 
JOHN TENAGLIA 

 
P31-1 The comment provides introductory statements. The SANDAG Board of 

Directors acknowledges the request to not adopt Resolution No. RTC-
2018-02. Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding 
alternative selection. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 

P31-2 This comment provides information regarding the history of the lagoon. 
Please see Response to Comment P14-3 regarding the history of the 
lagoon and also see Master Response #5 in the FEIR regarding 
historical lagoon ecology. 

P31-3 The design elevation of the weir at the western end of the lagoon 
creates a surface water elevation of +5.6 ft, NGVD, but ground surface 
elevations within the lagoon are lower where they are underwater with 
the weir in place. Master Response #5 in the FEIR discusses the 
historic condition of the lagoon and the dynamic nature of the inlet prior 
to installation of the weir. The inlet was intermittently open to tidal 
influence or closed depending on the presence of a beach berm at the 
inlet location. While the inlet was closed and the beach berm in place 
(as shown in the photo provided by the commenter), pipes could have 
provided additional drainage for freshwater entering the lagoon. While 
the inlet was open, tides could extend into the lagoon up to high tide 
elevations. As described in Master Response #5, topographic maps 
indicate that areas of salt marsh habitat were historically present, 
particularly around the inlet, and ponded saltwater remained in the 
lagoon even when no tidal connection was present. Ground elevations 
within the lagoon therefore indicate that they could have been exposed 
to tidal inundation when the inlet was intermittently open, and the lagoon 
would have been a saltwater regime consistent with historic habitat 
information. 

P31-4 It is correct that the EIR identifies the Freshwater Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative based solely on number of 
significant impacts (EIR Section 4.4), but also provides discussion of the 
environmental advantages and disadvantages of each alternative. 
Please see Response to Comment 10-26 in the FEIR addressing the 
environmentally superior alternative. 
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P31-5 Please see Responses to Comments 12-5 and 100-3 in the FEIR 

addressing species establishment in a new saltwater lagoon system. 
With respect to the Saltwater Alternative’s likelihood of success, the 
commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 12-5, 12-14, 
and 12-21. 

P31-6 The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and 
evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please see 
Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the 
reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the 
Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 
regarding saltwater mosquitos. Please see Response to Comment P18-
8 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County 
Vector Control. 

P31-7 Please see Response to Comment P15-16 regarding mitigation credits. 

P31-8 The comment is correct that the pedestrian bridge identified in Mitigation 
Measure Land Use-1 would mitigate the lateral access impact but a 
safety impact associated with the new inlet would remain significant and 
unmitigated. Though significant and unmitigated per the EIR thresholds, 
an appropriate bridge design and placement would ensure that a 
continually safe crossing was available for pedestrians. 

 Please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property 
and eminent domain. 

P31-9 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted. 
All written comments and documentation will be added to the record, 
along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered 
during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 32 
CHRIS WATSON 

 
P32-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to not adopt Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 Please see Response to Comment 100-6 in the FEIR addressing 
Enhancement Project funding. 

 The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and 
evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. 

 See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P32-2 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife initiated a planning effort 
for the enhancement of the lagoon, but suspended these efforts in fall 
2011. In July 2012, SANDAG was asked by the Cities of Carlsbad and 
Oceanside to serve as the new lead agency under CEQA for the 
environmental review of the Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project. 
SANDAG accepted this request, in recognition of the lagoon’s regional 
value and its inter-connectivity with the North Coast Corridor Public 
Works Plan (PWP) adopted in 2013 by the California Coastal 
Commission, and the future. Interstate 5/State Route 78 interchange 
projects. 

 SANDAG and Caltrans as providers of transportation infrastructure 
need to identify various mitigation options for biological impacts caused 
by the construction of the infrastructure projects. In addition, under State 
Senate Bill 468 (Kehoe), the opportunities to enhance lagoons should 
be addressed at the same time the transportation infrastructure is being 
planned. A package of mitigation options is identified in the Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program, which is part of the PWP. 

 As the lead agency for CEQA, SANDAG prepared an EIR and 
purposefully addressed all alternatives equally to allow the SANDAG 
Board of Directors to select any of the alternatives presented in the EIR. 
The FEIR has a recommendation of the proposed project, which best 
meets the objectives identified in Section 1.2 of the EIR. A discussion of 
why the proposed project was selected can be found in Section 4.5 of 
the FEIR.  
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 Please see also Response to Comment P15-16 regarding mitigation 
credits. 

P32-3 Please see Response to Comment 100-6 in the FEIR addressing 
Enhancement Project funding. SANDAG is aware of the relative costs of 
each alternative. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the 
relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 

 

P32-4 The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and 
evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please see 
Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the 
reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the 
Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 
regarding saltwater mosquitos. Please see Response to Comment P18-
8 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County 
Vector Control. 

P32-5 Please see Responses to Comments P11-5, P14-5, and P15-9 
regarding public health and safety relative to toxins in lagoon sediment. 

P32-6 The comment provides closing statements and reiterates issues 
identified under each specific response above. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors acknowledges the request to not adopt Resolution No. RTC-
2018-02. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 33 
BARBARA AND DENNIS METZLER 

 
P33-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P33-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P33-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P33-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P33-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 

saltwater mosquitos. 

P33-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P33-7 The comment provides closing comments. Master Comment #4 in the 
FEIR discusses the lagoon as a freshwater resource. 

P33-8 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 34 
PAUL CROWLEY 

 
P34-1 The comment provides introductory statements. Please see Master 

Response #7 in the FEIR regarding the public outreach that has been 
undertaken to inform the public of the Enhancement Project and 
availability of the EIR. 

P34-2 It is outside of the scope of the EIR to address why maintenance of the 
lagoon has not been undertaken as suggested in the comment. For 
consideration of the Enhancement Project, SANDAG must acknowledge 
the current condition of the lagoon. 

P34-3 As suggested by the commenter, the Freshwater Alternative includes an 
active maintenance plan as described in EIR Sections 2.6.1 and 2.9. Air 
quality is addressed in Section 3.11 of the EIR. The EIR addresses 
mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and evaluates each 
alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health and safety risk 
associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please see Response to 
Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding mosquitos and vectors. Please 
see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the reduction in vector 
breeding conditions that would be achieved by the Saltwater Alternative. 
Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding saltwater 
mosquitos. Please see Response to Comment P18-8 regarding 
SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County Vector Control. 

P34-4 Please see Response to Comment 14-4 regarding the reduction in 
vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the Saltwater 
Alternative. Also see Response to Comment P11-7 addressing 
mosquito breeding conditions. 

P34-5 The Saltwater Alternative includes removal of the existing weir. Please 
see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property. 

 
 
 

  



140 

 
P34-6 See Response to Comment P4-4 (EIR Table ES-10). 

P34-7 Purely socioeconomic effects exceed the scope of the EIR. However, 
SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity 
and will take the comment under consideration together with the project 
record prior to taking action on the project. 

P34-8 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative and 
provides multiple reasons for opposition of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 35 
SUSI AND PETER BROWNE 

 
P35-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P35-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P35-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P35-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P35-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P35-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P35-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 36 
CLARK WARDLE 

 
P36-1 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 

and expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. Please 
see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the lagoon as a 
freshwater resource. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 37 
LORI BALL-KOENIGSFELD 

 
P37-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P37-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P37-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P37-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P37-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 

saltwater mosquitos. 

P37-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P37-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 38 
SUSHMA ADARKAR 

 
P38-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P38-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P38-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P38-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P38-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P38-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P38-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 39 
JOHN MCCARTY 

 
P39-1 The comment provides opening statements and cites a large variety of 

recent sea level rise studies and articles. 
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P39-2 SANDAG respectfully disagrees with the commenter that the Saltwater 

Alternative would have increased negative impacts with regard to sea 
level rise. Flood water elevations for each alternative under various 
scenarios are discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR. The potential impacts 
of sea level rise and climate change into the future and each 
alternative’s resiliency to those changing conditions are analyzed in 
Section 3.12 of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment 100-2 in the 
FEIR addressing potential effects of sea level rise. 
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P39-3 Predicted habitat conversion under various sea level rise scenarios is 

discussed in Section 3.12, and anticipated habitat distribution is 
described in Table 3.12-5. 

P39-4 SANDAG respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that 
removal of the weir would only increase the risk of flooding. As 
described in Chapter 4 of the EIR, based on hydrologic modeling, each 
of the alternatives would reduce water elevations in the lagoon and in 
turn reduce flood impacts to some degree. Therefore, each of the 
alternatives meets the project objective of "Maintain or reduce current 
flood risk to existing infrastructure and adjacent development." The 
anticipated results of flood improvements between the alternatives is 
clearly shown in Table 4-2 where floodplain acres associated with the 
Freshwater Alternative are reduced over current conditions by 15 acres 
while the other alternatives reduce the floodplain by over 55 acres. The 
EIR specifically states that, although water elevations would also be 
lower and the floodplain reduced under the Freshwater Alternative, the 
extent of that improvement would be less compared to the Saltwater 
Alternative. Contrary to the comment, the EIR and associated technical 
reports based the hydraulic analysis on Buena Vista Lagoon–specific 
modeling. 

P39-5 It is correct that in the EIR, Table ES-3, there is no mention of outside of 
bird nesting season requirements under the Saltwater Alternative as is 
listed under the Freshwater Alternative. This is because maintenance 
for the Saltwater Alternative would be focused on inlet maintenance 
involving sand removal rather than the ongoing vegetation removal as 
would be required for the Freshwater Alternative. Maintenance for 
removal of accumulated sediment would be different between the 
Freshwater and Saltwater Alternatives. Fine sediments would continue 
to accumulate in the eastern portion of the lagoon as freshwater flows 
enter the lagoon from the upper watershed under the Freshwater 
Alternative. Removal of this sediment would require disposal, potentially 
at offsite locations, at a frequency anticipated every 25 years based on 
current sediment loads. Sediment accumulating under the Saltwater 
Alternative would primarily be limited to sand becoming entrained in the 
lagoon inlet, the majority of which would be removed annually. Neither 
of these scenarios is anticipated to change substantially with sea level 
rise. 
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LETTER 40 
JAMIE ZAPATA 

 
P40-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P40-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P40-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 

P40-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 
safety. 
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P40-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 

saltwater mosquitos. 

P40-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P40-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 41 
PAULA AND CLAY ALEXANDER 

 
P41-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P41-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P41-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P41-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P41-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P41-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P41-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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LETTER 42 
LIESEL REINISCH 

 
P42-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P42-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P42-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P42-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P42-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and 
saltwater mosquitos. 

P42-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P42-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 43 
GREG SIMMONS 

 
P43-1 This comment expresses support for the Freshwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 44 
OTIS BOOTH III 

 
P44-1 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative. 

Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. Please see Master Response #4 in the FEIR regarding the 
freshwater lagoon resource. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 

P44-2 SANDAG is aware of the relative costs of each alternative and the cost 
of each alternative does not render the alternative impractical. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 

P44-3 The comment expresses concern about flooding in the vicinity of the 
lagoon. As shown in Table 3.2-1 of the EIR, maximum flood elevations 
were calculated for each alternative. The Saltwater Alternative would 
decrease flood water elevations compared to the existing conditions and 
would result in the lowest flood elevations of the three alternatives under 
all modeled storm scenarios. 

P44-4 Please see Response to Comment P4-3 regarding public access to 
private property. 

P44-5 See Response to Comment P4-4. 
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P44-6 Please see Response to Comment P12-2 regarding the design of the 

inlet under the Saltwater Alternative. 

P44-7 Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P44-8 As stated in EIR Section 1.2, Project Objectives, it is a primary objective 
of the Enhancement Project to “Reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential 
for mosquito-borne disease) by minimizing potential mosquito breeding 
habitat.” The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 
and evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public 
health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please 
see Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the 
reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the 
Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 
regarding saltwater mosquitos. Please see Response to Comment P18-
8 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County 
Vector Control. 

P44-9 Please see Response to Comment P15-16 regarding mitigation credits. 
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LETTER 45 
WILLIAM CARROLL 

 
P45-1 The comment provides introductory comments. 

P45-2 The comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative and 
provides discussion on the adequacy of the Fluvial and Tidal Hydraulics 
Report included as Appendix C to the EIR. The comment describes 
conditions that are different between regional lagoons, but does not 
include a specific fault or inaccuracy of the study that can be responded 
to or clarified. 

P45-3 The comment does not offer specific solutions on how to remedy the 
asserted defects of the Freshwater Alternative listed in the comment. 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 46 
BATIQUITOS LAGOON FOUNDATION 

 
P46-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 47 
BLAINE P. FETTER 

 
P47-1 The comment provides introductory statements and requests 

recirculation of the EIR. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. The SANDAG Board of Directors acknowledges 
the request to vote no on Resolution No. RTC-2018-02. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P47-2 With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater Alternative is 
speculative, commenter is referred to FEIR Responses to Comments 
12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. Master Comment #4 in the FEIR discusses the 
lagoon as a freshwater resource. See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P47-3 Please see Response to Comment P21-2 regarding safety. 
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P47-4 Please see Response to Comment P21-3 regarding public health and 

safety. 

P47-5 Please see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors. 

P47-6 Please see Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and 
implementation. 

P47-7 The comment requests Resolution No. RTC-2018-02 not be adopted 
and the EIR be recirculated. Please see Response to Comment P21-1 
regarding recirculation. 
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LETTER 48 
GEORGE COREY 

 
P48-1 This comment expresses support for the Freshwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P48-2 See Response to Comment P4-4. 

P48-3 As described in EIR Section 3.9, Visual Resources, the bridge proposed 
in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was determined to result in a 
significant visual impact because of the public expectation of open views 
in the vicinity of the lagoon as currently exist. SANDAG acknowledges 
the commenter’s point that the pedestrian bridge can be well designed to 
be aesthetically pleasing, but this still would not alter the substantial 
contrast of a bridge structure where open views exist today. 

 Please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property 
and eminent domain. 

P48-4 The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 

P48-5 Please see Response to Comment 12-7 in the FEIR regarding bridge 
height and clearance of high water flows. 

P48-6 Wildlife impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 
EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 

 As stated in EIR Section 1.2, Project Objectives, it is a primary objective 
of the Enhancement Project to “Reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential 
for mosquito-borne disease) by minimizing potential mosquito breeding 
habitat.” The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 
and evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public 
health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. Please 
see Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the 
reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the 
Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 
regarding saltwater mosquitos. Please see Response to Comment P18-
8 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination with San Diego County 
Vector Control.  
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P48-7 The comment is correct that only the Saltwater Alternative would require 

the implementation of a pedestrian bridge and the visual impacts 
associated with the bridge would only occur under the Saltwater 
Alternative. 

P48-8 The comment is correct that the Saltwater Alternative requires the 
highest volume of dredging and vegetation removal. The comment does 
not indicate how the dredging would impact the lives of people living in 
the area; thus, no response can be provided. 

P48-9 This comment provides narrative on the rejection of the Hybrid and No 
Project Alternatives. 

P48-10 This comment expresses support for the Freshwater Alternative. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 49 
GARY NESSIM 

 
P49-1 As detailed in Section 2.5.1 of the EIR, an elevated pedestrian 

boardwalk would be incorporated into each of the enhancement 
alternatives and is evaluated as part of the Enhancement Project. 
Please see Master Response #3 in the FEIR regarding boardwalk 
issues, including appropriate location, public access, encroachment into 
sensitive lagoon resources, water circulation, indirect impacts (e.g., 
trash and littering), funding, and maintenance. 
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LETTER 50 
KATHY KINANE 

 
P50-1 The trail proposed in the comment is outside of the scope of the 

Enhancement Project. Construction of the Boardwalk as part of the 
Enhancement Project would complement existing and proposed trails 
within the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad. A new fishing access trail 
would also be constructed as part of the Enhancement Project as 
described in Section 2.5.4 of the EIR. 
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LETTER 51 
MARCIA TERRY 

 
P51-1 This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 52 
CLINTON MUHE 

 
P52-1 This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. 
SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity 
and will take this issue under consideration together with the project 
record prior to taking action on the project. Please see Master 
Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology and Master Response 
#2 regarding private property. 
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LETTER 53 
RICHARD TAUBMAN 

 
P53-1 The comment provides a description of the commenter’s involvement in 

a previous phase of the project design process, prior to the initiation of 
the CEQA process with SANDAG as the lead agency. Please see 
Response to Comment P32-2 above for a discussion of SANDAG’s role 
as the CEQA lead agency. 

 All written comments and documentation will be added to the record, 
along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered 
during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P53-2 When considering a project, the SANDAG Board of Directors weighs 
many factors, including input from the public as well as many other 
stakeholders, agencies, and organizations. While public input and 
feedback are highly valued, there are many additional components 
considered by the Board in their decision-making process. 

P53-3 As explained in Response to Comment 65-4 in the FEIR, the selection 
of key view points for analysis and visual simulations in the EIR are 
based on the most available public views of the project site as directed 
by CEQA legal precedent. SANDAG values the input of residents who 
have private views of the lagoon and will consider those opinions when 
making project decisions. 

P53-4 Please see Master Response #5 in the FEIR regarding historical 
ecology of the lagoon and Master Response #4 regarding the value of 
the freshwater lagoon resource in the coastal setting. 

P53-5 Please see Response to Comment P15-10 above addressing the 
analysis of visual resources. 
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P53-6 The FEIR addresses the existing conditions of the lagoon that serves as 

a baseline for evaluation in the EIR. The historic management of the 
lagoon that has led to the existing conditions is not a factor in the EIR 
analysis, but the comment will be part of the administrative record and 
provided to the SANDAG Board of Directors as part of their decision-
making process. 

P53-7 This comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. Please see 
Master Response #7 in the FEIR regarding the public outreach that has 
been undertaken to inform the public of the Enhancement Project and 
availability of the EIR. Although private views are not specifically 
addressed under CEQA, SANDAG values the input of residents who 
have private views of the lagoon and will consider those opinions when 
making project decisions. 
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LETTER 54 
JACINTA JONES 

 
P54-1 This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 

Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 55 
PAUL ALANIS 

 
P55-1 The comment provides photos of the general location of the inlet 

proposed under the Saltwater Alternative. It is anticipated that the 
bridge would be located off the beach and inland towards the inlet, 
where it would be stable and more protected from wave action and 
storm surge (see EIR Figures 3.9-16 and 3.6-17). During final bridge 
design, the specific bridge placement would be determined and all 
factors, including tidal conditions, would be considered to appropriately 
locate and engineer the bridge structure. 
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LETTER 56 
JAN ROLSTON 

 
P56-1 This comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P56-2 This comment is not regarding the EIR or the Enhancement Project and 
is outside the ability of SANDAG to address. 
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LETTER 57 
NATALIE SHAPIRO 

 
P57-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 58 
COASTAL ENVIRONMENTAL RIGHTS FOUNDATION 

 
P58-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 59 
PRESERVE CALAVERA 

 
P59-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 60 
DERRICK L. JONES 

 
P60-1 This comment expresses support for the Freshwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 Wildlife impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the 
EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 61 
NORTH COUNTY ADVOCATES 

 
P61-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides multiple reasons for support of this alternative. Please see 
Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 62 
BUENA VISTA AUDUBON SOCIETY 

 
P62-1 This comment provides background regarding the health of the lagoon 

and past studies on this topic. 

P62-2 The comment summarizes components of the Saltwater Alternative as 
elaborated on in Chapter 2 of the EIR. 
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P62-3 The comment lists benefits of the Saltwater Alternative over the 

Freshwater Alternative as perceived by the commenter. 

P62-4 The comment provides commentary on the weir and sand berm 
currently in place and the private landowners. Please see Master 
Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property. 

P62-5 The comment discusses the Buena Vista Audubon Society’s position as 
a stakeholder in the project and expresses support for a saltwater 
lagoon enhancement project. 
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LETTER 63 
ALLAN J. WANAMAKER 

 
P63-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P63-2 SANDAG acknowledges there is no guarantee of a specific number of 
saltwater species successfully populating the lagoon, and the EIR does 
not make such a statement. SANDAG does not agree that the Saltwater 
and Hybrid Alternatives are experimental. The anticipated successful 
conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system as described throughout 
the EIR is based on scientific information and expert opinion and 
design, as well as previous enhancement/restoration projects. See 
Responses to Comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21 in the FEIR. 

P63-3 See Response to Comment P63-2 regarding the species variation 
anticipated. 

P63-4 SANDAG does not have authority to “disqualify” an agency from 
jurisdictional responsibility as suggested by the comment. 

P63-5 The comment describes conditions at Batiquitos Lagoon. Please see 
Response to Comment P11-7 regarding mosquitos and Master 
Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P63-6 The comment expresses a preference for freshwater. Please see 
Response to Comment P21-5 regarding costs and implementation. 
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LETTER 64 
BARBARA R. WANAMAKER 

 
P64-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P64-2 SANDAG acknowledges there is no guarantee of a specific number of 
saltwater species successfully populating the lagoon, and the EIR does 
not make such a statement. See Responses to Comments 12-5, 12-14, 
and 12-21. Please see Master Response #4 in the FEIR regarding the 
freshwater lagoon resource. Section 3.5 of the EIR describes the 
current freshwater species known to the lagoon and also provides 
description of the ecological diversity anticipated with the conversion to 
a saltwater system. A functioning, healthy saltwater ecosystem would 
be created and monitored via adaptive management (as described in 
EIR Section 2.9.3), providing high-quality, suitable habitat and suitable 
hydrologic conditions and this would allow for successful biological 
diversity to establish throughout the lagoon ecosystem. 
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LETTER 65 
SALLY RORICK-ORLANDO 

 
P65-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 66 
CITY OF OCEANSIDE 

 
P66-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P66-2 The comment requests revised language for Mitigation Measure Land 
Use-1. SANDAG acknowledges the points made in the proposed 
mitigation language regarding working with the permitting agencies to 
find an acceptable design for the lateral pedestrian access that 
adequately addresses aesthetics, security, and privacy of adjacent 
residences. As a responsible agency under CEQA, SANDAG is 
committed to working with the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad to find 
a solution to maintain safe, legal lateral beach access consistent with 
the cities Local Coastal Program as part of SANDAG’s future Coastal 
Development Permit that will be required from the California Coastal 
Commission. SANDAG does not find it necessary to revise the 
mitigation language at this stage in the CEQA process, but the 
SANDAG Board of Directors could formalize this approach as part of a 
resolution when staff seeks policy direction on the proposed project 
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LETTER 67 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

 
P67-1 The comment reiterates the California Coastal Commission position 

provided in their first comment letter in support of the Saltwater 
Alternative and restates that the Saltwater Alternative is considered 
consistent with the Coastal Act and NCC PWP/TREP. Please see 
Comment Letter 2 in the FEIR Response to Comments for responses to 
the first California Coastal Commission comment letter (included as 
Attachment A to this letter). 
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LETTER 68 
SIERRA CLUB 

 
P68-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides discussion and multiple reasons for support of this alternative. 
Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 69 
BUENA VISTA AUDUBON SOCIETY 

 
P69-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides discussion and multiple reasons for support of this alternative. 
Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. The comment goes on to provide background and information 
about the commenting organization. 
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P69-2 The comment describes the blocked views from the adjacent Nature 

Center due to freshwater cattails. Vegetation removal, including the 
removal of cattails, is described for each alternative in Section 2.6 and 
within Table 2-4 of the EIR. 

P69-3 Please see FEIR Master Response #4 in the FEIR regarding the 
freshwater lagoon resource. 

P69-4 SANDAG is aware of the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project Website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. The EIR addresses mosquito and vector 
control in Section 3.15 and evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in 
reducing the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-
borne diseases. Please see Response to Comment 65-3 regarding 
mosquitos and vectors. 

 Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding the reduction in 
vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the Saltwater 
Alternative. Section 3.4 of the EIR addresses water quality issues, 
including eutrophication. 

P69-5 Section 3.5 of the EIR describes the current freshwater species known 
to the lagoon and also provides description of the ecological diversity 
anticipated with the conversion to a saltwater system. A functioning, 
healthy saltwater ecosystem would be created and monitored via 
adaptive management (as described in EIR Section 2.9.3), providing 
high-quality, suitable habitat and suitable hydrologic conditions and this 
would allow for successful biological diversity to establish throughout 
the lagoon ecosystem. Recreational fishing opportunities anticipated 
under each alternative are described in Section 3.1 of the EIR. 
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LETTER 70 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 

 
P70-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides discussion and multiple reasons for support of this alternative. 
Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 71 
GLORIA CARRANZA 

 
P71-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and 

provides discussion and multiple reasons for support of this alternative. 
Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. As described in EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the 
Saltwater Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow. 
Vegetation removal, including the removal of cattails, is described for 
each alternative in Section 2.6 and within Table 2-4 of the EIR. The EIR 
addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and evaluates 
each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health and safety 
risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 72 
ZIV RAN 

 
P72-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 73 
ANNABELLA GRIFFO 

 
P73-1 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 74 
JAMES GATES 

 
P74-1 The flood conveyance performance of the Freshwater Alternative could 

be slightly improved by altering channel configurations (e.g., widening 
the outlet or changing invert elevations), but flood elevations would 
continue to be higher than the Saltwater Alternative under each of those 
scenarios due to the lack of additional storage capacity in the lagoon if a 
weir is in place at the inlet. The primary reason the Freshwater 
Alternative performs poorly in flood flow conveyance relative to the 
Saltwater Alternative is because the weir works like a dam to retain 
(store) water in the lagoon at a consistent elevation of +5.6 ft NGVD. If a 
beach berm accumulates, this minimum water elevation can be even 
higher. This retained water reduces the flood flow storage capacity of 
the Freshwater Alternative compared to the Saltwater Alternative, which 
would be maintained to have an open tidal inlet. The highest tide ever 
recorded along the San Diego coast was +5.36 ft NGVD at NOAA Tide 
Gauge Station No. 9410230 on November 13, 1997, which is 0.24 ft 
lower than the weir elevation of +5.6 ft NVGD. 

 Under the Saltwater Alternative, the lagoon water elevation would be 
similar to that of the tide level in the ocean. Under the Freshwater 
Alternative, the water elevation within the lagoon would be higher than 
ocean tide levels. Due to this higher starting water elevation, water 
entering the lagoon during flood flows or storm events would also be 
higher because there would be less ability for the lagoon to store water 
as it is discharged to the ocean. For example, if a storm were to occur 
when the water elevation in the lagoon was +6.5 ft NGVD and the ocean 
water level was +3.5 ft NGVD, there is 3 ft less of water storage 
capacity within the lagoon than would occur under the Saltwater 
Alternative. The Saltwater Alternative would “free up” this flood flow 
storage capacity by allowing the lagoon to drain to the ocean during ebb 
tides. Even when the lagoon would fill during flood tides under the 
Saltwater Alternative, it would not fill to a water elevation that is as high 
as the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 75 
CRAIG SMITH 

 
P75-1 The comment expresses concurrence with the recommendation of the 

Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR 
regarding alternative selection. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 76 
ROBERTA MALAMAN 

 
P76-1 This comment expresses support for a tidally influenced lagoon. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 77 
SAM LAUBER 

 
P77-1 This comment expresses support for a tidally influenced lagoon. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 Please see Response to Comment P14-4 regarding the reduction in 
vector breeding conditions that would be achieved by the Saltwater 
Alternative. Please see Responses to Comments P11-7 and P21-4 
regarding saltwater mosquitos. 
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LETTER 78 
JAMES GATES 

 
P78-1 A sea-level rise habitat change analysis was conducted for each of the 

alternatives. Section 3.12, Global Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas 
Emission, and Sea Level Rise, provides a discussion, tables, and mapping 
of anticipated habitat conversion with sea level rise for each alternative in 
Year 2050 and Year 2100 (over 80 years from publication date). The 
analysis showed that the salt marsh habitats would change over time as 
sea level rises; however, under the Saltwater Alternative, the lagoon still 
would remain salt marsh habitat in 2100. 

P78-2 The model (TUFLOW) used for the preliminary design of the Buena Vista 
Lagoon Enhancement Project is a two-dimensional hydrodynamic model 
that is still widely used. The reference to the “best available science” is 
typically used to refer specifically to sea-level rise projection 
models/methods (e.g., NRC 2012) as well as statewide sea-level rise 
vulnerability assessment models (e.g., USGS CoSMoS). The methodology 
utilized for the Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project was conservative 
in that it did not include sedimentation over the next 80 years (through Year 
2100), so projected habitat changes would be less if such sedimentation 
were included in the analysis (i.e., more salt marsh would remain in 2100). 

P78-3 As described in the FEIR, the Enhancement Project modeling associated 
with sea level rise was based on the sea level rise projections presented in 
the document titled, “Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, 
and Washington: Past, Present, and Future” prepared by the National 
Research Council (NRC 2012). This included using a conservative estimate 
of a rise in sea level of 2 feet in 2050 and 5.5 feet in 2100. In 2017, the 
California Office of Planning and Research published additional guidance 
on planning for sea level rise in Rising Seas in California: An Update on 
Sea-Level Rise (2017). This report put a probability on rise in sea level 
under different scenarios. For San Diego, using the La Jolla NOAA tide 
gauge, the chance of sea level rise meeting or exceeding 2 feet by 2050 is 
0.5% (1-in-200 chance). The chance of exceeding 5.5 feet by 2100 is 
between 0.5% and 5% depending on the air emissions scenario. 

 As described in response to comment P78-1, the project modeling that was 
prepared, and is still valid, shows habitat conversion due to sea level rise 
for each alternative extending out until Year 2100. Similar to the description 
of habitat change described in the comment from the WARMER model, the 
Enhancement Project modeling also showed a decline in the acreage of 
saltwater marsh over the extensive time period. Table 3.12-5 of the EIR 
estimates the habitat conversion acreage for all alternatives at year 2050 
and 2100. As shown in the table, salt marsh habitats would continue to 
exist in year 2100 under the Saltwater Alternative.  
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P78-4 As described in Section 3.12 of the EIR, salt marsh habitat is anticipated 

to persist beyond Year 2100 under the Saltwater Alternative. Please see 
the California Coastal Commission letter, Letter 2 in the FEIR Response 
to Comments, Comment 2-4 regarding the ability of the alternatives to 
be used as mitigation for impacts associated with the NCC PWP/TREP. 
Also, please see the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter, Letter 1 in the 
FEIR Response to Comments, Comment 1-8 regarding the lack of 
support for the Freshwater Alternative to be used as mitigation. 

P78-5 Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. The referenced letter regarding inferior hydraulic connections 
is addressed as Letter P74 in these responses. Under the Freshwater 
Alternative, portions of the lagoon would be dredged to provide water 
depths that would preclude cattail growth and expansion; however, 
cattails would continue to grow in certain locations in the freshwater 
environment and would require ongoing maintenance every 1 to 2 
years. The volume of cattail removal in the Freshwater Alternative was 
designed to best optimize the removal of cattail vegetation while 
minimizing environmental impacts. 
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P78-6 The summary comments have been addressed in detail within the text 

of the letter and responded to. This comment expresses support for the 
Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR 
regarding alternative selection. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 79 
RICHARD TAUBMAN 

 
P79-1 This comment expresses support for a freshwater lagoon environment. 

Please see Response to Comment P4-3 above regarding public access 
to private property. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the 
FEIR, it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be 
supported in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR 
addressing odor. 

 Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 80 
CATHY SCHOLL 

 
P80-1 This comment expresses support for a freshwater lagoon environment. 

P80-2 The EIR considered the Freshwater Alternative adequately and to the 
same extent as all other project alternatives. The EIR provided analysis 
of the topics listed in the comment: mosquitos are addressed in Section 
3.15; cattail removal in Sections 2.6, 2.7.1; and sea level rise in Section 
3.12. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 regarding costs. The 
comment does not provide additional information that should be 
considered. 

P80-3 The SANDAG Board of Directors will hold a public meeting when 
considering the EIR certification and Enhancement Project approval. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 81 
JAMES GATES 

 
P81-1 Vector issues related to mosquito breeding in the existing cattail 

vegetation is acknowledged and described within the EIR. Vector 
management within Section 2.9.3 of the EIR addresses vector control 
as proposed in the Adaptive Management and Maintenance plan, which 
includes cutting channels within the cattail stands to create swaths of 
open water throughout the vegetated area. This allows for increased 
predation of mosquito larvae by natural predators, increased 
effectiveness of aerial treatments, and increased localized water 
circulation and wind wave action 

P81-2 The presence of light-footed Ridgway’s rail is discussed in Section 3.5.1 
of the EIR along with a description of the species’ use of marsh habitat, 
specifically cattail and bulrush in freshwater conditions. Section 2.6.1 of 
the EIR describes the proposed habitat distribution and the reasoning 
for the proposed vegetation removal under the Freshwater Alternative. 
Under the Freshwater Alternative, much of the existing freshwater 
marsh would be left in place to maintain habitat for some of the rare, 
threatened, and endangered species, such as the light-footed 
Ridgway’s rail and Clark’s marsh wren. 

P81-3 As described in Section 2.6.1 of the EIR, approximately 129,000 cubic 
yards (cy) of vegetation (e.g., cattails) would be removed, primarily from 
the interior of the lagoon under the Freshwater Alternative. Additionally, 
portions of the lagoon would be dredged to provide water depths that 
would preclude cattail growth and expansion. Approximately 562,000 cy 
of sediment would be removed from the lagoon under the Freshwater 
Alternative. 

P81-4 SANDAG concurs that some level of mosquito breeding would continue 
to occur at the lagoon regardless of the alternative selected as it is 
simply not feasible to remove all mosquito breeding potential from a wet 
environment. Throughout the analysis in Section 3.15, the EIR found 
that implementation of any of the build alternatives would result in a 
less-conducive vector breeding condition and reduce the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. However, 
even with the potential for some ponded water after extreme high tides 
as proposed by the commenter, the EIR found that the Saltwater 
Alternative would provide the highest level of vector control as a result 
of conversion of the hydraulic regime to saltwater, as outlined in EIR 
Section 4.5. Please also see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding 
saltwater mosquitos. 
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P81-5 The volume of cattail removal in the Freshwater Alternative was 

designed to best optimize the removal of cattail vegetation while 
minimizing environmental impacts. EIR Section 2.6.1 describes that 
much of the existing freshwater marsh would be left in place to maintain 
habitat for the rare, threatened, and endangered species, such as the 
light-footed Ridgway’s rail and Clark’s marsh wren. EIR Section 2.9.3 
describes the adaptive management and maintenance specific to vector 
management and describes how identified cattail management areas 
were generally determined based on stands of cattails that extended 
more than 150 feet from an open water area. In these areas, cattails 
would be managed to reduce the suitability of the habitat for vectors, 
while minimizing impacts to species that use these habitats, such as 
Ridgway’s rail. 

 Under the Freshwater Alternative, portions of the lagoon would be 
dredged to provide water depths that would preclude cattail growth and 
expansion; however, cattails would continue to grow in certain locations 
in the freshwater environment and would require ongoing maintenance 
every 1 to 2 years. The required maintenance would be adopted as part 
of the Enhancement Project for any of the alternatives and would not be 
an optional future action. All of the enhancement alternatives would 
require a perpetual endowment for maintenance. The endowment would 
be sufficient to cover the cost of the maintenance through the interest 
generated on the principal investment. 

P81-6 While there could be any number of habitat design options for the 
freshwater alternative to achieve different purposes, the volume of 
cattail removal in the Freshwater Alternative was designed to best 
optimize the removal of cattail vegetation while minimizing 
environmental impacts. 

 The commenter’s previous emails as referenced in the comment are 
addressed in these responses as letters P74 and P78. SANDAG 
respectfully disagrees that a fair and appropriate comparison of 
alternatives has not been provided. 
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LETTER 82 
BOB AND SHARON SERGEANT 

 
P82-1 The comment lists anticipated benefits of the Saltwater Alternative. 

P82-2 This comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 
see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 83 
SHIRLEY GARNER 

 
P83-1 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative and 

support for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. Vegetation removal, including 
the removal of cattails is described for each alternative in Section 2.6 
and within Table 2-4 of the EIR. 

P83-2 The comment expresses the opinion that the current aesthetic view will 
change to visually unappealing mudflats. Visual impacts, including those 
associated with low tide conditions, are described in EIR Section 3.9 
along with visual simulations of future conditions. 

P83-3 Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding saltwater 
mosquitos. 

P83-4 Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P83-5 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects exceed the 
scope of the EIR. However, SANDAG appreciates the comments of the 
stakeholders in the vicinity and the commenter’s concern expressed on 
the speculative loss of property value will be part of the administrative 
record and presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors prior to taking 
action on the project. 
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LETTER 84 
FRANK GORMAN 

 
P84-1 Please see Master Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. 

P84-2 Under the Saltwater Alternative, drainage patterns would be altered and 
circulation within the lagoon would increase with the open inlet, 
improved channel network and flow regimes, and increased tidal flow. 
With tidal flushing under the Saltwater Alternative, residence times 
would be 1 to 3 days (EIR Table 3.2-3). The new tidal inlet would also 
enable the lagoon to drain incoming freshwater more efficiently due to 
increased tidal flow and enhanced circulation. 
 
The comment expresses the opinion that the current aesthetic view will 
change to visually unappealing marsh lands. Visual impacts, including 
those associated with low tide conditions, are described in EIR Section 
3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. 

P84-3 As described in the EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow 
and water elevations at appropriate frequencies to allow salt marsh 
habitat to establish. 

P84-4 Please see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater 
resource. 

P84-5 SANDAG respectfully disagrees that keeping the freshwater lagoon can 
achieve to the same degree everything that the Saltwater Alternative 
would achieve. As described throughout Chapter 4.0 of the EIR, the 
Saltwater Alternative would result in the greatest amount of flood 
protection, hydrology benefits, water quality benefits, vector control, 
among others beneficial results.  
 
The comment expresses support for the Freshwater Alternative. Please 
see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 
 
 

  



218 

LETTER 85 
RQ SHUPE 

 
P85-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses 

opposition to the Saltwater Alternative.  

P85-2 The EIR acknowledges that implementation of either the Saltwater or 
Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant impact to lateral access 
along the beach due to creation of a new inlet. The pedestrian bridge 
identified in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 is proposed to mitigate the 
lateral access impact. 

P85-3 Jetties are not proposed as part of the enhancement project. Please see 
Response to Comment P12-2 regarding the design of the inlet that 
would not require jetties and the required maintenance to keep the inlet 
open.  

P85-4 Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. Please 
see Response to Comment P21-4 regarding vectors and saltwater 
mosquitos. Visual impacts, including those associated with low tide 
conditions, are described in EIR Section 3.9 along with visual 
simulations of future conditions. 

P85-5 Jetties are not proposed as part of the enhancement project. The 
pedestrian bridge identified in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 is 
proposed to mitigate the significant impact to public access. During final 
bridge design, the specific bridge placement would be determined. 
Please see Master Response #2 in the FEIR regarding private property 
and eminent domain. 

P85-6 CEQA does not require a lead agency to determine the factors that 
have led to the existing conditions or ongoing actions. The historic 
management of the lagoon that has led to the existing conditions is not 
a factor in the EIR analysis, but the comment will be part of the 
administrative record and provided to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
as part of their decision-making process. 

P85-7 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P85-8 Please see Master Response #7 in the FEIR Response to Comments 
regarding the extensive notification efforts associated with the 
preparation of the CEQA document and in compliance with all CEQA 
requirements. Please see Response to Comment P11-2 regarding 
additional notification efforts associated with the FEIR. 
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All written comments and documentation will be added to the record, 
along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered 
during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. Prior 
meetings have been postponed to address questions from the public 
and for extension of time requested by members of the public. SANDAG 
is committed to provide notification to all those who have made inquiries 
on the project when this item is scheduled for the SANDAG Board of 
Directors meeting.  
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LETTER 86 
DAVE LEONHART 

 
P86-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Wildlife 

impacts can be found in EIR Section 3.5.3. As described in the EIR, 
some wildlife species would continue to utilize the lagoon under 
saltwater conditions and some species would not persist in the saline 
environment. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, 
it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be supported 
in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from the 
Saltwater Alternative. 
 
All written comments and documentation will be added to the record, 
along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered 
during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

 

  



221 

LETTER 87 
MICHAEL AND KIMBERLY WALTER 

 
P87-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. 
Please see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater 
resource. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 88 
MAUREEN GOERLITZ 

 
P88-1 This comment provides introductory statements and expresses support 

for the Freshwater Alternative.  

P88-2 Please see FEIR Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon 
resource. 

P88-3 Please see Response to Comment P2-3 regarding freshwater and 
saltwater species and the anticipated biodiversity that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative.  

P88-4 Please see FEIR Master Response #5 regarding historical lagoon 
ecology. 

P88-5 The FEIR has indicated that the lagoon is in a state of ecological decline 
for numerous reasons. The purpose of the Enhancement Project is to 
enhance the lagoon resources. Section 3.5 of the EIR provides a 
description of the ecological diversity anticipated with the conversion to 
a saltwater system. A functioning, healthy saltwater ecosystem would 
be created and monitored via adaptive management (as described in 
EIR Section 2.9.3), providing high-quality, suitable habitat and suitable 
hydrologic conditions and this would allow for successful biological 
diversity to establish throughout the lagoon ecosystem. 
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P88-6 CEQA does not require a lead agency to determine the factors that 

have led to the existing conditions or ongoing actions. The historic 
management of the lagoon that has led to the existing conditions is not 
a factor in the EIR analysis, but the comment will be part of the 
administrative record and provided to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
as part of their decision-making process. 

P88-7 Please see Response to Comment P11-5 regarding the toxicity of 
lagoon sediments. Please see Response to Comment P14-5 regarding 
toxins testing, soil conditions, and the limited potential for human 
exposure to toxins during project implementation. 

P88-8 For reasons outlined in EIR Section 3.15, the EIR found that the 
Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding 
mosquitos and vectors. Please see Response to Comment 65-3 
addressing the difference between "vector" and a nuisance species. 
SANDAG acknowledges that the presence of saltwater mosquitos can 
be considered a nuisance, similar to the presence of freshwater 
mosquitos; however, the identified Project Objective (EIR Section 1.2) of 
associated human health risk is reduced.  

P88-9 The comment suggests a modified Freshwater Alternative that would 
utilize “ecoharvesting” of cattails. SANDAG assumes this method 
references the removal of cattails from the roots to inhibit future growth. 
While this method may slow the return of cattail habitat, the freshwater 
conditions would still be conducive to cattail vegetation. Cattails would 
continue to grow and expand back into cleared areas from remaining 
habitat in the freshwater environment, resulting in a continued need for 
ongoing maintenance. This modified alternative suggested by the 
comment is similar to the 4-Foot Deep Freshwater Alternative that was 
considered, but eliminated in the EIR as described in Table 2-1. 

P88-10 As described in Chapter 4 of the EIR, based on hydrologic modeling, 
each of the alternatives would reduce water elevations in the lagoon 
and in turn reduce flood impacts to some degree. The anticipated 
results of flood improvements between the alternatives is shown in 
Table 4-2 where floodplain acres associated with the Freshwater 
Alternative are reduced over current conditions by 15 acres while the 
other alternatives reduce the floodplain by over 55 acres. The EIR 
specifically states that, although water elevations would also be lower 
and the floodplain reduced under the Freshwater Alternative, the extent 
of that improvement would be less compared to the Saltwater 
Alternative. 
 
With the weir in place, flood elevations would continue to be higher than 
the Saltwater Alternative due to the lack of additional storage capacity in 
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the lagoon if a weir is in place at the inlet. The primary reason the 
Freshwater Alternative performs poorly in flood flow conveyance relative 
to the Saltwater Alternative is because the weir works like a dam to 
retain (store) water in the lagoon at a consistent elevation of +5.6 ft 
NGVD. This retained water reduces the flood flow storage capacity of 
the Freshwater Alternative compared to the Saltwater Alternative, 
Please see Response to Comment P74-1 for additional flood 
information.  

P88-11 As described in EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow. 
Vegetation removal, including the removal of cattails, is described for 
each alternative in Section 2.6 and within Table 2-4 of the EIR. Cattails 
are not anticipated to regrow under the Saltwater Alternative due to the 
increased salinity within the lagoon. Under the Freshwater Alternative, 
portions of the lagoon would be dredged to provide water depths that 
would preclude cattail growth and expansion; however, cattails would 
continue to grow in certain locations in the freshwater environment and 
would require ongoing maintenance every 1 to 2 years. 
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P88-12 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 

published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P88-13 As described in the explanation of construction methods in the 
Description of Project Alternatives, Chapter 2 of the EIR, dewatering 
would be necessary for sediment and vegetation removal, and certain 
other restoration activities. Development of the construction methods for 
each alternative carefully considered multiple factors, such as 
minimization of environmental effects, cost, feasibly, and effectiveness.  

P88-14 SANDAG values the input of residents who have private property near 
the lagoon and will consider those opinions when making project 
decisions. 

P88-15 SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
support for the Freshwater Alternative. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 89 
REBECCA YEOMANS 

 
P89-1 This comment provides introductory statements. Please see Master 

Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. 

P89-2 The historic management of the lagoon that has led to the existing 
conditions is not a factor in the EIR analysis. Please see Response to 
Comment P11-7 regarding mosquitos and vectors. Please see 
Response to Comment 65-3 addressing the difference between "vector" 
and a nuisance species. For reasons outlined in the EIR (EIR Section 
3.15), the EIR found that the Saltwater Alternative would be most 
effective at reducing vector concerns. 

P89-3 The comment outlines other anticipated benefits of the Saltwater 
Alternative. A comparison of alternatives is included in Chapter 4.0 of 
the EIR.  

P89-4 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 90 
ALLAN AND BARBARA WANAMAKER 

 
P90-1 The comment expresses concern over the Saltwater Alternative.  

P90-2 CEQA does not require a lead agency to determine the factors that 
have led to the existing conditions or ongoing actions. Please see 
Response to Comment P11-7 regarding mosquitos and vectors. Please 
see Response to Comment 65-3 addressing the difference between 
"vector" and a nuisance species. For reasons outlined in the EIR (EIR 
Section 3.15), the EIR found that the Saltwater Alternative would be 
most effective at reducing vector concerns. Please see Responses to 
Comments P11-7 and P20-5 regarding SANDAG’s ongoing coordination 
with San Diego County Vector Control.  
 
All of the enhancement alternatives would require a perpetual 
endowment for maintenance. The endowment would be sufficient to 
cover the cost of the maintenance through the interest generated on the 
principal investment. 

P90-3 SANDAG values the input of residents who have private property near 
the lagoon and will consider those opinions when making project 
decisions. All written comments and documentation will be added to the 
record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 91 
ALLAN AND BARBARA WANAMAKER 

 
P91-1 The comment provides introductory statements.  

P91-2 The comment letter does not provide independent studies that counter 
the hydraulic studies and tidal information provided in the EIR. As 
described in EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow, 
including the eastern basins. As stated in Section 2.6.2 of the EIR, the 
Saltwater Alternative would feature a subtidal, open water channel 
running from the ocean (tidal inlet) to approximately halfway through the 
I-5 Basin. On either side of the channel, the ground would be graded to 
provide intertidal mudflat and a mix of coastal salt marsh habitats (low, 
mid, and high salt marsh) within each of the four basins. The average 
residency time for each basin is shown in Table 3.2-2 of the EIR and 
shows that the Saltwater Alternative would result in the shortest 
residency time of any alternative. In addition, the results of the tidal 
hydraulic modeling presented in Appendix C, Fluvial and Tidal 
Hydraulics Report indicated that tidal exchange would reach east 
beyond the Weir and Railroad Basins into the Highway 101 and I-5 
Basins.  

P91-3 As described in Response to Comment 12-46 in the FEIR, 
implementation of the Saltwater Alternative would not substantially 
change access along existing private homes. 

P91-4 While it is possible that some small areas of freshwater could 
accumulate in the mudflat areas, these areas would be flushed 
frequently with saltwater during tidal flushing that would result from 
implementation of the Saltwater Alternative. Drainage patterns would be 
altered and circulation within the lagoon would increase with the open 
inlet, improved channel network and flow regimes, and increased tidal 
flow. With tidal flushing under the Saltwater Alternative, residence times 
would be 1 to 3 days (EIR Table 3.2-3). The new tidal inlet would also 
enable the lagoon to drain incoming freshwater more efficiently due to 
increased tidal flow and enhanced circulation. These short periods of 
time where there could be potential standing water are not long enough 
to create successful mosquito breeding conditions. 

P91-5 As described in the EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow 
and water elevations at appropriate frequencies to allow salt marsh 
habitat to establish. Additionally, the potential for invasive species would 
be controlled through implementation of the adaptive management plan 
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described in EIR Section 2.9.3, which includes multiple measures to 
address invasive species. 

P91-6 The comment provides closing statements. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 92 
JENNIFER SHEAR 

 
P92-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses support 

for the Freshwater Alternative. 

P92-2 Contrary to the comment that the lagoon would be composed mostly of 
mudflats, Table 3.5-4 of the EIR shows the proposed habitat 
distributions and approximately 20 acres of the 238 acre site would be 
mud flats.   

P92-3 As described in EIR Section 2.6.2, implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would include the removal of sediments to provide 
appropriate elevations throughout the lagoon basins to allow tidal flow. 
Please see Response to Comment P15-10 regarding visual changes 
anticipated with project implementation. Visual impacts are described in 
EIR Section 3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. 
Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P92-4 As shown in Table 3.5-4 of the EIR, the Saltwater Alternative would 
maintain over 50 acres of open water habitat. As described in Response 
to Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, it is anticipated that an increased range 
of species could be supported in the more diverse habitat distribution 
that would result from the Saltwater Alternative. 

P92-5 Lateral access along the beach is proposed to be maintained through a 
pedestrian bridge as described by Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 that 
would provide a continually safe crossing was available for pedestrians, 
but a safety impact associated with the new inlet would remain 
significant and unmitigated for swimmers, walkers, and other 
recreationalists as cited in Section 3.15.3 of FEIR. 

P92-6 CEQA does not require a lead agency to determine the factors that 
have led to the existing conditions or ongoing actions. The historic 
management of the lagoon that has led to the existing conditions is not 
a factor in the EIR analysis, but the comment will be part of the 
administrative record and provided to the SANDAG Board of Directors 
as part of their decision-making process. Please see Responses to 
Comments P88-9 and P88-11 regarding eco-harvesting.  

P92-7 Please see Response to Comment P11-5 regarding the toxicity of 
lagoon sediments. Please see Response to Comment P14-5 regarding 
toxins testing, soil conditions, and the limited potential for human 
exposure to toxins during project implementation. 

P92-8 SANDAG acknowledges that the presence of saltwater mosquitos can 
be considered a nuisance, similar to the presence of freshwater 
mosquitos; however, the identified Project Objective (EIR Section 1.2) of 
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associated human health risk is reduced. Please see Response to 
Comments P11-7 and P20-5 regarding saltwater mosquitos. 

P92-9 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P92-10 Visual impacts are described in EIR Section 3.9 along with visual 
simulations of future conditions. Please see Response to Comment 
P15-10 regarding visual changes anticipated with project 
implementation.  
 
SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and the 
opposition to the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P92-11 The comment expresses the opinion that mudflats are not visually 
pleasing. Visual impacts, including those associated with low tide 
conditions, are described in EIR Section 3.9 along with visual 
simulations of future conditions. 

P92-12 Please see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P92-13 Please see Response to Comment 65-3 in the FEIR regarding 
mosquitos and vectors. Please see Response to Comment P14-4 
regarding the reduction in vector breeding conditions that would be 
achieved by the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Response to 
Comment P11-7 regarding saltwater mosquitos. 

P92-14 Please see Response to Comment P4-3 regarding public access to 
private property. 

P92-15 Private property values and purely socioeconomic effects exceed the 
scope of the EIR. The commenter’s concern expressed on the 
speculative loss of property value is part of the written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record. 

P92-16 Please see Response to Comment P2-3 regarding freshwater and 
saltwater species and the anticipated biodiversity that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 
in the FEIR, it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be 
supported in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. 
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P92-17 Please see Response to Comment P15-10 regarding visual changes 
anticipated with project implementation. Visual impacts are described in 
EIR Section 3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. 
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P92-18 The comment expresses the opinion that the current aesthetic view will 

change to visually unappealing marsh lands. Visual impacts, including 
those associated with low tide conditions, are described in EIR Section 
3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. 

P92-19 Please see Response to Comment P2-3 regarding freshwater and 
saltwater species and the anticipated biodiversity that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. 

P92-20 Private property values and socioeconomic effects exceed the scope of 
the EIR. The commenter’s concern expressed on the speculative loss of 
property value is part of the written comments and documentation will 
be added to the record. 

P92-21 SANDAG acknowledges the request to not certify the FEIR and support 
of the Freshwater Alternative.  
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LETTER 93 
LISA AMANTEA 

 
P93-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

other supporters. Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR 
regarding alternative selection. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 

P93-2 The comment lists anticipated benefits of the Saltwater Alternative 
relative to other alternatives.  
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LETTER 94 
ALEX JUBB 

 
P94-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the current aesthetic view will 

change to visually unappealing marsh lands. Visual impacts, including 
those associated with low tide conditions, are described in EIR Section 
3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. Please see Master 
Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater resource. Please 
see Master Response #6 in the FEIR addressing odor. 

P94-2 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P94-3 The alternative proposed by the comment to only remove the cattails 
would not achieve the project objectives as described in Section 1.2 of 
the EIR, including enhance and maintain sensitive habitats and native 
species; promote a system of native wetland and terrestrial vegetation 
communities that can be sustained; and protect, improve, and maintain 
water quality. The alternative to solely remove the cattails would also 
negatively impact endangered species without any benefits to those 
species. This proposal most likely would require offsetting mitigation 
through creation of new habitat elsewhere.  
 
The EIR acknowledges that implementation of either the Saltwater or 
Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant impact to lateral access 
along the beach due to creation of a new inlet. The pedestrian bridge 
identified in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would mitigate the lateral 
access impact. 
 
While there could be any number of habitat design options of cattail 
removal to achieve different purposes, the volume of cattail removal in 
the Freshwater Alternative was designed to best optimize the removal of 
cattail vegetation while minimizing environmental impacts. 

P94-4 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative and 
support for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #1 
in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. As outlined in Response to 
Comment P94-3, the alternative proposed by the comment to only 
remove the cattails would not achieve the project objectives. Lateral 
access along the beach would be maintained through a pedestrian 
bridge as identified by Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 that would 
ensure a continually safe crossing was available for pedestrians. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project.  
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LETTER 95 
MAX JARA 

 
P95-1 This comment expresses opposition for the Saltwater Alternative. 

Please see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative 
selection. The comment suggests dredging deeper to stop cattail 
growth. While this method may slow the return of cattail habitat, the 
freshwater conditions would still be conducive to cattail vegetation. 
Cattails would continue to grow and expand back into cleared areas and 
spread from remaining habitat in the freshwater environment and would 
require ongoing maintenance. While there could be any number of 
habitat design options of cattail removal to achieve different purposes, 
the volume of cattail removal in the Freshwater Alternative was 
designed to best optimize the removal of cattail vegetation while 
minimizing environmental impacts. 

P95-2 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 
 
As described in the EIR, some wildlife species would continue to utilize 
the lagoon under saltwater conditions and some species would not 
persist in the saline environment. As described in Response to 
Comment 12-15 in the FEIR, it is anticipated that an increased range of 
species could be supported in the more diverse habitat distribution that 
would result from the Saltwater Alternative. 

 
  



244 

LETTER 96 
MARK ANDERSON 

 
P96-1 The comment provides introductory statements. Please see Master 

Response #7 in the FEIR Response to Comments regarding the 
extensive notification efforts associated with the preparation of the 
CEQA document and in compliance with all CEQA requirements. 
Please see Response to Comment P11-2 regarding additional 
notification efforts associated with the FEIR. 

P96-2 All responses provided by agencies, local governments, and individuals 
are available in the Response to Comments in the FEIR for public 
review.  

P96-3 It is correct that edits were made and text was added to Section 4.4, 
CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative of the FEIR. These edits 
were made in response to comments received on the Draft EIR to better 
clarify and explain the comparison of alternatives relative to the 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative. While information 
was added to the section, the conclusion of the section did not change 
and continued to state that no alternative was clearly environmentally 
superior to another.  

P96-4 Table 2-2 of the EIR shows the amount of open water habitat (i.e., areas 
that will always remain inundated under all hydrologic conditions and 
never be dry or exposed soil). The extent of open water will vary under 
the Saltwater Alternative depending on the tidal elevation and inlet 
condition, but will always consist of at least 51.0 acres of open water 
under any condition as shown in the table. Visual impacts, including 
those associated with low tide conditions, are described in EIR Section 
3.9 along with visual simulations of future conditions. Please see 
Response to Comment P14-9. Please see Master Response #6 in the 
FEIR addressing odor. 

P96-5 Maintenance for removal of accumulated sediment would be different 
between the Freshwater and Saltwater Alternatives. Fine sediments 
would continue to accumulate in the eastern portion of the lagoon as 
freshwater flows enter the lagoon from the upper watershed under the 
Freshwater Alternative. Removal of this sediment would require 
disposal, potentially at offsite locations, at a frequency anticipated every 
25 years based on current sediment loads. Sediment accumulating 
under the Saltwater Alternative would primarily be limited to sand 
becoming entrained in the lagoon inlet, the majority of which would be 
removed annually. SANDAG has published the costs of each alternative 
on the project website for public review. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
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taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P96-6 SANDAG has met and exceeded CEQA public involvement 
requirements. Please see Master Response #7 in the FEIR Response 
to Comments regarding the extensive notification efforts associated with 
the preparation of the CEQA document and in compliance with all 
CEQA requirements. Please see Response to Comment P11-2 
regarding additional notification efforts associated with the FEIR.  
 
Please see Response to Comment P32-2 that describes the interaction 
of the proposed project and the North Coast Corridor project and other 
transportation projects requiring mitigation.  

P96-7 The comment provides discussion and attachments of current views. 
Visual impacts, including those associated with low tide conditions, are 
described in EIR Section 3.9 along with visual simulations of future 
conditions. Public access would be enhanced under all action 
alternatives through a Boardwalk that would connect to the Nature 
Center and to Maxton Brown Park (Section ES.5.1 of the EIR).  

P96-8 Private property values and socioeconomic effects exceed the scope of 
the EIR. The commenter’s concern expressed on the speculative loss of 
property value is part of the written comments and documentation will 
be added to the record. As explained in Response to Comment 65-4 in 
the FEIR, the selection of key view points for analysis and visual 
simulations in the EIR are based on the most available public views of 
the project site as directed by CEQA legal precedent. SANDAG values 
the input of residents who have private views of the lagoon and will 
consider those opinions when making project decisions. 
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P96-9 The comment provides closing statements and expresses support for 

the Freshwater Alternative.  
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LETTER 97 
MIKE MCMAHON 

 
P97-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

anticipated benefits of the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments 
and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 98 
MICHAEL AND MINNA RIBER 

 
P98-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 99 
ANDRE VIRIPAEFF 

 
P99-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

anticipated benefits of the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments 
and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P99-2 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 
other supporters. 

P99-3 For reasons outlined in EIR Section 3.15, the EIR found that the 
Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding 
mosquitos and vectors.  
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LETTER 100 
LYNDSAY VIRIPAEFF 

 
P100-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

anticipated benefits of the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments 
and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 

P100-2 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 
other supporters. 

P100-3 For reasons outlined in EIR Section 3.15, the EIR found that the 
Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. Please see Response to Comment P11-7 regarding 
mosquitos and vectors.  
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LETTER 101 
JAN NELSON 

 
P101-1 The comment provides introductory statements and expresses support 

for the Freshwater Alternative. All written comments and documentation 
will be added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, 
and will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors 
meeting on the project. 

P101-2 The EIR addresses mosquito and vector control in Section 3.15 and 
evaluates each alternative’s effectiveness in reducing the public health 
and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases. For reasons 
outlined in EIR Section 3.15, the EIR found that the Saltwater 
Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector concerns. Please 
see Response to Comments P11-7, P20-5, and P21-4 regarding 
saltwater mosquitos and vectors. Please see Response to Comment 
65-3 addressing the difference between "vector" and a nuisance 
species. 

P101-3 Please see Response to Comment P2-3 regarding freshwater and 
saltwater species and the anticipated biodiversity that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. As described in Response to Comment 12-15 
in the FEIR, it is anticipated that an increased range of species could be 
supported in the more diverse habitat distribution that would result from 
the Saltwater Alternative. 

P101-4 SANDAG has prepared the estimated costs of each alternative and has 
published those costs on the project website. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. Please see Response to Comment P14-12 
regarding alternatives cost. 

P101-5 The FEIR has indicated that the lagoon is in a state of ecological decline 
for numerous reasons. The purpose of the Enhancement Project is to 
enhance the lagoon resources. Please see Master Response #6 in the 
FEIR addressing odor. 

P101-6 The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the Saltwater Alternative 
would result in a significant impact to lateral access along the beach 
due to creation of a new inlet. The pedestrian bridge identified in 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would mitigate the lateral access 
impact, but the new inlet would periodically create a new safety threat to 
recreational users and the impact would remain significant. 

P101-7 Please see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater 
resource. 
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LETTER 102 
BVL FOUNDATION 

 
P102-1 The introductory comment describes the Buena Vista Lagoon 

Foundation Board of Director’s vote to support a freshwater lagoon 
system.  

P102-2 SANDAG respectfully disagrees that the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations document is inadequate. The information provided in the 
CEQA document, the appendices, and the administrative record 
provides adequate and accurate information supporting the conclusions 
drawn in the EIR and within the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
The comment does not provide any examples or evidence that 
significant and unavoidable impacts are not property disclosed.  
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LETTER 103 
STEPHANIE KRZYZOPOKSKI 

 
P103-1 SANDAG acknowledges and the FEIR has indicated that the lagoon is 

in a state of ecological decline for numerous reasons. The purpose of 
the Enhancement Project is to enhance the lagoon resources. SANDAG 
has postponed the Board of Directors meeting on the Enhancement 
Project to address comments from the public and at the public request. 
All points of views will be fully considered in the decision-making 
process and comments letters from the public will be provided to the 
SANDAG Board of Directors for their consideration.  
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LETTER 104 
UNKNOWN 

 
P104-1 Sections ES.1 and ES.2 of the EIR describes the designation of the 

lagoon as a State Ecological Reserve. The historic management of the 
lagoon that has led to the existing conditions is not a factor in the EIR 
analysis, but the comment will be part of the administrative record and 
provided to the SANDAG Board of Directors as part of their decision-
making process. 

 
 
 

  



255 

LETTER 105 
HELEN BOURNE 

 
P105-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative, lists 

anticipated benefits, and lists other supporters of the Saltwater 
Alternative. All written comments and documentation will be added to 
the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 106 
JANE SHRIVER 

 
P106-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. Please 

see Master Response #1 in the FEIR regarding alternative selection. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 107 
PATRICK HICKEY 

 
P107-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative, lists 

anticipated benefits, and lists other supporters of the Saltwater 
Alternative. All written comments and documentation will be added to 
the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully 
considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the 
project. 
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LETTER 108 
SUSAN WORK 

 
P108-1  The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

other supporters of the Saltwater Alternative. All written comments and 
documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 109 
PATTI KOGER 

 
P109-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 110 
BARBARA AND DAVID MATHIS 

 
P110-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 111 
MEG BEAUCHAMP 

 
P111-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 112 
SATISH MENON 

 
P112-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 113 
DIANE RIVERA 

 
P113-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

other supporters of the Saltwater Alternative. Please see Master 
Response #5 regarding historical lagoon ecology. All written comments 
and documentation will be added to the record, along with any public 
testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during the SANDAG 
Board of Directors meeting on the project.  
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LETTER 114 
SYLVIA CARUETHERS 

 
P114-1 The comment is unclear in its support or opposition of the Enhancement 

Project alternatives.  
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LETTER 115 
MIKE AND NANCY WEST 

 
P115-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. All 

written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 116 
SANDRA MCMULLEN 

 
P116-1 Please see Master Response #4 of the FEIR regarding the freshwater 

resource. Section 3.5 of the EIR provides a description of the ecological 
diversity anticipated with the conversion to a saltwater system. For 
reasons outlined in the EIR (EIR Section 3.15), the EIR found that the 
Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. 

P116-2 Project documentation, including in the EIR, associated technical 
studies, and cost analysis have been posted on the project website at 
http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/buena_vista_lagoon_docs.aspx. 
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LETTER 117 
CATHY PAUTZ 

 
P117-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative. For 

reasons outlined in the EIR (EIR Section 3.15), the EIR found that the 
Saltwater Alternative would be most effective at reducing vector 
concerns. Section 3.5 of the EIR provides a description of the ecological 
diversity anticipated with the conversion to a saltwater system. All 
written comments and documentation will be added to the record, along 
with any public testimony on the item, and will be fully considered during 
the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting on the project. 
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LETTER 118 
LOS PENASQUITOS LAGOON FOUNDATION 

 
P118-1 The comment expresses support for the Saltwater Alternative and lists 

anticipated benefits. All written comments and documentation will be 
added to the record, along with any public testimony on the item, and 
will be fully considered during the SANDAG Board of Directors meeting 
on the project. 
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