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LETTER I 
San Diego Gas and Electric 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-1 The comment provides introductory statements, a generally accurate 

description of the proposed project, and a description of SDG&E’s utility 
infrastructure and easements on the proposed project site; it does not raise a 
specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-2 The comment is noted. Table 8-1 acknowledges the proposed project 

schedule and possible construction overlap with other projects occurring in the 
lagoon. Further attention and consideration on how the proposed project would 
affect the City of San Diego’s and SDG&E’s transmission and distribution line 
relocation are discussed in Section 3.4.2, page 3-12 and Section 5.13.3, page 
5.13-3.  
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I-3 The comment summarizes electrical infrastructure realignment discussed in 

the Draft EIR. It does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the 
EIR. Therefore, no response is provided. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-4 The comment summarizes conditions under which an additional CEQA 

analysis would be required in support of the relocation of the 69-kilovolt lines 
per the California Public Utility Commission’s (CPUC) General Order (G) 131-
D. The comment is noted. The EIR includes information regarding the utility 
relocation to the extent possible given the level of design at this time. 
Depending on final design, as well as the timing and implementation of the 
electrical infrastructure realignment, the project team will work with SDG&E 
and CPUC to ensure a permit to construct or advice letter is prepared if 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
I-5 The comment is noted. The grading and access roads for the proposed project 

will not direct drainage in a manner that increases the potential for erosion 
around SDG&E facilities and access roads. 
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I-6 The comment states temporary or permanent relocation of facilities or 

placement associated with temporary outages would be the financial 
responsibility of the JPA. The comment is noted; implementation of the project 
will be the responsibility of SANDAG. If electrical infrastructure realignment 
occurs concurrent to implementation of the proposed project, financial and 
other concerns will be addressed during the permitting process with the project 
team. 

 
I-7 The comment is noted. Implementation of the proposed project would comply 

with SDG&E Guidelines for encroachments and grading to ensure clearances 
are maintained. The requirement for a “Permission to Grade” letter from 
SDG&E has been added to Table 3-7 of the Final EIR. 

 
I-8 Please see Response to Comment I-7. 
 
I-9 Please see Response to Comment I-7. 
 
I-10 Please see Response to Comment I-7. 
 
I-11 The comment provides closing statements and does not raise a specific issue 

related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no specific response is 
provided. 
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LETTER J 
Douglas Allred 

 
J-1 Please see Responses to Comments B-11 and H-10 regarding beach 

conditions. The Draft EIR analyzed impacts of the proposed project per the 
legal requirements of CEQA. Consistent with CEQA, Chapter 5 of the EIR 
evaluates impacts associated with the proposed project, as summarized in 
Table 11-1. The EIR provided the appropriate level of analysis for the 
anticipated downstream impacts of the proposed project and work that would 
be taking place in the beach area. Please see Responses to Comments B-11 
and H-10 regarding potential effects on beach conditions, and Responses to 
Comments B-11, H-10, and F-12 for information regarding effects of the 
proposed project on the river and river mouth. The ultimate volume by which 
sediment would be decreased by implementation of the proposed project 
would be on the order of 0.035% of beach sand and would not result in a 
visible and/or measurable difference in beach conditions. According to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Shore Protection Manual and supplemented with the 
Coastal Engineering Manual, each 1.5 cy of sand lost would result in the loss 
of 1 square foot of beach (Corps 1984; 2002). Based on assuming the length 
of the City beach is approximately 15,000 linear feet, the loss of 700 cy would 
result in the reduction of approximately 1/3 of an inch in the beach width. This 
change in width would be so small as to be unable to be measured using 
conventional instrumentation. The proposed project would have no 
measurable impact on the Del Mar beaches. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in no measurable impact on existing conditions affecting homes, 
sand deposition, or beach reaction to storm events. No direct impacts to 
houses would occur as a result of project implementation. Noise impacts 
associated with construction activities due to the sand trap or beach placement 
activities were analyzed in Section 5.10.3, page 5.10-13 and found that beach 
construction noise has the potential to result in or create a significant 
temporary increase (>10 dBA) in existing ambient noise levels; expose people 
to noise levels that exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance; and create 
temporary construction noise that exceeds 75 dB (A) Leq at residential 
receptors at the southern sand placement site. Impacts to coastal processes 
and sediment delivery are addressed throughout Section 5.3. Visual and noise 
impacts, in the vicinity of homes near the inlet, are addressed in Section 5.7.3, 
page 5.7-25 through page 5.7-26 and Section 5.10.3, page 5.10-11 through 
5.10-13, respectively, and throughout the EIR as appropriate. It is unclear what 
area of the proposed project is of concern with respect to storm events. Please 
see Response to Comment B-19 for areas inside the proposed project site 
subject to effects from storm events and Response to Comment C-11 for 
discussion regarding interior maintenance given a storm event. Additional 
discussion concerning large storm events is addressed in Section 3.4.2, page 
3-16 throughout Section 5.3, and Appendix D, Attachment B of the EIR.  
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J-2 The JPA undertook substantial public outreach efforts in connection with the 
San Dieguito Lagoon W-19 EIR and met requirements as identified in CEQA 
Section 15087. Notification was provided in a variety of forms. The Draft EIR 
was circulated for public review for 45 days and was posted on the JPA’s 
website. Hard copies of the Draft EIR were made available for review at the 
JPA office, Del Mar Branch Library, Solana Beach Branch Library, and Carmel 
Valley Library. The Notice of Availability (NOA) was circulated in the Union 
Tribune and Del Mar Times, and filed with the County Clerk’s office. Individual 
notice to owners within Sandy Lane was not legally required, but the NOA was 
also mailed to over 100 citizens and agencies that had requested information 
on the proposed project. Notices such as the NOA were sent to property 
owners within 100 feet of the material placement sites on the beach based on 
an assessor parcel search, including a number of properties along Sandy 
Lane. Approximately 79 notices were sent specific to properties within 100 feet 
of the material placement activities. A public meeting to accept public 
comments was held at the Del Mar Fairgrounds on April 4, 2017. 

 
J-3 Please see Responses to Comments B-7, C-4, and C-15. As discussed in 

Section 5.2.3, page 5.2-8 through 5.8-10 of the EIR, hydrological impacts were 
found to be less than significant. Additionally, Section 5.3.3, page 5.3-6 
through 5.3-7 of the EIR discusses impacts to coastal processes and sediment 
delivery. Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 address significant impacts to this resource 
while outlining Mitigation Measures Coastal Processes-1 and -2 to mitigate 
these impacts to a level of less than significant under CEQA. 

 
J-4 Potential impacts due to modified sediment delivery and deposition were 

considered in Section 5.3 of the EIR. Mitigation in the form of programmatic 
sand placement and an enlarged sand trap that would be maintained into the 
future would address impacts related to sediment delivery to the beach and 
sand transport along the coast, as discussed in Section 5.3. These activities 
will result in additional sand placement on the beach, which could be 
considered a benefit to the property owners within Sandy Lane. CEQA does 
not require a financial analysis of the proposed project or impacts to private 
property value; therefore, the comment does not raise a specific issue related 
to the adequacy of the EIR. The commenter’s concern expressed on the 
speculative loss of property value is part of the written comments and has 
been added to the record. 

 
J-5 Please see Responses to Comments F-9 and F-11. Project impacts were 

studied beyond (west of) Jimmy Durante Boulevard Bridge. The proposed 
project tidal hydraulic and sediment transport modeling covers the San 
Dieguito River starting from upstream (east) of El Camino Real and extending 
downstream (west) into the ocean within a 2-mile radius. Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard Bridge was chosen as a stopping point for comparing the change in 
volume of sediment delivered by river flood events to the beach to eliminate 
the influence of coastal processes, which dominate sediment conditions west 
of Jimmy Durante Boulevard Bridge. Therefore, using Jimmy Durante 
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Boulevard Bridge as the downstream riverine sediment comparison location 
provided a more accurate analysis of the impacts of the proposed project and 
alternatives on riverine sediment delivery to the coastal zone. In addition, the 
use of Jimmy Durante Boulevard Bridge as a downstream limit of the riverine 
sediment delivery analysis is consistent with the analysis performed for the 
SCE restoration project. See the ERDC report (Attachment B to Appendix D, 
page 12), section on “modeling strategy” for a full discussion.  

 
J-6 Consistent with CEQA, Chapter 5 of the EIR evaluates impacts associated with 

the proposed project, as summarized in Table 11-1. The EIR provided the 
appropriate level of analysis for the anticipated downstream impacts of the 
proposed project and work that would be taking place in the beach area. 
Please see Responses to Comments B-9 and H-10 regarding potential effects 
on beach conditions, and Responses to Comments B-9, H-10, and F-12 for 
information regarding effects of the proposed project on the river and river 
mouth. No direct impacts to houses would occur as a result of project 
implementation. Noise impacts associated with construction activities due to 
the sand trap or beach placement activities were analyzed in Section 5.10.3 
and found that beach construction noise has the potential to result in or create 
a significant temporary increase (>10 dBA) in existing ambient noise levels; 
expose people to noise levels that exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance; 
and create temporary construction noise that exceeds 75 dB (A) Leq at 
residential receptors at the southern sand placement site. As noted in 
Comment J-2, the JPA met CEQA public outreach requirements. 
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LETTER K 
Brian Fletcher 

 
 
K-1 Please see Responses to Comments B-9, F-2, F-9, and H-10 regarding beach 

conditions. As described in Response to Comment B-9, impacts to the 
shoreline would not be substantial enough to visibly change beach condition 
and would not be detectable using a monitoring approach. Section 5.2.3, page 
5.2-8 through 5.8-10 of the EIR notes that hydrological impacts were found to 
be less than significant. No significant impacts to existing infrastructure are 
anticipated. Please reference Section 5.3.3 for discussion of impacts to the 
Coastal Processes and Sediment Delivery. Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 address 
significant impacts to this resource while outlining Mitigation Measures Coastal 
Processes-1 and -2 to mitigate these impacts to a level of less than significant. 

 
K-2 The Draft EIR and appendices, specifically Appendices C, D, and H, include 

findings and impacts relevant to beach conditions. As described in Response 
to Comment B-9, impacts to the shoreline would not be substantial enough to 
visibly change beach condition and would not be detectable using a monitoring 
approach, and would not directly impact the homes in Sandy Lane. Reports 
have been made available on the JPA’s website 
(http://www.sdrp.org/wordpress/portfolio/w-19-restoration/).  
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LETTER L 
Myles Hook 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L-1 Section 5.7.3 acknowledges that temporary but highly visible changes would 

occur in the visual environment of the river valley because of the contrast in 
color and texture with the existing vegetation being replaced by exposed soil 
during construction. However, though a visual change would occur in the 
environment prior to revegetation of the exposed soils, this was not found to be 
a significant impact. The soil would be exposed for a limited amount of time as 
revegetation, including planting/hydroseeding, would occur after construction 
activities to facilitate vegetation recovery.  

 
L-2 The alignment of the new trail was designed to provide a north/south 

connection from the Dust Devil Nature Trail to the Coast to Crest Trail while 
avoiding sensitive biological resources located within the interior areas of the 
W-19 restoration site. Alignments through interior portions of the wetlands 
were eliminated due to the potential for direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 
resources. The trail would be located at a distance from the roadway edge and 
below the elevation of El Camino Real to provide a buffer from the roadway as 
shown in Figure 3-6. Fencing would be extended along portions of the trail to 
enhance public safety. 

 
L-3 It is correct that existing vegetation on the proposed project, some of which 

serves as habitat for wildlife species, would be impacted in order to implement 
the proposed project. However, the habitat is not undisturbed as indicated in 
the comment. The site and habitat have been disturbed in the past, including 
use as a tomato farm. Although impacts would occur as identified in the impact 
analysis of the EIR, they would occur to increase the overall habitat value of 
the site and to increase wetlands within San Dieguito Lagoon as a whole. If left 
in its current condition, vegetation on the site would continue to be dominated 
by a mixture of nonnative grasslands and invasive species that would continue 
to encroach along the river. Implementation of the proposed project would 
further enhance wetland function and value within the larger San Dieguito 
Lagoon complex by expanding suitable habitat for a number of listed and 
special-status species. The significant adverse biological impacts identified for 
the proposed project are temporary and are a result of the disturbance that 
must occur to alter elevations to achieve appropriate wetland conditions and 
enhance the overall habitat value of the site. 
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LETTER M 
Ralph McKinnie 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M-1 The comment expressing a preference for Alternative B is noted.  
 
M-2 Please see Response to Comment L-2. 
 
M-3 The comment does not specify what needs to be more clearly detailed in the 

EIR. Without specifics, additional information cannot be provided in response 
to the general comment. 

 
M-4 The construction approach, as detailed in Section 3.4.2, page 3-21 through 3-

25 and Table 3-2, was determined as the best method to provide completion of 
the proposed project with the least environmental effects in a timely, efficient, 
and effective manner. The comment does not specify what element of the 
construction approach is not well thought out; thus, a more detailed response 
cannot be provided.  

 
M-5 The healthy hydraulics of a tidally influenced wetland system throughout the 

lagoon is based on the ability of the system to flush itself and not create areas 
of ponded or standing water. The back-and-forth water flow as described in the 
comment is necessary to provide appropriate tidal conditions, ensure short 
residency times, and not create water quality or sediment deposition issues. It 
is unclear how a circular water flow within the wetland system would provide 
benefits over the proposed tidal circulation proposed.  

 
M-6 It is unclear what is being asked in the comment. If the reference is regarding 

Figure 3-3, which shows the proposed habitat distribution of the proposed 
project, there is a very small area adjacent to Via de la Valle that is shown in 
purple. In this figure, purple represents riparian habitat that would be 
established in that location. This area would expand the existing riparian 
habitat extending along the river, which would be enhanced through the 
removal of invasive species. 
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LETTER N 
Stephen Schroeter 

 
 
N-1 The comment explains the intent of the letter to apply to the entire EIR 

document. No response is required.  
 
N-2 The monitoring, maintenance, and adaptive management program discussed 

in Section 3.5 provides a broad outline of the anticipated monitoring and 
maintenance program for the proposed project after construction, to enable 
analysis under CEQA. The program includes the establishment of baseline 
conditions for some future comparison purposes as outlined in Section 3.5.1 
and Table 3-5; however, as stated in Section 3.5.3, the EIR also states that the 
success of the wetland establishment would be measured against specific 
success criteria established as part of the permitting process. While some 
success criteria are anticipated to be dependent on pre-construction 
conditions, others may be different based on agency input. As permitting 
proceeds, specific success criteria will be developed in coordination with the 
agencies, and a detailed monitoring program developed.  

 
N-3 Please see Responses to Comments H-4 and H-14 regarding the potential 

effect of tidal muting on the existing SCE restoration project. Section 5.6.3 of 
the EIR identifies potential muting effects of the proposed project on existing 
areas within the restoration site completed by SCE, and does not characterize 
them as temporary. Discussion has been added to Section 5.6.3, page 5.6-34 
to further clarify the conclusion that the impact from the proposed project 
would not be considered significant under CEQA. 

 
N-4 The nesting sites referenced in the comment were built as part of the SCE San 

Dieguito Lagoon Restoration Project, which is why they are shown as part of the 
restoration project in Figure 2-2. However, they were constructed by SCE in 
coordination with CDFW for the 22nd District Agricultural Association and then 
turned over to that agency for long-term management. The nesting sites are a 
mitigation obligation for a previous 22nd District Agricultural Association project. 

 
N-5 As shown in Figure 5.6-2, the southern and eastern boundaries of the disposal 

site that are generally undisturbed vegetation consist of coyote bush scrub 
habitat. Outside of the disposal site footprint in the southeastern corner is an 
area of coastal sage scrub, which would be avoided by the project.  

 
N-6 The bullets in ES.4 are the Project Objectives. Thus, the first bullet provides a 

general approximation of the tidal salt marsh acreage that would ideally be 
established by a project on the W-19 restoration site to fulfill mitigation 
requirements. It is not reflective of the exact acreage of the proposed project 
as it is meant to be a general acreage that allows for a range of alternatives 
that could achieve it.   
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N-7 Please see Response to Comment N-6.  
 
N-8 The categories of mid-high salt marsh (27.4 acres), low salt marsh (17.7 

acres), open water (10.6 acres), and mudflats (6.1 acres) constitute tidal salt 
marsh and, when summed, total to approximately 60 acres. 

 
N-9 The height of the berm is based on calculations of the 100-year floodwaters. 

The water surface elevation increases as one goes upstream; therefore, a 
slightly higher berm is necessary to provide the same level of protection farther 
upstream in the brackish marsh area. The 22-foot berm at this location as 
described under Berm Protection is the necessary height required to provide 
adequate protection between brackish marsh habitats and the San Dieguito 
River channel to protect the wetlands from damage during high water volume 
events and to maintain sand movement. 

 
N-10 During larger storm events (100-year), the higher water flow and faster velocity 

serve to keep sediment suspended while water is passing through the site. 
Under the 50-year storm, the slower water flow allows for more sediment to 
drop out of the water column and settle within the proposed project site, 
resulting in a higher maintenance volume during removal activities. This 
clarification has been added to Section ES.5.4, pages ES-13 and 14. 

 
N-11 Table ES-7 summarizes only those impacts identified as potentially significant 

under CEQA in the EIR. There were no specific significant impacts to the 
biological resources of the San Dieguito Lagoon Restoration Project identified 
per the CEQA thresholds used for analysis in the EIR. Thus, no impacts 
regarding this specific topic are listed in Table ES-7, although analysis 
regarding effects on adjacent areas and projects is integrated throughout 
Chapter 5 of the EIR. Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and H-14 
regarding potential permit ramifications of the proposed project on the SCE 
restoration project. Execution of an MOA between SCE, the JPA, and other 
appropriate parties will be established to address effects on SCE’s restoration 
project and permitting requirements. Through continued coordination with SCE 
and other appropriate parties, the JPA will work with SCE to address concerns 
and arrive upon an agreement suitable for stakeholders involved with the 
lagoon. 
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