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LETTER G 
City of San Diego 

 
G-1 The comment provides introductory statements and acknowledges 

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. Therefore, no specific response is 
provided. 

 
G-2 As indicated in the comment, Mitigation Measure Traffic-1 requires advanced 

notification for motorists. In addition, as stated in Table 3-2, a Traffic 
Management Plan would be prepared prior to construction, as required, to 
avoid and minimize traffic impacts. It is important to note that the temporary 
significant traffic impacts are resultant from the already high traffic volumes in 
the area and would last only a short duration. However, limiting work hours as 
suggested in the comment was not included as a feasible mitigation measure 
because it would prolong the overall duration of construction. Additionally, 
requiring workers to be shuttled to the site was not incorporated because 
scheduled work is outside peak hours and the size of the workforce is small. 
The Traffic Management Plan would include feasible measures to reduce 
temporary traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 5.8.5, page 5.8-10, 
additional mitigation measures to reduce the traffic congestion on impacted 
roadway segments were considered, but none were found feasible to mitigate 
the temporary traffic impacts due to lagoon restoration activities. Many 
measures that would mitigate this impact would be permanent in nature, which 
would not be appropriate to correct a temporary impact that would be resolved 
once the proposed project work is complete. Similarly, measures were 
considered to reduce traffic impacts related to wetlands maintenance to less 
than significant, including alternative routes between the restoration site and 
the placement sites. However, the limited number of alternative roadways 
restricts the possibilities of alternative routes and those alternate routes would 
be nearly twice as long. Thus, alternative routes would have resulted in 
increased impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas, and traffic. No other 
measures that could potentially reduce short-term traffic impacts have been 
identified.  

 
G-3 The typo in Section 3.4.2, page 3-24 has been corrected. 
 
G-4 As stated in Section 5.2.3, page 5.2-9, the proposed project would be 

consistent with applicable laws, regulations, policies, and plans, including the 
City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual. Access for future maintenance to 
the existing City of San Diego storm drain infrastructure would be provided as 
part of the proposed project design and would allow maintenance to be 
conducted in accordance with the City Storm Water Design Manual. Specific 
needs would be addressed during the final design and permitting phases of the 
proposed project.   
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G-5 Text has been added to Section 5.1.1, pages 5.1-2 and 5.1-5 and Section 

5.1.3, page 5.1-12 of the Final EIR to address compliance with the LDC 
Historical Resources Regulations and LDM Historical Resources Guidelines 
during subsequent discretionary review with the City of San Diego. The project 
team will continue to work in coordination with the City of San Diego to ensure 
compliance with these city ordinances as necessary.  

 
G-6 Text has been added to Section 5.11.1, page 5.11-1 of the Final EIR to include 

the City’s Historical Resources Regulations and also CEQA Section 15064.5 
“Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical 
Resources.” As stated in Section 5.11.2, page 5.11-6, the EIR uses the City’s 
CEQA impact thresholds for historic resources as recommended by the City of 
San Diego Development Services Department. 

 
G-7 Text has been added to Section 5.11.1, page 5.11-4 and throughout Section 

5.11 of the Final EIR to reflect information provided by the City regarding the 
unrecorded discovery of human remains at a cultural resource site near the 
proposed project vicinity as detailed in the comment. 

 
G-8 Text has been revised as appropriate in Section 5.11.3, pages 5.11-6, 5.11-7, 

Section 5.11.5, page 5.11-9, and Table 5.11-1 of the Final EIR to update 
conclusions and references to reflect information provided by the City. 

 
G-9 Text has been revised as requested by the comment in Section 5.11.5, page 

5.11-9 of the Final EIR. 
 
G-10 As indicated by the comment, the addition of the new information regarding 

discovery of human remains in the vicinity of the proposed project warrants a 
revision to the significance conclusion for Cultural Resources Criterion C. The 
conclusion for Criterion C addressing human remains has been revised to a 
potentially significant impact.  

 
 The JPA agrees with the City comment that this revision to the significance 

conclusion of Criterion C does not warrant recirculation of the EIR Section 
5.11. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 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. The Draft EIR stated that there 
was no evidence to indicate that human remains were present within the 
proposed project site, and this remains accurate. As indicated in the City 
comment, the updated site information provides clarification of the analysis 
and additional context. The new information does not change the existing 
conditions of the site or create a situation that is more likely to result in a  

  



 
 

San Dieguito Lagoon W-19 Restoration Project Page 49 
Public Comment Letters 

 
 significant impact; rather, it provides additional information for the cultural 

monitors that would be working at the site during ground disturbance. 
 
 Additionally, the Draft EIR already provided disclosure for the potential to 

impact archaeological resources (significant impact under Criterion A) and 
incorporated mitigation in the form of monitoring that would address 
unanticipated discovery of human remains as discussed in Section 5.11.5, 
pages 5.11-9 through 5.11-16. The Draft EIR stated in Section 5.11.5, page 
5.11-9, that “should human remains be encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities conducted as part of the proposed project, the applicable sections of 
Mitigation Measure Cultural-1 would be implemented.” Thus, the potential to 
encounter unknown human remains was already accounted for and no new or 
modified mitigation is required. For these reasons, the revision of the 
significance conclusion for Criterion C to potentially significant due to the 
incorporation of new cultural information received after the publication of the 
Draft EIR does not require recirculation.  

 
G-11 Please see Response to Comment G-5. Text was added to Appendix E to 

acknowledge the LDC Historical Resources Regulations and LDM Historical 
Resources Guidelines. 

 
G-12 Please see Response to Comment G-6. A brief discussion of CEQA Section 

15064.5 “Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and 
Historical Resources” was added to Appendix E.  

 
G-13 Please see Response to Comment D-7. Information regarding AB 52 has been 

added to Section 5.11.1, page 5.11-5 of the EIR and Appendix E. 
 
G-14 Please see Responses to Comments G-7 through G-9. Appendix N, 

Archeological Resources Report, has been revised.  
 
G-15 All required revisions have been addressed throughout the EIR, as noted in 

the comment. 
 
G-16 Part of the proposed project is designed as mitigation for the City of San 

Diego’s El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project. However, the 
mitigation measures contained in this EIR for the proposed project would 
reduce impacts associated with implementing restoration activities associated 
with proposed project’s restoration and does not address impacts or mitigation 
associated with the El Camino Real Bridge/Road Widening Project.  

 
G-17 No provisions were provided since nighttime lighting is not proposed nor would 

it be required for the proposed project. Construction activities would occur only 
during daytime hours, as described in Section 5.7.3, page 5.7-8. Lighting was 
incorrectly listed as a potential temporary indirect effect in Section 5.6.3, page 
5.6-43 and this error has been corrected in the Final EIR.   
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G-18 The JPA has specifically included PDF-19 (restrict vegetation clearing, 

grubbing, and material placement to extent possible outside of the special-
status bird breeding season) and PDF-27 (pre-maintenance surveys for 
nesting birds and, if found, potentially limit construction within a minimum 
distance from occupied nests) as features of the project. These PDFs would 
minimize potential temporary impacts to avian species, including temporary 
noise impacts. Specific discussion of these PDFs has been added to Section 
5.6.3, page 5.6-44 to explain how these PDFs reduce the potential for noise 
impacts to sensitive species due to increased distance between the noise-
generating activities and the species during their breeding season. 

 
G-19 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 H 
Southern California Edison 

 
H-1 The comment provides introductory statements and a generally accurate 

description of SCE involvement in San Dieguito Lagoon. Detailed responses to 
the issues raised are provided below.  

 
H-2 The comment summarizes general concerns that are addressed in detailed 

Responses to Comments below.  
 
H-3 The JPA recognizes SCE’s permitting issues are a topic of concern that will 

require further attention and consideration as the proposed project moves 
forward; however, permitting issues alone are not environmental impacts that 
require CEQA analysis. Physical impacts of the proposed project are analyzed 
in each topic area of the EIR. SANDAG will work with SCE, the JPA, and other 
appropriate parties to develop and execute an MOA to address cost-sharing, 
permitting conditions, and other obligations as needed.  

 
H-4 Physical flood, sedimentation, and scour impacts were evaluated and analyzed 

in detail in Appendix D and summarized in EIR Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5. 
The project modeling shows that the proposed project is not expected to cause 
additional damage or impacts to SCE restoration areas. Modeling compared 
existing conditions with conditions after implementation of the proposed 
project. 

 
 As presented in Appendix D, Attachment B, Chapter 9, the peak flood stage 

profiles for the proposed project are lower than for existing conditions over the 
complete range of flood events, including the 100-year flood with sea level rise 
(Figures 9-44 through 9-48). Corps modeling also predicted sedimentation and 
potential scour areas. The comparison between existing and proposed project 
conditions indicated that there were no new areas of scour with the project that 
were not already present in the existing simulations. No additional impacts 
were identified for areas with current riprap protection placed by SCE. 

 
 The following is a brief summary of the flooding/sedimentation finding in the 

SCE restoration areas (see pages 221–223 of Attachment B to Appendix D): 

• No substantial change in the water surface elevation, velocity, and 
sedimentation/scour impacts on SCE wetlands. 

• Under both existing and with the proposed project, modeling shows 
deposition of sediment at the inlet to W4/W16 after 25-year or greater 
storm events. The proposed project would not result in additional 
sedimentation in the inlet to W4/W16. 
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• Modeling shows the river channel shifted south through W5/W10 with a 25-
year or greater storm event under existing and with a 50-year or greater 
event with the proposed project. 

• Modeling shows possible scouring of area upstream of the SCE weir where 
the RSP ends under both existing conditions and with the proposed project 
starting with the 50-year event. No additional scour impact due to the 
proposed project was identified. 

 
 Tidal muting is discussed in Section 5.6.3, page 5.6-34. While the CEQA 

analysis does not find a significant impact regarding wetland loss, especially 
considering the substantial gain in wetland acreage post-restoration, the JPA 
does recognize that the potential slight decrease of 0.18 feet and 0.05 feet 
reduction in tidal range for W4/W16 and W1, respectively, would result in 
conversion of 1.73 acre and 0.03 acre of intertidal vegetated habitat to upland 
or subtidal wetland habitats for W4/W16 and W1, respectively, assuming no 
rise in sea level. With the projected sea level rise, this conversion will be 
gradually reversed. This conversion in wetland habitat within the SCE 
restoration area represents a permitting concern for SCE as noted in the 
comment. The ability of SCE to meet its permit conditions 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. Please see Responses to Comments B-7 
and H-14. 

 
H-5 The JPA recognizes SCE’s permitting issues are a topic of concern that will 

require further attention and consideration as the proposed project moves 
forward; however, permitting issues alone are not environmental impacts that 
require CEQA analysis. Physical impacts related to tidal channel maintenance 
are addressed in Section 5.3.5, page 5.3-8 of the EIR. The existing sand trap 
will be deepened to increase its capacity to capture the additional entrained 
sediment due to the project over a predicted maintenance cycle of 2 years 
(4,200 cy). The existing sand trap will be deepened approximately 2 feet over 
the proposed area. Approximately 4,200 cy of material will be removed from 
the river channel to create the initial deepened sand trap, and this material will 
be placed on the beach. Excavation will utilize land-based equipment (e.g., two 
scrapers with 25+ cy capacity, excavator, pump) and require approximately 5 
days to construct initially. After construction, it is anticipated that maintenance 
would occur concurrent with inlet maintenance performed by SCE and would 
require 2 additional days beyond the SCE maintenance. 

 
 SANDAG will work with SCE, the JPA, and other appropriate parties to 

develop and execute an MOA to address cost-sharing, permitting conditions, 
and other obligations as needed.  
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H-6 The JPA recognizes SCE’s restoration rights are a topic of concern that will 

require further attention and consideration as the proposed project moves 
forward; however, contractual restoration rights are not an environmental issue 
that requires CEQA analysis. As discussed under Responses to Comments B-
7 and B-8, SANDAG will work with SCE, the JPA, and other appropriate 
parties to develop and execute an MOA to address cost-sharing, permitting 
conditions, and other obligations as needed.  

 
H-7 The letters referred to in the comment were received. However, the letters do 

not comment on the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no response is required.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H-8 The summary of the performance criteria for the SCE restoration project is 

acknowledged. The San Dieguito Lagoon W-19 Restoration Project is a 
separate effort and will have its own permits and conditions separate and 
distinct from the SCE restoration project. However, the JPA recognizes that the 
two projects must be coordinated and that the proposed project must 
complement existing restoration efforts already underway. 
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H-9 The comment regarding SCE’s ongoing permit requirements and need for 

coordination and agreement is noted. No further response is required because 
the comment does not raise issues with regard to the EIR’s environmental 
analysis.  

 
H-10 The EIR identifies a significant impact under CEQA to sediment delivery and 

littoral sand volumes in the vicinity of the inlet (Section 5.3.3, page 5.3-6); this 
does not necessarily correspond to a significant impact to the beach. The 
littoral cell that supplies sand to the local beaches is already operating in a 
deficit condition. 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. See Response to Comment B-9. According to the SANDAG 
Shoreline Preservation Strategy, each 1.5 cy of sand lost would result in the 
loss of 1 square foot of beach (SANDAG 1993). 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 too small to be measured using conventional 
instrumentation. 

 
 Because changes to beach condition would not be measurable due to a very 

small potential decrease in sediment supply identified due to implementation of 
the proposed project, the mitigation measures identified in Section 5.3.5 are 
not dependent on beach conditions, but rather represent a consistent program 
to capture and return additional sediment to the beach. Maintenance of the 
sand trap is described in Section 5.3.5, pages 5.3-8 through 5.3-10 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 an MOA to address 
cost-sharing, permitting conditions, and other obligations as needed. 

 
H-11 SANDAG will work with SCE, the JPA, and other appropriate parties to 

develop and execute an MOA to address cost-sharing, permitting conditions, 
and other obligations as needed. 

 
H-12 The comment regarding SCE’s restoration rights and obligations is noted. No 

further response is required because the comment does not raise issues with 
regard to the EIR’s environmental analysis.  
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H-13 The comment, which summarizes the peer review process applied to the SCE 

restoration project, is noted. However, the comment does not raise concerns 
with the adequacy of the technical studies done for the proposed project. In 
fact, the tidal, water quality, and sea level rise modeling was performed by 
Moffatt & Nichol, the same group that helped conceptually design the SCE 
restoration project. Coordination with the SCE team and other 
scientists/engineers occurred at various points throughout the modeling 
process to garner input. The riverine studies were performed by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Engineer Research Development Center. A hydraulic 
Modeling Technical Group was formed in April 2012. Members of the modeling 
technical group were Dr. Howard Chang, Dr. Lesley Ewing, Dr. Weixia Jin, Dr. 
Joe Letter, Dennis Bowling, and Gordon Lutes. The group met to review and 
discuss the modeling results in July 2013, April 2014, and January 2015. The 
technical studies completed provide substantial evidence to support the EIR’s 
analysis and conclusions, and no further peer review is required.  

 
H-14 The EIR’s analysis with regard to tidal muting is supported by substantial 

evidence. The analysis threshold listed in Section 5.6.2, page 5.6-26 (Criterion 
C) states that a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would 
result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands including, but not limited to, 
marsh vernal pool, riparian, etc. as direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. Appendix D provides an overview of the studies 
and modeling used to determine the project’s effect on tidal ranges. The 
modeling results identified an overall reduction of tidal range of 0.18 foot in 
wetland area W4/W16 and 0.05 foot in wetland area W1 and a corresponding 
wetland conversion of 1.73 acres of vegetated wetlands within W4/W16 to 
upland and subtidal wetlands and 0.034 acre of vegetated wetlands within W1 
to upland and subtidal wetlands. See Appendix D, page 6, Exhibit 1. 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 the small impact on existing wetlands caused by tidal 
muting. In addition, impacts to existing wetlands would involve small perimeter 
conversions along the edge of the established wetlands; higher functioning 
established wetlands and core areas would not be affected, so fragmentation 
would not occur. The conversions are relatively small in overall wetland 
acreage and would affect only lower-functioning perimeter areas. See also 
Responses to Comments B-7 and H-15. The JPA recognizes SCE’s concern 
regarding its permit conditions and agrees project specific permit requirements 
must be addressed as the proposed project moves forward; however, permit 
conditions are not an environmental issue that requires CEQA analysis. Please 
see Response to Comment H-13 regarding peer review. 

 
H-15 The JPA recognizes SCE’s concern regarding its permit conditions and agrees 

project specific permit requirements must be addressed as the proposed 
project moves forward; however, permit conditions are not an environmental 
issue that requires CEQA analysis.   
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