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LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND  
PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 
 
A draft version of this EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review from March 9, 2017 to 
April 24, 2017. The following is a list of the persons, organizations, and public agencies that 
commented during the public review period. All correspondence is available as part of the 
administrative record. 
 
State Agencies Letter 
Office of Planning and Research A 
California Coastal Commission B 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife C 
California State Lands Commission D 
 
Local Agencies Letter 
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,  E 
   Vector Control Program  
City of Del Mar F 
City of San Diego G 
 
 
Organizations Letter 
Southern California Edison H 
San Diego Gas and Electric I 
 
Individuals Letter 
Allred, Douglas J 
Fletcher, Brian K 
Hook, Myles L 
McKinnie, Ralph M 
Schroeter, Stephen N 
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LETTER A 
Office of Planning and Research 

A-1 The comment describes that the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is
providing the comments that were submitted to their office as part of the public 
review process. The OPR letter enclosed comment letters from CDFW and 
CSLC that were received by OPR. These comment letters were also submitted 
directly to the JPA and are included and responded to as Letter C and Letter 
D, respectively. No additional response is required. 
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LETTER B 
California Coastal Commission 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B-1 The comment provides introductory statements and acknowledges the 

collaboration between interested stakeholders and agency representatives in 
the development of the proposed project; it does not raise a specific issue 
related to the adequacy of the EIR. The project team will continue to work with 
the CCC throughout the permitting process.  

 
B-2 The comment provides a generally accurate description of the proposed 

project, three adjacent marine resources, and historical development in the 
area, as well as a summary of Coastal Act policies; it does not raise a specific 
issue related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no specific response is 
provided. 

 
B-3 In response to this comment, text has been added to Section 5.1.1, pages 5.1-

2 and 5.1-8 and Section 5.1.3, page 5.4-14 to provide additional discussion of 
proposed project consistency with the Restoration, Enhancement and 
Mitigation Program (REMP). As suggested by the comment, the performance 
criteria framework was utilized in the development of the monitoring plan for 
the site. The comment also recommends that the performance criteria 
framework provided within the REMP for the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) project should be used in 
the development of the monitoring plan for the site. Prior to the proposed 
project implementation, the project team will continue to work with the CCC to 
address performance criteria through the permitting process.  
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B-4 Project Objectives outlined in Section 3.2, page 3-1 take into consideration the 

larger San Dieguito River Valley and regional context. While understanding 
and considering the regional context were critical to designing the proposed 
project, analysis within the EIR is focused on the specific proposed project 
objectives. As described in Chapter 10, page 10-1 of the EIR, the ability of 
each alternative to attain most of the Project Objectives, and therefore the 
desired functions and values, is analyzed. 

 
B-5 As stated in the Executive Summary of the EIR, page ES-1 and Section 3.2, 

page 3-1, the North Coast Corridor Project PWP/TREP identifies the San 
Dieguito W-19 Restoration Project as a mitigation opportunity for the 
establishment of 47.3 acres of coastal wetland and 9.6 acres of upland habitat, 
as well as the restoration of 19.8 additional acres of upland habitat. Table 5.6-
4 identifies that the proposed project would establish approximately 86 acres 
of wetland and riparian habitat, a gain of over 64 acres from current conditions. 
It would establish approximately 25 acres of coastal sage scrub and 25 acres 
of transitional upland habitat, and while this is technically a loss of almost 17 
acres of upland habitat, this new high-quality habitat would replace nonnative 
and low-quality uplands (such as 41 acres of coyote brush scrub and 11 acres 
of nonnative grassland). Table 10-8 shows that Alternative B would establish 
approximately 88 acres of wetland and riparian habitat, a gain of over 66 acres 
from current conditions. Similar to the proposed project, it would establish 
approximately 24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 25 acres of transitional 
upland habitat. Alternative C, as shown in Table 10-20, would establish 
approximately 99 acres of wetland and riparian habitat, a gain of over 77 acres 
from current conditions, and establish approximately 21 acres of coastal sage 
scrub and 18 acres of transitional upland habitat. Therefore, the proposed 
project and each of the alternatives would initially satisfy wetland and upland 
mitigation needs, although Alternative C would not provide as much upland 
mitigation area as the proposed project or Alternative B. Language has been 
added to Chapter 4, page 4-1 and Section 10.1, page 10-1 to clarify that 
mitigation needs would initially be met by each alternative. 

 
 However, while Alternatives B and C provide sufficient initial wetland and 

upland habitat, both sea level rise and storm events could affect their ability to 
maintain these habitat acreages as they are designed to allow for natural 
influences and evolve over time. These influences would not affect the 
proposed project in the same way, as ongoing sedimentation would be limited 
within restored areas, and maintenance would remove sedimentation with an 
adaptive management component to allow for gradual increases in ground 
elevation over time. As requested by the comment, the EIR provides analysis 
of the potential changes that may naturally impact habitat areas within the 
restoration area over the next 100 years. Regarding analysis of potential 
natural conversion of habitat under Alternatives B and C over the next 25–100 
years, Appendix F (Table 3) predicts the loss of wetland acreage due to 
sedimentation, which is dependent upon the size and frequency of storm 
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events that are highly unpredictable. Under Alternative B, it is anticipated that 
conversion (loss) of approximately 5 acres of wetlands would result from a 25-
year storm, 12 acres from a 50-year storm, and 12 acres from a 100-year 
storm. For Alternative C, it is anticipated that conversion (loss) of 
approximately 4 acres of wetlands would result from a 25-year storm, 9 acres 
from a 50-year storm, and 13 acres from a 100-year storm. Sea level rise is 
also a natural influence that could modify habitats. As stated in Appendix D of 
the EIR, the impact of sea level rise on the performance and sustainability of 
the wetlands within San Dieguito Lagoon is a complex issue. The rise in sea 
level will occur very slowly over time. Over this same time, there is a potential 
for episodic sedimentation within the wetlands to trap material. Under the 
proposed project, sedimentation is limited and would occur gradually; however, 
under Alternatives B and C, it is predicted that sedimentation would be 
substantial under certain episodic events, potentially eclipsing the rate of sea 
level rise. The effectiveness of these processes to offset sea level rise by 
raising the wetlands would be controlled by sediment supply, the rate of 
change in sea level, and other factors. Because sedimentation is dependent 
on storm conditions and frequency that cannot be predicted with high 
accuracy, and because sea level rise is also dependent on future conditions 
but gradual, the two issues are analyzed separately as it would be speculative 
to combine the analysis. However, without maintenance as described in the 
proposed project, it is anticipated that the combination of sea level rise and 
sedimentation would cause Alternatives B and C to experience future wetland 
conversion that would reduce acreage to below the mitigation acreage listed in 
the PWP/TREP for at least periods of time.  

 
B-6 Appendix D, attachment A, identifies the anticipated change in inundation 

frequency and elevation breaks for various habitat types under future sea level 
rise scenarios. Specific habitat gains and losses over time are shown in Table 
5-28 within Attachment A of Appendix D, and figures illustrate predicted habitat 
gradients and distributions under each sea level rise scenario. In response to 
this comment, Section 10.1, page 10-3 and Table 10-2 of the Final EIR have 
been added to include information from Appendix D, Table 5-28. Habitat 
conversion acreage information for the proposed project and alternatives from 
the appendices has been added to the Final EIR as Tables 10-26 and 10-27 to 
make this information more easily accessible to the reader. Please note, as 
discussed in Response to Comment B-5, sea level rise is evaluated separately 
from sedimentation due to storm events, since prediction of storm event timing 
within the sea level rise context is extremely speculative. 

 
B-7 The EIR provides analysis of indirect impacts the proposed project and project 

alternatives would have on the surrounding lagoon ecosystem in Section 5.6.3, 
page 5.6-34. CEQA significance criteria for the proposed project related to 
wetlands identify a significant impact if the proposed project would result in a 
substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means (Criterion C). Section 5.6.3, page 5.6-34 of the 
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EIR indicates the overall tidal range would be decreased by approximately 
0.18 foot in the W4/W16 wetland area and 0.05 foot in the W1 wetland area of 
the existing SCE restoration project as a result of proposed project 
implementation. This reduction in tidal range would translate to a slight loss in 
perimeter intertidal wetland area, converting to upland and subtidal wetlands. 
As shown in Table 5.6-4, the proposed project would create a net wetland and 
riparian habitat gain of over 64 acres. This substantial gain in high-quality 
wetland acreage would offset small conversion in surrounding wetland areas 
due to minor tidal muting. Additionally, the perimeter intertidal wetlands that 
may be slightly impacted by the 0.18-foot reduction in tides are currently 
establishing under the SCE restoration project and represent small linear 
perimeter conversion only along the edge of the establishing wetlands; higher 
functioning established wetlands and core areas would not be affected, so 
fragmentation would not occur. The conversions from intertidal vegetated 
wetland to upland and subtidal wetlands are relatively small in overall wetland 
acreage, would affect only lower-functioning perimeter areas, and would not be 
considered a substantial adverse impact to wetlands per the threshold criteria 
listed in the EIR (Criterion C). Text has been added to Section 5.6.3, page 5.6-
34 to further clarify that downstream habitat loss or conversion as a result of 
the proposed project would not result in a net loss of wetlands or other 
significant impact. 

 
 While the CEQA analysis does not find a significant impact regarding wetland 

loss, especially in light of the substantial gain in wetland acreage post-
restoration, the JPA does recognize that the potential slight decrease in 
wetland habitat within the SCE restoration area represents a permitting 
concern for SCE as noted in the comment. The SCE permitting issue is a topic 
of concern that will require further attention and consideration as the proposed 
project moves forward; however, it does not constitute a significant impact 
under CEQA within the context of this EIR. 
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B-8 The proposed project would not create additional maintenance needs for the 

existing features within the lagoon complex. Modeling by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) (Attachment B to Appendix D, Chapter 9, subsection 
“Effects of W-19 on SCE wetlands,” page 221) compares sediment 
displacement under existing conditions and with the proposed project and 
found the proposed project does not create additional maintenance needs 
downstream for SCE wetlands. The Corps modeling found that bed 
displacement during storm events, under both existing conditions and the 
proposed project, show similar patterns within the W4/W16 and W5/W10 
wetlands, as discussed on Section 5.3.3, page 5.3-7 of the EIR. As described 
in Section 5.2.3 page 5.2-9 of the EIR, it states that in both existing conditions 
and after implementation of the proposed project, the simulations show that 
the river channel shifts to flow through the W5/W10 wetlands with major storm 
events. Comparing the 25-year storm event with bed displacement for existing 
conditions to the proposed project, the modeling indicates that the proposed 
project may provide some protection to the W5/W10 wetlands, as discussed in 
Appendix D (page 221). Thus, additional maintenance related to the SCE 
wetlands is not anticipated because no increased sedimentation is expected to 
occur with implementation of the proposed project. No significant impacts were 
identified under the proposed project since the existing condition would not be 
worsened with implementation of the proposed project. The direct comparison 
of deposition volumes for SCE W4 between existing conditions and with the 
proposed project (Figure 9-89 in Attachment B to Appendix D) shows that, for 
every model simulation except for the 25-year event without utility corridor 
armoring, the project showed less volume of deposition in W4 than for the 
existing conditions (eight of nine simulations). 

 
 In terms of coastal sedimentation (flood shoal development and inlet stability), 

the increase in tidal prism and velocity due to the proposed project would 
improve tidal flushing, forestalling the tendency of the inlet to close and 
potentially reducing the frequency of maintenance dredging required, as 
described on Page i of Attachment A of Appendix D. The proposed project 
would support SCE’s requirement to maintain a certain tidal prism. The JPA 
recognizes the SCE permitting issue is a topic of concern that will require 
further attention and consideration as the proposed project moves forward; 
however, it does not constitute a significant impact that requires analysis under 
CEQA. 

 
B-9 Turbidity monitoring will be a component of construction monitoring, and the 

proposed project Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will include 
best management practices (BMPs) appropriate to controlling turbidity during 
land excavation and the small amount of excavation that would occur adjacent 
to the river, as discussed in Section 5.4.3, page 5.4-4 and Table 5.4-1. Due to 
both the construction method described in Section 3.4.2, page 3-21 and the 
incorporation of BMPs during construction, turbidity at levels sufficient enough 
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to affect the SCE wetlands and their ability to meet performance standards is 
not anticipated. 

 
B-10 Maintenance of the sand trap is described in Section 5.3.5, page 5.3-8 and 

would be similar to the existing maintenance activities conducted by SCE but 
would include an increased volume of excavation. SANDAG will work with 
SCE, the JPA, and other appropriate parties to develop and execute a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to address cost-sharing, permitting 
conditions, and other obligations as needed.  

 
B-11 As stated in Section 5.3.3, page 5.3-6 of the EIR, the anticipated decrease in 

sediment delivery is modest compared to the volume of sand moving in the 
littoral cell; however, given the deficit conditions in the Oceanside Littoral Cell, 
a significant impact to coastal processes would result under CEQA (Criterion 
A). As stated in Appendix D, Attachment D, the annualized loss of river 
sediment is approximately 700 cubic yards (cy), while the sand volume 
entering alongshore from the north is 200,000 cy. The annual loss of river 
sediment represents only 0.035%of the littoral cell sand and the impact on the 
beach would not be measurable. The beach replenishment program will 
mitigate for impacts associated with the proposed project. The reduction in 
30,000 cy over the modeled 100-year storm series would not be enough to 
visibly change beach condition and would not be detectable using a monitoring 
approach, as discussed in Section 5.3.5, page 5.3-10. Therefore, the 
mitigation measure was designed to provide a consistent supplemental supply 
to the local littoral zone to compensate for long-term losses rather than rely on 
a beach condition measure that will not reflect proposed project impacts.  

 
B-12 Monitoring along the proposed project limits for turbidity will be an integral 

component of SWPPP implementation, and BMPs would be specifically 
identified to address turbidity as required during proposed project construction 
as well as during the stabilization phase. In response to this comment, a 
specific BMP requiring monitoring of turbidity downstream was added to the 
Final EIR, Table 5.4-1 to be implemented as part of the SWPPP and 
specifically detailed during the SWPPP approval process. 
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B-13 The Corps hydraulic modeling included in Appendix D, Attachment B, Chapter 

7 includes the analysis of the impact of replacement of the El Camino Real 
Bridge. The infrastructure improvements proposed for the El Camino Real 
Bridge would accommodate the proposed project and alternatives. The initial 
hydraulic modeling showed no substantial difference between the existing El 
Camino Real Bridge and the proposed new bridge on downstream areas, 
including the proposed project site; therefore, modeling is indicative of 
conditions with or without the future bridge. Thus, the proposed bridge 
replacement would not modify the habitat areas in a manner different than the 
existing structure, and the analysis within the EIR remains valid with or without 
implementation of the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project. During 
construction of the bridge replacement project, which is anticipated to occur 
near the scheduled completion of the proposed project, controls would need to 
be in place to avoid impacts to the restoration site (e.g., BMPs). 
Implementation of such measures would be the responsibility of the bridge 
replacement project. 

 
 As detailed in Table 8-1 of the EIR, the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening 

Project is planned by other agencies and the alternative designs associated 
with that improvement have been evaluated separately from the proposed 
project. Replacement of the El Camino Real Bridge over the San Dieguito 
River is part of El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project as proposed by 
the City of San Diego. Thus, the El Camino Real Bridge design would be under 
the authority of and implemented by the City of San Diego, but in coordination 
with the proposed project. At the time of EIR analysis and publication 
preparation, the construction timing of the proposed bridge was unknown as it 
was still pending approval by the City; thus, the EIR conservatively considered 
the potential for project overlap. The City approved the El Camino Real 
Bridge/Road Widening Project EIR in February 2017 and received National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) approval in June 2018 (Garcia, personal 
communication, 2018). The City expects construction to commence mid-year 
of 2022. There are essentially two phases of construction: (1) construct the 
bridge and (2) widen the roadway. The anticipated construction duration is 30 
months. Given the latest information on the bridge project, it is likely that the 
construction of the two projects would have potential for slight overlap since 
the proposed project is anticipated to begin in 2020 with a 30-month 
construction duration. Thus, the proposed project would likely be concluding 
right as the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project would begin. New 
timing information has been added to Table 8-1 of the Final EIR. Given the 
potential for construction overlap, the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening 
Project has been specifically added to Mitigation Measure Traffic-1 to account 
for the possibility of some project overlap. While no mitigation measures were 
found feasible to fully mitigate the potential for temporary traffic impacts due to 
construction traffic, management efforts to enhance communication and 
coordination between projects to minimize the cumulative traffic impacts would 
occur, as long as project construction schedules overlap. Table ES-7, Section 
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8.3.8, page 8-14 and Table 11-1 have been revised to include coordination 
with the City of San Diego to address overlapping construction as a mitigation 
measure. 

 
B-14 As discussed in Section 5.1.3, page 5.1-17, the new trail proposed by the 

project would connect with the future El Camino Real Bridge pedestrian 
sidewalk and bike lane. Trail connection to the El Camino Real Bridge would 
occur regardless of which alternative the City of San Diego implements. As 
clarified in Section 5.1.3, page 5.1-17, pedestrian walkways and bike lanes on 
each side of the bridge are included in the El Camino Real Bridge/Road 
Widening Project proposed design for the approved Eastern Alignment. The 
location of the bridge in relation to the proposed trail system is indicated in 
Figure 8-1. Linkage provided by the new trail implemented by the proposed 
project and the linkage provided once the El Camino Real Bridge replacement 
is complete would promote recreational trail connectivity and enhancement of 
public access within the lagoon. 

 
B-15 Please see Response to Comment B-13. In the Cumulative chapter of the EIR, 

Section 8.3.8, page 8-14 discusses the potential for the proposed project traffic 
to coincide with other cumulative projects. A significant cumulative traffic 
impact is described if the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project were 
to overlap with the proposed project. Additional mitigation measures beyond 
Traffic-1 were considered to fully mitigate the cumulative impact but none were 
found feasible, as described in Section 5.8.5, page 5.8-10. Given the latest 
information on the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project, the City 
anticipates construction to begin in 2022 (Garcia, personal communication, 
2018). The proposed project is anticipated to begin construction in 2020 with a 
30-month construction duration, meaning the projects are expected to 
potentially have some overlap. Mitigation Measure Traffic-1 in Table ES-7, 
Table 11-1, Section 5.8.5, page 5.8-10 and in Section 8.3.8, page 8-14 has 
been revised to include coordination with the City. 

 
B-16 Analysis in Section 5.7.3, page 5.7-25 specifically discusses under KOP 8 that 

the views from El Camino Real would experience a substantial alteration in the 
visual environment due to the elevated disposal site, but placement elevations 
would not obstruct the view from El Camino Real to the lagoon and ocean, and 
would avoid the potential to block panoramic ocean views. Visual simulations 
supporting this finding are included in Section 5.7.3, specifically Figure 5.7-9. 
Figure 5.7-10 of the EIR has been included to show a more detailed cross-
section of visual changes expected to occur with proposed project 
implementation. As discussed in Section 5.7.3, page 5.7-3, the finished 
disposal site has been designed to mimic surrounding natural landforms so as 
to not detract from the natural character of the area, as well as to ensure that 
newly placed material avoids blocking westerly ocean views from El Camino 
Real. 
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B-17 The proposed disposal would overlap with and expand the disposal site 
currently used by SCE (DS-36), as shown in Figure 3-5 and discussed in 
Section3.4.2, page 3-15 of the EIR.  

 
 As shown in Figure 3-5, the DS-36 site would be expanded in size and the 

proposed project would be responsible for revegetation of the disposal site 
after construction. Until adequate long-term habitat is established on exposed 
soils of the disposal site, shorter-term erosion control measures using natural 
material such as jute mesh, straw waddles, or other appropriate treatments 
would be used to minimize soil transport as specified in PDF-2 and/or required 
by the SWPPP. Additionally, material placement across the disposal site has 
been designed with a 4:1 slope ratio that would encourage water to gently 
sheet flow down the slope sides, rather than concentrate and create rills and 
gullies along the slope, which encourage erosion. Revegetation efforts at the 
proposed project disposal site would have objectives that differ from the 
previous SCE restoration project, which focused more on soil stabilization 
rather than habitat establishment. To address the different goal of establishing 
coastal sage scrub habitat on the disposal site after completion of construction, 
the proposed project would incorporate a number of strategies to facilitate 
success, as identified in Section 5.6.3, page 5.6-29 of the EIR. These potential 
strategies include capping the site with native topsoil salvaged at the start of 
construction, soil amendments, decompaction, soil ripping, and irrigation with 
fresh water, among others. Successful revegetation of the disposal site would 
result in a natural-looking and visually appropriate expanse of coastal sage 
scrub habitat, a Tier II habitat suitable for the support of upland avian and 
mammal species. 

 
 For these reasons, the project team anticipates meeting revegetation 

requirements for the proposed project at the disposal site. Table 11-2 
specifically includes the PDFs addressing revegetation (PDFs-21, -22, and -
23) to verify they are incorporated into the proposed project’s design to aid in 
successful habitat establishment. 

 
B-18 Vegetation types that occur within the disposal site boundaries are detailed in 

Table 5.6-2. As shown in the table, no coastal sage scrub was identified within 
the disposal site footprint. Vegetation types on the disposal site include coyote 
brush scrub and unvegetated/saltbush scrub. Thus, the biological assessment 
of the disposal site does not support classification of the disposal site as an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area. Coastal sage scrub exists adjacent to 
the site within the 100-foot buffer; therefore, establishment of coastal sage 
scrub in the disposal site after construction would enhance habitat values by 
expanding existing coastal sage scrub habitat for sensitive species. 
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B-19 Rock slope protection along the utility corridor would extend approximately 750 

feet along the southeastern utility corridor slope and approximately 1,000 feet 
along the southwestern utility corridor slope, as shown in Figure 3-3. 
Protection would be designed to withstand 100-year storm flows that would 
enter the restoration site over the utility corridor. As described in Section 5.5, 
page 5.5-6, major utilities consolidated on the San Diego Gas & Electric 
(SDG&E) easement buried within the existing utility corridor are not vulnerable 
to exposure during storm events. Model simulations (Appendix D, Attachment 
B, Chapter 10, page 306, and Figures 10-31 and 10-32) showed that the 
erosion potential along the utility corridor is comparable for the project and the 
existing conditions, with localized erosion potential of approximately 2 feet for 
both. The locations of the localized erosion were different but of comparable 
magnitude. The project design limits overtopping flows to a specific location 
and provides protection from erosion for the wetland slopes. For further 
clarification, see Appendix D, Attachment B included in the Final EIR. 

 
 As discussed in Appendix D, Attachment B (page 215, and Figure 9-48) 

“Numerical Modeling of San Dieguito River Lagoon Wetland Restoration,” the 
upstream limit of the impact of rising sea level for both 1.5 feet and 5.5 feet is 
El Camino Real Bridge, where no substantial difference in water surface 
elevation would occur. At the utility corridor, the computer modeling predicts 
only a minor increase in the water surface elevation with up to a 5.5-foot 
increase in sea level; therefore, no increased risk of public utility exposure is 
expected along the utility corridor berm with sea level rise compared to the no 
project scenario. The proposed project calls for adaptive management to 
address berm and wetland erosion or sedimentation. Modeling shows 
sediment accumulation would occur along the east side of the utility corridor 
and immediately west of the utility corridor in the salt marsh after major storm 
events. The proposed rock slope projection would not need modification as the 
result of sediment accumulation or accumulated sediment removal. 

 
B-20 Section 10.4 evaluates alternatives and the ability of each to reduce or 

eliminate significant environmental impacts. Table 10-3 provides a comparison 
of the impact potential, greater, less, or similar, of each alternative relative to 
the proposed project, including adverse impacts to habitat, potential beach 
erosion, loss of public access, and visual resources. 

 
B-21 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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