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APPENDIX P 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
 

LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT 
COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
A draft version of this EIR was circulated for a 55-day public review from July 18, 2015 to 
September 1, 2015. 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. 
 

Federal Agency Letter 
U.S. Department of the Interior (USFWS) 1 
 

State Agencies Letter 
California Coastal Commission 2 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 3 
California State Transportation Agency 4 
California State Lands Commission 5 
Office of Planning and Research 6 
Office of Planning and Research 6a 
 

County, City, and Other Local Agencies Letter 
City of Oceanside 7 
City of Carlsbad 8 
 

Organizations Letter 
Buena Vista Audubon Society 9 
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation 10 
San Diego Audubon Society 11 
St. Malo Homeowners Association 12 
The Beach Homeowners Association 13 
La Salina Mobile Village Homeowners Rep 14 
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation 15 
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Individuals Letter 
Kristian Pallesen 16 
John Tenaglia 17 
John Tenaglia 17b 
John Tenaglia 17c 
Tina Carter 18 
Castens Family 19 
Glenn and Marcia Castens 20 
Mary Ann Ellis 21 
Joe Ellis, P.E. 22 
Stephanie Fox 23 
Harold Hunt 24 
Michele Brian-Hensley 25 
Hugh Penton Sr. 26 
Hugh Penton  27 
Peter Browne 28 
Blaine Fetter 29 
Virginia Jones and family 30 
Michael G. Jones 31 
William and Tyrena Jones, Charles and Brynne Crow, Blake and Emily Jones 32 
Dick and Bonnie Holt 33 
Berne Evans III 34 
Barney and Courtney Evans 35 
Lisa and Tom Evans 36 
Lara Baumgarten 37 
Robert Schwarzenbach 38 
Hope Anstett 39 
Kimberly Schnell 40 
Ashley Guerra 41 
Thomas Larkin Jr. 42a 
Thomas Larkin Jr.  42b 
Kat Orme 43 
Joyce McGilvray 44a 
Joyce McGilvray 44b 
Mark McGilvray 45 
Lorne Moore and Dan McGilvray 46 
Mary McGilvray 47 
Alex McGilvray, Jr. 48 
Carol and Stephen Watkins 49 
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Individuals (continued) Letter 
Lynn Macneil 50 
Allan Wanamaker 51 
Gregory Stone and Cynthia Vail 52 
Linda Harrison 53 
Ruth Herman 54 
Dennis Gault 55 
Richard A. and Jeanne Reynolds 56 
Michael and Laura Brown 57 
Susi Browne 58 
Antoinette Walsh 59 
Paul and Allison Alanis 60 
John and Laurie Hartigan 61 
Greg Maletis 62 
Hank Stern  63 
Deborah Stern 64 
Daniel Muhe 65 
Clinton Muhe 66 
Stacey Wueste 67 
Richard Chandler 68 
James Chandler 69 
Rosemary Simmons 70 
Greg Simmons 71 
Clay Alexander and family 72 
Nick and Mary Alexander, Elizabeth Alexander, Nicholas and Alison Alexander 73 
Mary Adams O’Connell 74 
Francesca Schlueter 75 
George Corey and Eugenie Schlueter 76 
Eileen Redmon 77 
Dennis Metlzer 78 
Doug Metzler 79 
Henry Reed 80 
Addie and Bobby Firtel 81 
Paul Jacinto 82 
Elizabeth Jacinto 83 
John McCarty 84 
Kathleen Wardle 85 
Clark Wardle 86 
Cathy Scholl 87 
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Individuals (continued) Letter 
Robert and Michelle Dupre 88 
Jeff Foster 89 
John and Caroline Pennant-Jones 90 
David Pennant-Jones 91 
Dave Oster 92 
Jim Petronella 93 
Hugh Cobb 94 
Holt and Halaine Rose 95 
Jake and Lisa Taylor 96 
Ashwin Adarkar 97 
Kevin Byrne 98 
Kelly and John Rouse 99 
Dan Munzer 100 
James Gates 101 
John Clark 102 
John Levy 103 
Scott Sterling 104 
John and Louise Brinsley 105 
Colleen Kelly 106 
Winnie and Lynn Reitnouer 107 
Jeannie Vaughn 108 
Kathleen and Vince Sweeny 109 
Jeanne Grier 110 
Mike McMahon 111 
Melody Huelsebusch 112 
Christian and Carly Boulan 113 
Nicholas Roberti 114 
Ilene Moir 115 
Melissa Tu 116 
Tena Scruggs 117 
Amy Harned 118 
Laurence Curtis 119 
Heitchew family 120 
Kevin, Patty and Ashby Sgovia-Krause 121 
Frank Poehlman 122 
Joan Herrera 123 
Gloria Carranza 124 
Natalie Shapiro 125 
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Individuals (continued) Letter 
Mike Hoefer 126 
Jessica Leibovich 127 
Ronee and Bob Kozlowski 128 
Steve Breen 129 
Lauren Auerbach 130 
Lauren Auerbach 130b 
Chloe Auerbach 131 
Corinna Auerbach 131b 
Carmen Auerbach 131c 
Tom Morell 132 
Carlos Primo 133 
Julie Ajdour 134 
DJ Moore 135 
Tom Dews 136 
Andy and Karen Logan 137 
Courtney Kincaid 138 
Richard and Nanette Dowdy 139 
Katy Gray 140 
Brian Petersen 141 
Amber Miller 142 
Kirk Miller 143 
Tamara Moody 144 
Ruth Harbecke 145 
Melba Novoa 146 
Denise Zemke Glaser 147 
Stuart Cannes 148 
Teresa Heberer 149 
Anon1 150 
Anon2 151 
Anon3 152 
Gary Nessin 153 
Barbara McTyle 154 
Stephen Watkins 155 
Jodi Good 156 
Lynda Battista 157 
Sharon Bennett 158 
Margaret Ramsing 159 
Clark Linsey 160 
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Individuals (continued) Letter 
Robert Sergeant 161 
CJ DiMento 162 
Mike Roach 163 
Lori Colt 164 
Shimshan Shvil 165 
Krag Ross (Public Comment Meeting Transcript) 166 
Linda Monite Ohikhuare 167 
Kasey Cinciarelli 168 
 

MASTER RESPONSES 
 
The following master responses have been prepared to address issues that were common to 
multiple comment letters and provide adequate detail to fully respond to the concerns or 
questions specific to the topic. 
 

MASTER RESPONSE #1 

Alternative Preference 

This comment states a preference for one of the project alternatives identified in the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). SANDAG received many comment letters stating various 
alternative preferences based on a wide range of reasons and opinions. The range of comments 
received regarding project alternatives reflects the EIR’s analysis showing that there are many 
different benefits and concerns between the project alternatives that must be weighed by the 
public and decision makers. Based on public and agency input, SANDAG has identified the 
Saltwater Alternative as the proposed project in this Final EIR. Further discussion is provided in 
the introduction letter at the front of this document, which also outlines changes incorporated 
into the Final EIR. The EIR includes sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of the project alternatives; the complete EIR 
will be presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors, along with the public comments received 
on the EIR and SANDAG’s responses to public comments. These materials are made part of the 
project record, which will be considered by the SANDAG Board of Directors as California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency before they take action on the project. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will make the ultimate decision on which alternative to approve 
and will make findings regarding other alternatives as required under CEQA. 
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MASTER RESPONSE #2 

Private Property and Eminent Domain 

A number of commenters observed that portions of the Enhancement Project and required 
mitigation measures are located on privately held lands. If the SANDAG Board of Directors 
determines to approve the Enhancement Project, implementation of any of the alternatives, 
except the No Project Alternative, would require working with land owners to obtain easements, 
rights-of-way, or property acquisition as necessary to implement the proposed project. It is 
SANDAG’s intent to find agreeable solutions with landowners to accommodate the use of 
private property where necessary. It is premature to consider other acquisition processes that 
would require government action to obtain property, such as the use of eminent domain. The 
impacts of the alternatives on private property rights are not an environmental issue requiring 
analysis under CEQA. 
 

MASTER RESPONSE #3 

Boardwalk Location 

SANDAG received comments concerning the Boardwalk as proposed by the Enhancement 
Project and analyzed in the EIR. Comments raised concerns and questions regarding the 
Boardwalk, such as appropriate location, public access, encroachment into sensitive lagoon 
resources, water circulation, indirect impacts (e.g., trash and littering), funding, and maintenance. 
The Boardwalk is not a critical element to the implementation of any of the project alternatives; 
thus, the EIR states that the Boardwalk could be implemented as an independent project. 
However, the project includes the Boardwalk feature and it was evaluated in the EIR as a 
common component of all project alternatives. The location of the Boardwalk was identified to 
minimize conflict with existing public right-of-way, minimize intrusion into the lagoon, and 
provide public access to the reserve. As proposed, the Boardwalk would be located 
approximately 20 feet east of the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge, extending from the Nature Center 
to Maxton Brown Park. This design would be consistent with local planning policies, as well as 
the objectives of the Enhancement Project, by providing increased public access to the lagoon 
and accommodating a range of recreational activities, including fishing, walking, nature study, 
education, and interpretation of the lagoon’s unique ecology. Access to the Boardwalk would be 
provided via stairs extending from Carlsbad Boulevard as well as paths connecting to the Nature 
Center and Maxton Brown Park. It is anticipated that these pathway connections would be 
constructed in compliance with American with Disabilities Act requirements. Funding for 
maintenance of the Boardwalk, as well as the maintenance for the rest of the Enhancement 
Project, is envisioned to be provided through an endowment as is typically required by the 
federal and state regulatory permits necessary for project implementation. 
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Some comments have recommended attaching the Boardwalk to the reconstructed Carlsbad 
Boulevard bridge. However, to attach the Boardwalk to the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge would not 
accomplish the purpose of providing the public with increased access into the lagoon interior to 
fully view, enjoy, and experience the natural features to the same extent. The proposed location 
of the Boardwalk has been determined to be the optimal location to provide a balance between 
minimal disruption to sensitive resources associated with the lagoon while allowing the public an 
opportunity to access and experience the lagoon environment. The location 20 feet from the edge 
of Carlsbad Boulevard allows minimal infringement upon the sensitive lagoon area while 
providing a more natural setting for the public to enjoy the Boardwalk than if the Boardwalk was 
located immediately adjacent to the bridge where people would be more exposed to roadway 
traffic. 
 
The Boardwalk has been engineered to allow adequate flow through the support pilings. The 
timber pilings designed to support the Boardwalk are not anticipated to create a constriction or 
blockage of water flow under the Boardwalk in a manner that would create circulation or 
flooding problems. The pilings are not substantial in diameter and the 16-foot intervals between 
their placements would allow for adequate flow to maintain circulation and habitat continuity. 
The commenters also suggest that the Boardwalk be sited closer to, or within the right-of-way of, 
Carlsbad Boulevard to provide a greater buffer to the lagoon. The EIR presented the details of 
the Boardwalk in Section 2.5.1 and evaluated potential environmental effects associated with the 
placement of the Boardwalk as proposed within the various topic area analyses in Chapter 3, and 
no significant impacts were identified. 
 

MASTER RESPONSE #4 

Only Freshwater Lagoon Resource 

Comments were received generally stating that it was imperative to maintain Buena Vista 
Lagoon in its current freshwater condition as it is a unique freshwater lagoon within the region. 
SANDAG acknowledges that Buena Vista Lagoon is geographically unique in Southern 
California as a freshwater system located in the immediate vicinity of the coast. However, it is 
that unique coastal location that allows for its potential conversion to a saltwater system. 
Freshwater lagoons and the species contained therein can be found in a wide variety of locations 
in San Diego County. As noted in a 2006 report prepared for the California Department of Game 
(now California Department of Wildlife [CDFW]) and the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC), “There are no substantial ecological values present at Buena Vista Lagoon that are not 
represented elsewhere in the region” (Merkel 2006). Saltwater systems, however, are entirely 
limited to and dependent on coastal adjacency, and have experienced historical losses over time. 
Thus, even though Buena Vista Lagoon is a freshwater lagoon at present, SANDAG is 
considering a tidally influenced coastal saltwater system as an alternative. 
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MASTER RESPONSE #5 

Historical Lagoon Ecology 

Throughout development of the project, there has been considerable public debate about the 
historical nature of Buena Vista Lagoon. SANDAG has received a wide array of comments 
expressing differing opinions on the historical nature of the hydrologic function of the lagoon 
and its past tidal influence. The comments received have been based on various information 
sources such as historical documents, aerial photographs, and some personal recollections. In an 
undeveloped watershed, the lagoon would be characterized as a bar-built or restricted-mouth 
estuary where sandbars or beach barriers are built up by ocean waves and currents along coastal 
areas. The beach barrier breaks the impact of ocean waves before they can reach the lagoon, 
consequently protecting them. The beach barrier takes the brunt of the waves' force and is 
sometimes completely washed away, leaving the estuary and coast exposed. During heavy rains, 
large volumes of water flowing down the river or stream can also completely wash away the 
beach berm and reopen the mouth of the estuary allowing ocean water to move into the lagoon. 
 
Prior to installation of pipes with removable wooden gates in the 1940s, the connection between 
the lagoon and the ocean was dynamic and intermittent. The presence or absence of a sand beach 
berm determined whether the lagoon was opened or closed to tidal exchange with the ocean. 
During flood conditions, the sand berm would wash away forming an inlet channel that allowed 
tidal exchange between the ocean and lagoon after flood flows had subsided. Following the 
initial formation of the inlet channel, waves and tidal currents would redistribute the beach sand 
until the sand beach berm reformed, thereby blocking tidal exchange between the lagoon and 
ocean. This sand berm would stay in place until another flood flow or, more rarely, high waves 
washed it away. U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey maps known as topographic sheets, or “T-
sheets,” provide detailed information on the lagoon from 1886 and 1888. These T-sheets indicate 
that vehicle travel occurred on the beach, which suggests that the occurrence of the inlet opening 
was relatively infrequent. However, the T-sheets also indicate that areas of salt marsh were 
present, particularly around the inlet, and ponded saltwater remained in the lagoon even when no 
tidal connection was present. The extent of the tidal prism during these dynamic openings is 
unknown. These occasional saltwater inputs, combined with seasonal flooding from freshwater 
inflows into the lagoon system, supported extensive salt flat habitats covering approximately 75 
percent of the current lagoon area. Historical records indicate that an additional 23 percent of the 
lagoon area was made up of salt marsh habitat (Beller et al. 2014). An extensive 
freshwater/brackish transitional wetland existed for 2 miles upstream from the lagoon, along 
Buena Vista Creek, but salinity levels in the lagoon remained too high for any substantial 
freshwater/brackish marsh habitat to establish. 
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The pipes with the removable gates installed near the mouth were washed away in 1968, 
subsequently replaced, and washed away again in 1969 (Tenaglia 1999). Installation of a weir in 
1971 stabilized the water elevation of the lagoon at a higher elevation than the ocean and all but 
eliminated any intermittent flow of saltwater into the lagoon. The rise in water elevation and 
elimination of saltwater input into the lagoon resulted in a habitat distribution consisting of more 
open water, shifting the habitat distribution towards freshwater/brackish marsh as shown in 
historical aerial photos included in the historical ecology report (Beller et al. 2014). Urbanization 
surrounding the lagoon and its watershed has irrevocably altered the physical processes of the 
lagoon. It is also important to recognize that this is an enhancement project and not an effort  
to specifically restore or maintain a particular type of hydrologic condition; it’s intended to  
make the lagoon a healthy and sustainable well-functioning ecosystem. The alternatives 
presented in the EIR represent opportunities for enhancement of Buena Vista Lagoon, in 
consideration of the current conditions of the lagoon and its watershed. Additional information 
regarding historical ecological conditions within the lagoon has been added to the EIR in  
Section ES.2 and Section 1.1.1. 
 

MASTER RESPONSE #6 

Odor 

SANDAG received multiple comments with concerns regarding the potential for odor to be 
generated by implementation of the enhancement project, most specifically the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives. Generally, it was the opinion of the comments that exposed lagoon soils, 
such as mudflat areas, would produce a bad odor that would affect nearby areas. As described in 
the EIR (Section 3.11), under existing conditions, odors within the lagoon can result from 
stagnant water conditions as well as intermittent fish die-off events from anoxic conditions 
within the lagoon. Restoration under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR would be 
anticipated to reduce the frequency of these anoxic conditions by improving hydrologic 
efficiency within the lagoon. Thus, all of the enhancement alternatives are anticipated to reduce 
the development of foul odors associated with these low-oxygen events. Following enhancement 
under the Saltwater Alternative or Hybrid Alternative, a natural odor from mudflat habitats could 
occur during times when the tides are low and mudflats are exposed. As described in Table 2-1 in 
the EIR, the alternatives analyzed in the EIR were chosen in part because they best addressed 
property owners’ concerns regarding odors. Both the Saltwater Alternative and Hybrid 
Alternative were designed to provide narrow and frequently inundated bands of mudflat adjacent 
to homes, as well as provide adequate distance between mudflat habitat and sensitive receptors 
(such as residences located between Jefferson Street and the lagoon). Under the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives, the nearest homes to the lagoon are separated from large bands of mudflat 
habitat by several hundred feet. Although small bands of mudflat would occur around the 
perimeter of the Weir and Railroad Basins, these areas would be inundated frequently and odor 
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emission would be limited. Therefore, odors would most likely emanate from the wider bands of 
mudflat in the Coast Highway and I-5 Basins, which are a greater distances from residents. The 
large distance between these areas and the closest sensitive receptors would allow for dispersion 
of odorous molecules and a reduction in odor where sensitive receptors are present and are not 
anticipated to result in a significant odor impact. It should also be noted that the existing odors 
associated with fish die-offs, algal blooms, and other natural events have a very different 
duration than odors associated with the proposed mudflats. Odors resulting from an event such as 
a fish die-off are long lasting and consistent, persisting throughout the duration of the event. 
Odors associated with mudflats, however, are short term and occur only when the mudflat is 
exposed in-between daily tidal influx; thus, there is a substantial limitation on the duration of 
time odor can be generated from mudflats (during low tide). Additional information regarding 
natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 3.11.3. 
 
Per Criterion E of the Air Quality section of the EIR, the threshold used to analyze the potential 
impact of odors states that a significant impact would result from the creation of objectionable 
odors affecting a substantial number of people. SANDAG acknowledges that the determination 
of objectionable odors and quantifying a substantial number of people can be subjective with 
varied opinions. However, because the wider bands of mudflat areas with the highest potential to 
create odors have been designed in locations farthest from highly populated areas and because 
the generation of odors from mudflats is short term and intermittent, occurring only during times 
of low tide, SANDAG determined that the proposed project would not exceed the odors 
threshold (Criterion E, Section 3.11 of the EIR) and a less than significant impact per CEQA 
would result.  
 

MASTER RESPONSE #7 

Outreach and Noticing 

SANDAG received multiple comments indicating there was insufficient public outreach to 
educate the public about the Enhancement Project and that time to review and comment on the 
Draft EIR was inadequate. SANDAG undertook substantial public outreach efforts in connection 
with the Enhancement Project EIR. SANDAG is the lead agency for the Enhancement Project 
EIR and developed and executed a Public Participation Plan for the EIR, as described in this 
Master Response. While the City of Carlsbad noticing requirements are not applicable, 
SANDAG has exceeded its CEQA noticing requirements by providing written notices of the 
project to property owners within 1,000 feet of the lagoon. Postcards were mailed on July 8, 
2015, to the 11,933 residents located within a 1-mile radius of the project site. The postcards 
provided information about the Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project and related Draft EIR, 
and invited recipients to provide their input by attending a public meeting. Information regarding 
the location, date, and time of the meeting was provided, in addition to the project website and 
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contact information for project managers. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 55 
days and was posted on the project webpage. Hardcopies were available at the Carlsbad Library, 
Oceanside Library, and the Audubon Nature Center. The Notice of Availability (NOA) was 
circulated in The San Diego Union-Tribune, Coast News, and El Latino (Spanish), and filed with 
the County Clerk’s office. The NOA and public meeting notifications were provided via 
Facebook (SANDAG, City of Carlsbad) and a series of Twitter messages (SANDAG, City of 
Carlsbad). The meeting time and location were also posted on the public notices section of the 
SANDAG website, KeepSanDiegoMoving.com website, and City of Carlsbad Newsroom page, 
and distributed via email blast. Notices were also distributed to community and senior centers. 
The NOA was also mailed to over 250 citizens and organizations that had requested information 
on the project. An open house for public comments was held in Carlsbad on July 23, 2015. In 
addition to the CEQA process requirements, SANDAG has issued a series of email blasts to 
known interested stakeholders and held public meetings, as requested by interested organizations 
and community groups. 
 

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
 
The following pages display all of the comment letters received from various agencies and the 
public. The comment letter shows on the left side and the responses to the comments are shown 
on the right. 
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LETTER 1 
U.S. Department of the Interior (USFWS) 

 
1-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and a generally accurate description of the project 
purpose and alternatives. No further response is required. 
 
1-2 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment lists benefits anticipated with implementation of the 
Saltwater Alternative and is generally consistent with the analysis presented in the EIR. 
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1-3 
The comment recommends that the Saltwater Alternative be modified to include more mudflat and 
salt marsh habitat in the Railroad Basin. The habitat distribution was designed to provide a balance of 
habitat types in the lagoon as a whole, as well as to support sufficient tidal exchange extending to the 
I-5 Basin. However, final habitat distributions will be determined in coordination with wildlife and 
permitting agencies during the final engineering phase. 
 
1-4 
CEQA significance criteria for the project related to wetlands identify a significant impact as the loss 
of more than 50 percent of a wetland habitat (Criterion A) or a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (Criterion B), which include open water and deep open water areas. Losses of 
wetland habitats under the Freshwater Alternative as identified by the commenter would not exceed a 
50 percent permanent loss and would therefore not be considered significant under CEQA. The 38 
acres of wetlands that the USFWS attributes to a net loss as a result of the Freshwater Alternative can 
be accounted for in the increase in deep open water (4.5 acres), open water (26.6 acres), and 
freshwater habitat transition zone (9.2 acres) when discussing federally protected wetlands, also 
resulting in less than significant permanent impacts under Criterion B in the EIR. Although the 
conversion from vegetated wetlands to open water represents a change, it does not represent a loss of 
waters or jurisdictional resources, as discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to 
vegetation communities, including wetland vegetation communities, are also discussed in Section 
3.5.3. Prior to project implementation, SANDAG will continue to coordinate with wildlife and 
regulatory agencies as part of the permitting and consultation processes. 
 
1-5 
Lagoon enhancement activities project design feature PDF-11 (Section 2.9) states “Conduct cattail 
maintenance during daylight hours and outside the bird nesting season (February 1 through 
September 15).” This measure, along with Mitigation Measure Biological Resources-8 (Section 
3.5.4), which states, “During cattail maintenance, a qualified biologist shall flush birds by walking 
ahead of construction equipment prior to grading in undeveloped, terrestrial habitats suitable to 
support Ridgway’s rail to help avoid mortality,” would reduce potential impacts related to rail 
mortality. The channels in the cattail maintenance area, totaling up to 1 acre, could be unsuitable 
light-footed Ridgway’s rail habitat due to their depth. Therefore, 1 acre of channels has been removed 
from discussion of suitable light-footed Ridgway’s rail suitable habitat in Section 3.5.3. The removal 
of 1 acre of channels in the cattail maintenance area from suitable rail habitat would not exceed the 50 
percent loss of habitat CEQA significance threshold established for the project, and the 33 acres of 
cattail maintenance area is considered suitable rail nesting habitat. Impacts to light-footed Ridgway’s 
rail remain less than significant under CEQA. Response to comment 1-21 provides additional 
discussion of the 50 percent loss of habitat significance criterion. 
 
Section 3.5 of the EIR, Biological Resources, has been revised to remove the freshwater habitat 
transition zone from the Belding’s savannah sparrow analysis. Impacts to Belding’s savannah sparrow 
would remain less than significant.  
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1-6 
The commenter disagrees with the conclusion in the EIR that the Freshwater Alternative would 
improve water quality and further states that any water quality benefits would be short-lived. The 
commenter cites a 2011 study that recommends flushing and circulation within the lagoon be 
increased. The water quality impacts associated with the Freshwater Alternative are discussed in 
Section 3.4.3 of the EIR. Generally, the EIR and technical studies found that localized lagoon 
circulation would improve under each of the alternatives due to sediment and vegetation removal, but 
that the Freshwater Alternative would result in the least improvement to water quality. The EIR 
specifically found that the residence time associated with the Freshwater Alternative would increase 
over existing conditions, partially due to the deepened basins. Thus, Section 4.4 of the EIR states that, 
although the Freshwater Alternative would provide some water quality improvement over existing 
conditions, the Freshwater Alternative does not fully achieve some project objectives (including water 
quality objectives) to the same extent as the other action alternatives. 
 
1-7 
The comment is noted. The EIR acknowledges that the Hybrid and Freshwater Alternatives would not 
reduce existing vector breeding conditions to the extent of the Saltwater Alternative and that the 
Saltwater Alternative would result in the greatest benefit to vector control through the introduction of 
a tidally flushed saline environment (Section 4.3.2).  
 
1-8 
Please see responses to comments 1-3 through 1-7 and Master Response #1.  
 
1-9 
The comment states potential support for the Hybrid Alternative if there were to be a series of 
modifications to this alternative. These suggested modifications would not result in the avoidance or 
elimination of environmental impacts, as compared to the Hybrid Alternative. Modeling of the 
enhancement alternatives conducted by Everest evaluated various ways to create a saltwater to 
freshwater gradient, including approaches that did not include a weir under Interstate 5 (I-5). Removal 
of the weir as described in the comment could lead to lower water elevations, which would reduce 
both the amount of wetlands supported in the lagoon basin and the capacity for improved circulation 
from an enhanced tidal prism. With the Hybrid Alternative, cattails would remain in place and 
maintenance would be required to enhance circulation in those areas to address vector concerns. 
Mitigation Measures Biological Resources-3 and Biological Resources-8, as well as more general 
avoidance measures (such as Project Design Feature-11), have been incorporated into the project to 
reduce impacts and avoid mortality of rails. 
 
As discussed above, modeling of the enhancement alternatives conducted by Everest did evaluate 
various ways to create a saltwater to freshwater gradient, including approaches that did not include a 
weir under I-5. The weir is intended to limit saltwater intrusion into the I-5 Basin to an extent that 
would ensure the continued support of freshwater habitat similar in nature to the existing freshwater 
habitats located east of I-5. To create a habitat gradient as described in the comment, a substantial 
decrease in the tidal prism would be required west of I-5, which would lead to a narrower and 
shallower inlet channel. A smaller inlet channel would be less stable and more susceptible to  
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shoaling, potentially leading to increased inlet closure frequency and maintenance costs. The weir 
design as part of the Hybrid Alternative would maintain water levels in the I-5 Basin at elevations 
similar to existing conditions.  
 
1-10 
Based on modeling conducted for the project, under the Freshwater Alternative, construction of a 
replacement bridge along Carlsbad Boulevard is not necessary to accommodate flood flows 
associated with that alternative. Flood elevations would be lowered under this alternative without 
replacement of the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge due to enhanced drainage within the lagoon and the 
maintenance of the size and depth of the existing structure under I-5. Information regarding the 
Carlsbad Boulevard bridge and flooding issues related to the Freshwater Alternative is provided in 
Section 5.2 of the EIR and Appendices C and D. As noted at the beginning of the Final EIR, the 
Saltwater Alternative has been identified as the proposed project, but if the Freshwater Alternative is 
ultimately selected for implementation, the SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the 
commenter’s suggestion to include replacement of the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge as part of the 
project. The Coast Highway is an existing condition that is part of the baseline for environmental 
review. Therefore, retaining the Coast Highway as part of the Freshwater Alternative would not result 
in new operational impacts to biological resources.  
 
1-11 
Please see Master Response #3. The suggestion to not include trash receptacles on the Boardwalk will 
be considered and balanced with the need to minimize litter in the lagoon. 
 
1-12 
Fish would continue to have access to lagoon waters beyond just the newly created deep water basins. 
The creation of approximately 4.5 acres of deep, open water fish habitat would provide a better range 
of depths of habitat enhancement and would provide deep water refugia for fish species that benefit 
and use this type of habitat. Deep water habitat would also provide refugia during harsh 
environmental conditions or times of poor water quality. The project is also generally expected to 
have water quality benefits as discussed in Section 3.4 that would promote a healthy environment for 
aquatic species. 
 
As stated in the EIR, Section 2.5.4 and based on evidence from other local lagoons, it is anticipated 
that under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, saltwater fish species, including members of the 
Atherinidae (silversides), Engraulidae (anchovies), Gobiidae (gobies), Embiotocidae (surfperch), and 
Clupeidae (herring, sardine) families, may use the lagoon. Conversion to a saltwater system would 
also encourage saltwater species popular among recreational anglers to enter and use the lagoon, 
including spotted sand bass (Paralabrax maculatofasciatus, family Serranidae), barred sand bass 
(Paralabrax nebulifer, family Serranidae), kelp bass (Paralabrax clathratus, family Serranidae), and 
California halibut (Paralichthys californicus, family Paralichthyidae). 
 
The characterization of the freshwater fishing areas as subtidal has been revised, as a freshwater 
system would not be tidally influenced. Under the Freshwater Alternative, species utilizing the fishing 
areas would be those already present in the lagoon. These freshwater species, such as freshwater bass,  
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have been documented to use the entire water column to depths below 100 feet (Moyle 2002). The 
Saltwater Alternative and saltwater component of the Hybrid Alternative would also contain these 
deeper fishing areas, which would represent a range of depths frequently utilized by saltwater species 
in other saline systems. 
 
1-13 
The comment expresses concern over construction phasing and the lack of vegetation that can provide 
refugia to sensitive species during construction. The EIR has analyzed the removal of vegetation at 
one time to provide a conservative approach. Additionally, some vegetation within the lagoon, but 
outside the limits of grading, would remain in place throughout construction and could support 
species around the perimeter of the lagoon. However, if there are options to accommodate phased 
vegetation removal, this refinement could be considered in construction planning to further reduce 
impacts to wildlife during construction operations.  
 
1-14 
The comment provides closing statements and no further response is required. SANDAG will 
continue coordination with regulatory agencies, including USFWS, as the Enhancement Project 
moves forward into the permitting and approval process.  
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1-15 
Table 1-3 has been revised to list the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act in the USFWS row. 
 
1-16 
Language has been added to Section 2.2 to acknowledge the USFWS contributed funding for studies. 
 
1-17 
SANDAG agrees that eelgrass bed establishment is likely but kelp bed establishment within the 
lagoon is not. The noted reference to kelp has been removed. 
 
1-18 
As shown in Figure 3.5-9, the project limits of disturbance would not extend to the edge of the 
lagoon. The text in Section 2.6.1 has been revised to clarify how much vegetation would be removed.  
 
1-19 
It is correct that the EIR concludes that the Freshwater Alternative would result in increased residence 
times and overall circulation would decrease. However, hydrological and biological resource benefits 
would result from the removal of vegetation and sediment in the form of localized circulation 
improvement with better inter-basin flow exchange. Hydraulic efficiency, as well as the ability of the 
lagoon to drain after storms, would also increase under this alternative, lowering potential flood 
levels. The EIR concludes that the percent of days algal biomass exceeds thresholds established in the 
San Diego Basin Plan is lower under the Freshwater Alternative than existing conditions. The EIR 
also concludes that the percent of time the dissolved oxygen objectives are not met are lower under 
the Freshwater Alternative than existing conditions. Thus, the independent statements are each 
accurate and do not conflict with one another.  
 
1-20 
Stone revetments anticipated for installation within the lagoon are described under Channel and 
Infrastructure Improvements in Chapter 2 of the EIR. The installation of slope protection associated 
with North Coast Corridor (NCC) infrastructure improvements, as needed for the Enhancement 
Project alternative selected for implementation, would be fully analyzed in the CEQA and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents for the NCC improvement projects as they are outside 
the scope of this project and details would be speculative, but are generally described in Section 2.5.3 
of the EIR to ensure a conservative approach. The extent of riprap under the alternatives analyzed in 
the EIR is not expected to exceed existing conditions.  
 
1-21 
SANDAG respectfully disagrees that the significance criterion using a 50 percent loss of habitat as a 
CEQA significance threshold is not appropriate. The expertise of the USFWS is valued; however the 
comment does not provide any specific reasons or evidence as to why the 50 percent loss of habitat 
threshold is not adequate to characterize significant impacts at Buena Vista Lagoon. The EIR 
acknowledges that data are lacking for most species regarding the requisite size of a self-sustaining 
population for a given area of habitat; however, the population of sensitive avian species occurring  
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 within Buena Vista Lagoon are not overly dense or crowded. In this location, the temporary loss of 50 
percent of habitat would not create a condition of overcrowding or reduced resources to an extent that 
could limit the ability of the species to survive. For example, Section 3.5 of the EIR states that, within 
the past 5 years, the total number of light-footed Ridgway’s rail breeding pairs in the lagoon has 
ranged from a high count of nine in 2012, dwindling to only two pairs in 2013 and four pairs in 2014. 
Other sensitive species are known to the lagoon but have not been observed in recent years, such as 
the Belding’s savannah sparrow, coastal California gnatcatcher, and southwestern willow flycatcher. 
Additionally, some of the sensitive avian species known to Buena Vista Lagoon are not resident 
species (California least tern, southwestern willow flycatcher, and least Bell’s vireo); thus, they do not 
rely solely on the habitat provided by Buena Vista Lagoon for survival. Therefore, because of the low 
population numbers and density of sensitive avian species occupying Buena Vista Lagoon, SANDAG 
considers the threshold criteria of 50 percent habitat loss appropriate and adequate for significance 
analysis and conclusions.  
 
Additionally, this criterion has been successfully used in multiple CEQA documents for other local 
lagoon restoration or enhancement projects as described in Section 3.5.2, including the Bolsa Chica 
Lowlands Restoration Project and the San Elijo Lagoon Restoration Project. This CEQA significance 
criterion was specifically crafted to appropriately address the unique biological situation resulting 
from the habitat removal necessary for long-term lagoon improvements. The use of the 50 percent 
habitat loss criterion in similar environmental analysis documents for southern California lagoon 
restoration projects sets a precedent that further supports the appropriateness of the criterion for this 
project. As stated in the San Elijo Lagoon Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS (2016), the 50 percent 
loss of habitat threshold is considered appropriate because greater than 50 percent loss of any 
sensitive habitat is considered to have the potential to threaten the continued existence of a sensitive 
species known to occur within the lagoon setting. The San Elijo Lagoon Final EIR/EIS also noted that 
the criteria was chosen based upon previous use in similar environmental evaluations and best 
professional judgement of qualified biologists.  
 
The concern that the significance of impact to special-status species could be underestimated due to 
take or loss of individuals due to any occupied habitat loss is addressed under Criterion C. As noted in 
the comment, potential loss of special-status species could result and would be significant; in these 
cases, temporary direct and indirect impacts to light-footed Ridgway’s rail, Belding’s savannah 
sparrow, and sensitive birds were found to be significant under CEQA (Criterion C) due to habitat 
loss and/or direct mortality during construction operations. Long-term significant impacts were also 
identified for light-footed Ridgway’s rail and sensitive birds for the Freshwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives before mitigation. Section 3.5 of the EIR also describes how some avian species, 
including special-status species, would benefit from the lagoon enhancement. The discussion of 
Criterion C in the EIR specifies that the direct loss of adults, eggs, or young of species listed as 
endangered or threatened would be a significant impact. 
 
1-22 
The comment is noted. The federal permits and approvals required for the project are provided in EIR 
Section 1.4, Table 1-3. As described in Section 1.4, consultation with the USFWS pursuant to the 
federal Endangered Species Act is expected to be coordinated with project environmental review 
under the NEPA. 
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1-23 
The two numbers compared in the comment are referencing different acreage totals. The impacted 
57.2 acres shown in Tables 3.5-3 and 3.5-5 are temporary direct impacts to existing freshwater marsh 
due to construction activities. The numbers shown in Table 3.4-5 compare existing habitat to the 
proposed future habitat after enhancement and reflect long-term increases/decreases in habitat types. 
The text and acreages on page 5.2-47 discussing temporary construction impacts to nesting habitat 
through construction activities are correct.  
 
1-24 
The 38 acres of wetlands that the USFWS attributes to a net loss as a result of the Freshwater 
Alternative is evaluated on a habitat-by-habitat basis under Criterion A. While a permanent loss of 
vegetated wetland habitats would occur after project implementation of the Freshwater Alternative, it 
would not exceed the CEQA significance threshold identified in the EIR. Although the transition 
from vegetated wetlands to open water represents a change, it does not represent a loss of waters or 
jurisdictional resources, as discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to vegetation 
communities, including wetland vegetation communities, are also discussed in Section 3.5.3. Also see 
response to comment 1-4.  
 
1-25 
SANDAG disagrees that the permanent direct impact to light-footed Ridgway’s rails would remain 
significant with mitigation under the Freshwater Alternative. Section 3.5-4 of the EIR describes that 
the amount of southern coastal salt marsh nontidal would remain at 14.8 acres, which is one of the 
habitats that this species relies on. Also described is how the proposed cattail maintenance area and 
transitional areas would function biologically similar to coastal and valley freshwater marsh. Southern 
coastal salt marsh nontidal and coastal and valley freshwater marsh habitat occupied by light-footed 
Ridgway’s rail is denoted under existing conditions by the overall poor conditions of the lagoon. 
Improved habitat quality would benefit this species. There would be a net loss of nesting habitat 
acreage for light-footed Ridgway’s rail of 28.4 acres (including the reduction of 1 acre of channels 
within the wetlands as requested in comment 1-5), which equates to a loss of 26 percent when 
compared to existing conditions. However, in accordance with the CEQA significance threshold used 
in this analysis, the implementation of mitigation measures for cattail maintenance would cause this 
impact to be less than under CEQA. As noted in response to comment 1-12, the rail population in 
Buena Vista Lagoon is not large or dense; thus, the loss of habitat acreage would not overcrowd or 
adversely affect the ability of the rails to survive within the remaining lagoon habitat. For these 
reasons, the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat acres under the Freshwater Alternative is 
not considered substantial enough to result in a significant permanent direct impact to the rail 
population per the CEQA threshold.  
 
1-26 
The EIR concludes that the Freshwater Alternative would result in increased residence times and 
overall circulation would decrease. However, there are also localized water quality benefits that result 
from the removal of vegetation and sediment in the form of localized circulation improvement with 
better inter-basin flow exchange. Thus, the independent statements are each accurate and do not 
conflict with one another. The text has been revised to more accurately describe that any circulation 
improvements would be localized and inter-basin. 
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LETTER 2 
California Coastal Commission 

 
2-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and includes a generally accurate description of the 
proposed project location and purpose. The comment also states that a Coastal Development Permit 
will be required for the project, that the project is required to be consistent with the Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program of the NCC Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) that was approved by the Commission in August 2014, and that 
Coastal Act policies should be incorporated into the environmental review of the project. SANDAG 
agrees with commenter. EIR Section 3.1 discusses applicable provisions of the Coastal Act and Table 
1-3 identifies the need for a Coastal Development Permit for the project. The project’s impacts on 
coastal resources are addressed in EIR Section 3.3. 
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2-2 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment provides a generally accurate summary of the benefits 
that would result from the Saltwater Alternative.  
 
2-3 
The comment states that only the Saltwater Alternative would be consistent with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act due to the other alternatives’ potential conflicts with Section 30233 of the 
California Coastal Act based on the retention, replacement, or addition of new weir structures. 
Additional discussion regarding Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act has been added to Table 
3.1-1. However, various arguments can be made to support how each alternative is potentially the less 
environmentally damaging as each alternative enhances or protects different resources through 
alternate methods and to varying degrees. Each alternative provides enhancement opportunities and 
these benefits vary based on the resource being considered and the degree of benefit. The comment 
does not specify how each alternative would or would not meet the level of restoration benefits 
envisioned by the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program of the NCC. Additional text to 
include the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program as part of the NCC PWP/TREP 
discussion was added to Section ES.2. Consistency with the California Coastal Act is discussed in 
Chapter 1 and Section 3.1. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s 
recommendations and the need for consistency with the California Coastal Act before it makes a 
decision on the project. SANDAG will continue coordination with the California Coastal 
Commission, as the Enhancement Project moves forward into the permitting and approval process. 
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2-4 
The comment provides information stating that only the Saltwater Alternative would be consistent 
with requirements of the NCC PWP/TREP and a recommendation that the Saltwater Alternative be 
selected as the proposed project. See response to comment 2-3 above addressing the feasibility of the 
alternatives provided in the EIR based on their ability to restore and enhance different resources. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s recommendations before it makes a 
decision on the project; see Master Response #1. 
 
2-5 
The EIR states in Section 2.6.1 that sediment-related maintenance is anticipated every 25 years under 
the Freshwater Alternative. Further specifics regarding volumes are not available due to the 
speculative nature of this long-range need and evolving conditions that would affect the sedimentation 
of the lagoon. Timing of sediment accumulation is difficult to accurately predict as it is highly 
dependent on the frequency of large storm events that flush sediment from upstream into the lagoon 
system as well as the specific conditions of the lagoon at the time of the storm event.  
 
2-6 
Please see Master Response #3.  
 
2-7 
The comment supports the construction of a pedestrian bridge to maintain access along the coast if the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative is selected for implementation. As described in Section 3.1.4, 
engineering and design of a pedestrian bridge as outlined in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would 
account for potential sea level rise. 
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2-8 
The comment supports the use of appropriate dredged material for beach nourishment. The potential 
for impacts due to material placement on local beaches is analyzed throughout the EIR for each issue 
area under the Material Disposal/Reuse heading. Material placement on beaches is included in the 
Construction Monitoring Program as discussed in Section 2.9.1; however, because long-term 
significant impacts associated with the material disposal on beach locations were not identified for 
any of the topic areas discussed in Chapter 3, long-term monitoring specific to beach nourishment is 
not included as part of the project. As a requirement of the project, PDF-8 as listed in Table 2-11 
requires that SANDAG coordinate the schedule at individual materials placement sites to the extent 
possible to avoid major holidays and special events to minimize overlap with times when the beaches 
are most active. It is anticipated that additional monitoring requirements may be incorporated into the 
project as part of permit approvals prior to project implementation. 
 
2-9 
The Coastal Commission’s Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance document is referenced in Section 3.12.2 
of the EIR. Text has been added as appropriate to include consultation with this guidance document in 
the design and engineering of the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge and Boardwalk along with the 
SANDAG Sea Level Rise Study. 
 
2-10 
As described throughout the EIR, Senate Bill 468 (Kehoe) mandates that transportation improvements 
and regional habitat enhancements within the NCC occur concurrently, unless construction in phases 
would result in an environmentally superior alternative to concurrent construction. Thus, the 
Enhancement Project would coordinate with applicable project managers of the I-5 NCC and Los 
Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) projects to coordinate efforts if possible. This 
coordination would include the consideration of phasing construction, as well as consolidating 
staging, access, and parking areas. Text has been added to the project description, Section 2.5.3, to 
clarify these coordination efforts. 
 
2-11 
As stated in Section 2.9.2, lagoon enhancement monitoring would occur during and immediately 
following construction for a period of 5 to 10 years, depending on the amount of time needed until 
success criteria are met. Once the initial post-construction monitoring phase is complete and success 
criteria have been met, the program would transition to adaptive management. The range of post-
construction monitoring for up to 10 years was selected as the appropriate time-frame as 10 years 
would provide an adequate period for the lagoon habitats to reestablish and to be able to determine if 
success criteria were met. Section 2.9.2 further describes that intensive short-term monitoring of 
enhancement success is anticipated to continue annually for a minimum period of 5 years after 
construction. It is more likely the short-term monitoring period would be developed based on 10 years 
of ecological performance standards; however, if success is achieved prior to 10 years, the site can 
transition to the less intensive, long-term monitoring and management phase that would adapt to 
ecological conditions in perpetuity. Similar projects in the region, such as Batiquitos Lagoon, San 
Dieguito Lagoon, Huntington Beach Wetlands, Bolsa Chica, Anaheim Bay Wetlands, and others, 
show habitat establishment within 10 years, and some within 5 years (Merkel 2009). It is therefore  
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anticipated that Buena Vista Lagoon should experience similar wetland habitat function within 10 
years. 
 
As noted in the comment, the North Coast Corridor Project Resource Enhancement and Mitigation 
Program (REMP) would be consulted in the development of performance standards for the 
monitoring plan, which would also include the establishment of an endowment fund prior to 
implementation of the project. As stated in the REMP, performance standards to measure and monitor 
the success of the restoration efforts would occur pursuant to future permitting processes and in 
discussions with the REMP working group. Performance standards would be designed with the intent 
to provide resource and regulatory agencies with a high level of confidence that, once performance 
standards are achieved, the restored habitat is providing the desired ecological functions and will be 
self-sustainable under a long-term management program. The following are examples of performance 
standards that would be developed and quantified with measurable criteria: 
 

• Topography: wetland/and or aquatic habitat will not undergo major topographic degradation 
(such as excessive erosion or sedimentation) and will maintain a percentage of the specified 
final wetland acreage amount. 

• Water Quality: water quality variables (to be specified) will be similar to reference wetlands or 
aquatic habitat. 

• Tidal Prism: designed tidal prism will be maintained and show continued tidal exchange. 
• Habitat Areas: area of different habitats will not substantially deviate from the planned habitats, 

and each habitat area will achieve a percentage of the expected species diversity and an 
expected cover. 

• Biological Communities: community composition and the total densities and number of species 
of fish, macroinvertebrates and birds will achieve specified levels. 

• Reproductive Success: certain plant species will have demonstrated reproduction at least once 
in 3 years. 

• Food Chain Support: food chain support provided to birds will achieve determined success 
criteria as determined by feeding activity of the birds. 

• Exotics: important functions of the wetland will not be impaired by exotic species as 
determined by cover percentages. 

 
The above information has been added to the Final EIR, Section 2.9.2, to provide additional 
clarification and details specific to the development requirements of the monitoring plan. 
 
2-12 
The comment provides closing statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 3 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
3-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
3-2 
The comment summarizes the structure of the EIR and project alternatives and components. No 
further response is required. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-27 
September 2017 

 

3-3 
The comment summarizes the findings of the project’s Biological Technical Report (BTR). The 
comment also states that western pond turtle has not been observed within the study area since before 
1988 and bats have been observed roosting in the I-5 bridge. This information regarding bats roosting 
in the I-5 bridge and lack of western pond turtle sightings has been added to the BTR and EIR. 
 
3-4 
The comment states that the CDFW preferred alternative is the Saltwater Alternative and cites 
historical habitat information and benefits anticipated with implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative. The comment is noted. See Master Response #1. The historical information and citation 
has been added to the EIR in Section 1.1.1 to provide additional scientific information regarding 
historic coastal estuarine habitats in the region. This information does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the EIR; rather it provides additional background information.  
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3-5 
The comment states the importance of mudflat/salt habitat for many sensitive species and 
recommends the habitat type be expanded to the fullest extent. The comment is noted. Final habitat 
distributions will be determined in coordination with wildlife and permitting agencies during the final 
engineering phase. 
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3-6 
The Boardwalk is not a critical element to the implementation of any of the project alternatives; thus, 
the EIR states that the Boardwalk could be implemented as an independent project. However, for the 
purpose of the EIR, the Boardwalk was identified, and analyzed, as a component of the proposed 
project. An analysis of alternatives for the Boardwalk component of the proposed project is not 
required. The location of the Boardwalk was identified to minimize conflict with existing public 
right-of-way, minimize intrusion into the lagoon, and provide public access to the reserve. No 
significant impacts were identified in relation to the Boardwalk; therefore, no specific mitigation 
measures are identified for this project component. Also, please see Master Response #3. 
 
3-7 
Please see Master Response #3. Prior to implementation of the project, including construction of the 
Boardwalk, funding sources and the entity responsible for construction and maintenance of the 
Boardwalk would be identified.  
 
3-8 
Mitigation Measures Biological Resources-2 through Biological Resources-4 would prevent the 
take/direct mortality of light-footed Ridgway’s rail as a result of project construction. Biological 
Resources-2: A qualified biological monitor shall flush birds by walking ahead of construction 
equipment prior to grading in undeveloped, terrestrial habitats suitable to support sensitive birds to 
help avoid mortality of bird species during construction activities. Biological Resources-3: Vegetation 
grubbing and removal shall occur outside of the bird breeding season (February 1 through September 
15) to avoid potential take of nesting birds. Biological Resources-4: A qualified biologist shall 
prepare and implement a targeted predator control plan for light-footed Ridgway’s rail and Belding’s 
savannah sparrow. Activities would include fencing, public signage, selective vegetation removal 
(i.e., invasive species or native species not preferred by Belding’s savannah sparrow), construction of 
nesting platforms, perch removal, predator trapping/control, and/or other techniques to minimize 
predation of the species. These measures will reduce and avoid impacts to Ridgway’s rail to below a 
level of significance. During construction, some vegetation within the lagoon, but outside the limits of 
grading, would remain in place throughout construction and could support species around the 
perimeter of the lagoon. Additionally, if there are options to accommodate phased vegetation 
removal, this refinement could be considered in construction planning to further reduce impacts to 
wildlife during construction operations. Prior to project implementation, SANDAG will continue to 
coordinate with wildlife and regulatory agencies as part of the permitting process. 
 
Within 5 to 10 years, the project team anticipates that ecological function would recover substantially 
from project-related impacts and, in some areas, improve over existing conditions. Ecological 
function of the habitats at Buena Vista Lagoon would be measured both qualitatively and 
quantitatively and may include measurements of vegetation cover and diversity, use of the site by 
sensitive species, invertebrate monitoring/measurement, etc. Similar projects in the region, such as 
Batiquitos Lagoon, San Dieguito Lagoon, Huntington Beach Wetlands, Bolsa Chica, Anaheim Bay 
Wetlands, and others, show habitat establishment within 10 years, and some within 5 years (Merkel 
2009). It is therefore anticipated that Buena Vista Lagoon should experience similar wetland habitat 
function within 10 years. The post-implementation maintenance and monitoring would occur over a  
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minimum of 5 years or until success standards are met. The exact success standards would be dictated 
by permit conditions. Success standards would include, but are not limited to, requirements for native 
and nonnative vegetation cover, hydrology indicators, species diversity, and documentation of 
sensitive wildlife species recovery. 
 
3-9 
Section 2.9.3 includes a section describing the proposed cattail maintenance strategy. The text 
explains that up to 1 acre of cattail vegetation would be removed through the maintenance activities 
(cut swaths of approximately 4- to 5-foot width every 50 meters). Dependent on method of 
maintenance selected (dredging verses mowing) and associated rate of regrowth, cattail management 
would be performed approximately once a year, possibly on a rotating schedule. 
 
With only 1 acre of cattail habitat proposed to be removed, more than the 23.4 acres remaining would 
be available as habitat, maintaining the available acreage well above the 50 percent threshold criterion 
for a less than significant permanent impact. The ability to maintain 50 percent of the coastal and 
valley freshwater marsh habitat intact at any given time during construction of this alternative will be 
considered dependent upon construction requirements and timing.  
 
3-10 
As detailed in Section 2.5.3 of the EIR, the I-5 bridge replacement is planned within the lagoon by 
other agencies and the structures associated with that improvement have been evaluated separately 
from the Enhancement Project. Replacement of the I-5 bridge over the lagoon is part of the NCC 
project as proposed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). I-5 infrastructure 
improvements are assumed to be implemented by the proposing agencies regardless of the 
Enhancement Project alternative and are not under the jurisdiction of this project or implementing 
agencies. Thus, I-5 bridge design would be under the authority of and implemented by Caltrans, but 
in coordination with SANDAG. Any of the infrastructure improvement proposed for I-5 could 
accommodate the Enhancement Project alternatives.  
 
3-11 
Discussion of benefits to western pond turtle from the Freshwater or Hybrid Alternative has been 
added to Section 3.5. As noted at the beginning of the Final EIR, the Saltwater Alternative has been 
identified as the proposed project, but if the Freshwater Alternative is ultimately selected for 
implementation, SANDAG will work with CDFW to identify opportunities for the reestablishment of 
western pond turtle to the lagoon and measures specific to pond turtle habitat quality improvement. 
Additional enhancement measures could be incorporated during the permitting phase discussions with 
wildlife agencies. 
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3-12 
SANDAG will work with the wildlife agencies as appropriate to develop the final management, 
maintenance, and monitoring plan and determine funding specifications for the long-term 
maintenance of lagoon enhancement. Section 2.9 of the EIR discusses the anticipated monitoring 
program and states that the final details would be determined upon selection of an alternative and 
identification of permit conditions with the resource agencies. Additional information has been added 
to Section 2.9.2 of the EIR to provide additional clarification and detail specific to the development 
requirements of the monitoring plan and is included in response to comment 2-11. Timing of this 
effort will occur after approval of the Final EIR and during the final engineering and permitting phase 
of the project.  
 
3-13 
SANDAG acknowledges the possibility that maintenance assumptions may need to be modified based 
on actual resulting conditions. For this reason, as described in Section 2.9.2, post-construction 
monitoring has been designed to be flexible and tied to adaptive management actions to facilitate 
project success. 
 
As detailed in Section 2.9.2, lagoon enhancement monitoring would occur during and immediately 
following construction for a period up to 10 years, or until success criteria have been met, as 
suggested by the comment. Once the initial post-construction monitoring phase is complete and 
success criteria have been met, the program would transition to long-term monitoring that would 
drive adaptive management strategies/activities designed to maintain the site in perpetuity. Also see 
response to comment 2-11.  
 
3-14 
See response to comment 3-13. Section 2.9.2 states that lagoon enhancement monitoring would occur 
during and immediately following construction for a period of 5 to 10 years or until success criteria 
are met. See response to comment 3-8 regarding anticipated habitat recovery time within 10 years. 
Section 2.9 of the EIR also discusses the monitoring program and states that the final details would be 
determined upon selection of an alternative and identification of permit conditions with the resource 
agencies. Monitoring will also identify additional adaptive management strategies to be implemented 
to maintain the enhancement efforts. 
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3-15 
The fishing trail access is included in the EIR project description under each individual alternative 
discussion of deep water fishing areas and the trail access designed to promote fishing activities 
within the lagoon. 
 
Additional information regarding trail specifications has been added to the Project Description 
discussion of the fishing access trail, and trail maintenance has been included in the Adaptive 
Management Plan, Section 2.9.3 of the EIR. The final design of trails will be developed in 
collaboration with federal and state wildlife agencies during regulatory permitting for the 
Enhancement Project. It is envisioned that the trail would be a low-intensity, single-track, soft-soil 
pathway designed for ingress and egress to the fishing areas. Funding for maintenance of the fishing 
trail, as well as the remainder of maintenance of the rest of the Enhancement Project, is envisioned to 
be provided through an endowment required prior to project implementation, as is typically required 
by the federal and state regulatory permits necessary for implementation.  
 
3-16 
General characteristics of the fishing areas have been defined to enhance their function as nursery 
areas as well as areas that provide some cover for deeper water fish. SANDAG would coordinate with 
fisheries specialists (including CDFW staff, as appropriate) during the final engineering phase of the 
project. 
 
3-17 
Text has been revised to indicate that the Buena Vista Lagoon Audubon Society Nature Center 
manages the informal trails along the northern shoreline.  
 
3-18 
The mitigation measure, Biological Resources-4, has been revised as requested. Text stating “during 
construction and the post-construction monitoring period” was added to the mitigation measure. 
Section 2.9 of the EIR also discusses the monitoring program and states that the final details would be 
determined upon selection of an alternative and identification of permit conditions with the resource 
agencies. 
 
3-19 
The scientific name for western pond turtle has been revised. 
 
3-20 
SANDAG will initiate appropriate consultation with CDFW per Section 1600 to obtain the required 
permits and authorizations within their regulatory authority. CDFW is listed in Table 1-3 of the EIR 
as a state agency with which the lead agency will coordinate to obtain appropriate permits and 
approvals. The applicable Fish and Game Code requirements are also listed in Section 1.4, 
Permits/Approvals Required. 
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3-21 
Please see response to comment 3-8. SANDAG will seek appropriate take authorization under CESA 
prior to implementing the project as detailed in the comment. It is anticipated that the EIR includes 
appropriate mitigation, monitoring, and reporting requirements to provide CEQA compliance for 
CDFW use as a responsible agency. CDFW is listed in Table 1-3 of the EIR as a state agency with 
which the lead agency will coordinate to obtain appropriate CESA incidental take permits and 
approvals. The applicable CESA requirements are also listed in Section 1.4, Permits/Approvals 
Required.  
 
3-22 
The comment provides concluding statements and no response is required. 
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LETTER 4 
California State Transportation Agency 

 
4-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no response is required. 
 
4-2 
Text has been revised to accurately state the current planning stage of the I-5/SR-78 project. 
 
4-3 
Table text has been updated as requested by the comment. 
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LETTER 5 
California State Lands Commission 

 
5-1 
The comment provides introductory statements, summarizes the California State Lands Commission’s 
(CSLC) regulatory involvement, and summarizes findings of the EIR. No further response is required. 
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5-2 
Text regarding cultural resources on lands within CSLC jurisdiction has been added as requested by 
the comment. Table 3.1-1 has been updated to include the required legislation and the requested 
language has been added to Mitigation Measure Cultural-1. 
 
5-3 
Sea level rise was evaluated in the environmental analysis, specifically in Section 3.12, Global 
Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Sea Level Rise, and provides an analysis specific to 
each alternative. The California Climate Adaptation Strategy is included in the discussion within this 
EIR section. In addition, structures included as project components under various alternatives (e.g., 
Boardwalk, Carlsbad Boulevard bridge replacement, and/or pedestrian bridge) have taken sea level 
rise into account, and would be designed in accordance with SANDAG’s Sea Level Rise Study 
recommendations and the California Coastal Commission’s Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance 
document. 
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5-4 
The analysis within Section 3.12.3 describes how each alternative would affect the ability of the 
project area to respond to long-term climate impacts, such as increased sea level rise. Elements that 
may be affected by sea level rise and the ability of the alternatives to meet project objectives, such as 
public access via the proposed Boardwalk, are addressed. 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. Chapter 4 of the EIR, Comparison of Alternatives, discusses the ability of each alternative to 
attain most of the project objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effect of 
the project.  
 
5-5 
The comment notes that the project is consistent with the State of California Safeguarding California: 
Reducing Climate Risk, and Update to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy 
(Safeguarding Plan) document. See response to comment 5-4 regarding analysis of sea level rise 
included within the EIR. 
 
5-6 
The comment recommends the placement of signage near beach access points to inform beach users 
of inlet crossing dangers. SANDAG agrees with this recommendation and Mitigation Measure 
Safety-1, which specifies the placement of signage has been added to the EIR. The addition of this 
mitigation measure does not change the significance conclusion or reduce the impact to less than 
significant, but incorporates a feasible measure to help enhance public safety associated with the new 
inlet under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives.  
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5-7 
The CSLC has been added to the distribution list for future project publications. CSLC is listed in 
Table 1-3 of the EIR as a state agency that would require ongoing coordination for necessary project 
approval and permits, specifically a lease for access.  
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5-8 
The comment summarizes CSLC’s jurisdiction over, and involvement in, the project and requests 
continued coordination with Grace Kato, Public Land Manager, as the project progresses. Since the 
time this letter was submitted in 2013, an updated contact at CSLC has been provided for the project. 
Ongoing coordination with this contact will occur throughout the permitting process.  
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5-9 
The comment summarizes project objectives and alternatives as stated in the EIR. 
 
5-10 
The commenter’s recommendations regarding suggested components of the project description were 
incorporated into Chapter 2, Description of Project Alternatives. 
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5-11 
The commenter’s recommendations regarding features of effective mitigation measures and 
significance conclusions have been incorporated, as appropriate, into each issue area discussion of the 
EIR. 
 
5-12 
Mitigation Measure Biological Resources-4 includes invasive species removal as necessary during 
construction and the post-construction monitoring period. 
 
5-13 
A discussion of the quantity of material to be removed under each alternative is included in Chapter 2 
of the EIR and summarized in Table 2-4. Water quality impacts associated with project 
implementation, including sedimentation, siltation, and turbidity, are discussed for each alternative in 
the applicable portion of Section 3.4. 
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5-14 
A discussion of the impacts of sea level rise is included in Section 3.12 of the EIR, Global Climate 
Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Sea Level Rise. 
 
5-15 
Potential impacts to submerged cultural resources are discussed in Section 3.7. Mitigation Measure 
Cultural-1 includes a provision that the project CSLC contact be notified if cultural resources are 
discovered on state lands during project construction. 
 
5-16 
The comment provides final statements and no response is required. As previously discussed, the 
project contact at CSLC has been updated since the submission of this letter in 2013. 
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LETTER 6 
Office of Planning and Research 

 
6-1 
The comment describes that OPR is providing the comments that were submitted to their office 
(following the close of the public review period) as part of the public review process. The OPR letter 
includes a comment letter from CDFW that was received by OPR. This comment letter was also 
submitted directly to SANDAG and is included and responded to as Letter 3. No additional response 
is required. 
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LETTER 6a 
Office of Planning and Research 

 
6a-1 
The comment states that OPR submitted the Draft EIR to state agencies for review and no comments 
were received by the close of public review on August 21, 2015. No response is required. 
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LETTER 7 
City of Oceanside 

 
7-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. The Saltwater 
Alternative is considered throughout the EIR as a feasible alternative per CEQA. Information as 
requested is provided in those response to comments (7-2 through 7-6).  
 
7-2 
The comment recommends the addition of language to the Executive Summary defining the term 
"weir." A definition has been added. 
 
7-3 
The following text has been added to Section ES 3.2 as requested by the comment: “The placement 
site is not the currently permitted site specified under the existing Oceanside Beach Fill Program.”  
 
7-4 
The comment notes an erroneous figure reference, which has now been corrected. 
 
7-5 
Examination of historical photos and records indicates that the inlet was trafficable during most of the 
year prior to the installation of the weir; however, even these infrequent openings resulted in ponded 
saltwater and a primarily saltwater-regime ecosystem within the lagoon (Beller et al. 2014). For 
additional information on historical ecological conditions within the lagoon, please see Master 
Response #5. It is also important to recognize that this is an enhancement project and not an effort to 
specifically restore or maintain a particular type of hydrologic condition; rather; it would make the 
lagoon a healthy and sustainable well-functioning ecosystem. Per Section 15125 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, however, the baseline condition for CEQA analysis is generally determined by existing 
conditions at the time the project Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. Thus, the comparison of 
crossing conditions prior to weir installation decades ago is not a baseline condition that is used in the 
EIR analysis to determine environmental impacts associated with the Enhancement Project. The NOP 
for the Enhancement Project was published on April 25, 2013; therefore, existing conditions are 
defined as those that existed in the lagoon generally at that time, rather than at previous points in 
history. 
 
In response to requests for additional information regarding current existing inlet trafficability 
conditions, an additional analysis was prepared (Inlet Trafficability Memorandum, Appendix O). This 
analysis found that, under existing conditions, the influence of high tides and wave events render 
lateral access across the existing Buena Vista inlet hazardous for pedestrians 2–5 percent of the time. 
Additional information regarding existing conditions has been added to Section 3.1 of the EIR.  
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7-6 
In response to this suggestion, a configuration of the Saltwater Alternative with the existing Carlsbad 
Boulevard bridge was developed and evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives. 
Modeling under this design option found that, if the existing Carlsbad Boulevard bridge were to 
remain in place under the Saltwater Alternative, the tidal muting would be 0.2 foot higher during high 
tide conditions in Buena Vista Lagoon upstream of the bridge (CH Basin and I-5 Basin), when 
compared with the tidal response under the proposed new bridge structure (Everest 2016). Both 
configurations represent an improvement in tidal range as compared to existing conditions; thus, the 
Saltwater Alternative was determined to still be viable with the existing Carlsbad Boulevard bridge. 
The widening of the channel under I-5 as part of the proposed improvements would not result in 
additional flooding compared to existing conditions unless restricted. This would not result in 
additional impacts compared to the Saltwater Alternative as proposed in the EIR.  
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LETTER 8 
City of Carlsbad 

 
8-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
8-2 
The comment states that biological function and water quality would be enhanced to some degree by 
each alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
8-3 
The comment expresses support of the trail connectivity and Boardwalk, enhancing recreational and 
educational opportunities and providing safe public access along the lagoon. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
8-4 
The comment provides final statements and no response is required. 
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LETTER 9 
Buena Vista Audubon Society 

 
9-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
9-2 
Please see Master Response #1.  
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9-3 
As described in Section 1.2, Project Objectives, the Enhancement Project was designed to enhance 
and maintain sensitive habitats and native species, including rare and endangered species, and to 
promote coastal biodiversity within the region, which is in line with the Fish and Game Code mission 
of a California Ecological Reserve as cited in the comment. SANDAG acknowledges the decline in 
coastal salt marsh habitats over time as evidenced in the recently published Northern San Diego 
County Lagoons: Historical Ecology Investigation: Regional Patterns, Local Diversity and 
Landscape Trajectories (Beller et al. 2014); however, increasing or restoring saltwater marsh was not 
a specific goal or criterion of the Enhancement Project as the lagoon is currently a freshwater lagoon. 
For the purposes of a legally adequate CEQA document, the EIR includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives, each of which is capable of meeting most of the project objectives. The SANDAG Board 
of Directors will consider all material in its selection of a project alternative and certification of the 
EIR. 
 
9-4 
The comment states benefits anticipated with implementation of the Saltwater Alternative. See Master 
Response #1. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system 
and Master Response #4 addressing freshwater lagoon resources.  
 
9-5 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR and states the commenter's opinion on the ability 
of the Freshwater Alternative to fulfill the project objectives. In particular, the commenter contends 
that the Freshwater Alternative would not adequately meet the project’s biological objectives; 
however, the comment does not provide substantiation as to why the listed objectives would not be 
fully achieved. As described in Chapter 4, the EIR found that the Freshwater Alternative would 
provide some benefits to biological resources, although they would be relatively modest and would 
achieve the project objectives; however the objectives would not be achieved by the Freshwater 
Alternative to the same degree as other alternatives. It is important to note benefits associated with the 
various alternatives and consider the tradeoff of an adverse effect necessary to create a positive 
benefit. 
 
9-6 
The commenter is concerned that the characterization of the Freshwater Alternative as the alternative 
that would result in the least significant impacts is misleading and inaccurate. SANDAG respectfully 
disagrees with commenter, based on the information presented in Table 4-1 of the EIR that presents 
the significance conclusions of the analysis for each alternative. The table shows that there are 
multiple issue areas, such as Land use and Recreation, Traffic and Circulation, and Public Health and 
Safety, where the Freshwater Alternative would result in a less than significant impact while the other 
alternatives result in significant impacts. It is accurate that the EIR finds that the Freshwater 
Alternative does not achieve all project objectives to the same extent as other alternatives. SANDAG 
acknowledges the need to consider balance between minimizing impacts and achieving project 
objectives. The comment describes that many impacts are common to the three alternatives, which is 
accurate based on the EIR analysis. A full comparison of the impacts associated with each alternative 
is provided in Chapter 4 of the EIR.  
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9-7 
The comment summarizes impacts to bicycle users as a result of construction on the Carlsbad 
Boulevard bridge. As described in Section 3.10, the EIR concludes that bicycle circulation impacts 
under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would be significant and unavoidable. PDF-5 would 
create a temporary bicycle path along the Carlsbad Boulevard bridge to allow continued access 
between Oceanside and Carlsbad. Additionally, Mitigation Measures Traffic-1 and Traffic-2 will 
minimize bicycle-related impacts to the extent feasible through the preparation of a traffic control 
plan and the issuance of advance notice before construction begins along Carlsbad Boulevard. 
 
9-8 
The EIR found that a significant public safety impact would result under the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives because, relative to the existing sandy beach that currently exists, the open inlet across 
the beach could result in a new safety threat to recreational users in the inlet areas when unsafe 
conditions exist due to high water volumes or velocities within the inlet channel. SANDAG 
acknowledges that other regional lagoons have similar beach inlet conditions, but the conservative 
conclusion of a significant safety impact at this location is appropriate and supported by the 
information in the EIR. 
 
CEQA requires that evaluation of impact be compared with baseline conditions generally existing at 
the time of the NOP publication. 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. As shown in Key View 7 in Section 3.9, Visual Resources, the widened weir 
under the Freshwater Alternative would primarily be at the waterline or underwater and not visible 
similar to existing conditions; therefore, no permanent visual impact was identified for this 
alternative.  
 
9-9 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR, as well as the Preliminary Cost Estimate Report, 
which was prepared for informational reasons but is not required to be included in an EIR. The 
comment is noted. The commenter states that there would be significant economic and recreational 
value of the dredged sand for replenishment of Oceanside and Carlsbad beaches but does not provide 
any further support for this statement. The comment does not raise concerns regarding environmental 
issues or the analyses in the EIR. No further response is required. 
 
9-10 
The existing flooding conditions described by the commenter are not a significant impact attributable 
to the Freshwater Alternative, but are a current baseline condition under CEQA. As described in 
Chapter 4, 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  
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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 or Hybrid Alternative. Additional measures to address existing flood conditions would be 
outside the scope of this project. 
 
Text was added to Section 3.2.1 to indicate that flooding regularly affects the informal trails near the 
Nature Center described in the comment.  
 
9-11 
As shown in Appendix 2 of the Preliminary Cost Estimate prepared for the project, fluvial 
maintenance is not assumed for the Saltwater Alternative and is not included in the cost estimate for 
that alternative. It is correct that the EIR assumes no fluvial sedimentation maintenance would be 
required for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
9-12 
Please refer to responses to comments 9-1 through 9-11. Please also refer to Master Response #1. The 
EIR acknowledges that the Freshwater Alternative may not have as long-lasting benefits. As stated in 
Section 3.2.3, long-term circulation and drainage improvements may not persist because long-term 
sediment removal is anticipated only every 25 years, and only some continued vegetation removal is 
planned.  
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LETTER 10 
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation 

 
10-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and a general statement of support for the project, and 
no further response is required. 
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10-2 
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes existing and future conditions through the 
use of inaccurate and contradictory terms. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter’s 
assertion. The commenter is referred to response to comment 10-15 for a discussion of the term 
“inlet” and its usage in the EIR. It is unclear where the commenter’s definition of “tidal interaction” 
originates. The EIR does not define “tidal interaction.” “Tidal interaction” is used in the EIR to refer 
to the open inlet under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, allowing for the interaction of the 
lagoon with coastal processes in the immediate vicinity of the inlet. The commenter does not state 
why commenter believes this definition to be incorrect or misleading. The commenter is also referred 
to response to comment 10-18.  
 
10-3 
The commenter generally states that the EIR must be revised to adequately define existing conditions. 
Because the comment does not identify any particular inadequacies in the EIR, the commenter is 
referred to EIR Chapter 3, Sections 3.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.3.1, 3.4.1, 3.5.1, 3.6.1, 3.7.1, 3.8.1, 3.9.1, 3.10.1, 
3.11.1, 3.12.1, 3.13.1, 3.14.1, and 3.15.1 for a description of existing conditions for each resource 
area evaluated in the EIR. Please also see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the 
lagoon system. Please see responses to comments 10-4 through 10-26 for responses to the specific 
issues raised by commenter. 
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10-4 
The commenter asserts that the EIR incorrectly characterizes the historical ecology of Buena Vista 
Lagoon, but does not cite any literature or verifiable facts to support commenter’s conclusions 
regarding historical conditions. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter. Please see Master 
Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
10-5 
As noted by the commenter, the document contained an erroneous reference that has now been 
corrected. The timeline has been modified in the Executive Summary and in Chapter 1 of the EIR. 
 
10-6 
The quoted description of the lagoon as coastal wetland habitat was vague and has been removed in 
Section 2.1.1. Please see Master Response #2 regarding ownership constraints and eminent domain in 
the vicinity of the lagoon. Code Section 1580-1587 has been included in text reference in Section 
2.1.1.  
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10-7 
The quoted statement on page 2-1 approximating the size of the lagoon has been changed to more 
accurately reflect Table 2-2. 
 
10-8 
The Hybrid Alternative, along with the other two alternatives analyzed in the EIR, was initially 
discussed in the Feasibility Study for the project. Additional refinements to the Hybrid Alternative, 
and the finalization of the two Hybrid opinions analyzed in the EIR, did not occur until the beginning 
of the EIR process in 2012. Table 2-1 has been revised to reflect this fact. 
 
10-9 
Text has been changed to indicate that outflows from the lagoon can also occur when the beach berm 
is intermittently breached by the City of Oceanside. Text was revised in the Executive Summary to 
state that large inflows to the lagoon occur during “infrequent substantial” storm events. 
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10-10 
As described in the quoted text, retention of freshwater by the expanded weir under the Freshwater 
Alternative would be similar to existing conditions, which limits discharge to the ocean when the 
beach berm is lower than the weir and the water level overtops that elevation. It is unclear what 
portion of the text the commenter considers false.  
 
10-11 
As described in the quoted text, the Freshwater Alternative does not include additional sediment 
removal. Additional language has been added to Section 2.6.1 to clarify that the sediment removal 
under discussion is fluvial sediment accumulating in the lagoon from upstream sedimentation, not 
sand along the coastline. Any removal of sand along the coastline is not part of the Enhancement 
Project and is not necessary for implementation of the project. Additional CEQA analysis and permits 
may be required for such activities. The possibility of breaching the beach berm along the beach, 
similar to maintenance conducted under existing conditions, has been clarified and is included in the 
adaptive management section of the document, where "future potential adaptive strategies are 
discussed in generalities." 
 
10-12 
Section 1.1.1 states that, per Senate Bill 468 (Kehoe), transportation improvements and habitat 
enhancement projects within the NCC would occur concurrently unless phased construction would be 
environmentally preferable. If the NCC improvements within the railroad corridor or along I-5 occur 
prior to the Enhancement Project, structures would be built to withstand enhanced hydraulic 
conditions.  
 
10-13 
The text is describing jurisdictional boundaries and land planning document designations and is not 
specifically discussing individual parcel ownership. The portions of the lagoon located within the City 
of Oceanside's jurisdictional boundaries are shown in Figure 2-3 and are designated as Open Space. 
Text has been revised to clarify that the City of Oceanside’s jurisdictional boundary encompasses 
most of the northern portion of the lagoon. 
 
10-14 
Clarification has been added in Section 3.1.1 that, depending on environmental conditions and 
maintenance activities, a sand berm can develop that may also influence the separation between the 
lagoon and the ocean. 
 
10-15 
“Inlet channel” is used throughout the document and technical studies to represent the intermittent 
channel connection between the lagoon and the beach. The term is not meant to imply a primary 
direction of water flow, and the document acknowledges that episodic water flow both out of and into 
the lagoon can occur. 
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10-16 
The Enhancement Project would not modify the lagoon's designation, purpose, or public use as 
described in Section 630. Please also see response to comment 10-6 and Master Response #2 
regarding ownership constraints in the vicinity of the lagoon. 
 
10-17 
The EIR acknowledges that the beach berm restricts tidal exchange between the ocean and lagoon, 
and typically builds to higher elevations than the weir. Records indicate that a beach berm was also 
present historically, with intermittent periods with open or closed channel connecting the ocean and 
lagoon depending on storm events (Beller et al. 2014). Even with this intermittent channel, historical 
habitat patterns indicate a predominantly estuarine system of salt marsh and salt flats. Construction of 
the weir further limited tidal exchange and influence in the lagoon and, combined with increased 
freshwater input from the developing watershed, the lagoon has shifted to higher water elevations and 
a more freshwater marsh-dominated system over time. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the 
historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
10-18 
Please see response to comment 10-17. 
 
10-19 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Text has been clarified in Section 3.2.1 to indicate that water 
loss within the lagoon can also occur due to intermittent maintenance when the beach berm is 
periodically lowered by the City of Oceanside or during high flood events, allowing lagoon water to 
breach the berm. 
 
10-20 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Section 3.2 acknowledges that much of the surface flows into 
the lagoon are currently agricultural and urban runoff, but historical records show the presence of 
springs that also affect freshwater flows into the lagoon year-round (Beller et al. 2014). 
 
10-21 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Section 3.2 acknowledges that tidal exchange between the 
lagoon and ocean is rare. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-73 
September 2017 

 

10-22 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Please see response to comment 10-15 regarding the use of 
the term inlet.  
 
10-23 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Records indicate that the inlet was historically open 
intermittently to the ocean (Beller et al. 2014), and describe coastal processes that would then lead to 
reclosure of the inlet as a beach berm developed. While an open inlet was not necessarily the 
predominant condition, these processes are therefore still relevant.  
 
10-24 
Please see response to comment 10-17. Text in Section 3.9.1 has been revised to indicate the general 
presence of a beach berm as well as a weir separating the ocean and lagoon. 
 
10-25 
Visual simulations were prepared using preliminary grading plans and available design elements for 
each alternative to simulate the future condition. Within the marsh, elevational changes would be very 
gradual to support a gradient of habitats. Both unvegetated and vegetated intertidal areas are shown in 
the simulation, as fringe areas around the open water, extending from open water to mudflat, and then 
low, mid, and high marsh. 
 
10-26 
SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter’s assertion that the quoted discussion in EIR 
Section 4.5 is incomplete or argumentative. The conclusion in the EIR that there is no clear 
Enhancement Project alternative that represents an environmentally superior alternative is based upon 
the analyses provided in the EIR and the technical studies referenced and appended to the EIR. 
SANDAG also respectfully disagrees with commenter’s assertion that the discussion of existing 
conditions in the EIR is erroneous. The commenter is referred to responses to comments 10-3 through 
10-21 for responses to the specific issues raised by commenter. SANDAG agrees with commenter 
that an environmentally superior alternative should be potentially feasible. An EIR is required to 
describe a reasonable range of alternatives that includes those that could feasibly accomplish most of 
the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the project’s 
significant effects. The commenter has not provided any information, beyond commenter’s 
unsupported opinion, that the alternatives carried forward for consideration in the EIR are infeasible. 
 
When none of the alternatives carried forward for detailed consideration in an EIR is clearly 
environmentally superior, it is sufficient for the EIR to explain the environmental advantages and 
disadvantages of each alternative in comparison with the project. As described throughout Chapter 4, 
no Environmentally Superior Alternative exists since each alternative presents a series of tradeoffs 
that could be made (e.g., freshwater habitat over saltwater habitat), based on the decision makers’ 
judgment. The environmental impacts of the proposed project and each alternative identified in the 
EIR are based on the analysis provided throughout the document, which utilized the appropriate 
baseline for existing conditions as defined by CEQA. As noted at the beginning of the Final EIR, the 
Saltwater Alternative has been identified as the proposed project, but the alternatives have been  
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equally analyzed in the EIR, which will be presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors along with 
public comments. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider all material prior to certification of 
the EIR. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-75 
September 2017 

 

LETTER 11 
San Diego Audubon Society 

 
11-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
11-2 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. Historical 
conditions within Buena Vista Lagoon are discussed in the EIR as appropriate. According to Public 
Resources Code Section 21002.1, the purpose of an EIR is to “identify the significant effects on the 
environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those 
significant impacts can be mitigated or avoided.” CEQA Guidelines go on to state that an EIR shall 
evaluate alternatives which “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project,” as compared to existing 
conditions when the project NOP is prepared (CEQA Sections 15125 and 15126.6). If a project results in 
unavoidable potentially significant impacts, prior to approving the project, the lead agency must find that 
specific economic, social, legal, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR and adopt a statement that it is approving the 
project despite its environmental harm because of the project’s overriding benefits (Public Resources 
Code Section 21081, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15043.) 
 
The NOP for the Enhancement Project was published on April 25, 2013; therefore, existing 
conditions are defined as those that generally existed in the lagoon at that time, rather than at previous 
points in history. Chapter 4 of the EIR compares the impacts of each alternative, as well as each 
alternative’s abilities to meet the project goals and objectives. Appendix K provides an additional, 
quantified comparison of each alternative’s ability to meet each project objective. All comments will 
be included in the project record and will be considered by the SANDAG Board of Directors, as part 
of the Final EIR, prior to taking action on the project. 
 
11-3 
See response to comment 11-2 and Master Response #1. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with 
commenter’s assertion that the Freshwater Alternative fails to satisfy the objectives of the project. It is 
acknowledged in the EIR that the Freshwater Alternative does not fully achieve three of the eight 
project objectives to the same degree as other alternatives; however, the Freshwater Alternative does 
achieve most of the project objectives. Please refer to EIR Sections 1.2 and 4.4 for further discussion 
of the project objectives and the Freshwater Alternative, respectively.  
 
11-4 
The anticipated impacts of maintenance activities under the Freshwater Alternative are included in 
analysis of permanent impacts for the applicable issue areas. Wildlife impacts can be found in Section 
3.5.3, water quality impacts in Section 3.4.3, noise impacts in Section 3.13.3, recreation impacts in 
Section 3.1.3, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts in Section 3.12.3. The analysis in the EIR 
did not find long-term impacts associated with these topic areas to be significant for the Freshwater 
Alternative. While SANDAG acknowledges the commenter’s point that future maintenance has some 
impacts associated with those activities, the severity of those impacts was not identified as  
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significant. Table ES-10 and the general discussion of impacts in the Executive Summary consolidate 
these more extensive discussions. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the environmental 
impacts of each alternative, as well as the ability of each alternative to meet the project objectives, 
before taking action on the project. 
 
11-5 
As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIR, Buena Vista Lagoon has been progressively degrading in terms of 
benefits and value to biological communities, habitats, and human uses; without enhancement, the 
lagoon is expected to become a vegetated freshwater marsh or riparian woodland-meadow between 2030 
and 2050. The commenter is referred to Section 3.1.3 of the EIR, which evaluates project consistency 
with the City of Oceanside General Plan and Local Coastal Program and the City of Carlsbad General 
Plan and Local Coastal Program. The commenter is also referred to EIR Section 3.5.3, which evaluates 
project impacts to fish species and aquatic communities. The EIR concludes that the Freshwater 
Alternative would not result in potentially significant impacts to fish species and that impacts to open 
water, coastal, and valley freshwater marsh are potentially significant and unavoidable. The commenter 
is also referred to Section 3.3.3, which discusses impacts to coastal processes and concludes that the 
Freshwater Alternative would not result in significant impacts to coastal processes.  
 
11-6 
Section 3.4 of the EIR, Water and Aquatic Sediment Quality, acknowledges that the Freshwater 
Alternative would provide some water quality improvement over existing conditions, while the Saltwater 
and Hybrid Alternatives would result in greater water quality improvements. Section 3.4. 3 specifically 
states that the Saltwater Alternative would result in a beneficial impact to water quality. However, the 
Freshwater Alternative would not worsen existing 303(d) listed impairments, and therefore would result 
in no impact. Per CEQA Section 15125, the generally existing environmental setting serves as the 
baseline and constitutes the physical conditions by which the EIR measures whether an impact is 
significant. Thus, because the existing water quality conditions would not be worsened by the 
Freshwater Alternative, it is not a significant impact attributable to the project. Please see response to 
comment 11-2 regarding CEQA’s requirements for environmental analysis in an EIR. 
 
Table ES-10 summarizes the independent impacts of each alternative. Chapter 4, Comparison of 
Alternatives, provides more detailed information regarding the project objectives that are attained by 
each of the alternatives as well as compared to each other.  
 
11-7 
Additional detail regarding gradients and habitat boundaries will be developed as design and 
engineering progresses. 
 
11-8 
The comment provides general statements summarizing earlier comments. Please see responses to 
comments 11-2 through 11-6. The EIR provides adequate analysis of project impacts as required by 
CEQA. 
 
11-9 
The comment provides final statements and no response is required. 
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LETTER 12 
St. Malo Homeowners Association 

 
12-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and summarizes the EIR’s discussion of the 
description of Buena Vista Lagoon and the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. No further response is 
required. 
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12-2 
The comment states the opinion that the Freshwater Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. Please see Master Response #1.  
 
12-3 
The comment summarizes the EIR’s discussion of each alternative carried forward for detailed 
consideration in the EIR. No further response is required. 
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12-4 
The commenter misstates the EIR’s conclusions regarding which of the alternatives is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. As described on page 53 of the Executive Summary, the 
Freshwater Alternative would result in lesser impacts than the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, but 
would not have the same level of benefits or achieve as many environmental objectives of the project 
as the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. Chapter 4 of the Final EIR has been revised to clarify the 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative and selection of the proposed project. As 
detailed in the Final EIR (Section 4.4), based solely on a comparison of significant adverse impacts, 
the Freshwater Alternative may be considered the “environmentally superior alternative” under 
CEQA. However, because the project is an environmental enhancement project, a comparison of the 
environmental benefits resulting from the alternatives is an important consideration. The benefits 
resulting from the Freshwater Alternative would be less than for the other enhancement alternatives, 
such as reduced improvements to lagoon hydrologic function and drainage patterns, and fewer 
enhanced habitat and biological benefits. There are environmental trade-offs between the alternatives 
that extend beyond just the direct comparison of significant environmental impacts and include, but 
are not limited to, the attainment of the maximum amount of objectives of the project. The Freshwater 
Alternative does not fully achieve the following objectives relating to environmental benefits to the 
same extent as the other action alternatives: (1) create conditions that curtail the growth and 
expansion of cattails, bulrushes, and invasive species; (2) protect, improve, and maintain water quality 
(e.g., reduce eutrophication) to meet water quality standards and address the 303(d) listed water 
quality impairments; and (3) reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential for mosquito-borne disease) by 
minimizing potential mosquito breeding habitat. Please also see Master Response #1. The remainder 
of the comment summarizes the analysis in the EIR and no further response is required. 
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12-5 
This comment summarizes information from the EIR and expresses concern about the likelihood of 
saltwater species utilizing the lagoon under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. As discussed in 
Sections 3.1 and 3.5, it is anticipated that establishment of saltwater fish populations in the lagoon 
would take up to 2 years and that recreational fishing would be feasible in the future with saltwater 
species. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with the commenter that this conclusion is speculative. It is 
not speculative, but is based on documented results of similar enhancement projects. For example: 
“Following the mouth opening in December 1996, overall fish density at Batiquitos Lagoon showed 
rapid recruitment and remained steady over the 10-year monitoring period (Merkel 2009). The 
comment does not specifically offer any evidence to support the claim that these species are unlikely 
to inhabit the lagoon; therefore, no further response can be provided.  
 
12-6 
The comment relies on the Land Use/Recreation impact analysis in the EIR and states that the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in impacts not present under the Freshwater 
Alternative and would result in inconsistencies with Local Coastal Programs absent mitigation. The 
commenter is restating the analysis and conclusions of the EIR. The commenter also asserts that the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives violate the public access requirements of the Coastal Act. 
SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter’s legal conclusion. Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 
was developed in consultation with the California Coastal Commission to ensure continued safe 
public access across the proposed inlet. 
 
The EIR conservatively concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives 
would result in a significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. While there is 
always inherent risk involved in conditions involving water and public access, the EIR finds that the 
proposed mitigation of providing a safe pedestrian crossing does not fully mitigate the safety impact 
and a significant and unavoidable impact would remain. There are similar inlet conditions associated 
with other lagoons along the coast and this new inlet would not create an unprecedented or 
uncommon feature on the coastline. 
 
The comment states that construction of a pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would 
create additional safety hazards, but does not specify what those safety hazards may be; thus, a 
specific response cannot be provided. The bridge would be designed in a manner to promote safety, 
including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors.  
 
12-7 
Section 3.1 states that the bridge height would be 15 feet. Table 3.2-1 shows that, under the Saltwater 
or Hybrid Alternative, improved hydrology within the lagoon would result in reduced water 
elevations during storm events. In the westernmost portion of the lagoon (referred to in the document 
as the Weir Basin), maximum water elevations during a 100-year storm event would not exceed 7 
feet. The bridge would be designed in compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, as would 
the other bridges in the lagoon, and this compliance would require resilience against storm surges. 
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12-8 
SANDAG agrees that implementation of the bridge identified in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would 
result in significant, unmitigable visual impacts, as identified in Section 3.9. This impact, along with 
others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the project. 
 
12-9 
Please see Master Response #2. The commenter is also referred to responses to comments 12-54 and 
12-55. 
 
12-10 
The comment appears to selectively quote from the analysis in the EIR. As summarized in Table ES-
10, there were no significant impacts to hydrology identified under the Freshwater, Saltwater, or 
Hybrid Alternative. The items discussed in the comment were not found to result in significant 
hydraulic impacts. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of the EIR, which provides a comparison 
of the hydrologic outcomes under the individual alternatives. The commenter provides no substantial 
evidence of a hydrological impact as a result of the implementation of the Saltwater Alternative or the 
Hybrid Alternative beyond that already addressed in the EIR. 
 
12-11 
The comment appears to selectively quote from the analysis of project water and aquatic sediment 
quality impacts in the EIR. Under each of the alternatives, compliance with permit regulations would 
require preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, which would protect water quality, 
minimize erosion, prevent pollutant discharge, and avoid sediment transport during construction 
activities, as identified in Sections 3.2 and 3.4 of the EIR. Construction of the new Carlsbad 
Boulevard bridge under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would not result in additional 
impervious surface beyond what currently exists as part of the existing bridge since the replacement 
bridge would be raised, not expanded or widened. 
 
The EIR recognizes that the Freshwater Alternative results in the fewest significant impacts under 
CEQA and, based solely on a comparison of significant adverse impacts, the Freshwater Alternative 
may be considered the “environmentally superior alternative” under CEQA. However, because the 
project is an environmental enhancement project, a comparison of the environmental benefits 
resulting from the alternatives is an important consideration. The benefits resulting from the 
Freshwater Alternative would be less than for the other enhancement alternatives, such as reduced 
improvements to lagoon hydrologic function and drainage patterns, and fewer enhanced habitat and 
biological benefits. Also see response to comment 12-4. The commenter provides no substantial 
evidence of water quality impacts beyond those already disclosed and addressed in the EIR. 
 
12-12 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. 
 
12-13 
The commenter quotes the EIR’s conclusions relating to impacts to species occurring in Buena Vista 
Lagoon under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. These conclusions are again summarized here. 
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In particular, Section 3.5.3 of the EIR identified that freshwater species would not survive the conversion 
to saltwater and would no longer populate the lagoon if converted. Implementation of the Saltwater 
Alternative would extirpate nonnative freshwater fish species while promoting native saltwater fish 
species to enter and utilize Buena Vista Lagoon during various life history stages. The two native fish 
species currently found in the lagoon, California killifish (Fundulus parvipinnis) and striped mullet 
(Mugil cephalus), are euryhalic and can be found in a variety of marine, estuarine, and freshwater 
habitats (Moyle 2002). These species could continue to populate a saltwater lagoon system.  
 
12-14 
SANDAG does not agree that the assumption of successful conversation to a saltwater system is 
speculative. The commenter is referred to response to comment 12-5. The habitat distribution has 
been specifically planned with consideration of the biological elements and conditions required for 
successful establishment of each habitat type, including soil suitability. Evidence of successful 
saltwater fish species repopulating a restored saltwater lagoon was provided in the EIR through 
reference of the 10-year study of Batiquitos Lagoon, which was also restored to a tidal lagoon through 
creation of a new inlet. Additional successful restoration/enhancement projects in the region include 
the San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project, the Tijuana Estuary Tidal Restoration Program, the 
Sweetwater Marsh Restoration, and others. Project design has incorporated biological, hydrological, 
and other factors to best ensure successful enhancement of a saltwater lagoon ecosystem if the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative were selected. 
 
12-15 
The commenter is incorrect that there is no support for the conclusion in the EIR that the Saltwater 
and Hybrid Alternatives would create a more diverse wetland community than the Freshwater 
Alternative. In particular, as shown and described throughout the EIR, such as in Table ES-1, the 
habitat distribution developed for the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives has incorporated a variety of 
appropriate coastal wetland habitats. As detailed, either alternative would create a substantial number 
of acres of southern coastal salt marsh habitats (high, low, and mid) where this type of wetland habitat 
does not currently exist in the lagoon. These wetland communities would generally replace areas of 
open water, freshwater marsh, and some non-wetland habitats. This increased variety of wetland acres 
would result in a more diverse mosaic of habitats that could support an increased range of species. 
Please see Master Response #4. 
 
12-16 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of this 
information. The comment cites information from tables in the EIR that show smaller amounts of 
acreage temporarily impacted by the Freshwater Alternative as compared to the Saltwater Alternative or 
Hybrid Alternative. However, as indicated throughout the analysis in Section 3.5.3 and summarized in 
the Executive Summary table, Table ES-10, temporary direct biological impacts to special-status species 
were found to be significant for all alternatives based on the thresholds used to determine significance. 
Mitigation is provided in Section 3.5.4 and would be required for any of the alternatives selected.  
 
12-17 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. 
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12-18 
It is correct, as stated in the EIR, that implementation of the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would 
extirpate freshwater fish species. Notably, none of the freshwater fish species currently found in the 
lagoon are special-status species. The fish species detected within the BSA include the native 
California killifish (Fundulus parvipinnis) and striped mullet (Mugil cephalus). Both native species 
are euryhalic and can be found in a variety of marine, estuarine, and freshwater habitats (Moyle 
2002). Also see response to comment 12-14 above. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with 
commenter’s characterization of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives as experimental approaches to 
maintaining or creating biological diversity. The commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-
5 and 12-14. 
 
The habitat distribution has been specifically planned with consideration of the biological elements 
and conditions required for successful establishment of each habitat type. A functioning, healthy 
saltwater ecosystem would be created and monitored via adaptive management (as described in 
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.  
 
12-19 
The commenter appears to request an analysis of the effect of existing storm water discharges on the 
project under the various alternatives evaluated in the EIR. CEQA does not generally require an 
analysis of the environment’s impacts on the project. However, SANDAG responds as follows. The 
alternative implemented would not have an effect on the volume or frequency of storm water 
discharges into the lagoon. The Saltwater Alternative would dramatically decrease the residence time 
of water within the lagoon, increasing the speed with which any potential pollutants would be 
transported to the ocean, where they would be dispersed. The Hybrid Alternative would decrease 
residence time in each of the basins with the exception of the I-5 Basin, where less flushing would 
occur. The Freshwater Alternative would increase residence time over existing conditions in each 
basin due to deeper basins and a lack of flushing. The comment does not offer any evidence to 
support the claim that pollution impacts would be greater in a saltwater system than the current 
system. 
 
12-20 
The commenter is concerned about impacts to biological resources from decaying fish and vegetation 
during the transition to a saltwater system but does not specify how or which biological resources 
may be impacted. As discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR, if the lagoon were to be converted to a 
saltwater or hybrid system, existing vegetation within the limits of disturbance that would die from 
the increased salinity levels would be removed during dredging, before salinity levels in the lagoon 
increase. Thus, the volume of vegetation that would be left to decay within the lagoon would be 
limited. Dead vegetation removal is specifically addressed under Habitat Transition Areas, which 
states that transitioning vegetation would be monitored to determine if dead matter is accumulating or 
being flushed through the lagoon system. The list of active adaptive management strategies to 
facilitate transition to saltwater habitats specifically includes removal of dead vegetation if it were to 
accumulate and create a biomass layer. Additional information regarding odors associated with the 
removal of this vegetation is included in Section 3.11.3 of the EIR. 
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 Implementation of the Saltwater Alternative would encourage native saltwater fish species to enter 
and utilize Buena Vista Lagoon during various life history stages. As discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the 
EIR, the freshwater species currently utilizing the lagoon would not survive the conversion to 
saltwater and would no longer populate the lagoon if converted. The EIR did not identify this as a 
significant impact, as the freshwater fish currently populating the lagoon are nonnative and are not 
sensitive species. The two native species present in the lagoon are euryhalic and can be found in a 
variety of marine, estuarine, and freshwater habitats. 
 
As described in Master Response #6, fish die-off events already occur in the lagoon as a result of 
anoxic conditions. It is anticipated that individuals extirpated as a result of a transition to saltwater 
would decompose as a part of natural lagoon processes and/or be flushed from the lagoon as a result 
of tidal action. Following this transition to a saltwater regime, anoxia-related fish die-offs would be 
less likely to occur due to improved water quality and circulation. Section 2.9 has been modified to 
reflect that adaptive management could include management of fish, including potential relocation or 
removal of freshwater fish species if unanticipated biological or odor effects occurred.  
 
12-21 
The commenter describes a variety of differences in Batiquitos Lagoon and Agua Hedionda Lagoon, 
which are used for comparison purposes throughout the EIR (e.g., Section 3.1 and Section 3.5). It is 
correct that there are differences in the lagoons’ sizes, histories, and general ecological conditions; 
however, it is not possible to find a lagoon that is identical for comparison purposes. Coastal lagoons 
are a unique and limited resource along the San Diego coast and an exact match of conditions is not 
possible. More importantly, an exact match is not necessary to conclude that the Enhancement Project 
under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives is viable and that a successful conversion from freshwater 
to saltwater can be feasibly accomplished. The EIR acknowledges differences in the lagoons as 
identified in the comment, including inlet widths, the brackish system of Batiquitos Lagoon prior to 
enhancement, and the supplemental stocking of saltwater species (Sections 3.1 and 3.5). The EIR does 
not rely on these examples as the exclusive source of information indicating that the lagoon conversion 
to a saltwater system would be successful. The 15-year report of the Southern California Wetlands 
Recovery Project provides a number of additional examples of successful tidal restoration projects in 
the region, including Upper Newport Bay, Huntington Beach Wetlands, and Bolsa Chica Wetlands 
among many others. These completed saltwater-regime restoration projects provide evidence that 
regime conversions of this type have succeeded in a variety of settings (WRP 2014). 
 
12-22 
As described in Section 3.5, infrastructure constructed as a part of the Enhancement Project would 
adhere to applicable building codes relative to seismic criteria, including liquefaction hazards. With 
this adherence, impacts to soil stability were found to be less than significant for each alternative. The 
comment provides no substantial evidence of a potentially significant hazards or seismic risk impact. 
 
12-23 
The revetment referenced in the comment would be made of stone and not highly susceptible to 
erosion-related issues. As stated in Section 3.2.3, the stone revetment would require proper drainage 
designs per applicable regulatory requirements to eliminate or minimize increases in discharge flow  
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rate, runoff volume, or erosion potential. Impacts associated with revetments are addressed 
throughout the analysis in Chapter 3, as appropriate. Biological impacts associated with the 
installation of revetments were not identified in the Biological Resources discussion (Section 3.5) as 
they would not interfere with or impede wildlife activities. The comment does not state what 
additional biological impacts could result. As described in Section 3.9, the visual contrast of riprap 
under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives was determined to be moderate to strong; however, the 
project would not introduce a new human feature on the beach or appear out of character with the 
coastline. Visual impacts associated with the revetment, therefore, are considered less than 
significant. The comment provides no substantial evidence of a potentially significant impact from the 
revetments. 
 
12-24 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. 
 
12-25 
Section 3.9.3 of the EIR addresses the visual impacts of the tidal fluctuation associated with the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. As the comment states, the EIR describes that the amount of water 
within the lagoon would vary with the tide and that visual contrast would be moderate to high. The 
overall character of the lagoon would remain open space, however, and given the dynamic nature of 
wetland conditions and the number of visual features within the lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was 
determined not to cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or a substantial degradation of 
the existing visual character or quality of the lagoon and its surroundings as detailed in Section 3.9. 
As described in Section 3.9 of the EIR, Visual Resources, aesthetic preference for one type of lagoon 
over another is subjective. The comment expresses opinion that mudflats are not visually pleasing and 
the current open water is scenic. The comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a 
potentially significant visual impact not already addressed in the EIR. 
 
12-26 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. 
 
12-27 
The comment is a conclusory statement that Mitigation Measure Traffic -2 is vague and 
unenforceable and in violation of CEQA. The commenter has not identified any specific inadequacy 
in Mitigation Measure Traffic-2; accordingly, a general response is appropriate. Mitigation Measure 
Traffic 2 requires advanced notification, through mailed notices, signage, and newspaper notices, to 
motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians along Carlsbad Boulevard that delays and traffic congestion will 
occur during bridge construction and retrofitting, and is a common construction traffic control 
measure. The mitigation measure specifies a timing requirement (in advance of bridge construction), 
identifies the information that should be provided to the public, and lists the methods to be used for 
conveying the information. This measure is also fully enforceable as it would be included as part of 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) adopted for the project.  
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12-28 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. The commenter does not provide any substantial 
evidence of odor impacts not already addressed in the EIR. 
 
12-29 
The commenter asserts that the EIR does not analyze odor impacts associated with converting Buena 
Vista Lagoon to a saltwater system and, in particular, odors associated with the death and decay of 
organic organisms. The commenter is referred to EIR page 3.11-8, which addresses odors from the 
decomposition of organic materials under existing conditions and page 3.11-24, which discusses the 
potential for additional odor impacts associated with project implementation. Please see response to 
comment 12-20 regarding the anticipated die-off of flora and fauna associated with the conversion to 
a saltwater system. As detailed in response to comment 2-20, existing vegetation within the limits of 
disturbance that would die from the increased salinity levels would mostly be removed during 
dredging, before salinity levels in the lagoon increase. Thus, the volume of organic matter left to 
decay within the lagoon would be limited and significant odors affecting a substantial number of 
people would not occur, as detailed in Section 3.11.3.  
 
12-30 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat.  
 
12-31 
Algal blooms, a condition that currently exists within Buena Vista Lagoon, can produce wildlife 
mortality. As described in Section 3.4, periodic algae blooms have been observed to cause localized 
fish kills in the lagoon and nutrient buildup in the sediments have promoted eutrophication in the 
lagoon. Algal blooms and eutrophication would vary in the future and throughout the lagoon and their 
continued potential for odor under each individual alternative is discussed in Section 3.11, Air 
Quality. Improved water quality and increased circulation could also reduce development of foul 
odors associated with anaerobic conditions. However, long-term odors associated with algal blooms, 
including those resulting from an oceanic red tide condition, would be anticipated to be similar to 
existing conditions.  
 
12-32 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding odor from mudflat habitat. Additional information 
regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 3.11.3. 
 
12-33 
Please refer to responses to comments 12-28 through 12-32 for a discussion of the EIR’s analysis of 
the odor issues mentioned by commenter. The comment also summarizes the EIR’s conclusions 
regarding air quality impacts from construction of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. The 
comment’s summary of the EIR’s conclusions is correct. Notably, the Freshwater Alternative will 
also result in potentially significant and unavoidable air quality impacts during the construction phase.  
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 12-34 
The comment states that SANDAG should select the Freshwater Alternative because it will result in 
fewer emissions of GHGs than the other alternatives. The comment is noted. The EIR recognizes that 
the Freshwater Alternative would result in the smallest amount of GHGs. This information will be 
considered by the SANDAG Board of Directors prior to taking action on the project. Please also refer 
to Master Response #1.  
 
12-35 
The commenter requests an explanation as to why the EIR relies on SCAQMD’s GHG significance 
threshold for industrial projects. As discussed in Section 3.12 of the EIR, the analysis relies on both 
the SCAQMD significance threshold for industrial projects (10,000 MT CO2e per year) and the more 
stringent County of San Diego threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year to evaluate the significance of the 
project’s GHG emissions. As is stated in Section 3.12 of the EIR, the SCAQMD threshold was 
selected by the EIR preparers because SCAQMD is the air district with adopted thresholds in closest 
proximity to the project location and the County of San Diego is located in the same air basin as the 
project location. In addition, the threshold applicable to industrial sources was the only significance 
threshold adopted by SCAQMD at the time of preparation of the EIR, and because the project is 
primarily a construction-related project and no regional thresholds are directly applicable to the GHG 
emissions generated by the project. Regional thresholds adopted to address GHG emissions from 
residential and commercial projects are based on ongoing operational emissions of such projects and 
are therefore not relevant for the purpose of analyzing the GHG emissions of the Buena Vista Lagoon 
Enhancement Project. Therefore, Section 3.12 of the EIR includes a discussion and analysis of 
different local thresholds for evaluation of the project. 
 
Consistent with the standard practice of many air districts and local agencies, the SCAQMD Interim 
CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources (SCAQMD 2008) recommends 
amortizing construction emissions over the life of the project. However, the conservative analysis 
compared the project’s total annual construction-related GHG emissions to the SCAQMD threshold, 
since it was developed for industrial sources.  
 
The commenter misinterprets the EIR and erroneously concludes that 90 percent of discretionary 
projects subject to the jurisdiction of SCAQMD generate at least 10,000 MT CO2e. The EIR does not 
contain this statement. The EIR states that the 900 MT CO2e per year threshold adopted by the 
County of San Diego would capture more than 90 percent of development projects. The EIR further 
provides that this screening threshold is based on the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association white paper entitled Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures; A Resource for 
Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures 
(CAPCOA 2010), which provides recommendations for lead agencies throughout the state. It is 
appropriate for SANDAG to rely on the threshold used by the County of San Diego because the 
project is located in San Diego County. Therefore, consistent with the County of San Diego 
guidelines, construction emissions were also amortized over the operational life of the project and 
compared to the threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year. However, if the construction emissions were 
amortized over a different timeframe, such as 20 years as recommended by the County of San Diego, 
the conclusion of the analysis would not change. To demonstrate that the GHG emission impacts are  
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not understated, the following calculation for the conservative 20-year amortization as recommended 
by the County is provided. The 20-year amortized construction-related emissions for the Freshwater 
Alternative would be approximately 78 MT CO2e per year (3,878 MT CO2e / 20 years = 194 MT 
CO2e), which does not exceed or approach the 900 MT CO2e per year threshold. Thus, amortizing 
GHG emissions over 20 or 50 years for all disposal scenarios would not exceed the County of San 
Diego threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year. 
 
12-36 
The EIR does not understate the project’s GHG impacts. As discussed in Section 3.12.2 of the EIR, 
the County of San Diego’s Recommended Approach to Addressing Climate Change in CEQA 
Documents states that “construction emissions may be amortized over the expected (long-term) 
operational life of a project, which can conservatively be estimated at 20 years, unless evidence is 
provided demonstrating a different project life.” Since the project life is designed for a 50-year period, 
which is typical for environmental enhancement efforts, the analysis amortizes the GHG emissions 
over 50 years. However, if the construction emissions were amortized over a shortened, more 
conservative timeframe, such as 20 years as recommended by the County of San Diego, the 
conclusion of the analysis would not change as detailed in response to comment 12-35. As shown in 
response to comment 12-35, the project’s GHG impacts are not understated as amortizing GHG 
emissions over 20 or 50 years for all disposal scenarios would not exceed the County of San Diego 
threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year and the less than significant conclusion would remain valid.  
 
12-37 
The GHG emissions associated with existing or baseline conditions were assumed to be zero based on 
the existing land use of generally open space. The total emissions increase associated with the project 
was compared to the thresholds of significance. 
 
12-38 
The project would enhance the lagoon ecology and this action is not of the nature to create large 
volumes of new visitors to the lagoon. However, the project does not propose to modify the existing 
uses of Buena Vista Lagoon. Buena Vista Lagoon will remain, as it is now, an open space resource 
with recreational uses. Any proposed alternative would include installation of a Boardwalk to allow 
for improved public access to the lagoon. While this enhanced public access is considered a benefit 
and new recreation feature for those choosing to visit the lagoon, it is not anticipated to create a 
substantial new volume of visitors to the lagoon. Recreational fishing is also anticipated to be 
improved by the project, but is also not anticipated to draw a high volume of new recreationalists. 
Thus, the general enhancement of the lagoon ecosystem would not result in an increase in visitors that 
could substantially influence GHG emissions through increased vehicle trips.  
 
12-39 
The analysis in Section 3.12 of the EIR includes a discussion of construction emission estimates 
compared to thresholds developed to meet the goals of Assembly Bill 32. Section 3.12 of the EIR 
states that the project alternatives are not anticipated to generate new vehicle trips and would not 
generate any additional activities related to maintenance or operations that would exceed existing 
levels. Also, as stated in the EIR, “policies formulated under the mandate of Assembly Bill 32 that  
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apply to construction-related activity … are assumed to be implemented statewide,” and the project 
“would comply with any mandate or standards set forth by the Scoping Plan update.” Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with any existing goals or policies that were developed to reduce emissions 
through the year 2050. Executive Order B-30-15 was approved during the development of the EIR 
and does not include additional requirements related to the project beyond those discussed in the EIR. 
The project and alternatives would comply with any mandate or standards set forth by the Scoping 
Plan update, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15. In addition, 
Section 3.12 includes an analysis of climate change impacts and sea level rise through the year 2100. 
 
12-40 
The comment summarizes information presented in the EIR and does not question the adequacy of 
this information. No further response is required. 
 
12-41 
The EIR concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result 
in a significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and safety due to the new inlet. As the 
commenter notes, under existing conditions the nearest lifeguard station is approximately 1 mile north 
of the potential inlet location in the City of Oceanside. This lifeguard station already responds to 
emergencies at the existing inlet. The Enhancement Project would not impact this lifeguard station 
and therefore would not interfere with its existing ability to respond to emergency situations, or its 
response time when doing so. The beach south of the potential inlet falls under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Carlsbad, and the inlet would not prevent lifeguards from either city from accessing 
emergencies on the beach. Post-construction, neither the inlet nor the pedestrian bridge would affect 
roadways in the vicinity. Therefore, the Enhancement Project would not impact fire or police 
response times. 
 
12-42 
Please see response to comment 12-6 for a discussion of project public health and safety impacts. 
With or without construction of the pedestrian bridge, construction of the inlet is identified as a 
significant and unmitigable impact related to Health and Safety (as discussed in Section 3.15). 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. 
 
12-43 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding private property.  
 
12-44 
As identified in Section 3.9.3, the EIR identifies a significant and unmitigable visual impact 
associated with the pedestrian bridge proposed as mitigation for the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives.  
 
12-45 
The commenter is referred to response to comment 12-44 for a discussion of the project’s impacts to 
visual resources. To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is 
required. 
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12-46 
Implementation of the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would not substantially change access along 
existing private homes. Currently, no public access is provided between the beach and northern side 
of the Weir Basin. However, physically, people can illegally access those areas via existing riprap and 
the vegetated border between open water and residences. While the vegetated buffer would be slightly 
larger under either of the two identified alternatives, and a pedestrian bridge would extend to the 
existing riprap and provide public access towards the beach, no additional public access would be 
provided towards the interior of the lagoon or behind residences. Therefore, physical access would 
continue to exist, but it would continue to be illegal, and would not be a substantial change from 
existing conditions.  
 
12-47 
None of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR would create structures extending into the nearshore, 
such as jetties, groins, or piers, that could create rip currents in the vicinity of the inlet. As described 
in Chapter 2 of the EIR under Channel and Infrastructure Improvements, the existing stone revetment 
on the north side of the inlet may be improved as part of the project. However, improvement of this 
existing structure would not increase its extent or influence currents in the nearshore. Opening a tidal 
inlet under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would influence currents in and out of the lagoon, 
and Section 3.15 identifies a significant safety impact to recreational beach users when unsafe 
conditions exist due to high water elevations and/or velocities. 
 
12-48 
The commenter requests an analysis of sewage spills and beach closures on the project. CEQA does 
not generally require an analysis of the environment’s impact on the project. The project will not 
exacerbate sewage spills or beach closure conditions. As described in Table 3.2-3 in the EIR, the 
Saltwater Alternative would reduce residence times within the lagoon and would, therefore, speed the 
transportation of upstream pollutants through the lagoon to the ocean. The Hybrid Alternative would 
reduce residence times in each of the basins except the I-5 Basin, which would continue to have 
restricted hydraulic efficiency. As a result, implementation of the Saltwater Alternative and/or Hybrid 
Alternative would be likely to reduce, not increase, pollution levels in the lagoon. Buena Vista 
Lagoon is separated from the Tijuana River outlet by more than 45 miles of coastline. Any pollutants 
entering the ocean system at the Tijuana River would be dispersed throughout the Pacific Ocean and 
would not result in detectable increases in pollution within Buena Vista Lagoon.  
 
12-49 
The comment is noted. The EIR acknowledges that the Freshwater Alternative would require less 
energy use as compared to the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. The commenter asserts that the 
reduced energy use of the Freshwater Alternative translates into a lesser climate change effect but 
provides no substantial evidence in support of this assertion. The commenter is referred to EIR 
Section 3.12, which concludes that none of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR would result in 
potentially significant GHG emissions. 
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12-50 
The commenter states that the Freshwater Alternative would achieve all of the objectives identified in 
the EIR. SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of 
the EIR for discussion of alternatives, including the water quality, flood risk, and invasive species 
control, and recreational benefits of the alternatives. With respect to commenter’s discussion of the 
viability of the Saltwater Alternative, commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-5 and 12-
14. The commenter states that a freshwater system in Buena Vista Lagoon would promote coastal 
biodiversity and that returning Buena Vista Lagoon to a saltwater system would diminish the 
biodiversity of the region. Please see Master Response #4 and the reference contained therein 
(Regional Ecological Ramifications of the Conversion of Buena Vista Lagoon to a Tidal Saltwater 
System [Merkel 2006]). With respect to hazards associated with the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives, commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-6 and 12-41. 
 
Also see Master Response #4 addressing the lagoon as a freshwater coastal resource. The EIR finds 
that the Freshwater Alternative does not achieve the CEQA project objectives to the same extent as 
the other action alternatives (Section 4.4). The EIR finds that beneficial environmental impacts from 
the Freshwater Alternative would be less than those of the other alternatives, including reduced 
improvements to lagoon hydrologic function and drainage patterns, and fewer enhanced habitat and 
biological benefits as detailed in Chapter 4. The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence 
that is at variance with the conclusions in the EIR. 
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12-51 
This comment summarizes the statutory and regulatory requirements for the analysis of project 
alternatives in an EIR and case law interpreting these requirements. The commenter asserts that the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are not consistent with these requirements because they are 
infeasible but does not identify the reasons for this conclusion. It is understood that the comment is an 
introductory comment. The commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-52 through 12-62, 
which address the specific claims raised by commenter regarding the feasibility of alternatives carried 
forward for detailed consideration in the EIR. The SANDAG Board of Directors will make the 
ultimate decision on which alternative to approve after consideration of the information in the EIR. 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will make any findings required under CEQA for rejection of 
alternatives as applicable. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-95 
September 2017 

 

 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Page P-96 Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR 

September 2017 

 

12-52 
Although implementation of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would be approximately 40 
percent more costly than the Freshwater Alternative, as described by the commenter, increased cost 
alone does not render these alternatives infeasible (Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside [2007[ 
147 Cal.App.4th 587, 600.). The commenter provides no support for the claim that the cost of the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives 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. 
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12-53 
The commenter misconstrues CEQA’s fundamental requirements for environmental review. CEQA 
does not require lead agencies to adopt the environmentally superior alternative as the proposed 
project. Instead, if a project will result in significant environmental impacts that will not be avoided or 
substantially lessened by the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR, Public Resources Code 
Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 require lead agencies to consider the 
environmentally superior alternatives identified in the EIR and determine whether they are actually 
feasible. CEQA further provides that “in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
infeasible such project alternatives…individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more 
significant effects thereof.” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21002.) The commenter’s conclusion that 
adoption of any alternative other than commenter’s preferred alternative (the Freshwater Alternative) 
is per se illegal is incorrect. As detailed in the EIR (Section 4.4), based solely on a comparison of 
significant adverse impacts, the Freshwater Alternative may be considered the “environmentally 
superior alternative” under CEQA. However, because the project is an environmental enhancement 
project, a comparison of the environmental benefits resulting from the alternatives is an important 
consideration. The benefits resulting from the Freshwater Alternative would be less than for the other 
enhancement alternatives, such as reduced improvements to lagoon hydrologic function and drainage 
patterns, and fewer enhanced habitat and biological benefits. There are environmental trade-offs 
between the alternatives that extend beyond just the direct comparison of significant environmental 
impacts and include, but are not limited to, the attainment of the maximum amount of objectives of 
the project. The Freshwater Alternative does not fully achieve the following objectives relating to 
environmental benefits to the same extent as the other action alternatives: (1) create conditions that 
curtail the growth and expansion of cattails, bulrushes, and invasive species; (2) protect, improve, and 
maintain water quality (e.g., reduce eutrophication) to meet water quality standards and address the 
303(d) listed water quality impairments; and (3) reduce vector concerns (e.g., potential for mosquito-
borne disease) by minimizing potential mosquito breeding habitat. As detailed in Section 4.5 of the 
Final EIR, SANDAG staff has used the CEQA impact analysis and the quantitative comparison found 
in Appendix K, in conjunction with the agency and public input received during the CEQA review of 
the Draft EIR to identify the proposed project. The Saltwater Alternative has been identified as the 
proposed project and the SANDAG Board of Directors is required to make the appropriate CEQA 
findings in light of project record before taking action on the project. Thus, adoption of the Saltwater 
or Hybrid Alternative is not legally infeasible as indicated in the comment.  
 
12-54 
The commenter contends that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would require SANDAG to 
obtain easements over St. Malo’s property and that such right-of-way acquisition would constitute a 
nuisance. Civil Code Section 3482 provides that “[n]othing which is done or maintained under the 
express authority of a statute can be deemed a nuisance” (Civ. Code, Section 3482; see Hassell v. City 
& County of San Francisco (1938) 11 Cal.2d 168, 171.) Through various legislative acts, SANDAG 
is the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, 
and the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the San Diego region. In 2005, it became the 
consolidated regional agency for the San Diego region responsible for transit planning, programming, 
project development, and construction (Pub. Util. Code, Section 132350, et seq.). As the consolidated 
agency, SANDAG is able to exercise all rights and powers necessary to carry out the purpose and  
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intent of its creation. Those rights and powers include the right to “acquire, by eminent domain, any 
property necessary to carry out any of its powers or functions” (Pub. Util. Code, Section 132354, 
subd. (c).). In 2011, Senate Bill 468 (Kehoe) was passed regarding the North Coast Corridor project 
(NCCP). The NCCP is a series of projects within the coastal zone that include improvements to a 
segment of I-5 and the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail corridor. Pursuant to 
Senate Bill 468, SANDAG has an obligation to ensure that its transportation projects within the 
coastal zone do not diminish natural resources and, as a result, must dedicate certain TransNet funds 
for regional habitat acquisition and environmental projects. As part of Senate Bill 468, Section 103 
was added to the Streets and Highways Code. It requires that SANDAG’s NCC PWP/TREP, which 
was approved by the Coastal Commission in 2014, include environmental restoration and mitigation 
and enhancement projects, which are to proceed concurrently with the I-5 improvements and 
construction of other multimodal projects (Sts. & Hwy Code, Section 103, subds. (b), (c)(4), (c)(7), 
(c)(9).) The PWP/TREP includes restoration and enhancement of lagoon ecosystems. Because 
SANDAG is statutorily authorized to undertake the proposed project, its proposed actions in 
furtherance of the project would not constitute a nuisance. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response #2. To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is 
required. The commenter is referred to Section 3.9 of the EIR for a discussion of visual resource 
impacts. 
 
12-55 
The comment is noted. SANDAG is aware of the legal requirements associated with exercising 
eminent domain. The option of eminent domain may be evaluated more closely depending upon the 
alternative selected for implementation. See Master Response #2 regarding private property and 
eminent domain. The commenter is also referred to the California Supreme Court’s opinion in City of 
San Diego v. Board of Trustees of California State University (2015) 61 Cal.4th 945, holding that the 
need for legislative authorization is not a basis for finding that a measure or alternative is infeasible.  
 
12-56 
Please refer to responses to comments 12-53, 12-54, and 12-55. 
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12-57 
The commenter is concerned that the project would result in a direct impact to St. Malo’s private 
property from the physical construction of the tidal inlet bridge (pedestrian bridge), other claimed 
interferences, and claimed noxious odors during low tide. The commenter concludes that these 
impacts would result in inverse condemnation, citing Varjabedian v. City of Madera (1977) 20 Cal.3d 
285, 298. To the degree that the comment addresses environmental issues, SANDAG responds as 
follows. Pedestrian bridge construction impacts are addressed in Section 3.1, Table 3.1-3, which 
concludes that no significant temporary impacts would result from construction of the pedestrian 
bridge. The operational impacts of the tidal bridge, including, but not limited to, hazards and aesthetic 
impacts, are addressed in Section 3.1, Table 3.1-3, and Section 3.9, Visual Resources, and with the 
conclusion that the pedestrian bridge would result in a substantial obstruction to ocean views and 
would be a significant and unmitigable visual impact. With respect to odors, the EIR concluded that 
no significant impacts resulting from odor would result (Section 3.11). To the degree that the 
comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required.  
 
12-58 
All of the alternatives carried forward for consideration in the EIR were designed to comply with state 
environmental and land use laws, including the California Coastal Act. SANDAG is also consulting 
with the California Coastal Commission, which is a responsible agency for the project, as part of 
CEQA review of the proposed project. SANDAG will continue to work with the California Coastal 
Commission to ensure consistency with the policies and requirements of the Coastal Act. Notably, the 
California Coastal Commission has indicated its support for the Saltwater Alternative and the 
compliance of the alternative with Coastal Act requirements in comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
As discussed in prior responses to the commenter, SANDAG disagrees with commenter’s 
characterization of the Freshwater Alternative as the least environmentally damaging alternative. As 
described in Chapter 4, the Freshwater Alternative does not meet the environmental objectives of the 
project to the same degree as the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. As discussed above and in 
Section 4.3.1, significant unmitigable impacts to some resources would occur through implementation 
of the project. In other cases, beneficial effects on resources would occur with implementation of the 
project. Specifically, the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives have additional impacts related to visual 
resources, traffic, and public health and safety as compared to the Freshwater Alternative. However, 
these alternatives also include additional benefits related to hydrology and flooding, water and aquatic 
sediment quality, biological resources, and public health and safety. 
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12-59 
The commenter is referred to Table 3.1-1 and Section 3.1 of the EIR for a discussion of project 
consistency with the California Coastal Act, the City of Carlsbad Local Coastal Program, and the City 
of Oceanside Local Coastal Program. As discussed in Section 3.1.4, significant impacts to recreation 
access would occur under each of the Enhancement Project alternatives due to the necessary 
placement of pipeline across beach areas for materials placement activities. The temporary recreation 
impact would be reduced to below significance with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Recreation-1. As discussed in Table 3.1-1, the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would impair public 
access to coastal areas due to potential unsafe crossing conditions with an open inlet. This impact is 
mitigated to less than significant through the pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1. 
See response to comment 12-58 regarding the California Coastal Act and the California Coastal 
Commission preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
The EIR analyzes potential impacts to recreation, including the loss of continuous beach availability 
within the inlet. This was found to not represent a significant environmental impact or create policy 
inconsistency (Section 3.1.3). As described in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the 
beach area encompassed by the inlet would vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach 
areas do. When conditions are appropriate, the inlet could continue to serve as beach area and provide 
opportunity for wading and beach play, as is evidenced at other local coastal lagoon inlets, such as 
San Elijo Lagoon. 
 
12-60 
Recreational fishing opportunities would be enhanced under each of the alternatives. Pages 3.1-13 and 
3.1-14, as referenced in the comment, describe the fishing enhancements under the Freshwater 
Alternative, but do not compare or suggest that these improvements results in more or less fishing 
opportunity than the other alternatives. Significant impacts to fishing were not identified under any of 
the alternatives. Please see response to comment 12-5. 
 
12-61 
See responses to comments 12-58 through 12-60 addressing project consistency with the California 
Coastal Act and other policy documents.  
 
12-62 
The commenter asserts that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are infeasible because they are 
inconsistent with the policy goals determined by CDFW in 1968. The comment does not provide any 
documentation of goals established by CDFW in 1968 in relation to Buena Vista Lagoon. The 
memorandum from the Wildlife Conservation Board to the Office of the Attorney General dated 
February 29, 1972, that is provided by commenter states that the Wildlife Conservation Board’s 
objectives are to preserve and enhance the habitat of the lagoon and the various species that use the 
habitat area, and that its preference is to maintain the lagoon as a freshwater body instead of filling the 
lagoon. The memorandum does not state that the Wildlife Conservation Board objects to a saltwater 
or hybrid system. The project is consistent with the Wildlife Conservation Board’s objective to 
preserve and enhance the habitat. CDFW’s comments on the Draft EIR express CDFW’s unequivocal 
support for the Saltwater Alternative. Even if the objectives set out in the 1972 Wildlife  
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Conservation Board’s memorandum are inconsistent with the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, 
which they clearly are not, none of the cases cited by commenter authorize a lead agency to find that 
an alternative is legally infeasible because of an inconsistency between a proposed project and 
informal regulatory material that has no force of law, such as the memorandum referenced by 
commenter. 
 
The memorandum cited in the comment is 45 years old and many environmental changes to the 
lagoon, surrounding development, and watershed have taken place within that timeframe that must be 
considered. Additional advanced scientific understanding and study of lagoon systems also influence 
the decisions being made regarding lagoon management at present as opposed to information from 50 
years ago. Please see the CDFW letter regarding this project (comment 3-4) stating their preferred 
alternative as the Saltwater Alternative, as well as comments from other government entities, such as 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Comment 1-2) and California Coastal Commission (Comment 2-
7). The comment’s sole reliance on historical documents stating agency preferences is no longer 
appropriate in the present as is demonstrated through the agencies’ current support of the Saltwater 
Alternative.  
 
12-63 
The comment summarizes legal principles and authority relating to whether an alternative is 
reasonable for the purpose of CEQA. It is understood that the comment is an introductory comment. 
Please refer to response to comment 12-64 for a discussion of commenter’s specific concerns.  
 
12-64 
With respect to the assertion that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are speculative, commenter is 
referred to responses to comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. With respect to commenter’s assertion that 
the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are legally infeasible, commenter is referred to responses to 
comments 12-53 through 12-62 and 12-66 through 12-67. 
 
The comment does not state why the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would result in a schedule delay. 
Also, please see Master Response #2 regarding eminent domain.  
 
12-65 
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.  
 
12-66 
Please refer to response to comment 12-62 for a discussion of the 1972 memorandum from the 
Wildlife Conservation Board to the California Attorney General. The commenter asserts that the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would violate the rights established by the 1972 memorandum. As 
discussed above, the 1972 memorandum does not carry the force of law and does not create any rights 
with respect to Buena Vista Lagoon. The commenter also asserts that the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives would violate the terms of an easement granted by the Army and Navy Academy, a  
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nonprofit corporation, to the City of Carlsbad and the City of Oceanside for the purpose of 
maintaining, operating, and repairing the weir. A partial copy of the easement was attached by the 
commenter. The commenter did not provide Exhibit I to the easement, which shows the lands covered 
by the easement (“the Easement Lands”). The Army and Navy Academy is a private college 
preparatory boarding school, founded in 1910. The commenter asserts that the easement was 
conditioned “to never allow ocean water to enter” Buena Vista Lagoon. Such limitation does not 
appear in the copy of the easement provided by the commenter. However, the easement provides that 
the easement granted by the Academy does not include the right, on the part of Carlsbad and 
Oceanside, to use the easement to import water from the Pacific Ocean or from any other source to or 
into Buena Vista Lagoon. The limited rights granted by the Academy to Carlsbad and Oceanside 
under the 1971 easement are simply not dispositive of the feasibility of the project alternatives. 
 
As discussed in EIR Section 1.1.1, Buena Vista Lagoon is owned and managed by a number of 
different individuals and agencies. The EIR acknowledges that portions of Buena Vista Lagoon are in 
private ownership. In particular, with respect to the existing weir, EIR Section 1.1.1 provides that 
portions of the Weir Basin are owned and maintained by the St. Malo Homeowners Association and 
that the weir itself, as well as the surrounding channel, is owned by private individuals. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response # 2. The commenter is also referred to response to 
comment 12-54. The commenter’s vested rights and equitable estoppel theories are noted but they 
present legal issues and arguments, not issues of environmental impacts under CEQA. Therefore, no 
response is required. 
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12-67 
Implementation of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives is not contrary to prior actions by 
SANDAG, or any other public agency. The commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-62 
and 12-66. 
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12-68 
The commenter is referred to responses to comments 12-1 through 12-67.  
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LETTER 13 
The Beach Homeowners Association 

 
13-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and provides a description of the residences within the 
Beach Homeowners Association.  
 
13-2 
SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter’s conclusion that the Freshwater Alternative is the 
only viable alternative. Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the 
Freshwater Alternative. 
 
13-3 
The EIR acknowledges the Freshwater Alternative would not result in daily tidal fluctuations to the 
extent of the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative. See response to comment 13-9. Impacts related to 
vectors were not found be significant under the Freshwater Alternative. However, some significant 
impacts associated with the Freshwater Alternative were found to be significant and unmitigable as 
summarized in Section ES.8.  
 
13-4 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR and related technical reports showing that the 
Freshwater Alternative has the lowest overall cost. This comment will be considered by the 
SANDAG Board of Directors together with the project record prior to taking action on the project.  
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13-5 
Sedimentation of the inlet under future scenarios and various alternatives cannot be based on 
observation of the channel sedimentation under current and past conditions as those conditions do not 
represent the hydraulic function of the restored lagoon. Modeling of anticipated sedimentation, as 
described in Appendix C to the EIR (Fluvial and Tidal Hydraulics Report), takes into account the 
specifically altered flows, flushing, depths, and many other factors that contribute to the speed in 
which the inlet would accumulate sediment requiring removal. Thus, there is no reason to anticipate 
that the inlet would require more frequent dredging than modeled.  
 
13-6 
Salt marsh habitat develops based on how frequently it is inundated by tides, with different types of 
habitat requiring different inundation frequencies. For example, mudflat habitat develops and/or is 
maintained in areas that are inundated by tides more than 45 percent of the time (Table 6.1 from 
Appendix C). Areas that are inundated less frequently but often enough to become wetland establish 
as vegetated salt marsh, as identified in Table 6.1. Figures showing little open water habitat with 
extended perimeter wetlands indicate that adequate tidal exchange within the lagoon would occur 
since wetland areas would be inundated consistently yet drain with each cycle. Modeling for the 
Saltwater Alternative therefore indicates the tidal prism would be adequate to support the tidal 
exchange needed to support predicted habitat as well as circulation within the lagoon. 
 
13-7 
As shown in Figure 3.9-11, widening the existing channel to 100 feet under the Saltwater Alternative 
would not impede beach access and would not impact the size of the beach itself. As described in 
Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the beach area encompassed by the inlet would 
vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach areas do. During times of low tide and low 
flows, the inlet, which would extend from the channel to the ocean, could continue to be used as 
active beach area and provide opportunity for wading and beach play, as is evidenced at other local 
coastal lagoon inlets such as San Elijo Lagoon. Beach areas surrounding the inlet and channel area 
would remain in their current conditions for active beach use.  
 
13-8 
The comment states the opinion that the bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 is 
infeasible; however, no reason is provided to explain why the bridge might be infeasible. A specific 
response can therefore not be provided. However, commenter is referred to Section 3.1.4 of the EIR, 
which discusses the potential bridge options considered by SANDAG to arrive at a feasible design 
and location of the pedestrian bridge.  
 
13-9 
As the comment states, the EIR describes that the amount of water and water elevation within the 
lagoon would vary with the tide and that visual contrast would be moderate to high under the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. The overall character of the lagoon would remain open space, 
however, and given the dynamic nature of wetland conditions and the number of visual features 
within the lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was determined not to cause a substantial adverse effect on 
a scenic vista or a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the lagoon and 
its surroundings, as described in Section 3.9. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-111 
September 2017 

 

13-10 
SANDAG acknowledges that Buena Vista Lagoon is a unique freshwater lagoon within the region; 
see Master Response #4. However, the freshwater fish species that occupy the lagoon are not special-
status species and most are not native. The two native fish species, California killifish (Fundulus 
parvipinnis) and striped mullet (Mugil cephalus), are euryhalic and can be found in a variety of 
marine, estuarine, and freshwater habitats (Moyle 2002). SANDAG will consider this opinion when 
selecting an alternative for implementation; see Master Response #1.  
 
13-11 
The comment provides final statements and no response is required. 
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13-12 
This comment encompasses a number of attachments provided with the comment letter. These 
illustrations reflect comments made in the body of the comment letter, and responses are provided in 
responses to comments 13-1 through 13-11. 
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LETTER 14 
La Salina Mobile Village Homeowners Rep 

 
14-1 
Figure 3.2-3 reflects the flood elevations predicted for each alternative by 2-dimensional 
hydrodynamic modeling (TUFLOW) described further in the Hydraulics Report (Appendix C). The 
comment does not offer any evidence to support the claim that the project does not handle flooding 
appropriately; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
 
14-2 
Criterion D in Section 3.5, Biological Resources, requires that the impact of each alternative on 
fisheries and nursery sites within the lagoon be evaluated. None of the alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR were found to result in significant impacts to nurseries or spawning sites. It is not clear what 
mandate the comment is referring to.  
 
14-3 
Steelhead trout has not been identified as a fish species that occupies the lagoon based on available 
data, as described in Section 3.5.2 of the EIR.  
 
14-4 
Impacts to Native American cultural resources are analyzed in Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, of the 
EIR. Project design features and mitigation measures have been included in the project to minimize 
impacts of project implementation on known and unknown cultural resources. As described in Section 
3.7.1, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) as well as Native American contacts 
identified by the NAHC were contacted to inform them of the Enhancement Project and request 
information regarding the nature of cultural and Native American resources within the proposed 
project area. 
 
14-5 
Implementation of the Enhancement Project would not result in a change to existing camping 
regulations specific to Buena Vista Lagoon or opportunities in the project vicinity. 
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14-6 
The Enhancement Project would not change adjacent residential or commercial land uses and, 
therefore, is not anticipated to result in direct impacts to communities other than those effects 
identified within the EIR. The indirect impact of each alternative on adjacent communities, such as 
beach access, access along Carlsbad Boulevard, and the presence of vectors around the lagoon is 
discussed in the analysis as appropriate. 
 
14-7 
Groundwater is addressed in Section 3.2, and there is no identified groundwater basin underlying 
Buena Vista Lagoon. As identified in the EIR, none of the project alternatives would result in 
substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge.  
 
14-8 
Impacts to species within the lagoon, including invertebrates, are discussed in Section 3.5, Biological 
Resources. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
14-9 
Final design of the pedestrian bridge would adhere to the American with Disabilities Act and other 
access requirements. This point has been clarified in Section 3.1.4. For purposes of the EIR analysis, 
the bridge rendering in Figure 3.9-17 shows the anticipated mass, scale, and potential general concept, 
but does not include specific details as the design process is not complete at this time, pending project 
approvals.  
 
14-10 
The effects of desalinization operations along the coastline and their effects on the movement of 
species are out of the scope of the EIR. The project does not include desalination facilities. The 
project’s impact on the wildlife movement is addressed in EIR Section 3.5.3.  
 
14-11 
Page 3.7-11 of the EIR discusses the cemetery site, which is also listed in Table 3.7-1. However, this 
site lies in a relatively developed area outside the project limits of disturbance, and implementation of 
the Enhancement Project would not result in an impact to this archaeological resource. 
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LETTER 15 
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation 

 
15-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment summarizes information from the EIR and states a 
preference for the Saltwater Alternative.  
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LETTER 16 
Kristian Pallesen 

 
16-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and observation of lagoon conditions. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
16-2 
The comment provides observations of the lagoon appearance and desire to have wildlife views from 
the trails around the lagoon. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
16-3 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative or 
Hybrid Alternative. 
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LETTER 17 
John Tenaglia 

 
17-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no response is required. The commenter’s specific 
concerns are addressed in the subsequent responses. 
 
17-2 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
17-3 
The comment provides a historical narrative of the lagoon. The comment is noted. Please refer to 
response to comment 12-62 for a discussion of the 1972 memorandum.  
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17-4 
Please see response to comment 12-66. 
 
17-5 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
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17-6 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
17-7 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding private property. 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 a safety impact associated with the new inlet 
would remain significant and unmitigated. The bridge would be designed in a manner to promote 
safety, including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors. The visual simulation 
of the bridge in the EIR is for illustrative purposes. Also see response to comment 12-42 regarding 
private property and liability. 
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17-8 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR, which acknowledges the significant visual 
impact that would result from implementation of Mitigation Measure Land Use-1. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
17-9 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR. Please see responses to comments 12-58 and 
12-59 regarding consistency with coastal access policies. The SANDAG Board of Directors will 
consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
17-10 
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. Please see responses to 
comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21 regarding the anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to 
saltwater.  
 
17-11 
The EIR recognizes that the Freshwater Alternative results in the fewest significant impacts under 
CEQA; however, for reasons detailed in Section 4.4, no alternative is considered clearly 
environmentally superior to another. 
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17-12 
This comment summarizes earlier comments already addressed; please see responses to comments 
17-1 through 17-11. Please also refer to Master Response #1 for a discussion of SANDAG’s 
deliberations regarding project alternatives, including the No Project Alternative. 
 
17-13 
The comment provides concluding statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 17b 
John Tenaglia 

 
17b-1 
This comment includes an attachment with a link to an online repository of California legislature. The 
comment is noted. No additional information is provided; therefore, a specific response cannot be 
prepared. 
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LETTER 17c 
John Tenaglia 

 
17c-1 
The comment includes a copy of a 1972 memorandum from the Wildlife Conservation Board to the 
California Attorney General; a copy of an Easement Deed and Indenture, dated 1971; and historical 
photographs labeled “BVL 1938” and “BVL 1947.” The comment is noted. 
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LETTER 18 
Tina Carter 

 
18-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
18-2 
The comment discusses anticipated construction and maintenance costs. 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 19 
Castens Family 

 
19-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 20 
Glenn and Marcia Castens 

 
20-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. This comment describes presence of wildlife species. Please see Master 
Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. Recreational fishing opportunities under each 
alternative are discussed in Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.5, Biological Resources, in the EIR.  
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LETTER 21 
Mary Ann Ellis 

 
21-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
Impacts to visual resources for each alternative are addressed in Section 3.9.3 of the EIR.  
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LETTER 22 
Joe Ellis, P.E. 

 
22-1 
Removal of the weir alone will not stop the encroaching cattails, nor create a sustainable freshwater 
system. Water elevations would fluctuate depending on the beach berm. SANDAG has looked at a 
larger comprehensive approach to the alternatives that would create an enhanced lagoon system. 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 23 
Stephanie Fox 

 
23-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the 
lagoon system. Beach access is discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use, and Section 3.15, Public Health 
and Safety, of the EIR.  
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LETTER 24 
Harold Hunt 

 
24-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
Impacts to visual resources for each alternative are addressed in Section 3.9.3 of the EIR. 
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LETTER 25 
Michele Brian-Hensley 

 
25-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no response is required. 
 
25-2 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
25-3 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
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LETTER 26 
Hugh Penton Sr. 

 
26-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. Please see Master Response #5 
regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
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LETTER 27 
Hugh Penton  

 
27-1 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 28 
Peter Browne 

 
28-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. 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. As 
described in Section 3.5 of the EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity 
levels of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the 
lagoon. 
 
28-2 
The status quo would be the existing conditions, or the No Project Alternative. This alternative is 
fully analyzed in the EIR. As stated in the EIR, long-term significant impacts would result from 
continued degradation of the lagoon from the encroaching cattails. The EIR discusses the implications 
of the No Project Alternative. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
28-3 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat and 
response to comment 12-46 regarding security concerns associated with the alternatives. Additional 
information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 
3.11.3. 
 
28-4 
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. The SANDAG 
Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the 
project. 
 
28-5 
Comment noted. The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives and the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would result in a significant 
impact to public safety. 
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LETTER 29 
Blaine Fetter 

 
29-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. Safety concerns associated with the new inlet are discussed in Section 3.1, 
Land Use, and Section 3.15, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR.  
 
29-2 
CEQA does not encompass environmental justice as an area of analysis. The EIR provides an 
unbiased analysis of environmental impacts that would result compared to a baseline of existing 
conditions with implementation of the project for the decision makers to use when considering 
approval of the project. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 30 
Virginia Jones and family 

 
30-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
maintaining freshwater conditions in the lagoon. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the 
freshwater lagoon resource. The comment does not specify the negatives or what negative 
environmental changes would result from implementation of a saltwater system; please see response 
to comment 12-58 for a comparison of impacts and benefits under each alternative. 
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LETTER 31 
Michael G. Jones 

 
31-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative.  
 
31-2 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety due to the new inlet. The EIR proposes a 
pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant. However, the EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, the impact to public safety would remain significant.  
 
31-3 
The pedestrian bridge required in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would be designed in a manner to 
promote safety, including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors. Also see 
response to comment 12-42.  
 
31-4 
Please see response to comment 12-43 addressing St. Malo property and liability.  
 
31-5 
Please see response to comment 9-8. The EIR agrees that implementation of the bridge proposed in 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would result in a significant visual impact. 
 
31-6 
To the degree that the comment raises economic concerns, no further response is required. 
 
31-7 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security concerns associated with each alternative.  
 
31-8 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches.  
 
31-9 
SANDAG disagrees with commenter’s characterization of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives as 
experimental. Please refer to responses to comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-21. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
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31-10 
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.  
 
31-11 
The comment states objections to the No Project Alternative. Please refer to Master Response #1. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s concerns together with the project record 
before taking action on the project. 
 
31-12 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment reiterates a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Flooding impacts for each alternative are addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR. Vector control is 
discussed in Section 3.15 for each alternative. The impact of each alternative on beach access and 
safety is discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.15.  
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LETTER 32 
William and Tyrena Jones, Charles and Brynne Crow, Blake and Emily Jones 

 
32-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 33 
Dick and Bonnie Holt 

 
33-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 34 
Berne Evans III 

 
34-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 35 
Barney and Courtney Evans 

 
35-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 36 
Lisa and Tom Evans 

 
36-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new 
inlet and concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result 
in a significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a 
pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact. However, the 
EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land 
Use-1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. 
 
36-2 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. Additional 
information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 
3.11.3. 
 
36-3 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
 
36-4 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security and access to private property.  
 
36-5 
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 37 
Lara Baumgarten 

 
37-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 38 
Robert Schwarzenbach 

 
38-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 39 
Hope Anstett 

 
39-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 40 
Kimberly Schnell 

 
40-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 41 
Ashley Guerra 

 
41-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
maintaining freshwater conditions in the lagoon. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the 
freshwater lagoon resource. 
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LETTER 42a 
Thomas Larkin Jr. 

 
42a-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference against the Freshwater Alternative 
but is amended in a following letter (42b). 
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LETTER 42b 
Thomas Larkin Jr.  

 
42b-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment corrects the previous comment (42a) and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 43 
Kat Orme 

 
43-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 44a 
Joyce McGilvray 

 
44a-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 44b 
Joyce McGilvray 

 
44b-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 45 
Mark McGilvray 

 
45-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. As 
described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Page P-162 Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR 

September 2017 

 

LETTER 46 
Lorne Moore and Dan McGilvray 

 
46-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 47 
Mary McGilvray 

 
47-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 48 
Alex McGilvray, Jr. 

 
48-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
48-2 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. 
 
48-3 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact. However, the EIR acknowledges that, 
even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, the impact to 
public safety would remain significant. 
 
48-4 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. The EIR 
did not identify potentially significant impacts to coastal processes under any of the three alternatives. 
 
48-5 
Aesthetic impacts are analyzed in the EIR under Section 3.9, Visual Resources. The bridge proposed 
in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was designed to maintain lateral access along the beach under the 
Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. 
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LETTER 49 
Carol and Stephen Watkins 

 
49-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 50 
Lynn Macneil 

 
50-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 51 
Allan Wanamaker 

 
51-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. 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 52 
Gregory Stone and Cynthia Vail 

 
52-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
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LETTER 53 
Linda Harrison 

 
53-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 54 
Ruth Herman 

 
54-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 55 
Dennis Gault 

 
55-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 56 
Richard A. and Jeanne Reynolds 

 
56-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 57 
Michael and Laura Brown 

 
57-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
 
57-2 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact to lateral access as described in 
Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to public health and safety. However, the EIR 
acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-
1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. 
 
57-3 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
 
57-4 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. Additional 
information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 
3.11.3. 
 
57-5 
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. The SANDAG 
Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the 
project. 
 
57-6 
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 response to 
comment 12-14. 
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LETTER 58 
Susi Browne 

 
58-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a lack of support for changing the lagoon to 
either the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative. 
 
58-2 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
 
58-3 
The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
58-4 
The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
58-5 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The EIR does not make claims that 
200 species is not enough in the lagoon; it merely estimates the current species richness as the 
baseline condition.  
 
58-6 
The EIR does not include a cost/benefit analysis relative to lagoon species. Note that the objectives of 
the Lagoon Enhancement Project are more than just to increase the number of species in the lagoon. 
Please see Section 1.2 of the EIR regarding the project objectives.  
 
58-7 
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. Please see Section 1.2 of the EIR 
regarding the project objectives.  
 
58-8 
As described in Section 3.5 of the EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity 
levels of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the 
lagoon. The EIR states that anticipated salinity levels associated with the Saltwater Alternative and 
portions of the Hybrid Alternative would exceed the upper tolerance range of freshwater fish species 
currently present in the lagoon, which would affect species assemblages. Freshwater fish species 
(with the exception of California killifish and striped mullet) would be extirpated from the lagoon and 
replaced by saltwater guilds. Many avian species can forage in either saltwater or freshwater, but may 
not be able to breed or would not remain a resident species on conversion. 
 
Please see Section 1.2 regarding the project objectives.  
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 58-9 
Fish species are most sensitive to changes in water salinity. Of the 12 fish species that have been 
recorded in the lagoon, only the two native fish species, California killifish (Fundulus parvipinnis) 
and striped mullet (Mugil cephalus), are euryhalic and can be found in both saltwater and freshwater 
habitats (Moyle 2002). These species could continue to populate a saltwater lagoon system. The EIR 
relies on the habitat requirements for a species to determine if it would be impacted by the project. 
Many avian species can forage in both saltwater and freshwater, but may not be able to breed or 
would not remain a resident species on conversion. Additional text has been added to Section 3.5 to 
describe potential for species to “cross-over” between freshwater and saltwater environments.  
 
58-10 
CEQA requires that the significant impacts associated with a project are mitigated when feasible. The 
pedestrian bridge has been identified as a feasible mitigation measure for the significant impact 
associated with reduced access along the beach under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s concerns regarding the pedestrian bridge 
together with the project record before taking action on the project. 
 
58-11 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. Please see Section 1.2 regarding the project objectives.  
 
58-12 
As described in Section 1.2, one of the objectives of the Enhancement Project is to “maintain or 
reduce current flood risk to existing infrastructure and adjacent development.” Per Section 15125 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the baseline condition for CEQA analysis is generally determined by existing 
conditions at the time the project NOP is published. Inundation under a 100-year flood under existing 
conditions, as well as under each of the alternatives, is shown in Figure 3.2-3. This figure shows that 
the Freshwater Alternative with an 80-foot weir would lower floodwater elevations compared to 
existing conditions, as described further in Section 3.2. A 100-foot-wide weir may lower water 
elevations further, but would not be required to meet the project objective of lowering flood risk to 
infrastructure and adjacent development. A 100-foot-wide weir is required for the Saltwater 
Alternative to maintain tidal flow into the lagoon without requiring excessive maintenance.  
 
58-13 
Please see Master Response #2.  
 
58-14 
Section 5.10 of the EIR describes the short-term impacts that would result from construction of a new 
Carlsbad Boulevard bridge under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives; the ends of the new bridge 
would replace a portion of the road, then match the remainder of the existing roadway. No additional 
impacts to the roadway are anticipated.  
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58-15 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches.  
 
58-16 
It is assumed the steep sides described in the comment are referencing the stone revetments proposed 
along the inlet channel. These revetments can be seen in some of the visual simulations included in 
the EIR, such as Figures 3.9-15 and 3.9-17. This type of feature is commonly used to help protect 
from scour and erosion and define the water’s edge, and is not considered a high risk safety hazard. 
Rock revetments currently exist in locations around the lagoon as can be seen in Figure 3.9-16. No 
revetment is proposed along the beach past the end of the existing riprap as shown in the visual 
simulation. 
 
58-17 
Please refer to EIR Section 3.2, Hydrology.  
 
58-18 
Modifications to the weir have been proposed as necessary to accommodate the alternatives proposed. 
For the freshwater system, an 80-foot-wide weir is required at the existing weir height. This is 
required to accommodate flood flows as discussed in Section 3.2, Hydrology, of the EIR. A 100-foot-
wide weir at the same height as the existing weir is required for the Saltwater Alternative to 
accommodate tidal circulation. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of 
the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
58-19 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The SANDAG Board of Directors will 
consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
58-20 
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. 
 
58-21 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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LETTER 59 
Antoinette Walsh 

 
59-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
59-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response #4 
regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative 
costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. The visual impacts that would result 
from each alternative are analyzed in Section 3.9, Visual Resources, of the EIR. 
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LETTER 60 
Paul and Allison Alanis 

 
60-1 
The comment provides introductory statements. Public participation during the EIR process has been 
encouraged and has met CEQA requirements. SANDAG staff have attended numerous public 
meetings and have provided digital announcements to the public. Section 1.3 of the EIR describes the 
public participation process and involvement opportunities. Please see Master Response #7. To the 
degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required. 
 
60-2 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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60-3 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
 
60-4 
The bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was designed to maintain lateral access along 
the beach under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. Please see responses to comments 12-42 and 
12-43 regarding bridge liability and adjacent private properties. The EIR acknowledges the potential 
safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and 
safety. 
 
Please see Master Response #1. 
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60-5 
The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 
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LETTER 61 
John and Laurie Hartigan 

 
61-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
 
61-2 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches.  
 
61-3 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact to lateral access as described in 
Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to public health and safety. However, the EIR 
acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-
1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. In addition, the bridge itself would result in a 
significant visual impact, as discussed in Section 3.9. The bridge would be designed in a manner to 
promote safety, including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors. Please see 
responses to comments 12-42 and 12-43 regarding bridge liability and adjacent private properties.  
 
61-4 
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. As described in Section 3.5 of the 
EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity levels of the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the lagoon. Evidence and 
examples regarding the anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system 
throughout the EIR are based on scientific information and expert opinion and design. See response to 
comment 12-14.  
 
61-5 
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. 
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61-6 
The comment provides final statements and no response is required. 
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LETTER 62 
Greg Maletis 

 
62-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
62-2 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. 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. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon 
resource. 
 
62-3 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 63 
Hank Stern  

 
63-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
 
63-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
63-3 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
63-4 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The EIR does not include a 
cost/benefit analysis relative to lagoon species. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the 
relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
63-5 
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. Please see Section 1.2 regarding 
the project objectives.  
 
63-6 
As described in Section 3.5 of the EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity 
levels of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the 
lagoon. Please see response to comment 12-13. 
 
63-7 
Please see response to comment 58-9. 
 
63-8 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. CEQA requires that the significant 
impacts associated with a project are mitigated when feasible. The pedestrian bridge has been 
identified as mitigation for the significant impact associated with reduced access along the beach 
under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives.  
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63-9 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. 
 
63-10 
As described in Section 1.2, one of the objectives of the Enhancement Project is to “maintain or 
reduce current flood risk to existing infrastructure and adjacent development.” Per Section 15125 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the baseline condition for CEQA analysis is generally determined by existing 
conditions at the time the project NOP is published. Inundation under a 100-year flood under existing 
conditions, as well as under each of the alternatives, is shown in Figure 3.2-3. This figure shows that 
the Freshwater Alternative with an 80-foot weir would lower flood water elevations compared to 
existing conditions, as described further in Section 3.2. A 100-foot-wide weir may lower water 
elevations further, but would not be required to meet the project objective of lowering flood risk to 
infrastructure and adjacent development. Development of project alternatives balanced the need to 
meet project objectives with creating conditions that would further impact environmental resources.  
 
63-11 
Please see Master Response #2. 
 
63-12 
It is unclear what recent roadway construction is being referenced in the comment and a specific 
response cannot be provided. Section 5.10 of the EIR describes the short-term impacts that would 
result from construction of a new Carlsbad Boulevard bridge under the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives; the ends of the new bridge would replace a portion of the road, then match the 
remainder of the existing roadway. No additional impacts to the roadway are anticipated. 
 
63-13 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches.  
 
63-14 
It is assumed the steep sides described in the comment are referencing the stone revetments proposed 
along the inlet channel. These revetments can be seen in some of the visual simulations included in 
the EIR, such as Figures 3.9-15, 3.9-16, and 3.9-17. This type of feature is commonly used to help 
protect from scour and erosion and to define the water’s edge and is not considered a high risk safety 
hazard. Rock revetments currently exist now in locations around the lagoon as can be seen in Figure 
3.9-16.  
 
63-15 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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63-16 
Modifications to the weir have been proposed as necessary to accommodate the flows and circulation 
required for the hydraulic system of each of the alternatives. The SANDAG Board of Directors will 
consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
63-17 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 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. 
 
63-18 
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. 
 
63-19 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 64 
Deborah Stern 

 
64-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
64-2 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact to lateral access as described in 
Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to public health and safety. However, the EIR 
acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-
1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. 
 
64-3 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
 
64-4 
Please see responses to comments 12-42 and 12-43 regarding bridge liability and adjacent private 
properties. 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. 
 
64-5 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. SANDAG does not agree that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are 
experimental. Evidence regarding the anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater 
system throughout the EIR is based on scientific information and expert opinion and design, as well 
as the success of previous restoration and enhancement efforts. See response to comment 12-14.  
 
64-6 
The comment provides final statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 65 
Daniel Muhe 

 
65-1 
SANDAG has undertaken considerable public outreach efforts. Please see Master Response #7.  
 
65-2 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security concerns associated with each alternative.  
 
65-3 
SANDAG disagrees that mosquito concerns would worsen with implementation of the project. As 
described in Section 3.15, mosquito infestation rates associated with Buena Vista Lagoon are high 
and increasing due to the shallowing, relatively stagnant water at the lagoon. Strategies throughout the 
project alternatives to reduce mosquito populations and breeding conditions focus on increasing water 
circulation and wave action, varying water levels, decreasing vegetation such as cattails, decreasing 
nutrients, reducing water temperatures, and providing improved access for natural predators of larval 
and adult mosquitoes (aquatic and airborne) to potential breeding areas. Aerial larvicide treatments 
would become more effective if channels are extended through dense vegetation that may otherwise 
prevent the larvicide from reaching the water surface. Conditions less conducive to mosquito breeding 
would result under each of the project alternatives, to varying degrees, and would be effective against 
freshwater mosquitos as well as saltwater mosquitos. 
 
It is also likely that, with a conversion to saltwater, many of the freshwater-adapted species that 
currently breed in the non-saline or low salinity parts of the lagoon would be eradicated since they 
could not tolerate the increased saline conditions. 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. A "vector" is an animal or insect capable 
of transmitting the causative agent of human disease (such as the Aedes mosquito that can transmit 
yellow fever). 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.  
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65-4 
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; therefore, selection includes views from locations such as 
roadways, recreation areas, and other public locations. As noted in the EIR text in Section 3.9.3, 
public vista points are the focus of the visual analysis. Legal precedent under CEQA directs aesthetic 
analysis to consider whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not whether a 
project will affect particular persons (see Bowman v. City of Berkeley [2004] 122 Cal.App.4th 572, 
586-587; Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville [2007] 157 
Cal.App.4th 885, 902). The alteration of a few private views in a project's immediate vicinity is not 
considered a significant environmental impact. SANDAG values the input of residents who have 
views of the lagoon and will consider those opinions when making project decisions. 
 
As described in Section 3.9, Visual Resources, the daily tidal changes under the Saltwater Alternative 
would result in moderate to high visual contrast. Each of the enhancement alternatives would 
maintain the general open space visual character of the lagoon system, which is described in detail in 
Section 3.9.1. The comment provides the opinion that the open water views are most desirable and 
advantageous over the Saltwater Alternative. In Section 3.9.3, the EIR describes that, from some 
locations, the visual change under the Freshwater Alternative has the potential to be visually 
beneficial. To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is 
required. 
 
65-5 
The elevation of the roadway and Carlsbad Boulevard bridge is required to accommodate flood 
waters if the inlet under I-5 is widened as proposed under the NCC Public Works Plan; which is a 
separate plan approved by the California Coastal Commission. Carlsbad Boulevard does not require a 
bridge to implement any of the alternatives as long as the inlet improvements on I-5 are designed not 
to increase peak flood elevation heights west of I-5 (Everest. Memorandum: BVLEP – Salt Water 
Alternative with Existing Carlsbad Boulevard bridge Tidal and Fluvial Hydraulic Analysis. June 
2016).  
 
Additional text has been added in Section 3.13.3 of the EIR to help describe how the increased 
elevation of the bridge (approximately 5 feet) is negligible when compared to the horizontal distance 
to the closest sensitive receptor (approximately 550 feet). At this distance, the incremental increase in 
noise projection that could result from the bridge elevation would not be perceptible to receptors in 
the vicinity of the lagoon.  
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65-6 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. The 
commenter is referred to Section 3.11, page 3.11-26, for a discussion of odor impacts under the 
Saltwater Alternative. Additional information regarding natural odors anticipated under each 
alternative has been added to Section 3.11.3. 
 
65-7 
Impacts of the inlet that would be created under the Saltwater and Freshwater Alternatives are 
analyzed throughout the EIR and are partially mitigated by the bridge described in Mitigation 
Measure Land Use-1, which would allow for continued lateral beach access during times when the 
inlet is not safe to cross. As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, 
inlet maintenance under the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon 
to the littoral system to avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to 
adjacent beaches. Thus, beach erosion would not result from implementation of the project. The EIR 
acknowledges that the newly created inlet would result in a significant impact to public safety and 
that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 for lateral 
access impacts, the impact would remain significant. 
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65-8 
Please see Master Response # 7 regarding public outreach efforts. Please see response to comment 
65-4 for discussion of visual impacts. 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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65-9 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon as a resource. Please see response to 
comment 65-9 regarding economic effects. The EIR identifies the potentially significant 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, the mitigation measures recommended to reduce 
impacts to below significance, and whether and which impacts remain significant with the mitigation 
measures recommended in the EIR. Please refer to Master Response #7 for a discussion of 
SANDAG’s public outreach efforts prior to a proposed action on the project. No further notice is 
required.  
 
65-10 
SANDAG disagrees with the commenter’s claim of bias. The alternatives analysis in the EIR equally 
addressed each alternative carried forward for detailed consideration in the EIR. SANDAG is legally 
required to evaluate alternatives to the proposed project prior to taking action on the project. Please 
see Master Response #1 for further discussion of SANDAG’s deliberations regarding the project 
alternatives. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. The project does not 
propose to dewater Buena Vista Lagoon, as is suggested by the commenter. The impacts of 
construction activities are discussed within each topic section analysis in the EIR. As detailed in 
Section 3.9, Visual Resources, the EIR identified a significant and avoidable impact for all project 
alternatives due to temporary construction operations within the natural lagoon setting. Impacts 
related to nighttime lighting under all alternatives would be significant, but mitigatable to a less than 
significant level with the proposed Mitigation Measure Visual-2. Section 3.11 identifies that dust 
(particulate matter [PM]) emissions during construction would be significant with all three 
alternatives and provides dust control mitigation measures (Air Quality-2) to reduce this impact; 
however, PM impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant for any of the alternatives. Section 
3.12, Noise, identified that noise impacts from nighttime dredging and materials placement would be 
significant and would remain significant and unavoidable for all three alternatives even with 
implementation of mitigation.  
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LETTER 66 
Clinton Muhe 

 
66-1 
Please refer to response to comment 65-10. For additional information regarding the selection of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR, commenter is referred to EIR Chapter 2, Section 2.4. The commenter 
is also referred to EIR Section 1.2 for a discussion of the project objectives that informed the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. To the degree that the comment addresses purely economic 
concerns, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 67 
Stacey Wueste 

 
67-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
 
67-2 
Please see Master Response #1. 
 
67-3 
The comment summarizes information from the EIR and expresses concerns over beach access and 
biological impacts. As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet 
maintenance under the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to 
the littoral system to avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to 
adjacent beaches. Impacts to beach width would not be anticipated. The comment does not offer any 
evidence regarding biological impacts beyond those described in the EIR. As described in Section 3.5 
of the EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity levels of the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the lagoon. Regardless of the 
alternative selected for implementation, it is anticipated that project success criteria would be met 
between 5 to 10 years after construction is complete. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that the 
alternative selected for implementation would take decades to establish. Biological impacts identified 
for each alternative are discussed in Section 3.5 of the EIR.  
 
67-4 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 68 
Richard Chandler 

 
68-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
68-2 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Interruption of lateral access along the beach is identified as a significant 
impact associated with implementation of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives and, as noted, the 
pedestrian bridge would mitigate that impact to access, although a significant public safety impact 
would remain, as identified in the EIR. Final design of the pedestrian bridge would adhere to 
American with Disabilities Act and other access requirements. Please see Master Response #6 
regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. 
 
68-3 
Visual changes and impacts as a result of each alternative are analyzed in Section 3.9, Visual 
Resources, which includes visual simulation of future conditions for each alternative (Figures 3.9-6 
through 3.9-15. Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat 
habitat. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
68-4 
The comment is noted. Private property values are not an environmental issue that is addressed under 
CEQA. However, 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. 
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68-5 
Please refer to Master Response #1. 
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LETTER 69 
James Chandler 

 
69-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives. Habitat enhancement and anticipated fish population information is provided in Section 
3.5 of the EIR.  
 
69-2 
Eelgrass is not a habitat that is proposed for creation in the lagoon system as part of this project. 
Dependent upon the alternative selected, establishment of eelgrass within the lagoon may happen 
naturally over time. Restoration of eelgrass could be considered as part of the adaptive management 
of the lagoon and would not change the conclusions or analysis of the EIR. 
 
69-3 
The EIR identified that freshwater species would not survive the conversion to saltwater and would 
no longer populate the lagoon if converted. Section 2.9 has been modified to reflect that adaptive 
management would include management of fish, including potential relocation or removal of 
freshwater fish species prior to saltwater conversion. This would not change the analysis of the EIR. 
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LETTER 70 
Rosemary Simmons 

 
70-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. Inclusion of Mitigation Measure 
Land Use-1, which would construct a bridge over the inlet created in the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives, is designed to mitigate impacts to lateral beach access. This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 71 
Greg Simmons 

 
71-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
 
71-2 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security and response to comment 12-43 regarding 
private property.  
 
71-3 
Please see response to comment 12-43 regarding liability.  
 
71-4 
As described in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the beach area encompassed by the 
inlet would vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach areas do. When conditions are 
appropriate, the inlet could continue to serve as beach area and provide opportunity for wading and 
beach play, as is evidenced at other local coastal lagoon inlets such as San Elijo Lagoon. The 
interruption of lateral access along the beach was identified as a significant impact, which could be 
mitigated by construction of a pedestrian bridge (Mitigation Measure Land Use-1). Loss of beach was 
not identified as a significant environmental impact.  
 
71-5 
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. The anticipated successful 
conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system throughout the EIR is based on scientific information 
and expert opinion and design. See response to comment 12-14.  
 
71-6 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 72 
Clay Alexander and family 

 
72-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the 
lagoon system. 
 
72-2 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet 
and concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a 
significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian 
bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact to lateral access as described 
in Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to public health and safety. However, the 
EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land 
Use-1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. This impact, along with others identified 
in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 73 
Nick and Mary Alexander, Elizabeth Alexander, Nicholas and Alison Alexander 

 
73-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. This comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 74 
Mary Adams O’Connell 

 
74-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
74-2 
The EIR acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the 
inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, which would provide access across the inlet at all times. However, 
while this would lessen the safety impact by providing a way for beach users to safely cross the inlet 
during times of high water levels and velocities, the overall inherent danger of the new inlet during 
certain conditions would remain. The EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge 
described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. 
This impact, along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking 
action on the project. 
 
74-3 
The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential 
impact to lateral access as described in Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to 
public health and safety. However, the EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge 
described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. 
The bridge would be designed in a manner to promote safety, including railings of appropriate height 
to discourage unsafe behaviors.  
 
74-4 
Please see responses to comments 12-42 and 12-43 regarding bridge liability and adjacent private 
properties. 
 
74-5 
The EIR acknowledges that Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would result in a significant visual 
impact. This impact, along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to 
taking action on the project. 
 
74-6 
Private property privacy is not an environmental issue that is addressed in CEQA documents.  
 
74-7 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security concerns associated with each alternative. 
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74-8 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
 
74-9 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. Additional 
information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 
3.11.3. 
 
74-10 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. The commenter is referred to Section 1.2 of the EIR, which addresses the 
objectives of the project. 
 
74-11 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 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. Evidence of successful saltwater fish species repopulating a 
restored saltwater lagoon was provided in the EIR through reference to the 10-year study of 
Batiquitos Lagoon, which was also restored to a tidal lagoon through creation a new ocean inlet. 
While success cannot be guaranteed, project design has incorporated biological, hydrological, and 
other factors to best ensure successful enhancement of a saltwater lagoon ecosystem if the Saltwater 
or Hybrid Alternative were selected. Please also refer to responses to comments 12-5, 12-14, and 12-
21. 
 
74-12 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding eminent domain. 
 
74-13 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As described in Section 3.9 of the 
EIR, Visual Resources, aesthetic preference for one type of lagoon over another is subjective. 
Implementation of the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would result in moderate to high visual 
contrast, but the lagoon would maintain its overall visual character as an open space regardless of 
alternative. The EIR did not identify significant long-term impacts to the visual character or quality of 
the lagoon and its surroundings. 
 
74-14 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 75 
Francesca Schlueter 

 
75-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
75-2 
The comment provides introductory statements and observation of wildlife and no further response is 
required. 
 
75-3 
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. The EIR 
acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-
1, the impact to public safety would remain significant. The bridge would be designed in a manner to 
promote safety, including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors. This impact, 
along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the 
project. 
 
75-4 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 76 
George Corey and Eugenie Schlueter 

 
76-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
76-2 
Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, of the EIR provides analysis of project compatibility and 
consistency with applicable land use planning and policy documents. The EIR finds that the Saltwater 
and Hybrid Alternatives would be consistent with the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries 
Act (MPRSA). The comment does not specify policy inconsistencies or how the significant criteria 
are not met; thus, a specific response cannot be provided.  
 
76-3 
As described in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the beach area encompassed by the 
inlet would vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach areas do. When conditions are 
appropriate, the inlet could continue to serve as a continuous beach area. The EIR further describes 
that the occasional inlet inaccessibility would not cause a substantial separation between two 
communities as the beach area would continue to be open to users without features or elements that 
are community specific. This was not identified as a significant environmental impact. The EIR does 
identify a significant impact pertaining to access-related land use policies as a result of the open inlet 
and proposes a pedestrian bridge under Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential impact 
to a less than significant level. 
 
In addition to impacts related to land use, the EIR also acknowledges the potential safety issues 
associated with a new inlet and concludes that the inlet proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives would result in a significant and unmitigable impact related to public health and safety. 
The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce the potential 
impact to lateral access as described in Section 3.1. This bridge would also reduce the impact to 
public health and safety, but the EIR acknowledges that, even with the inclusion of the bridge, the 
impact to public safety would remain significant. 
 
Lifeguard services are analyzed in Section 3.14. Public Services and Utilities. If crossing the inlet to 
access the other side via vehicle or on foot were deemed too dangerous by lifeguards, they would be 
able to use the proposed pedestrian bridge to access the opposite side of the inlet. No significant 
impacts to life guard services were identified.  
 
76-4 
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. As described in Section 3.5 of the 
EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity levels of the Saltwater and 
Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the lagoon. Evidence regarding 
the anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system throughout the EIR is based 
on scientific information and expert opinion and project design. See response to comment 12-14.  
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76-5 
Because the Hybrid Alternative would include a weir under I-5, separating the freshwater and 
saltwater areas, a brackish transitional area is not expected to occur. As noted in Section 2.6.3 of the 
EIR, occasional overflow of the weir could occur. This inflow of fresh water into the saltwater-
dominated area west of I-5 was incorporated into post-enhancement habitat projections. Please see 
response to comment 76-3 for a discussion of impacts related to the inlet. Inlet-related impacts under 
the Hybrid Alternative would be the same as those identified for the Saltwater Alternative.  
 
76-6 
As the comment states, the EIR describes that the amount of water within the lagoon would vary with 
the tide and that visual contrast would be moderate to high; however, the overall character of the 
lagoon would remain open space. Also, given the dynamic nature of wetland conditions and the 
number of visual features within the lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was determined not to cause a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or a substantial degradation of the existing visual character 
or quality of the lagoon and its surroundings as detailed in Section 3.9. 
 
76-7 
Please see response to comment 9-8 regarding visual impacts of the bridge proposed in Mitigation 
Measure Land Use-1. The EIR provides that implementation of the bridge would result in a 
significant visual impact. The simulations of the proposed pedestrian bridge in Figures 3.9-16 and 
3.9-17 were prepared to scale based on the initial conceptual design of the bridge structure that would 
be feasible at this location. While it is recognized that a government entity trying to implement the 
Enhancement Project would have to secure private property, there are many ways of obtaining these 
rights to implement the project selected by the SANDAG Board of Directors. Please refer to Master 
Response # 2. The bridge would be appropriately designed with footings and foundations safe for the 
local geology and soil conditions, in compliance with applicable codes and regulations. 
 
76-8 
Please see Master Response #2 and response to comment 76-7 regarding ownership considerations in 
and around the lagoon. Please also refer to response to comment 12-54. 
 
76-9 
As noted in Section 3.13, Noise, there are locations where construction operations would be in 
proximity to adjacent residences. However, the construction operations would not occur in that one 
location for the entire duration of the overall construction period. The multi-year construction period 
would involve construction activities located in various portions of the lagoon and would not be 
concentrated in just one location for the entire time. A significant noise impact specific to nighttime 
dredging operations was identified in Section 3.13. The EIR also identified a significant impact to 
nearby residences due to nighttime lighting for all three alternatives. Mitigation Measure Visual -2 
would require that lights be downshielded to direct the light down towards the area of work and 
minimize spillage or glare. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Visual-2 would minimize lighting 
impacts to residential or sensitive habitat areas by reducing the amount of light and glare in the 
project area and would reduce the lighting impacts to a less than significant level. 
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LETTER 77 
Eileen Redmon 

 
77-1 
Please see response to comment 65-1 describing the public outreach and public participation 
opportunities that have been provided as part of the project and EIR process. Please see Master 
Response #1. The comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater conditions in the lagoon. 
Section 2.1.1 of the EIR describes a number of ongoing maintenance programs addressing various 
aspects of the lagoon system. Please see Master Response #7 for a discussion of public noticing and 
outreach efforts for the project. 
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LETTER 78 
Dennis Metlzer 

 
78-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
78-2 
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. A cost estimate for construction and maintenance 
under each alternative was prepared and is available online at the TransNet website, Keep San Diego 
Moving (Everest 2015a). 
 
78-3 
The comment is noted.  
 
78-4 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system to 
avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches.  
 
78-5 
The pedestrian bridge is proposed to maintain continuous beach access. The EIR acknowledges that 
the bridge proposed as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 would result in a significant visual impact. 
This impact, along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking 
action on the project. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
78-6 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding odor associated with mudflat habitat. These odors are only 
present when the organisms dwelling in the mudflat sediment are exposed to oxygen, i.e., when the 
tide is low.  
 
78-7 
The comment is noted. Please see Master Response #1. 
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LETTER 79 
Doug Metzler 

 
79-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. Please see Master Response #6 
regarding odor from mudflat habitat.  
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-213 
September 2017 

 

LETTER 80 
Henry Reed 

 
80-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
80-2 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security concerns associated with each alternative.  
 
80-3 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat.  
 
80-4 
The EIR provides analysis of the freshwater species that would be impacted by the conversation to a 
saltwater system in Section 3.5. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon 
resources. 
 
80-5 
As described in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the beach area encompassed by the 
inlet would vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach areas do. When conditions are 
appropriate, the inlet could continue to serve as beach area and provide opportunity for wading and 
beach play, as is evidenced at other local coastal lagoon inlets such as San Elijo Lagoon. The EIR 
proposes a pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to lessen the potential impact and 
provide continual safe lateral access. 
 
The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the Saltwater Alternative would result in a significant 
impact to public safety, which is partially mitigated by the inclusion of the bridge described in 
Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to reduce impacts to lateral access. However, the EIR acknowledges 
that, even with the inclusion of the bridge described in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1, the impact to 
public safety would remain significant. The bridge would be designed in a manner to promote safety, 
including railings of appropriate height to discourage unsafe behaviors. This impact, along with 
others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the project. 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. Please see 
responses to comments 12-42 and 12-43 regarding private property and liability associated with the 
bridge structure.  
 
80-6 
The comment is noted. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
80-7 
Please see Master Response #2. 
 
80-8 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 81 
Addie and Bobby Firtel 

 
81-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference to 
maintain freshwater conditions in the lagoon. Master Response #2 contains information about private 
ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. The comment also 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 result in the lowest flood elevations 
of the three alternatives under all modeled storm scenarios. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 82 
Paul Jacinto 

 
82-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides introductory statements and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater 
lagoon resource. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 83 
Elizabeth Jacinto 

 
83-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides introductory statements and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater 
lagoon resource. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 84 
John McCarty 

 
84-1 
This comment states opposition to the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. Please see Master Response 
#1. Impacts associated with each alternative are analyzed and described throughout the EIR.  
 
84-2 
Maintenance activities would be required for each alternative, as described in Section 2.6 of the 
EIR/EIS. Impacts of maintenance activities on biological resources are discussed in Section 3.5, 
Biological Resources. Maintenance for the Freshwater Alternative would be primarily to maintain 
passages through the cattails to increase circulation and reduce vectors. Maintenance associated with 
the Saltwater Alternative would be required to dredge sand drawn in from the ocean into the lagoon. 
The Hybrid Alternative would require both maintenance efforts. In general, the purpose of the 
maintenance activities under any of the proposed alternatives would be to maintain the system 
established by the Enhancement Project.  
 
84-3 
As described in Section 3.5 of the EIR, freshwater species that could not tolerate the increased salinity 
levels of the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would not survive and would no longer populate the 
lagoon. Please see response to comment 12-20 for a discussion of the anticipated impacts to fish as a 
result of conversion to a saltwater regime. SANDAG notes the commenter’s suggestion to relocate 
freshwater fish to other locations. This action would require substantial resources and expenditures, 
which are not considered appropriate as the freshwater species affected by the lagoon conversion are 
not native or special-status species. The two native species within the lagoon are euryhalic and can be 
found in a variety of marine, estuarine, and freshwater habitats. 
 
84-4 
Currently, habitats within the lagoon are closed to public access with the exception of designated 
trails. If a person were to enter the water or habitat areas today, they could get stuck and require 
emergency assistance. This condition would not change under any of the alternatives. Access would 
still be restricted, entry would still be hazardous, and emergency response would occur as needed, as 
it does under existing conditions.  
 
84-5 
The impacts of each alternative on GHG emissions and global climate change are discussed in Section 
3.12 of the EIR. None of the alternatives were found to result in potentially significant emissions of 
GHGs. All types of wetland soils are rich in organic carbon because the wet, anoxic soil conditions 
lead to slow decay rates. Studies have shown that the carbon density of salt marsh soils 
(approximately 190 grams/meter/year) is comparable to or slightly greater than that of freshwater 
marsh (approximately 140 grams/meter/year) (Craft 2007). Therefore, conversion to a saltwater 
regime would not be anticipated to reduce the soil’s ability to store carbon. Under each of the 
alternatives, some release of porewater CO2 and CH4 would occur during dredging. This release  
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 would occur with any disturbance of the lagoon and would not contribute a substantial amount of 
emissions when compared to the construction process itself, as described in the EIR. 
 
84-6 
The impact of sea level rise on each alternative is analyzed in Section 3.12, Global Climate Change, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Sea Level Rise. 
 
84-7 
Please see response to comment 84-6. SANDAG will consider the ability of each alternative to adapt 
to sea level rise prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 85 
Kathleen Wardle 

 
85-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 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.  
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LETTER 86 
Clark Wardle 

 
86-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 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. 
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LETTER 87 
Cathy Scholl 

 
87-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. Under the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives, the existing 50-foot weir at the ocean outlet would be removed and replaced with an 
open tidal inlet. Figures 3.9-9 through 3.9-13 of the EIR show simulations of the lagoon with 
implementation of the Saltwater Alternative. Figure 3.9-11 specifically looks at the location of the 
existing weir. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 88 
Robert and Michelle Dupre 

 
88-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource.  
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LETTER 89 
Jeff Foster 

 
89-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
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LETTER 90 
John and Caroline Pennant-Jones 

 
90-1 
This comment provides introductory statements. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
90-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Section 3.5 of the EIR, Biological 
Resources, describes the habitat distribution and the species that would be anticipated in the lagoon 
under each alternative. Anticipated flow volumes of each alternative have been specifically 
engineered to maintain the desired habitat distribution designed for the individual alternative and are 
described in the EIR. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. 
 
90-3 
To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no response is required. However, 
SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take comments 
received under consideration prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 91 
David Pennant-Jones 

 
91-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
maintaining freshwater conditions in the lagoon. To the degree that the comment addresses economic 
concerns, no response is required. However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in 
the vicinity and will take comments received under consideration prior to taking action on the project.  
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LETTER 92 
Dave Oster 

 
92-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
 
92-2 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. The commenter is referred to EIR Section 1.2 for a discussion of the objectives 
of the project. Impacts to species from the implementation of each alternative are described in Section 
3.5 of the EIR, Biological Resources. 
 
92-3 
As the comment states, the EIR describes that the amount of water within the lagoon would vary with 
the tide and that visual contrast would be moderate to high; however, the overall character of the 
lagoon would remain open space. Also, given the dynamic nature of wetland conditions and the 
number of visual features within the lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was determined not to cause a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or a substantial degradation of the existing visual character 
or quality of the lagoon and its surroundings as detailed in Section 3.9. 
 
92-4 
Please see response to comment 65-4 addressing the EIR’s approach to the visual impacts analysis.  
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92-5 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analyses of impacts associated with 
construction of a new Carlsbad Boulevard bridge are included throughout the EIR. Significant, 
permanent visual impacts were not identified under any of the alternatives. 
 
92-6 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment reiterates a preference for maintaining freshwater 
conditions in the lagoon. 
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LETTER 93 
Jim Petronella 

 
93-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
93-2 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Impacts associated with the Freshwater Alternative are identified 
throughout the EIR and summarized in the Executive Summary, Table ES-10.  
 
93-3 
To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required. 
However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this 
comment into consideration prior to taking action on the project. 
 
93-4 
Analyses of impacts associated with construction of a new Carlsbad Boulevard bridge are included 
throughout the EIR. The increased elevation of the bridge (approximately 5 feet) is negligible when 
compared to the horizontal distance to the closest sensitive receptor (approximately 550 feet). At this 
distance, the incremental increase in noise projection that could result from the bridge elevation 
would not be perceptible to receptors in the vicinity of the lagoon. The visual changes that would 
result from the new Carlsbad Boulevard bridge under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are 
addressed in Section 3.9 of the EIR and no significant visual impact was identified due to that 
structure.  
 
93-5 
To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required. 
However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this 
comment into consideration prior to taking action on the project 
 
93-6 
This comment summarizes earlier comments and expresses the commenter's lack of support for a 
Saltwater Alternative. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s concerns 
before it makes a decision on the project. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-229 
September 2017 

 

93-7 
Please see Master Response #1.  
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LETTER 94 
Hugh Cobb 

 
94-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater resource. Fishing 
opportunities under each of the proposed alternatives are described in the EIR under Section 3.1, Land 
Use and Recreation, and Section 3.5, Biological Resources.  
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LETTER 95 
Holt and Halaine Rose 

 
95-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Biological impacts associated with each alternative, including impacts to 
migratory birds, are identified in Section 3.5 of the EIR.  
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LETTER 96 
Jake and Lisa Taylor 

 
96-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the historical nature of the 
lagoon. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 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. Please see response to comment 12-14 regarding the anticipated 
successful conversion of the lagoon to saltwater. 
 
96-2 
No jetties or rocks extending past the houses or into the nearshore would be constructed as part of the 
project. As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance 
under the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral 
system to avoid long-term disruption of the littoral system and minimize changes to adjacent beaches. 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
96-3 
The bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was designed to maintain lateral access along 
the beach under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives during the full range of tidal conditions. 
Without the bridge, it is still estimated that the inlet would be passable 63 percent of the time as 
discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation. As discussed in Section 3.3, beach erosion would 
not be anticipated as a result of the project. 
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LETTER 97 
Ashwin Adarkar 

 
97-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states opposition to the Saltwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
SANDAG does not agree that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are simply theoretical. Evidence 
to the contrary regarding the anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system 
throughout the EIR is based on scientific information and expert opinion and design. See response to 
comment 12-14.  
 
97-2 
The bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was designed to maintain lateral access along 
the beach under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. Without the bridge, it is still estimated that the 
inlet would be passable 63 percent of the time as discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation. 
 
97-3 
Typical sources of odor within lagoon ecosystems are discussed in Section 3.11.1. The EIR analysis 
indicates that the Saltwater Alternative would reduce the development of foul odors by improving the 
water quality in the lagoon, and the inlet is not anticipated to be a source of odor. 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 and because of the large size of the bridge relative to the channel and 
adjacent features. This visual contrast would persist regardless of the design of the bridge. This 
impact, along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action 
on the project. 
 
97-4 
The comment expresses the commenter's lack of support for the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s concerns before it makes a decision 
on the project. 
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LETTER 98 
Kevin Byrne 

 
98-1 
The comment has been included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the SANDAG Board of 
Directors, together with the project record, prior to the Board taking action on the project. SANDAG 
respectfully disagrees with commenter’s assertion that the Hybrid Alternative is not viable. Please 
refer to Chapter 4 of the EIR for a discussion of the development of the alternatives carried forward 
for detailed consideration in the EIR. Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides 
introductory statements and states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
98-2 
The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the Saltwater Alternative would result in a significant 
impact to public safety. The EIR proposes a pedestrian bridge as Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 to 
reduce the potential impact to lateral access as described in Section 3.1. This bridge would also 
reduce the impact to public health and safety, but the impact would remain significant and 
unmitigable. The presence of an inlet is not a unique situation on the beach area as various other 
coastal lagoons have ocean inlets. This impact, along with others identified in the EIR, will be 
considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the project. Please refer to response to comment 
76-3 for a discussion of impacts on lifeguard response times. 
 
98-3 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the 
lagoon system. 
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LETTER 99 
Kelly and John Rouse 

 
99-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides introductory statements and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
99-2 
As described in the EIR, visual preferences vary by individual. Section 3.9.3 of the EIR addresses the 
visual impacts of the tidal fluctuation associated with the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. The EIR 
describes that the amount of water within the lagoon would vary with the tide and that visual contrast 
would be moderate to high; however, the overall character of the lagoon would remain open space. 
Also, given the dynamic nature of wetland conditions and the number of visual features within the 
lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was determined not to cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista or a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the lagoon and its 
surroundings as detailed in Section 3.9. As noted in the EIR text in Section 3.9.3, public vista points 
are the focus of the visual analysis. This is because CEQA does not consider the views from private 
properties in visual analysis. Although private views are not specifically addressed under CEQA, 
SANDAG values the input of residents who have views of the lagoon and will consider those 
opinions when making project decisions. Please see Master Response #6 regarding odor. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
99-3 
Please see response to comment 12-46 regarding security and access to private property.  
 
99-4 
Please see Master Response #6 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. Additional 
information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to Section 
3.11.3. To the degree that the comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required. 
However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this 
comment into consideration together with the project record prior to taking action on the project. 
 
99-5 
Section 2.9 of the Draft EIR describes a framework for the monitoring, maintenance, and adaptive 
management of the lagoon, which specifically describes the control of invasive species as a 
component of the adaptive management and maintenance of the Enhancement Project.  
 
99-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR or environmental concerns. No response is 
required. 
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LETTER 100 
Dan Munzer 

 
100-1 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
 
100-2 
The EIR acknowledges that the conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system would substantially 
change the ecology of the present lagoon. 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. Potential impacts to special-status species are identified in 
Section 3.5 of the EIR. The EIR identified that temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities and to light-footed Ridgway’s rail from loss of habitat and indirect noise impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of mitigation; however, long-term 
permanent impacts to special-status species would be less than significant. Evidence regarding the 
anticipated successful conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system throughout the EIR is based on 
scientific information and expert opinion and design. See response to comment 12-14. See Master 
Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource.  
 
100-3 
Similar projects in the region, such as Batiquitos Lagoon, San Dieguito Lagoon, Huntington Beach 
Wetlands, Bolsa Chica, Anaheim Bay Wetlands, and others, show habitat establishment within 10 
years, and some within 5 years (Merkel 2009). It is therefore anticipated that Buena Vista Lagoon 
should experience similar wetland habitat function within 10 years. While the establishment of 
saltwater vegetation would take time, the habitat distribution has been specifically planned with 
consideration of the biological elements and conditions required for successful establishment of each 
habitat type, including soil suitability. Success cannot be guaranteed; however, project design has 
incorporated biological, hydrological, and other factors to best ensure successful enhancement of a 
saltwater lagoon ecosystem if the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative were selected. 
 
Evidence of saltwater fish species repopulating a restored saltwater lagoon was provided in the EIR 
through reference of the 10-year study of Batiquitos Lagoon, which was also restored to a tidal lagoon 
through a new inlet. While success cannot be guaranteed, project design has incorporated all 
biological, hydrological, and other factors to best ensure successful enhancement of a saltwater 
lagoon ecosystem if the Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative were selected. The hydraulic modeling 
prepared for the project concluded that the Saltwater Alternative would result in a tidal prism of 8.7 
million cubic feet and the Hybrid Alternative would result in a tidal prism of 7.9 million cubic feet, 
and both would extend into the I-5 Basin (EIR Section 3.3 and Appendix C). The alternatives 
design/habitat elevations are based on inundation frequency and the resulting habitat under different 
flow regimes. These can be seen in detail in Appendix C (Fluvial and Tidal Hydraulics Report) of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Section 3.12 of the EIR discusses potential effects of sea level rise, and modeling shows that sea level 
rise would cause frequent overtopping of the weir in 2100 and habitats would convert. However, 
waiting for this to occur in response to sea level rise would allow the lagoon to continue its current 
path of conversion to a vegetated freshwater marsh or riparian woodland-meadow as described in 
Chapter 1 and it would continue to be an increasing source of vector concerns. This conversion of the 
remaining open freshwater water system is estimated to occur decades prior to overtopping of the 
weir by sea level rise.  
 
100-4 
The Draft EIR recognizes that periodic maintenance of the inlet/dredging of the flood shoal would be 
necessary to keep the lagoon influenced by tides and saltwater under the Saltwater Alternative. The 
ongoing maintenance would incorporate appropriate materials removal to maintain a sufficient tidal 
prism for tidal exchange and salinity to extend into the I-5 Basin (Appendix C). While the lagoon 
would continue to be influenced by freshwater inputs, the tidal exchange and water flow that would 
occur with an open inlet would flush freshwater through the lagoon as opposed to it remaining within 
the basins. 
 
While success cannot be guaranteed, project design has incorporated biological, hydrological, and 
other factors to best ensure successful enhancement of a saltwater lagoon ecosystem if the Saltwater 
or Hybrid Alternative were selected. The alternatives design/habitat elevations are based on 
inundation frequency and the resulting habitat under different flow regimes, and modeling was used 
to predict fluvial and tidal influence for each alternative. These can be seen in detail in Appendix C 
(Fluvial and Tidal Hydraulics Report) of the Draft EIR. 
 
100-5 
The project anticipates that under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, the beach berm would build 
up, and thus the need for more frequent and ongoing maintenance to maintain and open inlet to the 
ocean. Item number 8 in Section 2.9.3, Adaptive Management and Maintenance, describes the need 
for inlet maintenance due to both extreme storm events and regular current movements. Sediment 
removal from the inlet under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives is also described in Sections 2.6.2 
and 2.6.3 of the EIR. 
 
100-6 
Funding for maintenance of the Enhancement Project, regardless of alternative selected for 
implementation, would occur through an endowment required prior to project construction as 
typically required by the federal and state regulatory permits necessary for implementation. The entity 
implementing the Lagoon Enhancement Project would be required to secure funding for the 
endowment, implement a long-term adaptive management program, and identify a qualified manager 
of the lagoon. While SANDAG's ultimate determination of a proposed project will consider the costs 
associated with each alternative, cost is not analyzed under CEQA and is not addressed in this EIR. 
 
100-7 
Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors.  
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100-8 
The EIR describes that the new inlet and 100-foot channel could experience sediment deposition over 
time and during large storm events. This anticipated material buildup was accounted for in the 
adaptive management strategy, specifically under Item 8, Inlet Maintenance, and Item 9, Channel 
Maintenance. Under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives, the inlet and channel would be 
maintained to remove sediment buildup and provide a continually open system. See response to 
comment 100-5 regarding inlet maintenance that would remove material deposition within the inlet. 
As described in Section 3.3 of the EIR, Oceanography/Coastal Processes, inlet maintenance under the 
Saltwater or Hybrid Alternative would return sand entrained in the lagoon to the littoral system. 
 
The widened channel and 80-foot weir proposed by the Freshwater Alternative would not eliminate 
the buildup of sand that would enter the channel from the ocean; rather, it would prevent it from 
becoming entrained into the lagoon interior. This alternative would still require maintenance to 
remove the trapped sand from behind the weir and would limit the ability for the lagoon to drain and 
flush itself. 
 
100-9 
As described in Section 3.1, Land Use and Recreation, usability of the beach area encompassed by the 
inlet would vary with environmental conditions, as coastal beach areas do. When conditions are 
appropriate, the inlet could continue to serve as beach area and provide opportunity for wading and 
beach play, as is evidenced at other local coastal lagoon inlets such as San Elijo Lagoon. The EIR 
acknowledges the potential safety issues associated with a new inlet and concludes that the inlet 
proposed under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in a significant and unmitigable 
impact related to public health and safety. The bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 
was designed to maintain lateral access along the beach during unsafe crossing conditions. Please see 
responses to comments 12-42 and 12-43 regarding bridge liability and adjacent private properties.  
 
100-10 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
the Freshwater Alternative. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the 
alternatives prior to taking action on the project. 
 
100-11 
The comment provides final statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 101 
James Gates 

 
101-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
maintaining freshwater conditions within the lagoon. 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 (Figures 3.9-6 through 3.9-15). Significant visual impacts were not identified under any 
of the restoration alternatives. Master Response #6 contains a detailed response regarding anticipated 
odor associated with mudflat habitat. Additional information regarding natural odors anticipated 
under each alternative has been added to Section 3.11.3. 
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LETTER 102 
John Clark 

 
102-1 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding alternative preference. The comment states a preference for 
maintaining freshwater conditions within the lagoon. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 103 
John Levy 

 
103-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
103-2 
This comment states commenter’s opinion regarding the political viability of the Saltwater 
Alternative and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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103-3 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding eminent domain. 
 
103-4 
The purpose of the EIR is to provide unbiased analysis of what impacts can be anticipated with 
implementation of a project or its alternatives. Flood water elevations for each alternative under 
various scenarios are discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR. Sea level rise is also specifically addressed 
in the EIR in Section 3.12, Global Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Sea Level Rise.  
 
103-5 
Please see Comment Letter 2 from the California Coastal Commission regarding the project and 
stating a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The California Coastal Act is addressed in Section 
3.1, Land Use, and identifies an inconsistency with the California Coastal Act policies in Table 3.1-1, 
which is mitigated by the pedestrian bridge. As described by the commenter, there are constraints on 
available public lateral access from north to south in the Buena Vista Lagoon area; thus, Mitigation 
Measure Land Use-1 is proposed to provide for consistent safe lateral beach access. Please see Master 
Response #2 regarding eminent domain. 
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103-6 
The simulations of the proposed pedestrian bridge in Figures 3.9-16 and 3.9-17 were prepared to scale 
based on the initial conceptual design of the bridge structure that would be feasible at this location. 
The EIR concludes that implementation of the bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 
would result in a significant unmitigable visual impact. 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 
and because of the large size of the bridge relative to the channel and adjacent features. This visual 
contrast would persist regardless of the design of the bridge. This impact, along with others identified 
in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the project.  
 
103-7 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
103-8 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
103-9 
Please see Master Response #2 for issues pertaining to ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. 
 
103-10 
SANDAG does not agree that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives are simply a hypothesis. The 
analysis of a potential conversion of the lagoon to a saltwater system under the Saltwater or Hybrid 
Alternative throughout the EIR is based on scientific information and expert opinion and design. See 
response to comment 12-14.  
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103-11 
This comment states commenter’s opinion regarding the political viability of the Saltwater 
Alternative does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Page P-246 Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR 

September 2017 

 

LETTER 104 
Scott Sterling 

 
104-1 
Please see response to comment 65-4 regarding the EIR’s approach to visual impacts analysis. 
However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this 
issue under consideration when making project decisions. 
 
104-2 
As described in Section 3.9, perception of visual changes from the enhancement alternatives is highly 
subjective. The anticipated change in view from Maxton Brown Park under the Freshwater 
Alternative is shown in Figure 3.9-7 and shows an extensive amount of open water in the future 
condition.  
 
104-3 
The EIR states in Section 2.5.1, Boardwalk, under Heading 2.5, Components Common to Multiple 
Alternatives, that the Boardwalk would be incorporated into each of the enhancement alternatives.  
 
104-4 
Simulations included in the EIR were prepared in scale with the design concepts of each alternative. 
The comment does not identify a specific inconsistency with Figure 3.9-8 and it cannot be determined 
what elements are not considered consistent by the commenter. 
 
104-5 
As described in Section 3.9, perception of visual changes from the enhancement alternatives is highly 
subjective. The EIR describes the visible differences in the Saltwater Alternative compared to existing 
conditions and notes the aesthetic changes. Visual simulations in Section 3.9 are presented to help the 
reader see the anticipated visual changes. 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.  
 
104-6 
The commenter’s opinion regarding the visual impact of the Saltwater Alternative is noted. As the 
comment states, the EIR describes that the amount of water within the lagoon would vary with the 
tide and that visual contrast would be moderate to high compared to existing conditions; however, the 
overall character of the lagoon would remain open space. Also, given the dynamic nature of wetland 
conditions and the number of visual features within the lagoon, the tidal cycle of water was 
determined not to cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or a substantial degradation of 
the existing visual character or quality of the lagoon and its surroundings as detailed in Section 3.9. 
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LETTER 105 
John and Louise Brinsley 

 
105-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. It is 
unclear what type of disruption the commenter is concerned about during project implementation; 
however, impacts that could affect local residents (such as aesthetics, traffic, and odor impacts) are 
discussed in the EIR (Sections 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11, respectively).  
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LETTER 106 
Colleen Kelly 

 
106-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative.  
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LETTER 107 
Winnie and Lynn Reitnouer 

 
107-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response #5 
regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. Please also refer to Master Response # 1 for a 
discussion of SANDAG’s deliberations about the project alternatives. 
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LETTER 108 
Jeannie Vaughn 

 
108-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 109 
Kathleen and Vince Sweeny 

 
109-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. To the degree that the 
comment addresses economic concerns, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 110 
Jeanne Grier 

 
110-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Hybrid Alternative.  
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LETTER 111 
Mike McMahon 

 
111-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Hybrid Alternative. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 112 
Melody Huelsebusch 

 
112-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Hybrid Alternative. 
 
112-2 
The Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project as described in the EIR would not include a change to 
the regulations of lagoon use by water craft, which are not allowed per CCR Title 14 Section 
550(z)(2) and CCR Title 14 Section 630(b)(103) and is outside of the scope of the EIR.  
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LETTER 113 
Christian and Carly Boulan 

 
113-1 
The comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. Section 3.15 discusses the 
impacts each alternative would have on vector breeding conditions within the lagoon, which could 
affect mosquito presence in adjoining neighborhoods. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding 
mosquitos and vectors. 
 
113-2 
The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 113-1. 
 
113-3 
Implementation of any of the project alternatives except the No Project Alternative would result in a 
condition less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated 
with mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 114 
Nicholas Roberti 

 
114-1 
This comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
114-2 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
114-3 
The pedestrian bridge proposed in Mitigation Measure Land Use-1 was designed to maintain lateral 
access along the beach under the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives. As described in Section 3.9, 
Visual Resources, this bridge was determined to result in a significant visual impact. This impact, 
along with others identified in the EIR, will be considered by SANDAG prior to taking action on the 
project. Please see Comment Letter 2 from the California Coastal Commission regarding the project.  
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114-4 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action 
on the project. Flooding is addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR.  
 
114-5 
Please see Master Response #3 regarding the Boardwalk. 
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LETTER 115 
Ilene Moir 

 
115-1 
The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 
response is required. 
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LETTER 116 
Melissa Tu 

 
116-1 
The occurrence of southwestern spiny rush has been added to the Final EIR in Section 3.5.  
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LETTER 117 
Tena Scruggs 

 
117-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 118 
Amy Harned 

 
118-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 119 
Laurence Curtis 

 
119-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for an open tidal inlet. 
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LETTER 120 
Heitchew family 

 
120-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 121 
Kevin, Patty and Ashby Sgovia-Krause 

 
121-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for an open tidal inlet. 
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LETTER 122 
Frank Poehlman 

 
122-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 123 
Joan Herrera 

 
123-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for an open tidal inlet. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the local area. Implementation of any of the 
project alternatives except the No Project Alternative would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 124 
Gloria Carranza 

 
124-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides background information and states a 
preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
124-2 
The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on sedimentation and vegetation within the lagoon are 
addressed in Sections 3.2 and 3.5 of the EIR, respectively. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
124-3 
The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on vector habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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124-4 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 125 
Natalie Shapiro 

 
125-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
125-2 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
125-3 
The comment provides opinion that the Saltwater Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. As detailed in the EIR (Section 4.4), there is not one environmentally superior alternative 
among the three action alternatives. There are environmental trade-offs between the alternatives that 
extend beyond just the direct comparison of significant environmental impacts. 
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125-4 
Please see response to comment 125-3.  
 
125-5 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource.  
 
125-6 
The comment describes experience with trail flooding near the nature center. Flooding impacts 
associated with each project alternative are discussed in Section 3.2. As detailed in the EIR, each 
alternative, including the Freshwater Alternative, which would retain the weir structure, would 
improve the flooding condition around the lagoon to various degrees. The comment does not provide 
a specific criticism of information in the EIR; therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided. 
 
125-7 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
125-8 
The comment describes current unhealthy water quality conditions associated with bacteria 
discharged from the lagoon during beach berm removal. As detailed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, the 
Freshwater Alternative would provide some water quality improvement over existing conditions, but 
water residence time and bacteria concentrations would remain the same as under existing conditions. 
The EIR identifies that the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would provide long-term water quality 
improvement throughout the lagoon and bacteria concentrations would be lower than existing 
conditions, with more substantial decreases in the Weir and Railroad Basins. 
 
125-9 
See response to comment 125-4.  
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LETTER 126 
Mike Hoefer 

 
126-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on vector habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 
3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less 
conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 127 
Jessica Leibovich 

 
127-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking action 
on the project. The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are 
addressed in Section 3.15 of the EIR. Please see response to comment 65-3 for a discussion of vector-
related impacts associated with each alternative. Although it is anticipated that the Saltwater 
Alternative would create less hospitable habitat for mosquitos within the lagoon, saltwater mosquito 
species would likely still attempt to colonize the converted lagoon. 
 
127-2 
Please see responses to comments 65-3 and 127-1 regarding mosquitos.  
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-275 
September 2017 

 

LETTER 128 
Ronee and Bob Kozlowski 

 
128-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 129 
Steve Breen 

 
129-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 130 
Lauren Auerbach 

 
130-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 130b 
Lauren Auerbach 

 
130b-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
Please see response to comment 65-3 addressing mosquitos and vectors. The comment does not 
provide a specific criticism of information in the EIR; therefore, a more specific response cannot be 
provided. 
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LETTER 131 
Chloe Auerbach 

 
131-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 131b 
Corinna Auerbach 

 
131b-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 131c 
Carmen Auerbach 

 
131c-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 132 
Tom Morell 

 
132-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 133 
Carlos Primo 

 
133-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for an open tidal inlet to the ocean. 
The comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a less conducive v breeding 
condition and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases, as 
described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 134 
Julie Ajdour 

 
134-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors.  
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LETTER 135 
DJ Moore 

 
135-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 136 
Tom Dews 

 
136-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors.  
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LETTER 137 
Andy and Karen Logan 

 
137-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 138 
Courtney Kincaid 

 
138-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 139 
Richard and Nanette Dowdy 

 
139-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the 
EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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LETTER 140 
Katy Gray 

 
140-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. The impacts of 
the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of 
the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive 
to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Each alternative would include vegetation removal to varying 
degrees, as shown in Table 2-5. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
 
140-2 
As described in Section 2.5.3, the Enhancement Project and planned infrastructure projects have 
independent utility, and each could be constructed and usable without the others. Senate Bill 468 
(Kehoe) mandates that transportation improvements and regional habitat enhancements within the 
north coast corridor occur concurrently, unless construction in phases would result in an 
environmentally superior alternative to concurrent construction. While these projects would not be 
constructed as part of the Enhancement Project, consistent with Senate Bill 468, it is anticipated that 
I-5, the I-5/SR 78 interchange, and railroad bridge improvements over the lagoon would occur 
concurrently with the Enhancement Project or would be built to accommodate any of the 
Enhancement Project alternatives and their respective channel connections. 
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LETTER 141 
Brian Petersen 

 
141-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos. 
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LETTER 142 
Amber Miller 

 
142-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
142-2 
The comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. Implementation of any of 
the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce 
the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 
3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. The success of mowing 
vegetation was considered as part of the adaptive management plan for the project; thus, the plan 
includes the possibility of dredging the vegetation rather than mowing as a more long-term solution as 
described in Section 2.9.3. The commenter's lack of support for the Freshwater and Hybrid 
Alternatives is noted and the SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the commenter’s concerns 
before it makes a decision on the project. 
 
142-3 
Under the City of Carlsbad heading within Section 3.1.1 of the EIR that discusses land uses, there is a 
description of the City of Carlsbad’s ongoing Trails Master Plan update that includes plans for a trail 
along the southern shore of the lagoon from the intersection of Jefferson Street/Marron Street and 
connecting to Maxton Brown Park. Also described are planned pedestrian improvements over I-5 at 
Jefferson Street as part of Caltrans NCC PWP/TREP. These actions are being undertaken by other 
agencies and are not included in the Enhancement Project and are outside the scope of this EIR. 
Similarly, sidewalks along local roadways surrounding the lagoon are not part of the project and out 
of the scope of this EIR. 
 
142-4 
The Enhancement Project was designed to improve the overall lagoon system, both west and east of 
I-5. The lagoon enhancement alternatives have been planned and designed to achieve the highest level 
of habitat, ecology, and hydraulic function for the lagoon system as a whole within the constraints of 
each alternative. To achieve the project goals and objectives of the project, habitat modifications and 
enhancement efforts would be made in the most appropriate locations necessary to create the proper 
hydrology and function of the lagoon per each alternative.  
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Page P-296 Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR 

September 2017 

 

LETTER 143 
Kirk Miller 

 
143-1 
The comment provides introductory statements and no further response is required. 
 
143-2 
The comment states concern regarding the Freshwater and Hybrid Alternatives. Implementation of 
any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to mosquito breeding and 
reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne diseases, as described in 
Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. The success of 
mowing vegetation was considered as part of the adaptive management plan for the project. Mowing 
for maintenance of cattail habitat is only considered effective if dredging is done first. The cattail 
maintenance areas in the Freshwater and Hybrid Alternatives utilize both methods as part of a long-
term solution as described in Section 2.9.3.  
 
143-3 
Please see response 142-3 regarding trail development.  
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LETTER 144 
Tamara Moody 

 
144-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
144-2 
The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on water quality and species within the lagoon are 
addressed in Sections 3.2 and 3.5 of the EIR, respectively. Section 3.4 of the EIR, Water and Aquatic 
Sediment Quality, acknowledges that the Freshwater Alternative would provide little water quality 
improvement over existing conditions, while the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would result in 
greater water quality improvements. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
144-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  
 
144-4 
Section 3.15 discusses the impacts each alternative would have on mosquito breeding conditions 
within the lagoon, which could affect mosquito presence in adjoining neighborhoods. Please see 
response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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144-5 
The comment provides final statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 145 
Ruth Harbecke 

 
145-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. The 
comment describes the mosquito conditions affecting the commenter. Please see response to comment 
65-3 regarding mosquitos.  
 
145-2 
The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in 
Section 3.15 of the EIR. Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition 
less conducive to mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with 
mosquito-borne diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 
regarding mosquitos and vectors.  
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145-3 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment reiterates the commenter's preference for the Saltwater 
Alternative. 
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LETTER 146 
Melba Novoa 

 
146-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides background information and states a 
preference for the Saltwater Alternative. Each alternative would include vegetation removal to 
varying degrees, as shown in Table 2-5. The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on mosquito 
habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the EIR. Please see response to comment 
65-3 regarding mosquitos and vectors. 
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LETTER 147 
Denise Zemke Glaser 

 
147-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides background information and states a 
preference for the Hybrid Alternative.  
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LETTER 148 
Stuart Cannes 

 
148-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
 
148-2 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. 
 
148-3 
The comment provides final statements and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 149 
Teresa Heberer 

 
149-1 
Please see Master Response #3 regarding the placement of the Boardwalk and environmental 
resources that must be considered when encroaching into the lagoon. The SANDAG Board of 
Directors will consider the commenter’s suggestions before it makes a decision on the project. Under 
the City of Carlsbad heading within Section 3.1.1 of the EIR that discusses land uses, there is a 
description of the City of Carlsbad’s ongoing Trails Master Plan update that includes plans for a trail 
along the southern shore of the lagoon from the intersection of Jefferson Street/Marron Street near 
Hosp Grove Park and connecting to Maxton Brown Park. Also described are planned pedestrian 
improvements over I-5 at Jefferson Street as part of Caltrans NCC PWP/TREP. These actions are 
being undertaken by other agencies and are not included in the Enhancement Project and are outside 
the scope of this EIR. 
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LETTER 150 
Anon1 

 
150-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Flooding is addressed in Section 3.2 
of the EIR. Table 2-4 provides the volume of vegetation removal for each alternative, with the highest 
volume of vegetation removal occurring under the Saltwater Alternative (211,000 cubic yards). 
Additionally, vegetation removal (cattails) maintenance would occur as prescribed for each of the 
alternatives as detailed in Section 2.6 of the EIR. 
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LETTER 151 
Anon2 

 
151-1 
The comment is an opinion about the viability of the Saltwater Alternative. The comment is noted. 
SANDAG respectfully disagrees with commenter. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of the EIR 
for a discussion of the development of the alternatives carried forward for detailed consideration in 
the EIR. 
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LETTER 152 
Anon3 

 
152-1 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and the specific study under question 
is not identified. A specific response cannot be provided.  
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LETTER 153 
Gary Nessin 

 
153-1 
Please see Master Response #3 regarding the placement of the Boardwalk and environmental 
resources that must be considered when encroaching into the lagoon. 
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LETTER 154 
Barbara McTyle 

 
154-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 155 
Stephen Watkins 

 
155-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
155-2 
Fishing opportunities are described in Sections 3.1 and 3.5 of the EIR. Impacts to carp and bass, both 
nonnative, non-special-status species, would vary by alternative and are discussed in Section 3.5.3. 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 156 
Jodi Good 

 
156-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. The 
impacts of the enhancement alternatives on species within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.5 of 
the EIR, Biological Resources. Please see Master Response #4 addressing the freshwater lagoon 
resource. As described therein, a 2006 report prepared for CDFW and CCC found that, “There are no 
substantial ecological values present at Buena Vista Lagoon that are not represented elsewhere in the 
region” (Merkel 2006). Therefore, SANDAG respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that Buena Vista Lagoon in its current state represents a unique ecological resource. 
 
156-2 
To the degree that the comment raises economic concerns, no further response is required. However, 
SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this issue under 
consideration prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 157 
Lynda Battista 

 
157-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater lagoon resource. The impacts of the 
enhancement alternatives on species within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.5 of the EIR, 
Biological Resources. 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 158 
Sharon Bennett 

 
158-1 
The comment states a lack of support for the Saltwater Alternative. Aesthetics are addressed in 
Section 3.9 of the EIR. To the degree that the comment raises economic concerns, no further response 
is required. However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will 
take this issue under consideration prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 159 
Margaret Ramsing 

 
159-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides background information and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the freshwater 
lagoon resource. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 160 
Clark Linsey 

 
160-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Hybrid Alternative. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR Page P-319 
September 2017 

 

LETTER 161 
Robert Sergeant 

 
161-1 
The EIR describes that, independent from the Enhancement Project and as part of the LOSSAN 
Improvements; the railroad bridge is planned for future improvements. The comment provides a 
description of additional access routes through the lagoon if the railroad bridge were raised. This 
particular type of access is not included as part of the Enhancement Project and thus is not evaluated 
in the EIR. That does not preclude new trails and access routes to be undertaken as independent 
projects in the future. Please see Master Response #3 regarding the placement of the Boardwalk and 
environmental resources that must be considered when encroaching into the lagoon. 
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LETTER 162 
CJ DiMento 

 
162-1 
Under the City of Carlsbad heading within Section 3.1.1 of the EIR that discusses land uses, there is a 
description of the City of Carlsbad’s ongoing Trails Master Plan update that includes plans for a trail 
along the southern shore of the lagoon from the intersection of Jefferson Street/Marron Street near 
Hosp Grove Park and connecting to Maxton Brown Park. Also described are planned pedestrian 
improvements over I-5 at Jefferson Street as part of Caltrans NCC PWP/TREP. These actions are 
being undertaken by other agencies and are not included in the Enhancement Project and are outside 
the scope of this EIR. Similarly, sidewalks along local roadways surrounding the lagoon are not part 
of the project and are out of the scope of this EIR. 
 
162-2 
The Enhancement Project does not include the acquisition of private property for the purpose of open 
space. Please see Master Response #2 regarding ownership in the vicinity of the lagoon. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 163 
Mike Roach 

 
163-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for either saltwater or a mix of salt 
and freshwater within the lagoon.  
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LETTER 164 
Lori Colt 

 
164-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 165 
Shimshan Shvil 

 
165-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Saltwater Alternative. 
Please see Master Response #5 regarding the historical ecology of the lagoon system. 
 
165-2 
Both the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would expand the channel under the Carlsbad Boulevard 
bridge, while the Freshwater Alternative would not. Section 2.5.3 of the EIR describes that 
improvements to the I-5 bridge and NCTD LOSSAN railroad bridge are planned within the lagoon by 
other agencies. Impacts to hydrology under each alternative are addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR.  
 
165-3 
Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 166 
Krag Ross (Public Comment Meeting Transcript) 

 
166-1 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment provides background information and states a 
preference for the Freshwater Alternative and describes the commenter’s past involvement in the 
project. 
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166-2 
The Enhancement Project includes an Adaptive Management and Maintenance Plan, included as 
Section 2.9 of the EIR, which outlines the ongoing efforts necessary to manage and maintain the 
lagoon over the 50-year life of the project and prepare it for continued sustainability beyond that 
timeframe. The description of each alternative in Section 2.6 includes a section titled Material 
Removal and Periodic Maintenance that provides specific information regarding the need for 
sediment removal as anticipated for each alternative.  
 
166-3 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
166-4 
Table 2-1 of the EIR outlines various sediment disposal options that were considered but eliminated 
and provides the reasoning for the elimination. One of the sediment disposal options considered was 
reuse of the sediment as topsoil at the flower fields. This option was eliminated from further 
consideration because the volume of material that would be removed from the lagoon would far 
exceed the amount that could be used at the flower fields. Once an alternative has been selected for 
implementation and the project has entered the final design phase, the commenter’s suggestion will be 
taken into account as additional disposal methods are considered. 
 
Section 2.7 of the EIR describes the potential disposal methods for dredged material, including both 
reuse on local beaches and disposal. Possible material reuse or disposal options have been identified 
based on preliminary sediment characterization data regarding the content of sand in lagoon 
sediments. Table 2-8 of the EIR shows the anticipated volumes of sediment anticipated for disposal or 
reuse per alternative. See response to comment 166-2 regarding adaptive management that includes 
sediment control. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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166-5 
The comment provides a suggestion for reed control. The impacts of the enhancement alternatives on 
vector habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the EIR. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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166-6 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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166-7 
Each of the alternatives has a design project life of 50 years. Adaptive management to monitor the 
overall health of the lagoon and maintain the lagoon into the future has been incorporated for a 
minimum of the 50-year project life. Once 50 years has passed, it is anticipated that the lagoon would 
be well established and operating in a healthy, long-lasting manner. 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.  
 
166-8 
As described in Section 4.2.3, Benefits of Alternatives, the Saltwater and Hybrid Alternatives would 
enhance circulation within the lagoon to a greater extent than the Freshwater Alternative. The tidal 
channel created under these alternatives would speed the transport of upstream sediment and 
pollutants through the lagoon to the ocean, where they would disperse. The Freshwater Alternative 
would continue to accumulate sediment within the lagoon, and would require maintenance. 
Sedimentation patterns and rates are very speculative, can be influenced by storms as noted by the 
commenter, and are anticipated to be required after approximately 25 years. Therefore, that 
maintenance is not included in the analysis for the project, but would require future analysis and 
permitting approval prior to implementation. Please see response to comment 166-2 regarding the 
Adaptive Management Plan and response to comment 166-7 regarding sustainability.  
 
166-9 
A jetty is not proposed under any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR.  
 
166-10 
Pumping or channeling polluted water or sediment out of the lagoon is not an activity that was 
analyzed as a part of the Freshwater Alternative in the EIR. The benefit of installing a hardened 
channel or pumping infrastructure to remove acute polluted substances must be balanced against the 
environmental effects of the placement of new infrastructure within the interior of the sensitive 
wetland environment and ecological reserve as well as the ability to permit such infrastructure. Please 
see responses to comments 166-2 and 166-7 regarding sustainability.  
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166-11 
Fishing opportunities are described and analyzed in Sections 3.1 and 3.5 of the EIR. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
166-12 
The commenter describes his observation of bird species that have used the lagoon. Section 3.4 of the 
EIR describes various testing and studies that have been conducted to characterize the aquatic 
sediments of Buena Vista Lagoon, and acknowledges the high nutrient content of the sediments. The 
EIR describes sewage releases into the lagoon and states that the effluent adds a large nutrient load, 
particularly nitrogen and phosphorus, to the naturally nutrient-rich lagoon water, which results in a 
stimulation of excessive plant growth, accumulation of sludge from the partially decomposed organic 
matter, and the development of foul odors. This is specifically discussed in Section 3.4 under 
Coliform Bacteria. The EIR details that data collected in 2008 (Everest 2015b; MACTEC 2009) 
found that water quality objectives (WQOs) for bacteria were exceeded during dry and wet weather 
conditions, with more exceedances occurring during wet weather conditions. Enterococcus and fecal 
coliform exceeded objectives in 83 percent of samples during wet weather and total coliform 
exceeded objectives in 50 percent of samples collected during wet weather. 
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166-13 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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166-14 
Please see response to comment 166-2. 
 
166-15 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. As discussed in Section 3.1, lateral access along the coast is generally safe and 
available, with only short periods of time when walking along the beach in front of the lagoon is not 
possible. In response to requests for additional information regarding current existing inlet 
trafficability conditions, an additional analysis was prepared (Inlet Trafficability Memorandum, 
Appendix O). This analysis found that, under existing conditions, the influence of high tides and wave 
events render lateral access across the existing Buena Vista inlet hazardous for pedestrians 2 to 5 
percent of the time. Additional information regarding existing conditions has been added to Section 
3.1 of the EIR. 
 
166-16 
Please see response to comment 166-10 regarding placement of new infrastructure within the lagoon 
setting. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to 
taking action on the project. 
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166-17 
The comment expresses a lack of support for the Hybrid Alternative.  
 
166-18 
Recreation opportunities and trails are discussed in Section 3.1 of the EIR. As discussed, the 
Boardwalk would incorporate overlooks that could provide access for fishing and birdwatching in the 
area of the fishing holes. 
 
166-19 
Section 2.6 discusses the maintenance activities anticipated under each alternative. Please see 
responses to comments 166-2 and 166-8. 
 
166-20 
The tidal influence anticipated with the Saltwater Alternative is analyzed under Section 3.3 of the 
EIR. The hydraulic modeling prepared for the project concluded that the Saltwater Alternative would 
result in a tidal prism of 8.7 million cubic feet and the Hybrid Alternative would result in a tidal prism 
of 7.9 million cubic feet, and both would extend into the I-5 Basin (EIR Section 3.3 and Appendix C). 
SANDAG finds it preferable to control vegetation through means other than concrete lining in this 
sensitive environmental setting and ecological reserve. The comment also reiterates points made 
previously. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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166-21 
Proposed depths associated with each alternative are described throughout Chapter 2 of the EIR, as 
well as potential maintenance and adaptive management needs for each. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
 



Appendix P: Public Comments on Draft EIR and Responses 
    

 
Page P-336 Buena Vista Lagoon Enhancement Project Final EIR 

September 2017 

 

166-22 
Recreation opportunities and trails are discussed in Section 3.1 of the EIR. Please see Master 
Response #3 regarding the Boardwalk and the specific placement of that feature to provide access 
while minimizing physical encroachment into sensitive lagoon resources. As shown in Chapter 2 
(Figures 2-7, 2-8, and 2-9), the proposed deep water fishing area in the Railroad Basin would include 
a new fishing access trail to access this new fishing recreation opportunity as part of each 
enhancement alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
166-23 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
166-24 
Please see response to comment 166-12 regarding pollution due to sewage releases within the lagoon. 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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166-25 
The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the relative costs of the alternatives prior to taking 
action on the project. Private property values are not environmental issues addressed under CEQA. 
However, SANDAG recognizes the concerns of the homeowners in the vicinity and will take this 
issue under consideration when making project decisions. 
 
166-26 
Please see response to comment 12-30 regarding anticipated odor associated with mudflat habitat. 
Additional information regarding natural odors anticipated under each alternative has been added to 
Section 3.11.3. 
 
166-27 
Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos. The impacts of the enhancement 
alternatives on mosquito habitat within the lagoon are addressed in Section 3.15 of the EIR. 
Implementation of any of the project alternatives would result in a condition less conducive to 
mosquito breeding and reduce the public health and safety risk associated with mosquito-borne 
diseases, as described in Section 3.15. Please see response to comment 65-3 regarding mosquitos and 
vectors. 
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166-28 
The comment reiterates points made previously. The SANDAG Board of Directors will consider the 
commenter’s suggestions before it makes a decision on the project. 
 
166-29 
Please see Master Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative. 
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LETTER 167 
Linda Monite Ohikhuare 

 
167-1 
SANDAG received multiple copies of this petition during the public comment period, and this 
example was chosen at random to represent all copies of the petition submitted. Please see Master 
Response #1. This comment states a preference for the Freshwater Alternative.  
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LETTER 168 
Kasey Cinciarelli 

 
168-1 
Please see response to comment 12-4, which describes that Chapter 4 of the Final EIR has been 
revised to clarify the discussion of the environmentally superior alternative and the selection of the 
proposed project. Chapter 1 of the EIR includes a description of the current conditions of the lagoon 
and the progressive degradation of the benefits and value to biological communities, habitats, and 
human uses as well as the loss of historic coastal wetlands as referenced in the comment. 
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