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In response to comments received during public review, minor revisions and clarifications 
have been made to the document, which do not change the conclusions of the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) regarding the project’s potential environmental 
impacts and required mitigation. As defined in the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5, minor revisions and clarifications to the document – 
which are shown in strikeout/underline format – do not represent “significant new 
information” and therefore, recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not warranted. No new 
significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications, and similarly, no 
substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would occur. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The City is proposing a De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, which is a 
comprehensive planning document that provides a policy framework to guide development 
throughout Mission Bay. The proposed amendment includes recommendations to serve local and 
regional recreation needs while preserving the natural resources of the De Anza Cove area. The 
proposed amendment aims to expand the park’s natural habitat and improve water quality through 
the creation of additional wetlands while implementing nature-based solutions to protect against 
the risk of climate change, in line with the Climate Resilient SD plan. The proposed amendment 
would enhance the existing regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost 
visitor guest accommodations, active and passive recreational opportunities to enhance public use of 
the area, and improved access to recreational uses. Finally, the proposed amendment recognizes the 
history and ancestral homelands of the Iipay-Tipay Kumeyaay people, providing opportunities to 
partner and collaborate on the planning and restoration of the area. The amendment seeks to 
implement the recommendations of the adopted Mission Bay Park Master Plan.  

PROJECT LOCATION: 

De Anza Cove is located in the northeast corner of Mission Bay Park in the City of San Diego. The 
project area consists of approximately 314 acres of land and includes approximately 191.2 acres of 
open water for a total of approximately 505.2 acres. The project area is bounded to the east by 
Mission Bay Drive, the north by Grand Avenue (on the eastern portion of the project area) and Pacific 
Beach Drive (on the western portion), the west by Crown Point Drive, and the south by Mission Bay. 
The Rose Creek inlet bisects the project area into eastern and western portions. 



The project area includes the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve, Campland on 
the Bay, Pacific Beach Tennis Club athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf Course and Practice Center, and 
De Anza Cove area, including a vacated mobile home park and supporting infrastructure, Mission 
Bay RV Resort, public park, public beach, parking, and water areas. 

The project area is located within the Coastal Overlay Zone. Additionally, Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area lands are located along a portion of Rose Creek within the project area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the 
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, 
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project. 

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has prepared 
the following Final PEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified that the 
proposed project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the area of Historical, 
Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources. All other impacts analyzed in this Final PEIR were 
found to be less than significant. 

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's City Planning Department and is based 
on the City's independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 128.0103(a) and (b) of the San Diego 
Municipal Code. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

( ) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of 
the draft environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are 
incorporated herein. 

(X ) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental 
document were    received during the public input period. The letters and responses 
are incorporated herein. 
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Comment Letters and Responses 
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088(a), “the lead 

agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the 

Draft EIR and shall prepare a response.” This chapter provides all written comments received on the 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) during the 45-day public review period (March 6, 2023, through 

April 20, 2023), and the City of San Diego’s (City’s) responses to each comment. 

A total of 656 comment letters were received during the public review period. Comment letters and 

specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes (e.g. “Letter F1”). Specific 

comments within each letter are identified by a designator in the page margin that reflects the sequence 

of the specific comment within the correspondence (e.g. “F1-1” for the first comment in Letter F1). Table 

RTC-1, List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals, lists the agencies, organizations, 

and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the public review period.  

City responses are marked with the same number-letter designator as the comment to which they 

respond. Responses focus on comments that raise environmental issues or pertain to the adequacy 

of analysis in the Draft PEIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the proposed 

Amendment on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address policy issues, opinions 

or other topics beyond the purview of the Draft PEIR or CEQA are noted as such for the public record. 

Where comments are on the merits of the proposed Amendment rather than on the Draft PEIR, these 

are also noted in the responses. Where appropriate, the information and/or revisions suggested in 

the comment letters have been incorporated into the Final PEIR. Where sections of the PEIR are 

excerpted in this document, the sections are indented. Changes to Draft PEIR text are shown in 

underlined text for additions and strikeout text for deletions. 

The public comment letters and corresponding City responses follow.  

 

RTC 
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Table RTC-1. List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

Letter Commenter 
Federal Agencies 

F1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
State Agencies 

S1 California Department of Transportation, District 11 
S2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region 5 
S3 University of California San Diego Natural Reserve System 

Local Agencies 
L1 San Diego Unified School District 
L2 County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health and Quality, Vector 

Control Program 
L3 City of San Diego, Public Utilities Department 
L4 San Diego Unified School District 
L5 Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Organizations 
O1 Save Our Access 
O2 Pacific Youth Soccer League c/o California Coastal Works 
O3 Mission Bay Lessees Association 
O4 Pacific Beach Tennis Club 
O5 Southern California Golf Association 
O6 Environmental Center of San Diego 
O7 Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
O8 Friends of Rose Canyon 
O9 J. Whalen Associates, Inc., on behalf of San Diego Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club 
O10 Professional Golfers' Association of America, Southern California Section 
O11 San Diego District Tennis Association 
O12 San Diego Mission Bay Boat & Ski Club Board of Directors 
O13 San Diego Natural History Museum 
O14 Allen Matkins on behalf of Northeast MB, LLC and Campland, LLC 
O15 Coastal Law Group on behalf of San Diego Audubon Society and Coastal 

Environmental Rights Foundation 
O16 Friends of Rose Canyon 
O17 Friends of Rose Creek 
O18 Handa Ornithology Lab 
O19 Mission Bay Youth Field Association 
O20 Renascence Project 
O21 ReWild Coalition 
O22 San Diego Outrigger Canoe Club 
O23 Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association 

Individuals 
I1  Bill Earley 
I2 Richard Siegel 
I3 Bill Crane 
I4 Richard Siegel 
I5 James Zamel 
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Table RTC-1. List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

Letter Commenter 
I6 Gener Abdon 
I7 Frank Salazar 
I8 Catherine Thiemann 
I9 Kristin Grunklee 

I10 Joanne Barron 
I11 David Morrison 
I12 Eric Ramirez 
I13 Pamela Taylor 
I14 Diane Parker 
I15 Neal Parker 
I16 Diane Fons 
I17 Jason Mulvania 
I18 Tim Fleming 
I19 Derek Miller 
I20 Jarrett Laurence 
I21 Lesly Otto 
I22 Randy Minnich 
I23 Ray Bentsen 
I24 Stephen Fulton 
I25 Franklin Mitts 
I26 Todd Callaway 
I27 Terry Fyffe 
I28 Caroly Barkow 
I29 Tamara Cross 
I30 John Squillace 
I31 Melanie McDonald 
I32 Andrew Smisek 
I33 Kimberly Eastwood 
I34 KT Martin 
I35 Tena Ritter 
I36 Jonathan Bora 
I37 Craig Narta 
I38 Elissa Edwards 
I39 Maria Mullins 
I40 Natalie Borchardt 
I41 Hannah Butler 
I42 Jacquelyn Stone 
I43 John Canzone 
I44 Brian 
I45 Ann Dynes 
I46 Calistia Griebel 
I47 Murphy Rasmussen 
I48 Leslie Dufour 
I49 Jackie Niznik 
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Table RTC-1. List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

Letter Commenter 
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I51 Kurt Carlson 
I52 Gary Fouts and Carol Renzulli 
I53 Rose Hanscom 
I54 Leticia Heredia 
I55 Judith Nicolaidis 
I56 Robert Schreiber 
I57 Nicole Weiss 
I58 Michael Carter 
I59 Louis Rodolico 
I60 Debby Vos 
I61 James Cameron 
I62 Cleo Kelly 
I63 John Akin 
I64 Linda Fonfara 
I65 Miriam Kimber 
I66 Gracie Wareham 
I67 Marisa Hernandez 
I68 Judith Nicolaidis 
I69 Ana Porraz 
I70 Martin Baggott 
I71 Rustom Jamadar 
I72 Sherry Dikeman 
I73 Christie Dunning 
I74 Thomas DiCamillo 
I75 Vickie DiCamillo 
I76 Gordon Froehlich 
I77 Rosemary Ayala 
I78 Francescd 
I79 E.I. Robbins 
I80 Ann Dynes 
I81 Joanna Hirst 
I82 Debra Madden 
I83 Elizabeth Mather 
I84 Nadya Shubin 
I85 Lesley Tibbetts 
I86 Andrew Wiese 
I87 Dan McKirnan 
I88 Karina Ornelas 
I89 Earl Pagan 
I90 Jessica Ronquillo 
I91 Paul Ross 
I92 Louise Russell 
I93 Kasey Schultz 
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Table RTC-1. List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

Letter Commenter 
I94 Love Zubiller 
I95 Danett Abbott-Wicker 
I96 Megan Abney 
I97 Terri Allen 
I98 Kim Altana 
I99 Kenneth Althiser 
I100 Marit Anderson 
I101 Jennifer Ankele 
I102 Armstrong 
I104 Earl Balch 
I105 Beverly Ball 
I106 Graciela Barajas 
I107 Mimi Barress 
I108 Sandra Barton 
I109 Elaine Barrett 
I110 Keiko Barrett 
I111 Corey Bassett 
I112 Eowyn Bates 
I113 Lynda Bauer 
I114 Camila Bautista 
I115 Lori Baxter 
I116 Susan Bedford 
I117 Melissa Behar 
I118 Kathy Beitscher 
I119 Mercedes Benet 
I120 Barabra Benjamin 
I121 Elaine Benjamin 
I122 Kim Berger 
I123 Brenda Bergstrom 
I124 S.F. Bernardo 
I125 Rover Bernhard 
I126 Donald Betts 
I127 Blaze Bhence 
I128 Alice Bickers 
I129 Amanda Bird 
I130 Kathy Blackmarr 
I131 Susan Blain 
I132 John Bochenek 
I133 John Bogut 
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I135 Lyn Booth 
I136 Carol Boyd 
I137 Julie Brickell 
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I139 Barbara Bruce 
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I143 Doug Cain 
I144 Susan Cameron-Brown 
I145 K Campbell 
I146 Keith Campbell 
I147 Nydia Cardona 
I148 David Carlson 
I149 David Carp 
I150 Dan Carroll 
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I157 Ross Christie 
I158 Keith Christy 
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I166 Kay Collins 
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I168 Betty Cooper 
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I170 Stacy Cornelius 
I171 Ann Coulston 
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I175 Wendy Dallas 
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I178 Timothy Davis 
I179 Jonathan Day 
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Comment Letter F1: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, May 9, 2023 

 

F1-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and states the time extensions the City of San Diego 

(City) has allowed to provide comments. The City 

appreciates the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) participation in the review of the Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 

F1-2:  This comment summarizes USFWS’s role on previous 

projects in the Mission Bay area and under the federal 

Endangered Species Act of 1973. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Draft 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-F1-2 

 

F1-3:  This comment provides a summary of the project location 

and description as found in the PEIR. This comment also 

provides a summary of the project alternatives evaluated in 

the PEIR. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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F1-4:  This comment provides support for the restoration of a 

combination of wetland and upland habitat in the De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(Amendment) area. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. 

F1-5:  This comment expresses the USFWS’s main concern that the 

proposed Amendment for the De Anza Natural alternative 

reduces the environmental goals of the Master Plan. 

Appendix B of the PEIR provides an analysis of the project’s 

consistency with the goals and objectives of the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (MBPMP). Specifically, the project would 

promote MBPMP policies that support the expansion of 

open space by removing Campland on the Bay (Campland) 

and replacing it with a natural habitat area contiguous with 

the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve (KFMR/NWP). The project would sustain and 

enhance the biodiversity of the KFMR/NWP and expand 

natural habitat areas contiguous to this existing preserve.  

Further this comment provides support for the ReWild 

“Wildest” alternative and requests that it be adopted instead 

of the project. The USFWS’s support for the ReWild “Wildest” 

alternative is noted. The comment also expresses concern 

that the PEIR lacks the detail necessary to evaluate the 

potential impacts and benefits of the alternatives. The PEIR 

identifies a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates 

four alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to 

the proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 
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Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives are discussed in Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated.  

The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres 

of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 

The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation, and as a result, they would also not provide 

enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal 

landscape for all San Diegans, particularly communities that 

have historically experienced barriers to access (project 

objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” alternatives would 
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also fail to meet project objective 5 because they would 

reduce the amount of area available for aquatic recreation 

uses, such as the enjoyment of open beach sand activities 

and boating.  

Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The 

three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access 

or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 

those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to 

the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 

4 by incorporating climate adaptation strategies and 

embracing responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. No changes to the PEIR are warranted. 

Finally, this comment states that the comments contained in 

this letter address both the Amendment and PEIR, and 

requests that the City address these comments. The City is 

addressing the hundreds of comments on the PEIR received 

by various individuals and stakeholders, including the 

Wildlife Agencies, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088, which states that “the lead agency 
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shall provide a written proposed response, either in a 

printed copy or in an electronic format, to a public agency 

on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days 

prior to certifying an environmental impact report.”  

F1-6:  This comment provides support for an Amendment that meets 

the environmental goals of the Master Plan and Mission Bay 

Natural Resource Management Plan. Please see Appendix B of 

the PEIR for an analysis of the project’s consistency with the 

goals and objectives of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP), and PEIR Chapter 5.3: Biological Resources for 

mitigation measures designed to comply with the 

requirements of the Natural Resources Management Plan.  

 The project would include wetlands enhancement and 

restoration in City-owned portions of the existing 

KFMR/NWP, the area currently occupied by Campland, the 

eastern side of Rose Creek, and the areas in De Anza Cove 

currently occupied by the vacated mobile home park and 

open water. To the west of Rose Creek, the project seeks to 

implement the vision of the MBPMP by removing Campland 

and replacing it with habitat contiguous to the existing 

KFMR/NWP. The adopted MBPMP states, “West and south of 

Rose Creek inlet, and contiguous with the NWP, an 80+/- acre 

wetland habitat area is proposed.” The project allows for a 

total of 225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat, 

approximately 86.8 acres of which would be located within 

the KFMR/NWP. Therefore, the project meets the 

environmental goals of the MBPMP, Multiple Species 

Conservation Program Subarea Plan (MSCP SAP), and 

Mission Bay Natural Resource Management Plan. 
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The project would meet the environmental goals of the 

adopted MBPMP as explained above. While important, 

environmental goals are not the only goals that need to be 

met in order to comply with the MBPMP. The MBPMP calls 

for a “balanced approach” with three components: 

recreation, commerce, and environment. In terms of land 

use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose 

adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives 

for a balance of uses like those requested by various 

stakeholders at public forums—namely active recreation, 

regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project presents a balanced plan that 

proposes 225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat as well 

as 146.5 acres of the active recreation, regional parklands, 

open beach, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation land uses that stakeholders have 

requested. 

F1-7:  This comment reiterates support for the ReWild “Wildest” 

alternative and recommends the adoption of that 

alternative. Refer to response to comment F1-5. The PEIR 

identifies a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates 

four alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to 

the proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The 
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ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives are discussed in Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated. In terms of land use allocation, 

the ReWild “Wildest” Alternative does not propose adequate 

non-habitat land areas that meet the goals of the MBPMP 

and project objectives for a balance of uses like those 

requested by various stakeholders at public forums—

namely active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations. Therefore, the 

ReWild “Wildest” alternative was considered and eliminated 

from further consideration. No changes to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

F1-8:  This comment states a complete analysis of the ReWild 

“Wildest” alternative is available in the ReWild Feasibility 

Study and could be incorporated into the Final PEIR with 

little additional analysis, including an analysis on the 

potential effects of sea level rise. Refer to response to 

comment F1-5. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been prepared for the proposed project and 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative and has been incorporated 

in the Final PEIR. Further, the PEIR identifies a reasonable 

range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(a), and considered and eliminated the ReWild 

“Wildest” alternative in the PEIR. No changes to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

F1-9:  This comment states that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in the PEIR could also meet the goals of the 

MBPMP provided it can be demonstrated that impacts 

associated with the placement of fill within and adjacent to 

the KFMR/NWP are minimized and modeling is conducted to 

demonstrate that more than 80 acres of low-, mid-, and high-
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elevation salt marsh and associated uplands will exist in 

2100 in light of projected sea level rise. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been completed and 

incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level 

rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario.  

 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would meet the overall intent of the 

De Anza Cove area as it is currently envisioned in the 

MBPMP. The alternative would include amendments to 

refine the uses specific to the project area, allow for future 

athletic fields, retain regional parkland, add a potential 

water quality feature, add future lease opportunities for 

boat facilities, include upland/developed areas, and plan for 

expanded marshland/habitat. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would similarly demolish Campland and 

implement wetland enhancement and restoration in City-

owned portions of the existing KFMR/NWP, the area 

currently occupied by Campland, and the eastern side of 

Rose Creek. It would also convert the southern portion of the 

developed De Anza “boot” area and the open water portion 

of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would allow for a total of approximately 250.9 

acres of expanded wetland habitat, approximately 86.8 

acres of which would be located within the KFMR/NWP. In 

addition, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be 

designed to minimize the extent of construction activities 

within and adjacent to wetlands, including the number of 
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access routes and the size of staging areas. However, 

Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project Objectives, of the 

PEIR concluded that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would not meet project objectives 1 and 6 because, 

compared to the proposed project, it would not as fully 

provide equitable access or enhance the public access of De 

Anza Cove. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

convert the southern portion of the developed De Anza 

“boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to wetlands. 

This would result in a reduction in low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations and open beach uses. Furthermore, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not fully implement 

project objective 5, as active and passive recreational uses 

would be further reduced, therefore also reducing the 

customer base and opportunities for passive and active 

recreation, compared to the proposed project. 

F1-10: This comment reiterates that both the Wetland Optimized 

and the ReWild “Wildest” alternative would be consistent 

with the USFWS’s prior recommendations to maximize 

habitat restoration and restore contiguous habitat across 

the De Anza peninsula. Refer to response to comment F1-5 

for a discussion of the PEIR’s consideration and elimination 

of the ReWild “Wildest” alternative. Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, 

provides an analysis of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

at an equal level of detail with the proposed project in 

accordance with the City’s awarded Supplemental 

Environmental Project (SEP) grant. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would increase the acres of wetlands and 

associated transitional zones and uplands to be created and 

restored in Northeastern Mission Bay, converting the 

southern portion of the De Anza “boot” and open water 

areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The Wetlands Optimized 
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Alternative would maximize implementable wetland 

restoration generally reflective of existing feasibility studies 

for Mission Bay and would provide diverse beneficial uses, 

such as active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations, boat 

facilities/clubhouse, uplands, multi-use paths, wetlands, and 

an Interpretive Nature Center. Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship 

to Project Objectives, of the PEIR concluded that the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not meet project 

objectives 1 and 6 because, compared to the proposed 

project, it would not as fully provide equitable access or 

enhance the public access of De Anza Cove. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would convert the southern portion 

of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open 

water areas to wetlands. This would result in a reduction in 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations and open beach 

uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would not fully implement project objective 5, as active and 

passive recreational uses would be further reduced, 

therefore also reducing the customer base and 

opportunities for passive and active recreation, compared to 

the proposed project. The proposed project also includes 

restoration of habitats used by sensitive, threatened, and 

listed avian species, as stated in the comment, and would 

expand habitat for nesting, roosting, and foraging. 
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F1-11:  This comment reiterates the recommendation that the 

Amendment adopt an alternative that is consistent with the 

Master Plan and places development outside the peninsula 

and foot of De Anza Point because such development would 

fragment and introduce edge effects to existing and 

restored habitats. It also mentions that land cover facilities 

associated with RV camping and Regional Parkland will 

negatively affect water quality by introducing fertilizers, 

trash, lighting, and noise into the environment. Refer to 

response to comment F1-5 regarding the MBPMP goal for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. PEIR Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, concludes that permanent edge effects could 

result during operation of the proposed project and may 

include intrusions by humans and domestic pets and 

therefore possible trampling of individual plants, invasion by 

exotic plant and wildlife species, exposure to urban 

pollutants (fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and other 

hazardous materials), soil erosion, litter, fire, and hydrologic 

changes (e.g., surface and groundwater level and quality). 

The project is required to comply with the MSCP SAP, the San 

Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, 

and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) regulations, through implementation of site design, 

source control, and incorporation of construction and 

permanent best management practices (BMP). Through 

complying with these regulations, potential edge effects 

would be adequately considered, addressed, and 

minimized.  

F1-12:  This comment states that the PEIR lacks details necessary to 

assess potential biological impacts and benefits from the 
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alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, no development is 

currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. The 

CEQA Guidelines contain guidance on when a PEIR may be 

prepared. As explained in the Draft PEIR, CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15168, states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may 

be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 

as one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically, 

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 

generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.” 

 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project, such as the adoption of 

a Master Plan Amendment, should focus on the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR 

on the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Therefore, the Draft PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project.  
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 Furthermore, the Draft PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed General Development Plans (GDPs) 

for future projects as they are developed. A GDP, as defined 

in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan 

that identifies the specific activities and amenities to be 

included within a park. As described in Section 1.2.2, 

Purpose and Intended Use of the PEIR, GDPs will be 

developed over time and will provide precise engineering 

and construction plans for the recreational elements of the 

proposed project. Since these plans are currently not 

available at the planning level, their environmental impacts 

have been estimated at the program level, and a mitigation 

strategy has been developed that would apply to future 

improvements. Council Policy 600-33 also outlines the public 

participation process for the development of future GDPs. A 

public workshop is required to provide details of the project, 

including proposed scope, schedule, cost, and related 

information and would discuss the necessary steps for 

project review and approval. Once the project design has 

been completed, prior to approval, the City will route the 

future project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, which includes the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. At 

that time, specific mitigation measures will be developed 

based the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. At this point, public 

and agency comments will be invited to address the site-

specific impacts identified in the future CEQA 

documentation. Therefore, the project and alternatives are 

adequately analyzed in the Draft PEIR in accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146. No revisions to the Draft 

PEIR are warranted. 
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The comment also states that the PEIR defines habitats 

differently than the Master Plan and that the PEIR defines 

habitat differently for existing conditions and proposed 

conditions. The habitat types are categorized consistent with 

the City’s Biology Guidelines to determine potential impacts 

and associated mitigation ratios. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

F1-13:  This comment states that the merits of each alternative with 

respect to wetland restoration remain unclear. The 

comment acknowledges that the PEIR provides wetlands 

acreage information in tables and figures, yet states that it 

should quantify the types of wetlands for both the proposed 

project and alternatives. Refer to response to comment F1-

12 regarding the level of specificity required in an EIR 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146. Further, a Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been completed 

and incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N.  
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F1-14:  This comment states that a conflict exists between Section 

3.3.1.1, Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve Area, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages 

of the Project Description. Following public review of the 

Draft PEIR, the project’s land use acreages have been slightly 

modified. The project proposes 138.3 acres of expanded 

marshland habitat that includes approximately 33.9 acres 

currently occupied by Campland and approximately 104.4 

acres of other new wetlands. In addition, the project would 

include restoration of marshland habitat within existing 

disturbed land and enhancement and hydrologic 

restoration activities in the 86.8-acre KFMR/NWP. The 

project also proposes 36.7 acres of upland habitat 

restoration located throughout the project area. These 

changes have been updated in Table 3-2 in the Final PEIR.  

In addition, in response to the comment, the following 

revisions to PEIR Section 3.3.1.1, Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve Area, have been made 

to ensure consistency within the PEIR: 

 The project includes enhancement and restoration 

within the existing KFMR/NWP and the expansion of 

wetlands currently occupied by Campland; see 

Figure 3-1. The project would follow the MBPMP 

recommendation of replacing the existing 

Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat 

area, which would include a combination of 

mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats. The total 

area would be approximately 140.5 138.3 acres. The 

project would also maintain the existing University 

of California, San Diego, Biological Research Field 

Station facility located at the northwestern corner of 
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the KFMR/NWP, which allows for study and 

interpretation of the local environment, focusing on 

the estuarine and bay habitats of Mission Bay. The 

project would also identify two alternative locations 

for a future environmental education and nature 

interpretation facility; in one of the alternative 

locations, it would be sited along Pacific Beach Drive 

within the KFMR/NWP. The facility would be above 

the marsh and buffered from the marsh. 

F1-15:  This comment states that the PEIR should include tables and 

figures documenting the existing distribution and acreage of 

different habitat types. As discussed in Chapter 2.0, 

Environmental Setting, wetland and upland vegetation 

communities (Tier I, II, IIIB, and IV) occurring in the project 

area are identified in Table 2-3, Wetland Vegetation 

Communities and Land Cover Types in the Project Area 

(Acres), and Table 2-4, Upland Vegetation Communities and 

Land Cover Types in the Project Area (Acres). These habitat 

types are from the City’s Biology Guidelines. In addition, the 

comment states that the PEIR should include similar tables 

and figures for the immediately post-project 

implementation and with projected sea level rise in years 

2050, 2075, and 2100. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been prepared for the proposed project and 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative and incorporated in the 

Final PEIR. This analysis includes a study of sea level rise 

projections in the year 2100 in accordance with the 

requirements of the SEP and is provided in the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N. Please refer to response to comment F1-12, 

which details the GDP process. The comment also states that 

the Final PEIR should clarify how the habitat types relate to 

those in the MBPMP. The habitat types in the PEIR are 
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consistent with the City’s Biological Guidelines to determine 

potential impacts to resources and assign appropriate 

mitigation ratios.  

F1-16: This comment states that the PEIR should clearly identify 

impacts from each project component. The USFWS also 

recommends impacts to wetlands or water be limited to 

habitat restoration that is demonstrated to result in a net 

environmental benefit. Section 5.3, Biological Resources, 

identifies potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities and land cover types within each of the 

proposed project areas (KFMR/NWP; existing Campland; 

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course; 

and De Anza Cove). However, as discussed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, no development is currently being proposed; therefore, 

specific details regarding schedule, construction activities, 

and implementation of the project are not currently 

available. An analysis of the exact acreage of impacts that 

would occur to the sensitive vegetation communities in the 

project area as a result of the project is not provided at the 

programmatic level as such analysis would be speculative in 

nature as future site-specific projects are not known at this 

time. As future site-specific projects come forward, project-

specific analysis would be conducted in the review phase of 

the GDP process for the project and any impacts to sensitive 

vegetation communities would be avoided, minimized, or 

mitigated prior to the implementation of future site-specific 

projects; see response to comment F1-12 for more 

information. The proposed project includes habitat 

restoration that is anticipated to result in a net 

environmental benefit by providing over 225.1 acres of 

restored and managed wetland habitat. Refer to response 

to comment F1-5 regarding the MBPMP goal for a “balanced 
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approach” with three components: recreation, commerce, 

and environment. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-17: This comment states that the PEIR lacks an adequate 

evaluation of potential effects from projected sea level rise 

on the project alternatives. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared and incorporated into 

the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. 

F1-18: The comment states that the PEIR does not provide 

sufficient data on the distribution of habitat immediately 

post-project implementation and with sea level rise to 

confirm compliance with the SEP. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report containing such information 

has been prepared and incorporated into the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project and 

87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level 

rise scenario. 
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F1-19:  The comment requests that the Final PEIR include an 

evaluation of the potential effects of sea level rise on the 

existing and proposed habitat areas for the project area and 

all of Mission Bay and the effects of human measures to 

address sea level rise. The comment goes on to state that 

the City could use the ReWild Feasibility Study as a model 

sea level rise analysis to be applied to the alternatives in the 

Final PEIR. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has 

been prepared and incorporated into the Final PEIR in 

accordance with the SEP as Appendix N. Conducting a sea 

level rise analysis of all of Mission Bay is outside the scope 

of this project and is not required by the SEP.  

F1-20: The comment agrees with the PEIR’s conclusion that direct 

or indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, 

wetlands, and sensitive plant and wildlife species would be 

potentially significant. No further response is warranted. 

F1-21: This comment recommends the inclusion of a new MM BIO 

5.3-6 requiring the preparation of a Biological Resources 

Technical Report consistent with the City’s Biology 

Guidelines. Preparation and submittal of a project-level 

Biological Resources Technical Report is a regulatory 

requirement pursuant to the City’s Biology Guidelines and 

CEQA. The PEIR acknowledges that the City will evaluate 

future detailed GDPs as they are developed. Once future 

project design has been finalized, the City will prepare the 

appropriate environmental documentation in accordance 

with CEQA, including a Biological Resources Technical Report 

in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. It is 

acknowledged that future projects associated with impacts  
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 as a result of the GDP process would be subject to the Land 

Development Code Environmentally Sensitive Land 

Regulations Wetland Deviations and further input from the 

wildlife agencies would be necessary. The GDP process 

offers public engagement opportunities, and through this 

process, the wildlife agencies would be afforded an 

opportunity to provide input on future project level designs. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-22:  This comment recommends minimal active restoration 

within existing intertidal wetlands, salt panne, and mudflats 

in and adjacent to the preserve. The City appreciates this 

recommendation; however, it would be more appropriate to 

submit for consideration during future project-level review. 

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy 

of the PEIR. No further response is warranted.  

F1-23:  This comment recommends the reestablishment of a fluvial 

input from Rose Creek and other tributaries associated with 

the Noyes and Olney Street drains north of the KFMR/NWP. 

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy 

of the PEIR. The City appreciates the recommendation; 

however, it would be more appropriate to submit for 

consideration during the development of site-specific 

restoration plans associated with the project and as 

appropriate will give the wildlife agencies and the University 

of California Natural Reserve System (landowner) the 

opportunity to provide input on the design and an 

associated hydrological analysis through public engagement 

opportunities of the GDP process.   

F1-24: This comment recommends that the Amendment specify 

that fill only be placed in subtidal habitat for restoring 
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subtidal habitat supportive of eelgrass or intertidal habitat. 

The City appreciates this recommendation; however, it 

would be more appropriate to submit for consideration 

during future project-level review. This comment does not 

address the accuracy or adequacy of the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted.  

F1-25: This comment recommends that the Amendment restrict fill 

from being placed immediately south of the preserve. The City 

appreciates this recommendation; however, it would be more 

appropriate to submit for consideration during future project-

level review. This comment does not address the accuracy or 

adequacy of the PEIR. No further response is warranted.  

F1-26: This comment recommends that the Amendment require 

measures to avoid and minimize indirect impacts to upland, 

wetland, and open water habitats in and around Mission Bay 

and Rose Creek. Indirect impacts are analyzed in the PEIR 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources. Refer to response to 

comment F1-12. As future site-specific projects come 

forward, project-specific environmental analysis would be 

conducted in the review phase of the project, and any 

impacts to upland, wetland, and open water habitats would 

be avoided, minimized, or mitigated prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects in 

accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 
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F1-27: This comment states that the Amendment allowing the upper 

50 feet of wetland buffers to include walkways, overlooks, 

picnic tables, benches, and lighting is inconsistent with the 

existing Master Plan. As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, for development in the Coastal Overlay Zone 

(COZ), the City’s Biology Guidelines require a 100-foot-wide 

avoidance buffer surrounding wetland resources to reduce 

indirect impacts and ensure the value and function of the 

wetland is maintained. Since large portions of the proposed 

project occur within wetlands and the project is confined by 

existing development in the surrounding area, impacts to the 

wetland buffers in these areas would be unavoidable and 

necessary reductions to the width of the wetland buffers 

would be determined in coordination with U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, RWQCB, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and the USFWS prior to future site-specific project 

implementation, in accordance with the requirements in the 

City’s Biology Guidelines. Although wetland buffers may be 

reduced in some areas, the proposed project would result in 

expansion and enhancement of wetlands in the De Anza Cove 

area and KFMR/NWP project component areas through 

establishment of mudflat and marshland habitat such that 

the proposed project would result in a net benefit to these 

habitats and associated wildlife species by providing an 

overall increase in wetland area following project 

implementation. In these locations, proposed 

restoration/creation activities would be considered a 

compatible use within COZ wetland buffers (i.e., restoration), 

in accordance with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130 

of City’s Land Development Code, Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands regulations. In addition, to the extent feasible, future 

projects would be designed to minimize construction 

activities within and adjacent to wetlands, including access 
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routes and staging areas. As a result, impacts to wetland 

buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent 

practicable and would be less than significant. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-28: This comment recommends that surveys be conducted to 

determine the number and distribution of listed/sensitive 

species within the Amendment area. As discussed in Chapter 

2.0, a total of 182 wildlife species, including 145 birds, 10 fish, 18 

invertebrates, five mammals, and four reptiles, were observed 

during biological site visits. Species-specific surveys are not 

appropriate at the program level since site-specific construction 

and development activities are not available. As discussed in 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the project has the potential to 

directly impact 27 sensitive wildlife species, which were 

observed in the project area during surveys or were determined 

to have high potential to occur in the project area, including the 

Ridgway’s rail, least tern, and threatened snowy plover. The 

MSCP SAP requires Area-Specific Management Directive (ASMD) 

for six of the nine sensitive wildlife species covered under the 

plan, including Belding’s savannah sparrow, California least tern, 

Cooper’s hawk, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, northern harrier, and 

wandering skipper butterfly. PEIR Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, Table 4, Proposed Project 

Consistency Determination with Multiple Species Conservation 

Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and 

Area-Specific Management Directives, demonstrates the 

project’s compliance with the MSCP SAP General Management 

Directives and ASMDs. ASMDs are not required for American 

peregrine falcon, California brown pelican, or reddish egret (City 

of San Diego 1997). Conformance with the MSCP SAP provides 

incidental take coverage for covered species such that impacts 

to those species would not be considered significant (due to 
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conservation of the species provided by MSCP SAP 

implementation). Further, implementation of ASMDs for 

applicable MSCP SAP covered sensitive wildlife species that 

occur in the project area would be required as a condition of 

project approval. Therefore, with implementation of the MSCP 

SAP and the species-specific ASMD as applicable, direct impacts 

to these nine sensitive wildlife species would be precluded and 

therefore determined less than significant. Potential direct 

impacts to the 17 sensitive wildlife species observed or 

determined to have California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 

would be mitigated in accordance with the City’s Biology 

Guidelines. Direct impacts to vegetation communities used by 

wildlife would be conserved or restored through the 

implementation of MM BIO 5.3-3 through MM BIO 5.3-5, which 

require mitigation or revegetation for impacts to sensitive 

vegetation communities and jurisdictional aquatic resources. 

In addition, this comment recommends that the Final PEIR 

and subsequent environmental documents evaluate 

potential impacts and identify conservation measures to 

avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive species. Refer to 

response to comment F1-12. As future site-specific projects 

come forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted 

in the review phase of the project, and any impacts to these 

sensitive wildlife species would be avoided, minimized, or 

mitigated prior to the implementation of the future site-

specific projects. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

F1-29: This comment recommends revisions to Section 5.3.2.1 of the 

PEIR, which concludes that project impacts to covered species 

outside the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) would 

not be considered significant. Refer to response to comment 

F1-12. As future site-specific projects come forward, project-
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specific analysis would be conducted in the review phase of 

the project, and any impacts to these sensitive wildlife species 

would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects. In 

response to the comment, revisions to Sections 5.3.2.1 and 

5.3.3.1 of the Final PEIR have also been made as follows: 

Section 5.3.2.1 

In general, conformance with the MSCP SAP 

provides incidental take coverage for covered 

species (both plants and wildlife) such that impacts 

to those species outside the City’s MHPA would not 

be considered significant (due to conservation of 

the species provided by MSCP SAP implementation). 

Section 5.3.3.1 

Conformance with the MSCP SAP provides 

incidental take coverage for covered species such 

that impacts to those species outside the City’s 

MHPA would not be considered significant (due to 

conservation of the species provided by MSCP SAP 

implementation). Further, implementation of 

ASMDs for applicable MSCP SAP covered sensitive 

wildlife species that occur in the project area would 

be required as a condition of project approval in 

future site development permits, which would 

preclude impacts to the species at a project level. 

Therefore, with conformance with the MSCP SAP 

and the species-specific ASMD as applicable, direct 

impacts to these nine sensitive wildlife species are 

considered less than significant. 
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F1-30:  This comment recommends revising the Amendment to 

require the planning and implementation of habitat 

restoration prior to, or concurrent with, other project 

components (e.g., active recreation). This comment does not 

address the accuracy or adequacy of the PEIR. The 

recommendations identified in the comment would be more 

appropriate to submit for consideration during future 

project-level review. 

F1-31: This comment recommends that the Amendment 

incorporate language limiting public access in native 

habitats restored west of Rose Creek and removal of the 

Interpretive Nature Center location west of Rose Creek. In 

response to this comment the City has removed the location 

of the Interpretive Nature Center west of rose creek. Section 

3.3.1.1 Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve Area and Section 3.3.1.2 De Anza Cove Area d. 

Regional Parkland, Open Beach, Leased Areas, and Multi-

Use Paths has been revised as follows: 

Section 3.3.1.1 Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve Area  

The project includes enhancement and restoration 

within the existing KFMR/NWP and the expansion of 

wetlands currently occupied by Campland; see 

Figure 3-1. The project would follow the MBPMP 

recommendation of replacing the existing 

Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat 

area, which would include a combination of 

mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats. The total 

area would be approximately 138.3 140.5 acres. The 

project would also maintain the existing University 
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of California, San Diego, Biological Research Field 

Station facility located at the northwestern corner of 

the KFMR/NWP, which allows for study and 

interpretation of the local environment, focusing on 

the estuarine and bay habitats of Mission Bay. The 

project would also identify two alternative locations 

for a future environmental education and nature 

interpretation facility; in one of the alternative 

locations, it would be sited along Pacific Beach Drive 

within the KFMR/NWP. The facility would be above 

the marsh and buffered from the marsh. 

Section 3.3.1.2 De Anza Cove Area  

d. Regional Parkland, Open Beach, Leased Areas, 

and Multi-Use Paths  

Regional parkland supports activities such as 

picnicking, kiteflying, Frisbee games, informal 

sports, walking, jogging, children’s play, bicycling, 

and skating. The existing regional parkland would 

be enhanced with recreational amenities and 

access to the multi-use path that connects the 

project area to points to the north, west, and east. A 

sandy beach area at the northern and western 

edges of De Anza Cove would be adjacent to the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation use and the 

boating use. The beach area would be protected by 

buffers/safety measures that would delineate the 

edges/extents of the non-motorized boat use. The 

multi-use path would be a feature for users to view 

the marshes and have distant views of Mission Bay. 
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Within the regional parkland areas, park amenities 

could include the multi-use path, “open green” 

areas, one of the two alternative locations for a 

future environmental education and Interpretive 

Nature Center, children’s play areas, surface 

parking, restrooms, and picnic shelters to support 

the recreational activities. 

 This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy 

of the PEIR. The recommendations identified in the 

comment would be more appropriate to submit for 

consideration during future project-level review. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

F1-32: This comment recommends that the Amendment require 

appropriate native vegetation on De Anza peninsula and the 

regional parklands within the Amendment area. This 

comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the 

PEIR. The recommendations identified in the comment 

would be more appropriate to submit for consideration 

during the future GDP process for site-specific projects 

located in the De Anza peninsula and in areas designated as 

Regional Parkland. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

F1-33: This comment recommends that the Amendment require 

amenities for camping and RVs be set back as far as possible 

from Mission Bay and habitat. This comment does not 

address the accuracy or adequacy of the PEIR. The 

recommendations identified in the comment would be more 

appropriate to submit for consideration during the future 

GDP process for site-specific low-cost visitor 

accommodations. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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F1-34: This comment states that the Final PEIR should adequately 

describe stormwater or water quality BMPs to minimize 

water quality BMPs to minimize water quality impacts from 

upland uses to existing and proposed wetlands. Refer to 

response to comment F1-12. As stated in Section 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, in accordance with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual, the project is required to 

incorporate post-construction (or permanent) Low Impact 

Development site design, source control, and treatment 

control BMPs into future project design and would require 

the preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan. 

The Stormwater Quality Management Plan must accompany 

the final design of subsequent project activities to ensure 

that runoff generated by the project is adequately 

captured/treated per applicable federal, state, and local 

regulations. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-35: This comment states that the PEIR does not provide enough 

detail concerning the proposed living shorelines for an 

adequate evaluation of impacts. Chapter 3.0 states that 

“green” infrastructure would be implemented and provides 

oyster beds as one option where colonization is feasible. The 

City has committed to using the latest science and data, from 

agencies such as National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration and the National Marine Fisheries Service, in 

the future to implement nature-based solutions. Refer to 

response to comment F1-12. Any potential impacts 

associated with green infrastructure would be identified 

consistent with the City’s GDP process for future site-specific 

projects. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-36: This comment recommends that the PEIR include 

requirements to help ensure motorized boats do not access De 

Anza Cove and future dredging does not impact existing or 
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restored wetlands in the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting 

Program. The City has taken this comment into consideration, 

and revisions to the Amendment have been made to clarify 

that channels accessing the cove are not intended to be used 

by large or motorized boats. Design in the GDP process would 

take into account potential operational noise impacts, and 

measures would be included to avoid and minimize potential 

impacts by dredging and motorized boat activity. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

F1-37: This comment states that the PEIR provides inadequate 

analysis of indirect impacts to biological resources and SAP 

Compliance. It also states that measures to protect the 

Ridgway’s rail must be specific to address site conditions. 

The City agrees that Ridgway’s rail must be protected and 

has modified the text in Table 4 of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report as follows:  

The project and future site-specific projects would 

be required to conform with the MSCP SAP and 

ASMDs for covered species, including light-footed 

Ridgway’s rail (MM BIO 2), which consider future 

site-specific project conditions. It is acknowledged 

that the Ridgway’s rail is a fully protected species; 

therefore, specific measures would be included as 

conditions of project approval in future site 

development permits, which would preclude 

impacts to the species at a project level. Further, the 

project would be required to be in compliance with 

regulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and 

raptors, including the CFGC and MBTA. 
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 Due to the programmatic nature of the project, site-specific 

conditions that may affect the species are unknown at this 

time and would be speculative to address. As discussed in 

Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. As future site-specific projects come 

forward, project-specific analysis will be conducted in the 

GDP review phase of the project, and all impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated 

prior to the implementation of future site-specific projects in 

accordance with the ASMD for Ridgway’s rail. The mitigation 

framework identified in the PEIR is adequate for the 

programmatic project level.  

F1-38: This comment states that details regarding project-level 

fencing to prevent access to the Ridgway’s rail should be 

provided. Refer to responses to comments F1-12 and F1-37. 

The City concurs that project-level details pertaining to 

locations and acreages of wetlands and recreational uses are 

needed to guide the future placement of fencing for the 

protection of sensitive wetland resources, particularly given 

the endangered status of this species. At present time, no 

development is being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

Pursuant to the City’s Incidental Take Permit for the City’s 

Subarea Plan under the approved MSCP Section I, Special 

Restrictions Apply to Wetland Species, “incidental take of 

covered species due to mortality or habitat loss within U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineer’s jurisdictional wetlands is not 

authorized by this incidental take permit. Incidental take 

authorization for projects that affect such jurisdictional 
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wetlands shall be authorized through future Endangered 

Species Act Section 7 Consultations between the Service and 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act.” The City acknowledges the species 

associated with or dependent upon wetlands as stated in the 

Incidental Take Permit, such as Ridgway’s rail. As future site-

specific projects are identified through the GDP process, it is 

anticipated that future consultation with the USFWS under 

Section 7 would be required. Conservation measures and 

design features such as fence placement would be 

implemented as identified at the project level. The mitigation 

framework identified in the PEIR is adequate for the 

programmatic project level. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

F1-39: This comment states that no information has been provided 

on the location or type of marshland to protect the 

Ridgway’s rail so the statement that the Ridgway’s rail would 

be protected from additional edge effects from the creation 

of additional marshland is conclusory. Refer to responses to 

comments F1-12, F1-36, and F1-37. As future site-specific 

projects come forward, project-specific analysis would be 

conducted in the GDP review phase of the project including 

potential edge effects. Indirect impacts to Ridgway’s rail 

would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects in 

accordance with the specific ASMD. The mitigation 

framework identified in the PEIR is adequate for the 

programmatic project level. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

F1-40: This comment states that a requirement for general 

monitoring as described in MM BIO 5.3-2 without 
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consideration given to a particular species or site conditions 

would not be considered an appropriate ASMD. Refer to 

responses to comments F1-12 and F1-36 through F1-38. 

Future projects would be required to comply with the 

Ridgway’s rail-specific ASMD. This is consistent with the PEIR, 

which concluded that conformance with the MSCP SAP and 

the species-specific ASMD as applicable would reduce direct 

impacts to sensitive wildlife species including the Ridgway’s 

rail. MM Bio 5.3-2 outlines the requirements of the qualified 

monitoring biologist for subsequent project-level approvals. 

The mitigation framework identified in the PEIR is adequate 

for the programmatic project level.  

F1-41: This comment states that the conclusion in Table 5 of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report is inconsistent with 

the Section 5.3.3 of the PEIR. The information in the PEIR is 

correct. The following revisions to Table 5 of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report have been made to correct the 

inconsistency.  
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F1-42:  This comment states that low-cost visitor accommodations 

would require analysis at the project level to address 

drainage, lighting, and need for barriers to restrict access to 

the adjacent MHPA. The City concurs with this comment. 

Refer to response to F1-12. As future site-specific low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation projects come forward, 

project-specific analysis would be conducted in the GDP 

review phase of the project including the review of drainage, 

lighting, and edge effect impacts. Impacts would be avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated prior to the implementation of the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations in accordance with 

the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. With required 

implementation of the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines, indirect impacts are considered less than 

significant; therefore, the conclusion in the PEIR is accurate. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

 Once the project design has been finalized, the City will 

prepare the appropriate environmental documentation in 

accordance with CEQA, including a Biological Resources 

Technical Report in accordance with the City’s Biology 

Guidelines. The project-level Biological Resources Technical 

Report would include measures consistent with the policies, 

directives, and guidelines of the SAP to avoid and minimize 

indirect impacts to those resources. The mitigation 

framework identified in the PEIR is adequate for the 

programmatic project level. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 
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F1-43:  This comment recommends revisions to MM BIO 5.3-1, 

Focused Sensitive Plant Species Surveys, to include sensitive 

wildlife species. As discussed in Section 5.3, implementation 

of ASMDs for applicable MSCP SAP covered sensitive wildlife 

species that occur in the project area would be required as 

a condition of project approval. Therefore, with 

conformance with the MSCP SAP and the species-specific 

ASMD as applicable, direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife 

species are considered less than significant. In addition, the 

PEIR concluded that potential direct impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species observed or determined to have a high 

potential to occur that are not covered by the MSCP SAP or 

fully protected would be significant. Implementation of MM 

BIO 5.3-2 through MM BIO 5.3-5 would mitigate potential 

direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species and their habitats 

to below a level of significance through monitoring by a 

qualified biologist, providing mitigation ratios for acreage 

impacts and the creation and restoration of impacted 

vegetation communities. However, an analysis of the exact 

acreage of impacts that would occur to these sensitive 

wildlife species in the project area as a result of the project 

is not provided at the programmatic level because such 

analysis would be speculative in nature since future site-

specific projects are not known at this time. As future site-

specific projects come forward, project-specific analysis 

would be conducted in the review phase of the project, and 

any impacts to these sensitive wildlife species would be 

avoided, minimized, or mitigated prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects.  

This comment also recommends that MM BIO 5.3-1 include 

language that the development of additional project-specific 

measures as needed would be based on the results of future 
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surveys conducted in support of projects proposed within 

the Amendment area. As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, as future site-specific projects come forward, 

project-specific analysis would be conducted in the GDP 

review phase of the project. This includes conducting 

appropriate focused surveys for wildlife species in 

accordance with the MSCP. Consistent with this comment, 

following project-level analysis, specific mitigation measures 

would be developed based on the site-specific impacts of 

the proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in 

the PEIR. The project-level analysis would also include 

verification of the federally endangered California seablite 

(Suaeda californica). The mitigation framework identified in 

the PEIR is adequate for the programmatic project level. No 

revisions to the PEIR or MM BIO 5.3-1 are warranted.  

F1-44:  This comment recommends revisions to MM BIO 5.3-2, 

Qualified Monitoring Biologist, to address future projects 

that are developed as part of the Amendment. Refer to 

response to comment F1-42. The City confirms that 

mitigation measures would be identified when the project 

level design becomes available and would further protect 

biological resources. As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, as future site-specific projects come forward, 

project-specific analysis would be conducted in the review 

phase of the project. Consistent with this comment, 

following project-level analysis, specific mitigation measures 

would be developed based on the potential site-specific 

impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy 

outlined in the PEIR. The mitigation framework identified in 

the PEIR is adequate for the programmatic project level. No 

revisions to MM BIO 5.3-2 are warranted.  
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F1-45:  This comment does not agree with the language in MM 5.3-

4, Eelgrass Beds Creation, that allows the remaining 1:1 

mitigation to occur outside Mission Bay. Consistent with the 

Mission Bay Natural Resource Management Plan and in 

response to the comment, MM BIO 5.3-4 in the PEIR and MM 

BIO-4 in the Biological Resources Technical Report have 

been revised as follows: 

PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources 

MM BIO 5.3-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential 

direct impacts to eelgrass beds caused by placement 

of fill material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated 

in accordance with the requirements of the resource 

agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San 

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines 

(see table in MM BIO 5.3-3). In addition, at a 

minimum, the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1) for 

eelgrass beds habitat shall be required to occur 

within Mission Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park 

Natural Resource Management Plan to the greatest 

extent feasible. The remaining 1:1 mitigation 

required may occur outside Mission Bay, if 

necessary. 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report 

MM BIO-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential direct 

impacts to eelgrass beds caused by placement of fill 

material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated in  
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 accordance with the requirements of the resource 

agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San 

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines 

(see table in MM BIO-3). In addition, at a minimum, 

the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass 

beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission 

Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. The 

remaining 1:1 mitigation required may occur outside 

Mission Bay, if necessary. 

F1-46:  This comment recommends revisions to MM BIO 5.3-5, 

Habitat Restoration in Temporary Impact Areas. The City 

acknowledges that temporary impacts to wetland habitats 

are considered permanent and would be mitigated in 

accordance with Table 2-A or 2-B as appropriate. Therefore, 

MM BIO 5.3-5 in the PEIR and MM BIO-5 in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report have been revised to clarify that 

temporary impacts to uplands only shall apply. Pursuant to 

the City’s Biology Guidelines, Section B-1, Development Area:  

PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources 

MM BIO 5.3-5 Upland Habitat Restoration in 

Temporary Impact Areas. Temporary direct 

impact to upland habitat areas shall be restored to 

pre-construction topographic contours and 

conditions, including the revegetation of native 

plant communities, where appropriate. Habitat 

restoration and erosion control treatments shall be 

installed within these short-term impact areas, in 
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accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology 

Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Subarea Plan, and the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Landscape 

Standards. Habitat revegetation shall feature native 

species that are typical of the area, and associated 

erosion control best management practices shall 

include silt fence and microplastic- and weed-free 

straw fiber rolls, where appropriate. The 

revegetation areas shall be monitored and 

maintained for 25 months to ensure adequate 

establishment and sustainability of the 

plantings/seedings. 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report 

MM BIO-5 Upland Habitat Restoration in 

Temporary Impact Areas. Temporary direct impact 

to upland habitat areas shall be restored to pre-

construction topographic contours and conditions, 

including the revegetation of native plant 

communities, where appropriate. Habitat 

restoration and erosion control treatments shall be 

installed within these short-term impact areas, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines, 

Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea 

Plan, and the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code, 

Land Development Code—Landscape Standards. 

Habitat revegetation shall feature native species that 

are typical of the area, and associated erosion control 

best management practices shall include silt fence 
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and microplastic- and weed-free straw fiber rolls, 

where appropriate. The revegetation areas shall be 

monitored and maintained for 25 months to ensure 

adequate establishment and sustainability of the 

plantings/seedings. 

Appropriate revegetation and restoration will be completed 

as part of the future GDP in process in accordance with 

applicable regulations, including the City’s Biology 

Guidelines. Therefore, MM BIO 5.3-5 implements the City’s 

Biology Guidelines as stated above. No further revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted.  

F1-47:  This comment recommends that a new mitigation measure 

(MM BIO 5.3-6, Preparation of Biological Resources 

Technical Report for Subsequent Projects Proposed in the 

Amendment Area) be added to the PEIR. Pursuant to the 

requirements of CEQA, the City’s Biology Guidelines, and the 

City’s submittal requirements for discretionary permitting, 

preparation of a Biological Resources Technical Report for 

subsequent projects is required. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. The PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed GDPs as they are developed. Once 

the project design has been finalized, the City will prepare 

the appropriate environmental documentation in 

accordance with CEQA, including a Biological Resources 

Technical Report in accordance with the City’s Biology 

Guidelines, as applicable. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  
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F1-48:  This comment recommends that the Amendment be revised 

to incorporate the changes specified by the Coastal 

Development Permit for the Fiesta Island Amendment of the 

Master Plan [Addendum to the Coastal Commission Local 

Coastal Plan Amendment Application No. LCP-6-SAN-19-

0142-2 (Fiesta Island), for the Commission Meeting of June 

10, 2021]. The Amendment has already been updated to 

address the changes from the Fiesta Island Amendment of 

the Master Plan as adopted by City Council. This comment 

does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the PEIR. No 

further response is warranted.  

F1-49: This comment includes the commenter’s name, role, and 

contact information. This is a closing comment and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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F1-50:  This comment is an attachment that includes a list of 

recommended conservation measures. The City appreciates 

these recommendations; however, they would be more 

appropriate to submit for consideration during future 

project-level review. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter S1: California Department of Transportation, District 11, 
April 19, 2023 

 

S1-1:  This is a cover letter stating that the comment letter is 

attached. It does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. 
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S1-2:  This comment discusses the California Department of 

Transportation’s (Caltrans’) mission, goals, and priorities. The 

City of San Diego (City) acknowledges Caltrans’ participation 

in the review of the PEIR for the project. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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S1-3:  This comment asks if City drainage culverts in the project 

area that tie into Caltrans’ drainage systems upstream would 

be modified and/or extended. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, Project Description, no development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project are 

not currently available. The PEIR acknowledges that the City 

will evaluate future detailed General Development Plans 

(GDPs) for future projects as they are developed. A GDP, as 

defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master 

Plan that identifies the activities and amenities to be included 

in a park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, 

GDPs will be developed over time and will provide precise 

engineering and construction plans for the various elements 

of the project. Since these plans are currently not available at 

the planning level, their environmental impacts have been 

estimated at the program level, and a mitigation strategy has 

been developed that would apply to future improvements. 

City Council Policy 600-33 also outlines the public 

participation process for the development of future GDPs. A 

public workshop is required to provide details of the project, 

including proposed scope, schedule, cost, and related 

information, and to discuss the necessary steps for project 

review and approval. Once the project design has been 

finalized and prior to approval, the City will route the project 

through the Public Project Assessment process, including the 

preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA). At that time, specific mitigation measures 

will be developed based on site-specific impacts of the 

proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the 

PEIR. The City also acknowledges that, due to lack of detail 

and site design in the PEIR, many future projects will undergo 
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site-specific CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to 

evaluate site-specific impacts. 

When available, the requested documentation, including 

any modifications to drainage culverts that tie into Caltrans’ 

drainage systems upstream, will be submitted to Caltrans 

for review. Therefore, the project is adequately analyzed in 

the PEIR, and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S1-4:  This comment requests that pre-project and post-project 

water surface elevations be provided to Caltrans for review. 

Please refer to response to comment S1-3. When available, 

the requested information, including potential increases in 

backwater in the drainage systems, will be submitted to 

Caltrans for review. No further response is warranted. 

S1-5:  This comment states that the Water Quality Study and PEIR 

make no reference to the four City culverts that would be 

impacted by the project. Please refer to response to 

comment S1-3. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, details of the 

utilities and infrastructure improvements will depend on 

the design details of future projects, which are not known 

at this time. Utilities are currently located in the project 

area and connect to the City’s infrastructure. More 

specifically, stormwater drains and pipes in the project 

area connect to the City’s infrastructure to the north. As 

described in PEIR Section 1.4.1 and in response to 

comment S1-3, GDPs will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project. When available, the 

requested information, including modifications to 

drainage systems, will be submitted to Caltrans for review. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S1-6:  This comment requests grading and right-of-way drawings 

for the project. Please refer to responses to comments S1-3 

and S1-4. The City will provide detailed plans as specific 

future projects are proposed. When available, the requested 

information will be submitted to Caltrans for review. 

 In addition, this comment recommends early coordination 

with Caltrans and states that Caltrans generally does not 

allow development projects to impact hydraulics within 

the state right-of-way. Please refer to response to 

comment S1-4. The City acknowledges Caltrans’ stance on 

existing Caltrans’ drainage facilities. When available, the 

requested information will be submitted to Caltrans for 

review. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S1-7:  This comment states that Caltrans supports enhancements 

that promote a complete and integrated transportation 

network and states that bicycle, pedestrian, and public 

transit access during construction should be maintained in 

accordance with Caltrans’ goals and policies to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. As discussed in Section 5.10, 

Transportation and Circulation, the project would support 

and encourage the use of non-vehicular modes of 

transportation. The project would include multi-use 

pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide 

connections to existing public transit facilities. Improved 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would be provided to 

connect on-site active recreation uses to the surrounding 

community and would enhance opportunities for residents 

to walk, bike, relax, and play. The improved pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities and parkland areas accessible for use by 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S1-6 

nearby residents would reduce vehicle miles traveled and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

S1-8:  This comment states that bicycle, pedestrian, and public 

transit access during construction is important. Future 

projects would be required to implement a Construction 

Traffic Control Plan to maintain necessary bicycle, 

pedestrian, and public transit access in the project area 

during construction. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

S1-9:  This comment states that Caltrans supports collaboration 

with local agencies to work toward a safe, functional, 

interconnected, multimodal transportation network 

integrated through applicable “smart growth” type land 

use planning and policies. As discussed in PEIR Section 

5.10, Transportation and Circulation, the project would 

generate fewer trips compared to the current baseline 

condition. Therefore, the project would generally decrease 

the amount of vehicle traffic on the surrounding roadways 

and improve most intersection and roadway segment 

operations in the project area. Locations where project 

trips would increase the amount of traffic compared to  
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current conditions are concentrated along roadway 

facilities fronting the key areas of the site’s redevelopment. 

The PEIR concluded that the project’s impact on an 

adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 

the transportation system, including transit, roadways, 

bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, would be less than 

significant, and no mitigation would be required, including 

improvements to intersections and interchanges. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S1-10:  This comment states that Caltrans’ Transportation Permit 

Issuance Branch is responsible for issuance of specialty 

transportation permits for oversize/overweight vehicles on 

the State Highway Network and states that a Traffic Control 

Plan should be submitted to Caltrans. The City 

acknowledges that a Traffic Control Permit should be 

submitted to Caltrans District 11 prior to the start of 

construction of future projects if they would affect the 

interchanges along Interstate 5. Please refer to response to 

comment S1-3. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S1-11:  This comment states that Caltrans is not responsible for 

existing or future traffic noise impacts associated with the 

existing configuration of Interstate 5. The City notes this 

comment. PEIR Section 5.8, Noise, evaluated project-

related traffic noise through comparison of the number of 

vehicle trips generated by the project relative to the 

existing baseline condition. As stated in the analysis, 

implementation of the project would result in a reduction 

in average daily traffic and peak-hour trips on weekdays 

and weekends, which would result in a decrease in traffic-

related noise compared to the existing baseline 

conditions. Therefore, the project would not result in or 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S1-8 

create a significant increase in existing ambient noise 

levels, and project-related traffic noise impacts would be 

less than significant. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR. No 

further response is warranted. 

S1-12:  This comment states that Caltrans is a responsible agency 

and has discretionary authority over the portion of the 

project that falls within Caltrans’ right-of-way. The City 

acknowledges Caltrans’ role as a CEQA responsible agency 

should future projects impact Caltrans’ right-of-way. Any 

proposed work within Caltrans’ right-of-way will require 

discretionary review and approval by Caltrans. PEIR Chapter 

1.0, Introduction, lists Caltrans as a responsible agency for 

the project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S1-13:  The City acknowledges that an Encroachment Permit would 

be required for any work within the Caltrans’ right-of-way. 

Please refer to responses to comments S1-3 and S1-12.  

S1-14:  This comment recommends that the project specifically 

identify and assess potential impacts caused by the project 

or impacts from mitigation efforts that occur within 

Caltrans’ right-of-way. This comment also requests any 

additional mitigation measures identified for the project. 

Please refer to response to comment S1-3. Caltrans will 

have the opportunity to comment on CEQA documents for 

future site-specific projects. 
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S1-15:  This comment provides Caltrans’ recognition that 

teleworking and remote learning lessen the impacts of 

traffic on roadways and surrounding communities and 

that the availability of affordable and reliable, high-speed 

broadband is a key component in supporting travel 

demand management. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 

S1-16:  This comment discusses California Business and 

Profession Code, Section 8771; reiterates discretionary 

review for any work done within Caltrans’ right-of-way; and 

provides contact information. The City acknowledges 

Caltrans’ role should future projects impact Caltrans’ right-

of-way and the requirements of survey monuments per 

California Business and Profession Code, Section 8771. 

The project does not propose any specific development. 

The City agrees that any work performed within Caltrans’ 

right-of-way will require discretionary review and approval 

by Caltrans. The Caltrans contacts are noted for future use. 

  In addition, this comment includes the commenter’s name, 

role, and contact information. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter S2: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast 
Region 5, April 20, 2023 

 

S2-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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S2-2:  This comment thanks the City of San Diego (City) for the 

opportunity to comment on this project. The City appreciates 

the California Department Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) 

participation in the review of the Draft PEIR. This comment 

introduces the comment letter and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. 

S2-3:  This comment summarizes the CDFW’s role as a trustee 

agency, defines the CDFW’s responsibility for marine 

biodiversity protection, and summarizes the role of the PEIR 

in analyzing potential biological issues and impacts. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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S2-4:  This comment summarizes the CDFW’s role as a responsible 

agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and its regulatory authority as provided by the 

California Fish and Game Code. The City acknowledges this 

role and looks forward to future consultation with CDFW as 

future site-specific projects are identified through the 

General Development Plan (GDP) process. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

S2-5:  This comment provides a summary of the project 

description, project objectives, biological setting, marine 

biological setting, and alternatives described in the PEIR. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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S2-6:  This comment states that site-specific design elements and 

associated impact-specific mitigation are not analyzed in 

high resolution in the Draft PEIR due to the programmatic 

nature of the document. The comment recommends that the 

findings of significance should be set aside for aspects of the 

project that have not been fully analyzed. 

As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. The 

CEQA Guidelines contain guidance on when a PEIR may be 

prepared. As explained in the PEIR, CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15168, states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may be 

prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 

one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) 

A logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 

generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.”  

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project such as the adoption of a 

Master Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on 

the specific construction projects that might follow. 
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Therefore, the Draft PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project. The mitigation framework provided in the 

PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental review of 

the project and does not defer mitigation of biological 

impacts. The Draft PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed GDPs for future projects as they are 

developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is 

a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the activities and 

amenities to be included in a park. As described in PEIR 

Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over time 

and will provide precise engineering and construction plans 

for the various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the program 

level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed that 

would apply to future improvements. City Council Policy 600-

33 also outlines the public participation process for the 

development of future GDPs. A public workshop is required 

to provide details of the project, including proposed scope, 

schedule, cost, and related information and would discuss 

the necessary steps for project review and approval. Once 

the project design has been finalized and prior to approval, 

the City will route the project through the Public Project 

Assessment process, including the preparation of the 

appropriate environmental documentation in accordance 

with CEQA. At that time, specific mitigation measures will be 

developed based on the site -specific impacts of the 

proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the 

PEIR. The City also acknowledges that, due to lack of detail 

and site design in the PEIR, many future projects will undergo 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S2-8 

site-specific CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to 

evaluate site-specific impacts. CDFW will have the 

opportunity to comment on CEQA documents addressing 

future site-specific projects. Therefore, the project is 

adequately analyzed in the Draft PEIR, and no revisions to the 

Draft PEIR are warranted. Furthermore, additional findings of 

significance will be made based on subsequent or 

supplemental CEQA. In response to the comment Section 

1.4.1 Type of EIRs has been revised as follows: 

General Development Plans would be developed 

over time and provide precise engineering design 

and construction plans for the recreational elements 

included in the project. These plans are currently not 

available; however, their environmental impacts can 

be estimated at the program level, and a mitigation 

strategy would be developed that would apply to 

future improvements. When the General 

Development Plans are available for all or portions 

of the project area, the City will evaluate these 

detailed plans against this PEIR and determine if the 

analysis and mitigation is adequate or if additional 

analysis or mitigation is warranted. If, when 

examining future development actions in the project 

area, the City finds no new environmental effects 

could occur or no new mitigation measures would 

be required other than those analyzed and/or 

required in this PEIR, the City can approve the 

activity without additional environmental 

documentation. If additional analysis is required, it 
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can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15152, 15153, and 15168 (e.g., 

through preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

Addendum, or Supplemental or Subsequent EIR). 

S2-7:  This comment states that the PEIR does not provide specific 

design elements of the proposed wetlands that will allow the 

CDFW to comment on the adequacy of the proposed habitat 

creation. The comment further recommends that the PEIR or 

subsequent CEQA document provide specific details of the 

habitat types in proposed wetlands and marshland creation 

areas. Refer to response to comment S2-6. As discussed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not currently 

available. As requested, subsequent CEQA documentation will 

provide specific details of the habitat types in the proposed 

wetland and marshland creation areas. Acreages for each 

habitat type, such as open water, mudflat, low saltmarsh, mid-

high saltmarsh, transitional habitat, and upland habitat, will be 

identified. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-8:  This comment states that the PEIR does not sufficiently 

incorporate climate resiliency into the project design or 

include an analysis of how sea level rise will affect the 

proposed wetland habitat. The project would expand the 

project area’s natural habitat and improve water quality 

through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City 

against the risk of climate change in line with the City’s 

Climate Resilient SD Plan. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared for the project and 

incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 

foot sea level rise scenario. 
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S2-9:  This comments states that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in the Draft PEIR should be analyzed to 

demonstrate that 80 acres of wetland would remain after sea 

level rise in the year 2100. In addition, this comment provides 

support for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative because it 

maximizes wetland restoration along the De Anza “boot.” A 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report which 

demonstrates this has been prepared for the project and the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative and is provided in the Final 

PEIR as Appendix N.  
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S2-10:  This comment states that pile driving activities could have 

direct impacts on marine species and recommends using a 

vibratory hammer for pile driving to the greatest extent 

feasible. If an impact hammer must be used, the comment 

provides additional minimization measures to be included in 

Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO 5.3-6. PEIR Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, analyzes impacts from project 

construction activities within the waters of Mission Bay. 

Specifically, in Section 5.3.3.1, Issue 1: Sensitive Species, the 

PEIR concluded that project-related construction activities 

could result in the generation of sound exposure levels high 

enough to cause hydroacoustic effects on marine species, 

including marine fish, marine mammals, and green sea 

turtles, with potential to occur in the project area, which 

would result in a potentially significant indirect impact. MM 

BIO 5.3-6 requires that a Hydroacoustic Study be prepared 

prior to subsequent project-level approval and prior to any 

construction activities in the waters of Mission Bay to 

determine if the activities have potential to generate a sound 

exposure level exceeding the exposure level thresholds. This 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows to indicate 

that vibratory hammers for pile driving may be used; MM 

BIO-6 in the Biological Resources Technical Report (PEIR 

Appendix D) has also been revised:  

MM BIO 5.3-6, Pre-Construction Hydroacoustic Study.  

b.  To the extent feasible, a vibratory hammer shall be used 

for pile driving during construction. In addition, sound 

exposure level reduction measures shall be utilized 

during all work in Mission Bay with potential to generate 

hydroacoustic effects on marine resources.  
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These measures would include placing a nylon or 

wooden block between the impact hammer and piles 

during pile driving to reduce sound exposure level 

generated by the hammer strikes or “soft start” 

approaches to encourage marine species to leave the 

area surrounding work before full sound exposure level 

are generated. 

The recommended minimization measures included in the 

comment letter would be more appropriate to submit for 

consideration during future project-level review. No further 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-11:  This comment recommends that the PEIR identify potential 

impacts to marine fish and invertebrate species, including 

both commercially and recreationally important species, and 

provides a specific list of species. PEIR Section 5.3.3.1, Issue 

1: Sensitive Species, has been updated to clarify that the 

project’s direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species may 

include marine fish and invertebrate species that have the 

potential to occur in the project are as follows:  

The A total of 27 sensitive wildlife species that were 

observed in the project area during surveys. Based 

on the literature and database review, an additional 

15 sensitive wildlife species, including invertebrates, 

fish, reptiles, birds, and mammals, were considered 

for their potential to occur in the project area but 

were not observed during surveys.  or were 

determined to have high potential to occur in the 

project area. The detailed evaluation of sensitive 

wildlife species potential to occur in the survey area 

is provided in Table 11, Sensitive Plant and Wildlife 

Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area, 

in Appendix D.  

The project has the potential to directly impact these 

sensitive species observed or determined to have a 

high potential to occur in the project area during 

construction activities and operation of the project 

through displacement of individual wildlife or 

elimination of portions of their habitat (Figure 5.3-1). 

In addition, some of the smaller sensitive species, 

such as reptiles and rodents, could be impacted 

killed or injured by clearing, grading, and other 

construction activities. Implementation of the 
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project would result in both permanent and 

temporary direct loss of habitat, including nesting, 

roosting, and foraging habitat, for the majority of the 

sensitive wildlife species observed or with a high 

potential to occur in the project. These sensitive 

wildlife species observed or with high potential to 

occur in the project area include the following: 

American peregrine falcon, Belding’s savannah 

sparrow, black skimmer, black tern, brant, California 

brown pelican, California gull, California horned lark, 

California least tern, Caspian tern, Clark's marsh 

wren, common loon, Cooper’s hawk, Costa’s 

hummingbird, double-crested cormorant, elegant 

tern, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, long-billed curlew, 

monarch butterfly, northern harrier, osprey, reddish 

egret, redhead, rufous hummingbird, Southern 

California legless lizard, wandering skipper, and 

white-tailed kite. Of the 27 sensitive wildlife species 

observed in the project area during surveys 

conducted in 2016 and 2018, six species, Belding’s 

savannah sparrow, California brown pelican, 

California gull, osprey, double-crested cormorant, 

and monarch butterfly, were confirmed present 

during the 2022 biological surveys. In addition, two 

sensitive wildlife species, Mexican long-tongued bat 

and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, were 

not observed but were determined to have a high 

potential to occur in the project area. 

Refer to response to comment S2-6. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 
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currently available. Site-specific species surveys for marine 

fish and invertebrate species are not appropriate at the 

programmatic level. The mitigation framework provided in 

the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental review 

of the project. Once future project-specific design has been 

finalized and prior to approval, the City would route the 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

including the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time, 

potential impacts to marine fish and invertebrate species 

would be identified, species-specific surveys may be 

conducted, and mitigation measures would be developed 

based the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. No additional 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-12:  This comment states that the PEIR does not provide sufficient 

evidence to support the feasibility of the proposed mitigation 

for sensitive plant species in MM BIO 5.3-1. Refer to response 

to comment S2-6. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

The mitigation framework provided in the PEIR is adequate 

for program-level environmental review of the project. As 

discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, as future site-specific projects 

come forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted 

in the review phase of the project. At that time, specific 

mitigation measures would be developed based on the site-

specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation 

strategy outlined in the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

  In addition, this comment provides recommended additions 

to MM BIO 5.3-1. As stated in MM BIO 3.5-1, mitigation that 

involves relocation, enhancement, or transplant of sensitive 

plants shall include a conceptual planting plan and long-term 

maintenance and preservation plan. As discussed in PEIR 

Section 5.3, as future site-specific projects come forward, 

project-specific analysis would be conducted in the review 

phase of the project, and any impacts would be avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated prior to implementation of future site-

specific projects. Project-specific plans would be prepared in 

accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, Attachment B. 

The recommendations identified in the comment would be 

more appropriate to submit for consideration during future 

project-level review. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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The comment also requests that translocation plans be 

provided to the CDFW for review, comment, and 

concurrence. While concurrence on restoration plans is not 

required, the City looks forward to working with the CDFW, 

as well as additional stakeholders, through the public 

engagement process of the GDP. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S2-21 

 

S2-13:  This comment states that MM BIO 5.3-2 does not adequately 

avoid or mitigate impacts to special-status bat species and 

provides additional recommendations for special-status bat 

species mitigation measures. As discussed in PEIR Section 

5.3, as future site-specific projects come forward, project-

specific analysis would be conducted in the review phase of 

the project, and any impacts to bats would be avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated prior to the implementation of the 

future site-specific projects. Project-specific plans would be 

prepared in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines, 

including site-specific recommendations for impacts to bat 

species. The recommendations identified in the comment 

would be more appropriate to submit for consideration 

during future project-level review. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 
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S2-14:  This comment states that impacts to eelgrass shall be 

avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable 

to achieve a no net loss of eelgrass habitat function. The City 

concurs that eelgrass would be avoided and minimized to 

achieve a no net loss of eelgrass habitat function. Mitigation 

to avoid and minimize impacts to eelgrass is proposed in 

accordance with the City’s Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines, and Mission Bay 

Park Natural Resource Management Plan. 

This comment also disagrees that the remaining 1:1 creation 

mitigation required for eelgrass bed habitat may occur 

outside Mission Bay, if necessary. Consistent with the 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan and in 

response to this comment, MM BIO 5.3-4 in the PEIR and MM 

BIO-4 in the Biological Resources Technical Report have been 

revised as follows:  

PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources 

MM BIO 5.3-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential 

direct impacts to eelgrass beds caused by placement 

of fill material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated in 

accordance with the requirements of the resource 

agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San 

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines 

(see table in MM BIO 5.3-3). In addition, at a minimum, 

the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass 

beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission 

Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. The  
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remaining 1:1 mitigation required may occur outside 

Mission Bay, if necessary. 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report 

MM BIO-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential direct 

impacts to eelgrass beds caused by placement of fill 

material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated in 

accordance with the requirements of the resource 

agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San 

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines 

(see table in MM BIO-3). In addition, at a minimum, 

the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass 

beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission 

Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. The 

remaining 1:1 mitigation required may occur outside 

Mission Bay, if necessary. 

This comment also provides additional recommendations for 

eelgrass mitigation measures. The recommendations 

identified in the comment would be more appropriate to 

submit for consideration during future project-level review. 

No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-15:  This comment states that development of trails within native 

habitat areas should be analyzed for edge effects. PEIR Section 

5.3 analyzes potential indirect impacts from operational 

activities to sensitive plant species, wildlife species, and 

vegetation communities, which would include development of 

trails in native habitat areas. Permanent edge effects may 

include intrusion by humans and domestic pets, resulting in 

possible trampling of individual plants, invasion by exotic plant 

and wildlife species, exposure to urban pollutants (fertilizers, 

pesticides, herbicides, and other hazardous materials), soil 

erosion, litter, fire, and hydrologic changes (e.g., surface and 

groundwater level and quality). Refer to response to comment 

S2-6. Specific design and location of the multi-use trails is 

unknown at this time. As part of the GDP process, as future site-

specific projects come forward, project-specific analysis would 

be conducted in the review phase of the project, and any 

impacts would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated as 

conditions of subsequent project approval prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects. 

The comment also recommends that the PEIR discuss what 

activities would be allowed in the wetland areas. PEIR 

Chapter 3.0 provides a definition of each proposed land use 

type, including types of public use activities that may occur 

on the project site. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

Fencing, signage, appropriate barriers may be used to limit 

activities in the wetland areas. Specific activities that would 

occur, areas open for public access, activities allowed by 

special approval, and enforcement measures would be 

detailed in future GDPs as they are developed. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-16:  This comment states that the PEIR should analyze guest 

housing and RV use on the De Anza peninsula as an active 

recreational use and should discuss how natural resources 

adjacent to the low-cost visitor guest accommodation areas 

would be affected by RV use. PEIR Section 5.3 identifies the 

potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities 

and land cover types within each of the proposed project 

areas. Refer to response to comment S2-6. As discussed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding 

implementation of the project, including potential locations 

of camping, RV use, cabins, and active recreational uses, are 

not currently available. The mitigation framework provided 

in the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental 

review of the project. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, as 

future site-specific projects come forward, project-specific 

analysis would be conducted in the review phase of the 

project. At that time, specific mitigation measures would be 

developed based on the site-specific impacts of the proposed 

GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

S2-17:  This comment recommends that the PEIR include a 

discussion on measures that would be included to prohibit 

motorized watercraft from entering De Anza Cove. The City 

has taken this comment into consideration, and revisions to 

the Amendment have been made to clarify that channels 

accessing the cove are not intended to be used by large or 

motorized boats. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding the buffers and safety measures associated  
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with the non-motorized boat use are not currently available. 

Design during the GDP process would take into account 

potential impacts, and measures would be included at that 

time to avoid and minimize potential impacts by dredging 

and motorized boat activity. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

S2-18:  This comment recommends that the PEIR include a full 

disclosure and functional equivalency analysis of the 

proposed boundary line adjustment (BLA) per Sections 1.1.1 

and 5.42 of the Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Subarea Plan. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, the project 

does not propose a Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 

BLA. Upon successful habitat creation in the project area, the 

City may propose to add the successful habitat creation area 

to the MHPA preserve through the MHPA BLA process and 

would look forward to working with the wildlife agencies at 

that time. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-19:  This comment advises that PEIR Table 2-5, Jurisdictional 

Aquatic Resources in the Project Area (Acres), should be 

updated to add CDFW to the list of jurisdictional agencies. 

The City agrees with this request, and Table 2-5 has been 

revised as shown: 

 

S2-20:  This comment recommends that any plans relating to habitat 

design elements or mitigation aspects of the project be 

developed in coordination with and subject to review and 

approval by the wildlife agencies. The City concurs that, when 

available, future project Conceptual Restoration Plans, Long-

Term Maintenance and Preservation Plans, Biological 

Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibits, Habitat 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plans, and Habitat Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plans (eelgrass) would be prepared. Project-

specific restoration plans would be prepared in accordance 

with the City’s Biology Guidelines, Attachment B. The City 

looks forward to working with the CDFW and additional 

stakeholders through the public engagement opportunities 

of the GDP process. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-21:  This comment expresses concern over the construction of 

oyster beds as “green” infrastructure. PEIR Chapter 3.0 states 

that “green” infrastructure would be implemented and 

provides oyster beds as one option for green infrastructure 

implementation at shorelines where oyster colonization is 

feasible. Refer to response to comment S2-6. No specific 

development, including constructed oyster beds, is currently 

proposed. Therefore, specific details are not currently 

available as requested in this comment. The City has 

committed to using the latest science and data from agencies 

such as National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

and National Marine Fisheries Service, as well as the 

California Artificial Reef Program, in the future to implement 

nature-based solutions. Any potential impacts associated 

with green infrastructure would be identified consistent with 

the City’s GDP process for future site-specific projects. As 

future site-specific projects with constructed oyster beds 

come forward, a comprehensive state-wide scientifically 

based plan for overseeing the placement of artificial reefs in 

state waters would be considered. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted.  
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S2-22:  This comment recommends that a mitigation measure be 

added to the PEIR detailing a pre-construction green algae 

(Caulerpa spp.) survey to identify the potential existence of 

invasive Caulerpa spp., as described in the Caulerpa Control 

Protocol. As part of the GDP process, focused biological 

surveys would be conducted for the future specific projects 

in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. Depending 

on the specific project location in the project area, this may 

include surveys for Caulerpa spp. 

In response to this comment, PEIR Section 5.3.3.8, Issue 8: 

Invasive Species, has been revised as follows: 

 Implementation of the project could result in 

potential impacts from the introduction of invasive 

plant species into natural open space areas within 

the MHPA and KFMR/NWP, including aquatic areas. 

Invasive species have the potential to establish and 

displace native species through competition for 

limited resources, resulting in monotypic stands of 

invasive species habitat that does not support other 

native species, including wildlife. These impacts from 

invasive species could occur through human 

intrusion into natural open space areas, from 

unintended dispersal of invasive species seed during 

eradication efforts, and from the exposure of bare 

soil areas during construction activities adjacent to 

these natural areas, which can provide jump-off 

locations for invasive species to establish and 

subsequently disperse into the natural open space 

areas. Impacts would be potentially significant 

(Impact 5.3-4). 
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 Impact 5.3-4 The proposed project could result in 

an introduction of invasive species of plants into 

natural open space areas, including aquatic areas. 

S2-23:  This comment recommends that additional details on the 

boat ramp removal be included in the PEIR. Additional details 

on the construction are not known at this time. Refer to 

response to S2-6. As stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

When a future site-specific project with boat ramp removal 

comes forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted 

in the review phase of the project, and any impacts would be 

avoided, minimized, or mitigated prior to implementation of 

the future site-specific projects. The City looks forward to 

working with the CDFW and additional stakeholders through 

the public engagement opportunities of the GDP process. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S2-24:  This comment recommends that future site-specific analysis 

should ensure that impacts to species designated as Fully 

Protected (FP), regardless of their status as covered species 

under the Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea 

Plan, do not lead to the death of any individuals. As discussed 

in PEIR Section 5.3, as future site-specific projects come 

forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted in the 

review phase of the project. Potential impacts to FP species 

would be precluded by implementation of specific measures, 

which are included as conditions of future site development 

permits. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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S2-25:  This comment recommends that the City seek appropriate take 

authorization under the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA) prior to implementing site-specific elements of the project, 

which may include an Incidental Take Permit. If necessary, the 

City will work with the CDFW at that time to seek take 

authorization under CESA or through Section 9.7 of the City’s 

Implementing Agreement with the wildlife agencies for the 

establishment of the Multiple Species Conservation Program. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S2-26:  This comment requests that any special-status species and 

natural communities detected during project surveys be 

reported to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 

As discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, as future site-specific projects 

come forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted in 

the review phase of the project, species surveys would be 

conducted as necessary, and impacts would be avoided, 

minimized, or mitigated prior to the implementation of the future 

site-specific projects. When survey results are available, the 

requested survey information will be submitted to the CNDDB as 

stipulated in the City’s Biology Guidelines. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the Draft 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

S2-27:  This comment advises that environmental document filing 

fees will be required. The City will pay CDFW filing fees upon 

project approval and filing of the Notice of Determination as 

required by CEQA. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S2-33 

 

S2-28:  This comment includes the commenter’s name, role, and 

contact information. This is a closing comment and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

S2-29:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides a summary of the Draft PEIR proposed Alternatives. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. No further response is warranted. 

S2-30:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides a summary of the recommendations and revised 

mitigation measures in the comment letter. Refer to 

response to comments above. 

S2-31:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides the CDFW’s comments on the De Anza Revitalization 

Plan dated December 13, 2016. This plan was a previous 

iteration of the De Anza Natural Amendment. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR. No further response is warranted. 

S2-32:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides the CDFW’s comments on the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) of a Draft PEIR for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

Update – Fiesta Island dated June 8, 2017. This is a separate 

project. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. No further response is 

warranted. 
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S2-33:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides the CDFW’s comments on the De Anza Cove 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan NOP dated 

July 10, 2018. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, 

in June 2018, the City initiated a Draft PEIR (2018 Draft PEIR) 

process for the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and released 

the NOP. Preliminary analyses were performed based on the 

2018 proposed land use plan (2018 Proposal); however, the 

2018 Draft PEIR was never circulated for public review. Based 

on feedback on the Mission Bay Park Master Plan since the 

original 2018 NOP was released, the City modified the project 

in 2022 to fine tune the land uses and increase preservation 

of natural resources. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted. 

S2-34:  This comment is an attachment to the comment letter that 

provides the CDFW’s comments on the De Anza Natural 

Project NOP dated February 10, 2022. The purpose of the 

NOP is to obtain early comments on the project, alternatives, 

and potential environmental impacts. All comment letters 

received during the formal NOP public comment period and 

comments made during the scoping meeting were included 

as Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping 

Comments, of the PEIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter S3: University of California San Diego Natural Reserve System, 
April 20, 2023 
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S3-1:  This comment states that the current site plan (PEIR Figure 

3) is improved relative to the previous version (January 2022 

Notice of Preparation (NOP)), most notably the removal of 

most of the peninsula extending south from Pacific Beach 

Drive and better hydrologic connection with Rose Creek. The 

City of San Diego (City) appreciates the University of 

California Natural Reserve System’s review of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 

S3-2:  This comment states that the project objectives are too 

vague and do not allow for an unbiased evaluation of the 

plan and the project alternatives. The project’s objectives, 

which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: Project Description, 

explain the underlying purpose of the project and are used 

to develop a reasonable range of alternatives in line with the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. No 

revisions to the Draft PEIR are warranted. 
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S3-3:  This comment states that Draft PEIR does not adequately 

address the environmental goals of the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan (MBPMP), which states that water quality 

improvement is the foremost consideration for land uses in 

the De Anza Special Study Area. Appendix B of the PEIR 

provides an analysis of the project’s consistency with the 

goals and objectives of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP). Specifically, the project would promote MBPMP 

policies that support the expansion of open space by 

removing Campland on the Bay (Campland) and replacing it 

with a natural habitat area contiguous with the existing 

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 

(KFMR/NWP). The project would sustain and enhance the 

biodiversity of the KFMR/NWP and expand natural habitat 

areas contiguous to this existing preserve, which would 

improve water quality.  

The project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, include Objective 4 to embrace responsibility 

and stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water quality. 

The project does prioritize improving water quality, as called 

for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and no revisions are 

warranted.  

S3-4:  This comment states that the Draft PEIR does not provide 

evidence that the project will improve water quality and will 

do so more effectively than the alternatives. PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives, includes a general description of each 

project alternative, along with a discussion of its ability to 
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reduce the significant environmental impacts associated 

with the proposed project. In accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion should focus on 

those alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or 

reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of a 

project. The alternatives are evaluated to determine if they 

would eliminate any significant adverse environmental 

impacts or reduce those impacts to a below a significant 

level. An analysis of potential impacts related to water 

quality were addressed for each alternative in PEIR Chapter 

8.0 Alternatives, in accordance with CEQA. In addition, the 

project’s effect on water quality was analyzed in PEIR Section 

5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, and no significant impacts 

were identified. PEIR Table S-4, Summary of Significant 

Environmental Impacts, summarizes the conclusions of the 

environmental analysis in this PEIR and is consistent with the 

analysis in PEIR Section 5.7. Therefore, no revisions to the 

Draft PEIR are warranted.  

S3-5:  This comment states that the DEIR does not provide an 

adequate explanation to support the assumption that the 

continued flows of untreated water constrained to channels 

as described in the De Anza Natural Plan will improve water 

quality compared to detaining the water in wetlands to allow 

for settlement of particulates and biogeochemical 

transformations of pollutants as would occur in the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In accordance with CEQA, 

the PEIR focuses on the potential water quality impacts of 

the proposed project as opposed to the improvement that 

would result from implementation of the proposed project. 

PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, discloses that 

the project would have the potential to result in long-term 
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operational pollutants associated with components of the 

project, such as guest accommodations, parking areas, and 

street improvements that would introduce potential 

pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, 

trash and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and 

grease, pesticides, and bacteria and viruses. Due to the 

project’s location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and 

Mission Bay, the immediate pollutants of concern are those 

that contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of 

the Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts 

along the Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion 

and regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to 

increased erosion.  

PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended BMPs 

and would be refined and implemented as part of final 

project design and monitoring programs for future project 

activities consistent with the project in accordance with the 

City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the 

preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP). In addition, proposed water quality detention 

basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and 

treat stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. Water 

quality detention basins would be designed with a sediment 

forebay, a height-appropriate embankment specific for each 

area of treatment, and a base to reduce sediment and 

erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be used to 

reduce sediment and total suspended solids from 

stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing features 

would include vegetated areas bordering all development to 

reduce stormwater contamination, including debris and 

sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the 
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edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove 

with marsh, wetland, and upland native plants would create 

another water quality-enhancing feature.  

  As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans (GDPs) will be developed over time and 

will provide precise engineering and construction plans for 

the various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the program 

level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed that 

would apply to future improvements. Once the project 

design has been finalized and prior to approval, the City will 

route the project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, including the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At that time, specific 

mitigation measures will be developed based on the 

site -specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also 

acknowledges that, due to lack of detail and site design in 

the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific 

CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate site-

specific impacts. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

S3-6:  This comment states that the City has not done a modeled 

hydrologic or water quality assessment to determine if the 

connection to Rose Creek would improve water circulation. 

Further, this comment requests an explanation for including 

a semi-enclosed swimming beach in the northeast corner, 

rather than contiguous wetland in the area. Please refer to 

responses to comments S3-4 and S3-5. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, no development is 
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currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

See response to comment S3-9. The MBPMP calls for a 

“balanced approach” (City of San Diego 2021a) with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. The 

project would enhance the existing regional parkland by 

providing a variety of uses, including active and passive 

recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the area, 

and improvements to access to recreational uses. A sandy 

beach area at the northern and western edges of De Anza 

Cove would be adjacent to and compatible with the low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation use. The addition of a beach 

area is in line with the goals of the MBPMP. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

S3-7:  This comment requests an explanation of how De Anza 

Natural and all alternatives will impact water quality in the 

study area and Mission Bay in general. Please refer to 

responses to comments S3-4 and S3-5. 
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S3-8:  This comment states that the Natural Resources 

Management Plan (NRMP) for Mission Bay identifies the fill 

area currently occupied by Campland as the unique area of 

Mission Bay where substantive saltmarsh habitat can be 

restored in a large, contiguous area that is the most 

beneficial for wildlife. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, the project includes enhancement and 

restoration within the existing KFMR/NWP and the 

expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campland as 

shown on PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan. The project would follow 

the MBPMP recommendation of replacing the existing 

Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat area, 

which would include a combination of mudflats, wetlands, 

and upland habitats. 

S3-9:  This comment states that the DEIR doesn’t give any specific 

goals for wetland restoration west of Rose Creek, and should 

include specific population goals for the endangered species 

within the MHPA, acres of critical habitat, and specific 

adjacency rules to protect existing and future populations of 

these species. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. The CEQA Guidelines contain guidance 

on when a PEIR may be prepared. As explained in the Draft 

PEIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states that “A program 

EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions 

that can be characterized as one large project and are 

related either: (1) Geographically, (2) A logical parts in the 

chain of contemplated actions, (3) In connection with 

issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria 

to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As 
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individual activities carried out under the same authorizing 

statutory or regulatory authority and having generally 

similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 

similar ways.”  

 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project such as the adoption of 

a Master Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR 

on the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Therefore, the Draft PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project. The mitigation framework provided in the 

PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental review of 

the project and does not defer mitigation.  

 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

The Draft PEIR acknowledges that the City will evaluate 

future detailed GDPs for future projects as they are 

developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, 

is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the activities and 

amenities to be included in a park. As described in PEIR 

Section 1.4.1, GDPs will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 
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various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the program 

level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed that 

would apply to future improvements. City Council Policy 

600-33 also outlines the public participation process for the 

development of future GDPs. A public workshop is required 

to provide details of the project, including proposed scope, 

schedule, cost, and related information and would discuss 

the necessary steps for project review and approval. Once 

the project design has been finalized and prior to approval, 

the City will route the project through the Public Project 

Assessment process, including the preparation of the 

appropriate environmental documentation in accordance 

with CEQA. At that time, specific mitigation measures will be 

developed based on the site specific impacts of the 

proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the 

PEIR. The City also acknowledges that, due to lack of detail 

and site design in the PEIR, many future projects will 

undergo site-specific CEQA review, which is the appropriate 

time to evaluate site-specific impacts. 

 PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, concludes that the 

project has the potential to directly impact sensitive wildlife 

species with a potential to occur on site, including the 

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow and the Light-footed Ridgway’s 

Rail, during construction activities and operation of the 

project through displacement of individual wildlife or 

elimination of portions of their habitat. Conformance with 

the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 

Plan (SAP) provides incidental take coverage for covered 

species such that impacts to those species outside the City’s 

Multiple Habitat Planning Area would not be considered 
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significant (due to conservation of the species provided by 

MSCP SAP implementation). Further, implementation of 

Area-Specific Management Directives (ASMD) for applicable 

MSCP SAP covered sensitive wildlife species that occur in the 

project area would be required as a condition of project 

approval. As future site-specific projects come forward, 

project-specific analysis would be conducted in the review 

phase of the project, and any impacts to these sensitive 

wildlife species would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated 

as conditions of project approval prior to the 

implementation of the future site-specific projects. 

PEIR Section 5.3 also analyzes potential indirect impacts 

from operational activities to sensitive plant species, wildlife 

species, and vegetation communities. Permanent edge 

effects may include intrusion by humans and domestic pets, 

resulting in possible trampling of individual plants, invasion 

by exotic plant and wildlife species, exposure to urban 

pollutants (fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and other 

hazardous materials), soil erosion, litter, fire, and hydrologic 

changes (e.g., surface and groundwater level and quality). As 

part of the GDP process, as future site-specific projects come 

forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted in the 

review phase of the project, and any impacts would be 

avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of 

subsequent project approval prior to the implementation of 

the future site-specific projects.  

In addition, this comment states that the PEIR should include 

plans for coordination with the University of California 

Reserve System. The City looks forward to working with 

University of California Reserve System and additional 

stakeholders through the public engagement opportunities 
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of the GDP process as future project detailed design is 

available. No revisions to the Draft PEIR are warranted. 

S3-10:  This comment states that emergent wetland is not 

homogenous and without specific distinction of habitat the 

existing and proposed habitat areas described in the 

alternative plans, the impacts to those areas, and the 

benefits of the alternatives for all purposes cannot be clearly 

assessed. Please refer to response to comment S3-9. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. This comment will be considered 

when evaluating future project detailed design.  

The comment also requests to map out the habitat types 

listed in PEIR Table 2-3 and describe additional details for the 

habitat restoration areas. PEIR Figure 5.3-1, Impacts to 

Biological Resources – Proposed Project, identifies the 

habitats described in PEIR Table 2-3. Please refer to 

response to comment S3-9. As described in PEIR Section 

1.4.1, GDPs will be developed over time and will provide 

precise engineering and construction plans for the various 

elements of the project. As future site-specific projects come 

forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted in the 

review phase of the project. Specific details of the habitat 

types in the proposed wetland and marshland creation 

areas, such as acreage for each habitat type and details to 

ensure the successful establishment of habitat including 

sediment characteristics, pore-water salinity and inundation 

times, would be determined at that time. The City also  
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acknowledges that, due to lack of detail and site design in 

the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific 

CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate site-

specific impacts. 

Further, this comment states that without specific details the 

project and its alternatives cannot be analyzed with regard 

to whether they can actually provide habitat expansion. 

Please refer to response to comment S3-9. 

S3-11:  This comment states that fragmented wetland design east 

of Rose Creek is flawed for several reasons, which are then 

listed. Please refer to response to comment S3-9. As 

discussed in the PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

The recommendations identified in the comment would be 

more appropriate to submit for consideration during future 

project-level review. 

S3-12:  This comment states that the Plan is a missed opportunity 

to protect public and private infrastructure by de-

channelizing Rose Creek into a series of tidal distributary 

channels that would slow down flooding of areas adjacent 

to the creek due to the combination of storm surges, King 

tides, and future sea level rise. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, Project Description, the project would expand the 

project area’s natural habitat and improve water quality 

through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City 

against the risk of climate change in line with the City’s 

Climate Resilient SD Plan. Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 
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Quality, concluded that the restored wetlands would 

increase resilience by providing increased opportunity for 

diversion of flood flows into the new enhancement areas 

compared with existing impervious conditions, which would 

reduce the risk of flooding. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared for the project and has 

been incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The 

report includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project and 

87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level 

rise scenario. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report will influence future design. 

S3-13:  This comments states that the California Coastal Act 

(Chapter 3) favors nature-based solutions to coastal flood 

risk and requests analysis of how the proposed project and 

each alternative will meet project objective 3 and reduce 

flood risk to the surrounding area. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, the project would expand natural habitat and 

improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands while implementing nature-based solutions to 

protect the City against the risk of climate change in line with 

the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. Please refer to response 

to comment S-12. The PEIR identifies a reasonable range of 

alternatives pursuant to California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives, evaluates four alternatives that would reduce 

impacts compared to the proposed project (No Project/No 

Build Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced  
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 Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the requirements 

of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the other 

alternatives are compared to the project consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). PEIR Chapter 8.0 includes a 

discussion of each project alternative in relation to the project 

objectives. No revisions to the  PEIR are warranted.  

S3-14:  This comment requests the comparison of each alternative’s 

contribution to supporting wetland-based 

passive/educational recreation, fish production/fishing 

opportunities, and sequestering carbon. According to CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion 

should focus on those alternatives that, if implemented, could 

eliminate or reduce any of the significant environmental 

impacts of a project. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates 

the project alternatives to determine if they would eliminate 

any significant adverse environmental impacts of the project 

or reduce those impacts to a below a significant level. Project-

related and cumulative impacts are those identified prior to 

the incorporation or implementation of any mitigation 

measures. As described in PEIR Chapter 5.0, Environmental 

Analysis, the proposed project would result in potentially 

significant impacts, prior to mitigation, for the following 

issues topics: biological resources; hazards and hazardous 

materials; historical, archaeological, and Tribal Cultural 

Resources (TCRs); paleontological resources; and noise. The 

project would result in potentially significant cumulative 

impacts, prior to mitigation, for the following issue topics: 

historical, archaeological, and TCRs. The performance of an 

alternative relative to a project is evaluated to determine the 

“comparative merits of the alternative” (CEQA Guidelines, 
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Section 15126.6[a]). The alternatives analysis is based on a 

comparison to the proposed project’s impacts, as required 

by CEQA. The additional alternatives analysis requested in 

the comment is not required under CEQA. Therefore, no 

revisions to the Draft PEIR are warranted. 

S3-15:  This comment requests the PEIR incorporate details related 

to resiliency and sea level rise, as required by the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) SEP. As stated in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project would expand 

the project area’s natural habitat and improve water quality 

through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City 

against the risk of climate change in line with the City’s 

Climate Resilient SD Plan. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared for the project and the 

Wetland Optimized Alternatives and has been incorporated 

into the Final PEIR as Appendix N in accordance with the SEP. 

The SEP does not require the analysis of other project 

alternatives pursuant to CEQA. The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). 

Therefore, the PEIR addresses climate resiliency and sea 

level rise. No further revisions are warranted.  

S3-16:  The comment states that the Plan is a missed opportunity to 

protect public and private infrastructure by de-channelizing 

Rose Creek into a series of tidal distributary channels that 

would slow down flooding of areas adjacent to the creek due 

to the combination of storm surges, King tides and future 

sea level rise. Please refer to response to comment S3-12. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S3-18 

 

S3-17:  This comment states that the California Coastal Act (Chapter 

3) strongly favors nature-based solutions to coastal flood 

risk, and requests analysis of how the proposed project and 

each alternative will meet project objective 3 and reduce 

flood risk to the surrounding area. Please refer to response 

to comment S3-13. 

S3-18:  This comment requests explanation as to why the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative is not the Wildest plan. The PEIR 

identifies a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates 

four alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to 

the proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b) in 

accordance with the RWQCB SEP. The ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in 

PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives, Considered and Eliminated.  

The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” (City of San Diego 

2021a) with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. In terms of land use allocation, the ReWild 

alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat land areas 

that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like those 

requested by various stakeholders at public forums—namely 

active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 137.5 
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acres of active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 

The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation, and as a result, they would also not provide 

enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal 

landscape for all San Diegans, particularly communities that 

have historically experienced barriers to access (project 

objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” alternatives would 

also fail to meet project objective 5 because they would 

reduce the amount of area available for aquatic recreation 

uses, such as the enjoyment of open beach sand activities 

and boating.  

Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would, or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). 

The three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public 

access or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because 

of how those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce 

access to the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. 
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Therefore, while these alternatives would meet project 

objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating climate adaptation 

strategies and embracing responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. No changes to the PEIR are warranted. 

S3-19:  This comment states that the California Coastal Act requires 

there be public access to the shoreline in any new coastal 

development. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would enhance the existing regional 

parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, active and passive 

recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the area, 

and improvements to access to recreational uses. Regional 

parkland would support activities such as picnicking, 

kiteflying, Frisbee games, informal sports, walking, jogging, 

children’s play, bicycling, and skating. The existing regional 

parkland would be enhanced with recreational amenities 

and access to the multi-use path that connects the project 

area to points to the north, west, and east. A sandy beach 

area at the northern and western edges of De Anza Cove 

would be adjacent to the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation use and the boating use. The proposed 

project components will provide public access to the coast. 

As further discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project is a plan 

amendment to the MBPMP. No development is currently 

being proposed; therefore, specific details regarding 

schedule, construction activities, and implementation of the 

project are not currently available. Please refer to response 

to comment S3-9 regarding the GDP process. 
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S3-20:  This comment requests evidence of how the local Tribal 

nations have provided input into the planning process. As 

discussed in PEIR Section 5.6: Historical, Archaeological, and 

Tribal Cultural Resources, Tribal consultation in accordance 

with AB 52 was conducted in 2019 with Lisa Cumper, Tribal 

Historic Preservation Officer from the Jamul Indian Village 

and Clint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources from the 

Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional consultation 

occurred in April 2023. The local Native American Kumeyaay 

community has expressed a high level of interest with 

regard to potential impacts to known resources in and 

around the project site. The Draft PEIR includes mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts related to inadvertent 

discoveries to a less than significant level. In addition, as 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the 

project would also include an Interpretive Nature Center, 

which would foster opportunities for members of local 

Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove. The 

consideration of a name change for the area is noted. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.   

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S3-22 

 

S3-21:  This comment states that the goal of balance should be 

examined across all of Mission Bay rather than the small 

area of the northeast corner. MBPMP and the NRMP are the 

overarching planning documents for Mission Bay. The 

project focuses on habitat enhancements within the 

boundaries of the project area as outlined in PEIR Chapter 

2.0, Environmental Setting, in alignment with the goals of the 

MBPMP and NRMP. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 

acres of wetlands in Mission Bay Park. It is not intended to 

restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitats across all of Mission Bay. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S3-22:  This comment states that there is already significant 

acreage for active recreation in Mission Bay and the project 

should address recreational and educational needs with a 

focus on inclusion of previously excluded groups. MPBMP 

calls for a “balanced approach” with three components: 

recreation, commerce, and environment. Please refer to 

response to comment S3-19. The project would provide 

many aspects of ideas listed in the comment, including 

improving access to the park areas along the bay shoreline 

for residents and visitors, as well as an Interpretive Nature 

Center. As described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would provide a waterfront multi-

use path that would provide users with shore access and 

would connect the project area to points to the north, west, 

and east to enhance public equitable access and increase 

connections to the surrounding communities. The multi-use 

path would be a feature for users to view the marshes and 

have distant views of Mission Bay. In addition, areas 

designated as Regional Parkland would include passive 
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recreation amenities such as overlooks, pathways, and 

picnic areas. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S3-23:  This comment states that the KFMR building site is 

incorrectly designated as Regional Parkland and that the 

PEIR does not acknowledge that it is University of California 

Natural Reserve System land. In response to this comment 

the following revisions to PEIR Section 2.3.1.1, Existing Land 

Uses, have been made. 

The KFMR/NWP is approximately 88 acres 

consisting mostly of vegetated wetland. It is 

bordered to the west and north by residential 

development, to the east by Campland, and to the 

south by Mission Bay. The University of California, 

San Diego, Natural Reserve System manages the 

KFMR, and the City manages the contiguous 

remainder of the marsh as the NWP. 
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S3-24:  This comment states that vegetation located on KFMR/NWP 

is incorrectly described as mostly vegetated habitat. 

However, as stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

the KFMR/NWP (as illustrated on PEIR Figure 2-3) is 

approximately 88 acres and bordered to the west and north 

by residential development, to the east by Campland, and to 

the south by Mission Bay. The KFMR/NWP mostly consists of 

vegetated wetland. This description is consistent with the 

habitat described in the comment, which includes intertidal 

marsh, emergent vegetated wetland, mudflats and eelgrass 

beds. Further, the project doesn’t propose enhancements or 

improvements to the KFMR/NWP. No revisions to the Draft 

PEIR are warranted. 

S3-25:  This comment questions the lines delegating the MHPA and 

the KFMR/NWP on Figure 9. The comment also states that 

the identified upland area of the UC property (included 

within the Project Area red line, but outside the purple line), 

is technically within the KFMR and should be updated. It is 

unclear which figure the commenter is referring to, as there 

is no Figure 9 in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

S3-26:  This comment states the PEIR incorrectly identifies the University 

of California San Diego as a trustee agency. In response to the 

comment the following revisions to PEIR Section 1.3.2, 

Responsible and Trustee Agencies, have been made: 
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Implementation of the project may require 

subsequent actions involving responsible and 

trustee agencies. Responsible agencies, as defined 

by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15381, are public 

agencies that may have discretionary approval 

authority for a project, and include but are not 

limited to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California 

Department of Transportation, California Coastal 

Commission (CCC), and San Diego RWQCB. Trustee 

agencies are defined in Section 15386 of the CEQA 

Guidelines as agencies that have jurisdiction by law 

over natural resources affected by a project that are 

held in trust for the people of the State of California, 

including the California State Lands Commission 

(Commission) and University of California, San Diego 

(UC San Diego) University of California Natural 

Reserve System. 

1.3.2.7 University of California Natural Reserve 

System University of California, San 

Diego 

UC San Diego The University of California Natural 

Reserve System owns manages approximately 16 

acres of the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve. As early 

as 1942, students and faculty at the Scripps 

Institution of Oceanography were using the Mission 

Bay marshes as educational and research sites. The 

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve is protected by chain-

link fencing along its upper boundary with City 

streets and by the property owners’ fences along its 
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boundary with the Crown Point Villas. The lower 

boundary with the City’s Northern Wildlife Preserve 

is not marked because the contiguous wetland (40 

acres) is managed as a whole, with the University of 

California UC San Diego Natural Reserve System 

coordinating research and teaching use, and the 

City’s Parks and Recreation Department responsible 

for law enforcement (UC San Diego 2022). 

 The City acknowledges this role and looks forward to future 

consultation with University of California Natural Reserve 

System as future site-specific projects are identified through 

the GDP process.  

S3-27:  This comment states that University of California Natural 

Reserve System has been excluded from many meetings 

concerning this Plan and being a Trustee Agency merits 

inclusion. This City acknowledges the role as a Trustee 

Agency and looks forward to further consultation with the 

University of California Natural Reserve System as future 

site-specific projects are identified through the GDP process. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 

S3-28:  This comment states the Biological Technical Report has 

mis-identified the seablite observed as Suaeda californica 

(found further north in California) and failed to identify the 

rather abundant Suaeda esteroa, a covered species and 

states the analysis should be updated. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.2, Plant and Wildlife Species 

Observations (2022 Harris Surveys) of the Biological 
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Resources Technical Report (BRTR), any sensitive plant and 

wildlife species documented during previous studies 

conducted in the project area but not observed during the 

2022 surveys were reviewed and included in the species 

observed lists and discussions as deemed appropriate. The 

sources of these previous observations are included in 

Appendix B of the BRTR and the sensitive species 

discussions to differentiate them from the 2022 species 

observations. Furthermore, under the discussion of 

California Seablite (Suaeda californica) in Section 5.4.2.1, 

Sensitive Plant Species Observed, of the BRTR states 

California seablite was observed in the southern coastal salt 

marsh of the KFMR/NWP during the 2016 biological surveys. 

This species’ presence in the KFMR/NWP was not confirmed 

during the 2022 surveys. However, no focused sensitive 

plant survey was conducted, and this species could have 

gone unidentified. An unidentified species of Suaeda was 

observed in the western portion of KFMR/NWP during the 

October 2022 survey. 

Furthermore, PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, states 

that four sensitive plant species were detected in the project 

area including Palmer’s frankenia (Frankenia palmeri), San 

Diego marsh-elder (Iva hayesiana), southwestern spiny rush 

(Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii), and California seablite (Suaeda 

californica). In addition, the PEIR states that two sensitive 

plant species, estuary seablite (Suaeda esteroa) and Nuttall’s 

acmispon (Acmispon prostratus), were determined to have a 

high potential to occur in the project area but were not 

identified during the biological resources surveys. The PEIR 

concludes that there is potential for California seablite 

(Suaeda californica), Palmer’s Frankenia (Frankenia palmeri), 

and estuary seablite (Suaeda esteroa) to occur in the project 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-S3-28 

construction, enhancement, and hydrologic restoration 

areas that include these species’ suitable habitat, the 

KFMR/NWP. In the event these sensitive plant species are 

identified within the potential impact area, direct impacts 

are considered potentially significant. The PEIR mitigation 

strategy adequately addresses potential impacts to these 

species. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

S3-29:  This comment states that the mouth of Rose Creek is a 

critical component of this project and should be included 

within the MHPA boundary. As shown in PEIR Figure 3-1, the 

mouth of Rose Creek is located within the project boundary. 

This project does not have the authority to add land to the 

City’s MHPA boundary. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

S3-30:  This comment states objection to the University of California 

property being included without the involvement of the 

University of California Nature Reserve System. The project 

does not propose enhancements or improvements to the 

KFMR/NWP. PEIR Section 3.3.1.1 states that the project 

includes enhancement and restoration within the existing 

KRMR/NWP and the expansion of wetlands currently 

occupied by Campland. The City acknowledges the 

University of California Natural Reserve role as a Trustee 

Agency and looks forward to further consultation with the 

University of California Natural Reserve System as future 

site-specific projects are identified through the GDP process. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Draft PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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S3-31:  This comment states that the PEIR is a project EIR and not a 

Program EIR. The project is an Amendment to the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 1.0, 

Introduction, the project analyzed in this PEIR is an 

amendment to the MBPMP, which is a comprehensive 

planning document that provides a policy framework to 

guide development throughout Mission Bay. The project 

includes recommendations pertaining to the project area to 

serve local and regional recreation needs while preserving 

the natural resources of the De Anza Cove area. No specific 

development is currently being proposed. Please refer to 

response to comment S3-9. The appropriate CEQA 

document to address the project is a PEIR. No revisions to 

the Draft PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter L1: San Diego Unified School District, March 7, 2023 

 

L1-1:  This comment states that the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) does not 

include any residential land uses; therefore, the San Diego 

Unified School District anticipates no impact to school 

service, enrollment, capacity, or facilities. The City of San 

Diego (City) appreciates the San Diego Unified School 

District’s participation in the review of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter L2: County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health 
and Quality, Vector Control Program, April 19, 2023 

 

L2-1:  The comment is a cover email stating that the comment letter 

is attached. The comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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L2-2:  The comment discusses the County of San Diego 

Department of Environmental Health and Quality Vector 

Control Program’s (VCP’s) responsibility for the protection of 

public health. The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the 

VCP’s participation in the review of the PEIR for the project. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 

L2-3:  This comment requests that the PEIR address potential 

impacts from possible mosquito breeding sources created 

by the project and that the project be designed and 

constructed in a manner to minimize those impacts. PEIR 

Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, includes a list of 

potential construction best management practices to 

avoid impacts to water quality. These best management 

practices include design concepts to drain to permeable 

sources, and to employ integrated pest management 

principles, both of which would help prevent impacts 

related to mosquitos. However, as discussed in Chapter 

3.0, Project Description, no development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. Furthermore, the PEIR 

acknowledges that the City will evaluate future detailed 

General Development Plans for future projects as they are 

developed and will provide precise engineering and 

construction plans for the various elements of the project. 

Because these plans are currently not available at the 

planning level, their environmental impacts have been 

estimated at the program level, and a mitigation strategy 

has been developed that would apply to future 
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improvements. Once the project design has been 

completed, prior to approval, the City will route the future 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

which includes the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At that time, 

specific mitigation measures will be developed based on 

the site-specific impacts of the proposed General 

Development Plan and the mitigation strategy outlined in 

the PEIR. At this point, public and agency comments will be 

invited to address the site-specific impacts identified in the 

future CEQA documentation. As future projects are 

proposed, the City will consider the VCP’s construction-

related recommendations to avoid creation of mosquito 

breeding areas. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

L2-4:  This comment states that the VCP has the authority 

pursuant to state law and County Code to order the 

abatement of any mosquito breeding that occurs during 

project construction or after the project is completed. The 

City acknowledges the VCP’s authority pursuant to state 

law and County Code to order the abatement of any 

mosquito breeding areas that are determined to be a 

vector breeding public nuisance. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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L2-5:  The comment provides a link to the County of San Diego 

Guidelines for Determining Significance for Vectors. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

L2-6: This comment states that the Land and Water Quality 

Division (LWQD) Site Assessment and Mitigation Program is 

responsible for oversight of contaminated sites, primarily 

through the Voluntary Assistance Program, and 

recommends preparation of a Soil Management Plan and 

Community Health and Safety Plan prior to 

grading/excavating activities on the site. In response to this 

comment, the following revisions to the Final PEIR Section 

5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, have been made: 

Any contaminated soil shall be removed and 

disposed of in accordance with requirements by the 

County of San Diego Department of Environmental 

Health and Quality Land and Water Quality Division 

Site Assessment and Mitigation Program Hazardous 

Materials Division, which is the local Certified 

Unified Program Agency regarding investigation 

and cleanup of contaminated sites. 

 The PEIR includes MM HAZ 5.5-2, Soil Sampling, which 

requires that, prior to any construction or grading activities 

in areas of documented soil staining and contaminated soil, 

construction contractors shall complete soil sampling to 

determine whether contamination is present. If elevated 

concentrations of contaminants (e.g., petroleum 

compounds, metals, hazardous waste) are present in on-site 

soils, contaminated soil shall be removed and disposed. In 
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response to this comment, MM HAZ 5.5-2, Soil Sampling, has 

been revised as follows in the Final PEIR: 

MM HAZ 5.5-2 Soil Sampling. Prior to any 

demolition, construction, or grading activities in 

areas of documented soil staining and 

contaminated soil, including in the vicinity of the 

former De Anza Cove mobile home park Boneyard, 

former Campland on the Bay area underground 

storage tanks, Mission Bay Golf Course hydraulic lift, 

and electrical transformers, construction 

contractors shall complete soil sampling to 

determine whether contamination is present. If 

elevated concentrations of contaminants (e.g., 

petroleum compounds, metals, hazardous waste) 

are present in on-site soils, contaminated soil shall 

be removed and disposed in accordance with 

requirements of the County of San Diego 

Department of Environmental Health and Quality 

Land and Water Quality Division Site Assessment 

and Mitigation Program Hazardous Materials 

Division, which is the local Certified Unified Program 

Agency regarding investigation and cleanup of 

contaminated sites. 

 In addition, MM HAZ 5.5-3, Contingency Plan, has been 

revised as follows in the Final PEIR: 

MM HAZ 5.5-3 Contingency Plan. Prior to the 

issuance of any demolition, construction, or grading 

permits, the project engineer shall ensure that a 

hazardous material contingency plan is prepared 

and reviewed to specify procedures for the 
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management of potentially impacted soil (and 

groundwater) encountered during project 

construction or demolition. If elevated 

concentrations of contaminants are detected (i.e., 

soil discoloration, odor, petroleum sheen, positive 

photoionization detector readings) in on-site soils 

during grading and excavation, contaminated soil 

shall be removed and disposed of in accordance 

with requirements by the County of San Diego 

Department of Environmental Health and Quality 

Land and Water Quality Division Site Assessment 

and Mitigation Program Hazardous Materials 

Division. 

L2-7:  This comment includes the commenter’s name, role, and 

contact information. This is a closing comment and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted 
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Comment Letter L3: City of San Diego, Public Utilities Department, April 19, 2023 

 

L3-1:  This comment states that the City of San Diego (City) Public 

Utilities Department finds that the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

would pose neither a significant impact on the City’s major 

sewer and water facilities nor a significant increase in 

demand for those services. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-L3-2 
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Comment Letter L4: San Diego Unified School District, April 20, 2023 

 

L4-1:  This comment states that the use of De Anza Cove should 

seek educational opportunities to partner with public schools 

within the vicinity. The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the 

San Diego Unified School District’s participation in the review 

of the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De 

Anza Cove Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project). This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Intentionally Left Blank 
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Comment Letter L5: San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, May 5, 2023 

 

L5-1:  This comment is introductory in nature with specific 

comments to follow. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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L5-2:  This comment provides background on the San Diego Water 

Board’s mission and responsibilities, as well as its role in 

overseeing the Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP). 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Draft PEIR, and no further response is 

warranted. 

L5-3:  This comment describes the San Diego Water Board’s 2021 

Practical Vision and how it relates to the forthcoming 

statements. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Draft PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

L5-4:  This comment provides a background and summary of the 

SEP. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Draft PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 
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L5-5:  This comment expresses concern that more detailed sea 

level rise analysis was not included in the draft PEIR for De 

Anza Natural and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, 

before summarizing the sea level rise discussion included in 

the draft PEIR. This comment then goes on to state that The 

DPEIR must analyze both the City’s Preferred Alternative and 

the Wetland Optimized Alternative utilizing the City’s current 

sea level rise models over time. The comment states that the 

analysis must contain a comparison of the two alternatives, 

mapping the extent of wetlands through time at the intervals 

of the years 2030, 2050 and 2100, and that the analysis must 

provide assurances that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would result in an additional 80 acres of additional wetland 

as required by the SEP.  

 A detailed Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has 

been completed and incorporated into the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report 

analyzes both the proposed project, De Anza Natural, and 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. The report confirms the 

Draft PEIR conclusions that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would maintain over 80 acres of additional 

functional wetlands at the year 2100, as required by the SEP.  

 The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a 

sea level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can 

persist at the year 2100 under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. 

Please see Appendix N: Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report to review the full analysis. 
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L5-6:  This comment states that the PEIR should describe the types of 

“adaptation strategies” that will be considered in future 

planning efforts. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report that has been completed and incorporated in the Final 

PEIR includes a detailed discussion of adaptive management 

considerations that should be taken into consideration when 

implementing the proposed project and future planning efforts 

in this area. Please see Appendix N for further detail.  

L5-7:  This comment states that the PEIR should clearly define what 

constitutes a wetland, and summarizes SDMC Section 

113.0103. The habitat types as defined in the PEIR are 

categorized consistent with the City’s Biology Guidelines 

(2018) to determine potential impacts and associated 

mitigation ratios. Please see Appendix B: Biological 

Resources Technical Report, Section 4.2.3 for further detail 

on how the PEIR defines a “wetland” pursuant to the City of 

San Diego Biology Guidelines. In response to this comment 

Sections 3.3.5 and 4.2.3 of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report, which discuss the City’s definition of wetlands, have 

also been revised to refer to SDMC Section 113.0103. 

L5-8:  This comment states that the PEIR lacks sufficient detail with 

regards to various wetlands types, and requests that the PEIR 

include more detailed maps of: upland transition zones for De 

Anza Natural and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative; wetland 

types and acreages for the Wetlands Optimized Alterative; and 

areas of wetland type conversion. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report that has been completed and 

incorporated in the Final PEIR as Appendix N includes maps, 

tables, and figures containing such information for both De 

Anza Natural and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Please 

see Appendix N for further detail. 
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L5-9:  This comment suggests that the PEIR’s characterization of 

eelgrass beds as a type of wetland habitat is erroneous, 

requests a table summarizing the acreages of each habitat 

type to be included in the proposed wetland habitats, and 

states that eelgrass and open water areas should not be 

included in wetland creation calculations. Eelgrass beds are 

classified as a wetland habitat in the PEIR pursuant to the 

City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (2018) tables 2a and 2b. 

However, in response to this comment, the wetland creation 

analysis included in Appendix N focused on calculating the 

acreages of uplands, salt marsh, and mudflat habitats, 

rather than subtidal resources such as eelgrass. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report also includes maps, 

tables, and figures that contain acreage information for each 

habitat type in De Anza Natural and the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative as requested in this comment. 

L5-10:  This comment summarizes De Anza Cove’s status as an 

impaired water body and the PEIR’s discussion of water 

quality. The comment then suggests that the PEIR should 

include additional discussion of how the proposed project 

would address 303(d) listed pollutants, as well as of how 

proposed water quality design features will protect uses in 

the project area.  

 As discussed in PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, the Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), list of water 

bodies identifies Mission Bay at the mouth of Rose Creek as 

impaired for eutrophication and lead from upstream 

sources and Mission Bay at De Anza Cove as impaired for 

enterococcus, fecal coliform, and total coliform. A significant 

impact would occur if construction or operation of the 

project would create new impairments or exacerbate 
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existing impairments within these waterbodies, which would 

result in a water quality impact. As stated in Section 5.7 of 

the PEIR, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards 

Manual, the proposed project is required to incorporate 

post-construction (or permanent) Low Impact Development 

site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs into 

future project design and would require the preparation of 

a Stormwater Quality Management Plan. The Stormwater 

Quality Management Plan must accompany the final design 

of subsequent project activities to ensure that runoff 

generated by the project is adequately captured/treated per 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Proposed 

water quality detention basins would be differing sizes and 

would capture and treat stormwater before flowing into 

Mission Bay. New water quality detention basins would be 

located to treat the entire project area in accordance with 

local and state requirements. Additional water quality-

enhancing features would include vegetated areas 

bordering all development to reduce stormwater 

contamination, including debris and sediment, from 

reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the edges of Rose Creek 

and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, 

and upland native plants would create another water 

quality-enhancing feature. The project would be required to 

comply with all applicable regulations related to water 

quality, including those from the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board.  

 However, as discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0: Project 

Description, no development is currently being proposed. 

Therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. The CEQA Guidelines contain guidance 
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on the Tiering process. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15162.c, “Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in 

connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval, 

such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area 

plan or community plan), the development of detailed, site-

specific information may not be feasible but can be deferred, 

in many instances, until such time as the lead agency 

prepares a future environmental document in connection 

with a project of a more limited geographical scale, as long 

as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of 

significant effects of the planning approval at hand.”  

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 also defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” An EIR for a project such as the adoption of a Master 

Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary effects that 

can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, 

but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific 

construction projects that might follow. The PEIR does not 

serve as project-level environmental analysis for any specific 

development project and adequate information is not 

available at this time to address potential future site-specific 

impacts of the proposed project.  

 The PEIR acknowledges that the City will evaluate future 

detailed General Development Plans (GDPs) for future 

projects as they are developed. A GDP, as defined in City 

Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that 

identifies the activities and amenities to be included in a 

park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs 

will be developed over time and will provide precise 
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engineering and construction plans for the various elements 

of the project. Since these plans are currently not available 

at the planning level, their environmental impacts have been 

estimated at the program level, and a mitigation strategy has 

been developed that would apply to future improvements. 

City Council Policy 600-33 outlines the public participation 

process for the development of future GDPs. A public 

workshop is required to provide details of the project, 

including proposed scope, schedule, cost, and related 

information and would discuss the necessary steps for 

project review and approval. Once the project design has 

been finalized and prior to approval, the City will route the 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

including the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time, 

specific mitigation measures will be developed based on the 

site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation 

strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also acknowledges 

that, due to lack of detail and site design in the PEIR, many 

future projects will undergo site-specific CEQA review, which 

is the appropriate time to evaluate site-specific impacts. At 

this point, public and agency comments will be invited to 

address the site-specific impacts identified in the future 

CEQA documentation.  

 Therefore, the discussion and mitigation framework 

included in the PEIR is adequate for a program-level 

environmental review of the project in accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 
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L5-11:  This comment suggests that the PEIR should provide a 

detailed hydrologic analysis of the proposed channel for the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative; a detailed discussion of the 

maintenance requirements this channel would require; 

analysis of potential sedimentation; and further hydrologic 

evaluations.  

The design of the future proposed channel is not currently 

available; therefore, preparation of the analysis requested 

above would be premature. Please refer to response 

to comment L5-10, which discusses the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR, and the City’s GDP process. 

L5-12:  This comment discusses the balance of public recreation 

uses and environmental resources within Mission Bay Park 

before presenting the San Diego Water Board’s view that 

opportunities for public recreation of all types are abundant 

throughout Mission Bay Park and the City as a whole, 

whereas viable opportunities for substantial wetland 

creation are limited, with the vast majority occurring within 

the project area. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Draft PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 
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L5-13:  This comment is conclusory in nature, and no response is 

required. 
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Comment Letter O1: Save Our Access, March 31, 2023 

 

 

O1-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and provides information regarding Save Our Access, 

including its support for the “Wildest” alternative for wetland 

habitat restoration. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O1-2:  This comment states that the City of San Diego (City) has ignored 

bay recreation and the environment over the past 50+ years and 

mentions various examples of locations outside the project area. 

As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project 

is an Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan to update 

existing language in the plan and to add new language and 

recommendations pertaining to the project area to serve local 

and regional recreation needs while preserving and enhancing 

the natural resources of the De Anza Cove area. The project 

would expand the project area’s natural habitat and improve 

water quality through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City against 

the risk of climate change in line with the City’s Climate Resilient 

SD Plan. The project is not responsible for mitigating conditions 

outside the project area that are unrelated to its 

implementation. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O1-3:  This comment states that the City and the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board are the responsible parties to clean up 

Mission Bay. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, the Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), list of 

water bodies identifies Mission Bay at the mouth of Rose 

Creek as impaired for eutrophication and lead from upstream 

sources and Mission Bay at De Anza Cove as impaired for 

enterococcus, fecal coliform, and total coliform. A significant 

impact would occur if construction or operation of the project 

would create new impairments or exacerbate existing 

impairments within these waterbodies, which would result in 

a water quality impact. Water quality design features are 

proposed along the edges of active recreational areas. 

Proposed water quality detention basins would be differing 

sizes and would capture and treat stormwater before flowing 

into Mission Bay. New water quality detention basins would 

be located to treat the entire project area in accordance with 

local and state requirements. Additional water quality-

enhancing features would include vegetated areas bordering 

all development to reduce stormwater contamination, 

including debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. 

Revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” of 

De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, and upland native plants 

would create another water quality-enhancing feature. The 

project would be required to comply with all applicable 

regulations related to water quality, including those from the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently 

being proposed; therefore, specific details regarding 

schedule, construction activities, and implementation of the 

project are not currently available. As described in PEIR 

Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General Development Plans will be 

developed over time that provide precise engineering and 
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construction plans for the recreational elements of the 

project. Since these plans are currently not available at the 

planning level, their environmental impacts have been 

estimated at the program level, and a mitigation strategy has 

been developed that would apply to future improvements. 

Water quality impacts resulting from the project are 

adequately addressed in the PEIR as required by CEQA. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O1-4:  This comment states that East Mission Bay hosts the unlined, 

unremediated South Shores “Mission Bay Landfill,” a toxic 

military industrial waste dump that continues to leak into East 

Mission Bay and the San Diego River. South Shores is not 

within the project area, as shown on PEIR Figure 3.1, Site Plan. 

As discussed in PEIR Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was 

conducted for the project and included a review of historical 

source information, a search of regulatory agency databases 

within specified distances of the subject property, a review of 

available local agency records, interviews, and a site 

reconnaissance. Based on the environmental database 

search completed for the project-specific Phase I ESA, three 

underground storage tanks were removed from the 

Campland on the Bay (Campland) area in 1986. The PEIR 

concluded that encountering soil contamination during 

grading and excavation could result in potentially significant 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts to on-site 

construction personnel. In addition, placement of these 

contaminated soils for use as fill in other areas of the project 

area could result in cross-contamination of existing clean 

areas. It is anticipated that earthen material would be moved 

from the Campland area during grading and demolition and 

used as fill in other areas of De Anza Cove. The PEIR 

concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 
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HAZ 5.5-1 through MM HAZ 5.5-4 would ensure that 

transformers are removed and properly disposed of per 

regulatory requirements, soil testing occurs prior to 

construction, procedures are in place for the management of 

potentially impacted soil, and chemicals have been properly 

stored and disposed of in accordance with applicable local, 

state, and federal guidelines and/or regulations. 

O1-5: This comment states that East Mission Bay is immune to the 

strong Pacific Ocean tidal flushing action and that the only 

adequate way to address the bay’s extreme pollutant 

loading is through passive filtration by wetland plants. 

Please refer to response to comment O1-2 regarding 

wetland restoration and response to comment O1-3 

regarding water quality.  

O1-6:  This comment states that viable nesting sites of foraging 

endangered bird species has declined and that Mission Bay's 

ecology has been ignored to expand commercial lessees. 

The project would expand habitat areas, resulting in long-

term benefits to wetland habitat, species, and the functions 

and values of the aquatic resources. In addition, PEIR Section 

5.3.3.1, Issue 1: Sensitive Species, states that potential 

impacts related to sensitive species, including endangered 

bird species, could result from implementation of the 

project. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted.  
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O1-7:  This comment states that, in rejecting all three of San Diego 

Audubon Society's ReWild alternatives, the City denies the 

extensive wetland restoration required. Please refer to 

response to comment F1-5, which provides a discussion 

regarding the reasonable range of alternatives evaluated in 

the PEIR and the project’s consistency with the environmental 

goals of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The project would 

include enhancement and restoration within the existing 

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve, 

expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campland, and 

expanded marshland and habitat in the Rose Creek and De 

Anza Cove areas for a total of approximately 225.1 acres. In 

addition, the project includes the analysis of the Wetland 

Optimized Alternative, which would provide approximately 

250.9 acres of expanded marshland habitat. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter O2: Pacific Youth Soccer League, April 12, 2023 

 

O2-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter, states some background information on the Pacific 

Youth Soccer League (PYSL), and requests the City of San 

Diego (City) ensure that a reasonable range of alternatives 

be studied. The City appreciates the PYSL’s participation in 

the review of the Draft Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Pursuant to 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project, but it must consider a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR for the 

project identifies a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis. In 

addition, Chapter 8.0 identifies the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-

Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan 

Alternative that were considered but rejected for their 

failure to meet the project objectives. The rationale for 

eliminating each alternative is provided in Chapter 8.0. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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O2-2:  This comment summarizes the background and mission of 

the PYSL. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

O2-3:  This comment states that there is no guarantee that active 

field space to support organized youth soccer will remain in 

De Anza Cove. In response to this comment and others, PEIR 

Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use 

Acreages, in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, have been 

revised in the Final PEIR to ensure no net loss of active 

recreation use acreage compared to the existing condition. 

In addition, the City will strive to design and phase 

development of future facilities in a manner that minimizes 

disruption to active recreation access. Any necessary buffer 

zones and other land uses proposed on existing recreation 

facilities would be implemented after these facilities have 

been modified, moved, or replaced for continued use, unless 

imminent climate hazards necessitate more immediate 

mitigation. There is no plan to reduce the active recreation 

acreage occupied by the PYSL, although the current footprint 

may be shifted over time. At this time, no development is 

proposed, and no design is available. Thus, the evaluation of 

potential future changes is speculative. The PEIR 

acknowledges that the City will evaluate future detailed 

General Development Plans (GDPs) for future projects as 

they are developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 

600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the 

activities and amenities to be included in a park. As 

described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be  
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developed over time and will provide precise engineering and 

construction plans for the various elements of the project. 

Since these plans are currently not available at the planning 

level, their environmental impacts have been estimated at the 

program level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed 

that would apply to future improvements. City Council Policy 

600-33 also outlines the public participation process for the 

development of future GDPs. A public workshop is required to 

provide details of the project, including proposed scope, 

schedule, cost, and related information, and would discuss the 

necessary steps for project review and approval. Once the 

project design has been finalized and prior to approval, the City 

will route the project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, including the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. At 

that time, specific mitigation measures will be developed based 

on the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also 

acknowledges that, due to the lack of detail and site design in 

the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific CEQA 

review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate site-specific 

impacts. Therefore, the project is adequately analyzed in the 

PEIR, and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O2-4:  This comment provides a summary of the PYSL and the 

number of participants. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

O2-5: This comment states that the PEIR does not sufficiently 

disclose the conversion of “dedicated” active recreational  
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 field area (or “playing fields” as referred to in the PEIR) to a 

non-recreational use (i.e., upland habitat). Further, the 

comment states that the PEIR does not disclose or explain 

what actions would be necessary on the City’s part to devest 

itself of any dedications intended to maintain youth sports 

fields at this location. Please refer to response to comment 

O2-3, which states that the project’s active recreation 

acreage has been revised so there is no net loss, including 

the active recreation acreage occupied by the PYSL. 

O2-6:  This comments states that the PEIR does not disclose the 

impacts associated with a reduction in acreage of active 

recreational facilities and does not mitigate the direct impact 

to other recreational facilities and/or new recreational 

facilities needed outside Mission Bay Park. In addition, this 

comment states that the PEIR assumption that youth sports 

could relocate to Mission Bay High School is not supported 

by additional analysis and that the PEIR does not provide 

analysis of other locations or the impact on such facilities. 

Please refer to response to comment O2-3. The Final PEIR 

has been revised to ensure no net loss of active recreation 

use acreage compared to the existing condition, including 

the acreage occupied by the PYSL. 
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O2-7: This comment states that it is unclear how the project and 

alternatives promote the first project objective. As described 

in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project would enhance 

the existing parkland by providing a variety of uses, including 

active and passive recreational opportunities, to enhance 

public use of the area and improvements to access to 

recreational uses. Please refer to response to comment O2-3. 

The Final PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of active 

recreation use acreage compared to the existing condition. 

O2-8:  This comment states that the reduction in active recreation 

space would directly impact the westerly space at the Bob 

McEvoy Field Complex dedicated for youth sports. Please refer 

to response to comment O2-3. In response to this comment 

and others, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, 

Proposed Land Use Acreages, in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, have been revised in the Final PEIR so there would 

be no net loss of active recreation acreage, including the active 

recreation acreage occupied by the PYSL. Any necessary buffer 

zones and other land uses proposed on existing recreation 

facilities would be implemented after these facilities have been 

modified, moved, or replaced for continued use unless 

imminent climate hazards necessitate more immediate 

mitigation. There is no plan to reduce the active recreation 

acreage occupied by the PYSL, although the current footprint 

may be shifted over time. At this time, no development is 

proposed, and no design is available; thus, the evaluation of 

potential future changes is speculative. Please refer to 

response to comment O2-3 regarding the GDP process.  
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O2-9:  This comments states that the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative is a misleading title because the alternative 

results in a greater reduction of active recreation and that the 

reduction is not sufficiently disclosed. As described in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, compared to the project, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would create 

additional acreage of wetlands and regional parkland while 

reducing the amount of upland habitat, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and active recreation. PEIR Table 8-4, 

Comparison of Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative to the Proposed Project, provides a comparison of 

the alternative’s land uses compared to the land uses in the 

project. As noted in PEIR Section 8.3.3.3, Relationship to Project 

Objectives, this alternative would not fully implement project 

objectives 1 and 5 because it would not fully provide equitable 

access to De Anza Cove or fully diversify active and passive 

recreational uses because this alternative would reduce the 

amount of low-cost guest visitor accommodations, open beach, 

and active recreation opportunities compared to the project. 

O2-10:  This comment states that the project’s land use 

consistency analysis with Recreation Element Goal A and 

Policy RE-A.3 in the PEIR has not been sufficiently 

supported by facts or appropriate analysis. As discussed in 

PEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, PEIR Appendix B, Land Use 

Consistency Tables, includes a discussion of the project’s 

compliance with relevant goals and policies of the City’s 

General Plan. PEIR Appendix B discusses the project’s 

consistency with Policy RE-A.3, which states, “Take 

advantage of recreational opportunities presented by the 

natural environment, in particular beach/ocean access and 

open space.” As mentioned, the project would enhance 

recreational amenities in the project area through the 
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construction of multi-use pathways with designated 

viewing areas and overlooks. The project would also 

include natural recreation areas and expanded regional 

parkland. Additional amenities would include a sandy 

beach area, boat facilities, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, surface parking, and associated open 

space and camping facilities, such as picnic shelters and 

restrooms. The project would also retain existing active 

recreational uses north of the project area. Please refer to 

response to comment O2-3, which states that the Final PEIR 

has been revised so there would be no net loss of active 

recreation acreage. No revisions to the land use 

consistency analysis in the PEIR are warranted. 
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O2-11:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to specifically 

describe impacts to recreation as a separate environmental 

topic. Please refer to responses to comments O2-3 and O2-

6. The Final PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of 

active recreation use acreage compared to the existing 

condition, including the acreage occupied by the PYSL. 

Furthermore, as discussed in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 

a project could have a significant effect on the environment 

with respect to Recreation if the following occurs:  

 XVI. RECREATION.  

 a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 

the facility would occur or be accelerated?  

 

 b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 

the environment?  

 As discussed in Chapter 7: Other Mandatory Discussion 

Areas of the PEIR, the project would include natural areas; 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations; lease areas; 

regional parkland; and recreation areas, but 

implementation of the project would not result in the 

construction of housing and the project would not introduce 

additional residents to the area. The project would not 

introduce new housing or residents that would increase the 

use of existing recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 

Therefore, the project does not have the potential to result 

in Recreation-related impacts as defined by CEQA, and 
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revisions to the PEIR to discuss Recreation as a separate 

impact area are not warranted. 

O2-12: This comment claims that the PEIR incorrectly states that the 

project would retain existing active recreational uses north 

of the project area. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, and shown on PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, the 

northern area of the project area currently contains active 

recreational facilities. Any facilities located outside the 

boundaries identified on PEIR Figure 3-1 are not part of the 

project. Please refer to response to comment O2-3, which 

states that the Final PEIR has been revised so there would be 

no net loss of active recreation acreage. 

O2-13:  This comment states that the project reduces the active 

recreational acreage from 62.6 acres to 60.1 acres, which is 

not disclosed in the PEIR. PEIR Table 3-1, Existing Land Use 

Acreages, identifies existing land uses and associated 

acreages and identifies 62.6 acres for Mission Bay Tennis 

Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course. Proposed land uses 

for the project area are summarized in PEIR Table 3-2, 

Proposed Land Use Acreages, including active recreation. 

Please refer to response to comment O2-3, which states that 

the project’s active recreation acreage has been revised so 

there is no net loss. 

O2-14:  This comment states that the PEIR provides no guarantee 

that the “existing active recreational uses” will be retained. 

Please refer to response to comment O2-3. 

O2-15:  This comment states the response regarding RE-A.3 is not 

sufficient. Please refer to response to comment O2-10. 
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O2-16: The comment states that the project extends the City’s “lease 

area” west and into the existing dedicated playing fields as 

shown on Amendment Figure 11. Please refer to response to 

comment O2-3. No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O2-17: This comment states that the PEIR should analyze the 

inclusion of development requirements that guarantee a 

minimum of 62.6 acre of active recreation. Please refer to 

response to comment O2-3. PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and 

Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, have been revised in the Final PEIR so 

there would be no net loss of active recreation acreage, 

including the active recreation acreage occupied by the 

PYSL. No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O2-18:  This comment states that the consistency finding associated 

with Policy RE-A.3 should be revised to include a mitigation 

measure requiring 62.6 acres of active recreation and 

include specific field sizes. Please refer to responses to 

comments O2-3 and O2-13. No further revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 

O2-19:  This comment states that the title of Alternative 1 

(Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative) 

should be revised to clearly describe the alternative’s 

intentions (e.g., Enhanced Wetlands/Increased Regional 

Parklands/Decreased Active Recreation Alternative) to avoid 

misleading the public. Please refer to response to comment 

O2-9. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O2-20:  This comment states that the alternatives provided in the 

EIR appear to be one and the same in spirit and do not 

provide a range of alternatives intended to feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the project. The PEIR 

identifies a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives, evaluates four alternatives that would reduce 

impacts compared to the project (No Project/No Build 

Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O2-21: This comment requests the addition of a replacement 

alternative or fourth alternative that emphasizes retaining 

or increasing the current active recreation area from existing 

conditions. Please refer to response to comment O2-3, 

which states that the project’s active recreation acreage has 

been revised so the project would result in no net loss of 

active recreation. This comment is no longer applicable.  

O2-22: This comment requests that a specific Recreation 

environmental topic section be provided in the PEIR 

consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Please 

refer to response to comments O2-3, O2-6, and O2-11. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O2-23:  This comment includes the commenter’s name, role, and 

contact information. This is a closing comment and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O3: Mission Bay Lessees Association, April 14, 2023 
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O3-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the Mission Bay 

Lessees Association and its role in Mission Bay Park. The City of 

San Diego (City) appreciates the Mission Bay Lessees 

Association’s participation in the review of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in 

the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O3-2:  This comment provides support for the City’s commitment 

to revitalizing northeastern Mission Bay. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O3-3:  This comment summarizes how waterfront camping and 

coastal recreation access are discussed in the California 

Coastal Act and the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

Update, which allows for up to 60 acres of camping uses at 

De Anza Cove. In addition, this comment states that the 

current project and its alternatives would reduce campsites. 

As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the 

project would replace much of the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations offered by Campland on the Bay 

(Campland) and the Mission Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 

acres of new low-cost visitor guest accommodations, which 

would include land use for RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly 

accommodations. No design is currently proposed; 

therefore, the exact number of RV and tent campsites to be 

provided is unknown at this time. Future projects will be 

subject to the City’s General Development Plan (GDP) 

process. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is a 
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Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the specific activities 

and amenities to be included within a park. As described in 

PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over 

time and will provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the recreational elements of the project. 

The project also proposes active and passive recreational 

amenities to include but not be limited to sand volleyball, 

pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, and 

inline/roller skating and a sandy beach area at the northern 

and western edges of De Anza Cove. The project includes a 

multi-use path that would connect the project area to points 

to the north, west, and east to enhance public equitable 

access and increase connections to the surrounding 

communities and would improve access to the park areas 

along the bay shoreline for residents and visitors. 

This comment further requests that the PEIR address the 

environmental and social impacts of the loss of public 

recreation areas and lower-cost visitor-serving 

accommodations. California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated 

as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA defines 

“environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within 

the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, 

objects of historic or aesthetic significance” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is 

limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a 

direct change to the physical environment. As a result, the 

social effect of the project on current access to lower-cost 

overnight accommodations in Mission Bay and the 
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economic effect of the project on the reduction of the 

number existing campsites are not considered 

environmental issues and are not required to be analyzed. 

Regarding the analysis of environmental impacts, the project 

is an Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. No 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. As 

discussed above, GDPs will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project. This PEIR 

programmatically addresses the environmental impacts of 

future implementation of the project and establishes a 

mitigation strategy that would apply to future 

improvements. When GDPs are available for all or portions 

of the project area, the City will evaluate the detailed plans 

against this PEIR and determine if the mitigation is adequate 

or if additional mitigation is warranted. No revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter O4: Pacific Beach Tennis Club, April 17, 2023 

 

O4-1:  This comment states that the De Anza Natural Amendment to 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) appears to cause 

the loss of two tennis courts at the Pacific Beach Tennis Club 

and requests that the future General Development Plan 

identify an alternate location for the courts. Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and 

Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been revised in 

the Final PEIR to ensure a no net loss of acreage for active 

recreation uses. The City will strive to design and phase future 

development in a manner that minimizes disruption to active 

recreation access. Any necessary buffer zones and other land 

uses proposed on existing recreation facilities would be 

implemented after these facilities have been modified, 

moved, or replaced for continued use unless imminent 

climate hazards necessitate more immediate mitigation. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter O5: Southern California Golf Association, April 17, 2023 

 

O5-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O5-2:  This comment introduces the Southern California Golf 

Association (SCGA). The City of San Diego (City) appreciates 

the SCGA’s participation in the review of the PEIR for the 

project. This comment summarizes the SCGA’s mission and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O5-3: This comment requests that the Mission Bay Golf Course 

remain a fully intact component of the project. In response to 

this comment and others, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR 

Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been revised in 

the Final PEIR to reflect no net loss of active recreation use 

acreages, including the area occupied by the Mission Bay Golf 

Course. In addition, the City will strive to plan for future 

facilities with design and phased development in a manner 

that minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including the 

Mission Bay Golf Course, form the baseline from which the 

PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at the program level. 

Improvements to current facilities may be implemented as 

future projects come forward. Future projects will be subject 

to the City’s General Development Plan process to ensure that 

all requirements are met before they are approved. 

O5-4: This comment describes the Mission Bay Golf Course and 

summarizes the environmental benefits of golf properties. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in 

the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O5-3 

 

O5-5: This comment states that the Mission Bay Golf Course is a 

valuable recreational and financial asset and that the 

proposed Amendment would reduce the acreage dedicated 

to active recreation on the site. Please refer to response to 

comment O5-3. The Final PEIR has been revised to reflect no 

net loss of active recreation use acreages. 

In addition, the comment states that financial implications 

of a remnant golf facility should be addressed in the 

proposed Amendment. California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated 

as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA defines 

“environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within 

the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, 

objects of historic or aesthetic significance” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is 

limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a 

direct change to the physical environment. As a result, the 

economic cost of the project is not required to be analyzed 

in the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O5-6: This comment states that the commenter strongly 

encourages the decision to keep the De Anza Cove North 

Area as an active recreation amenity with golf and other 

active recreational activities as a balanced approach. The 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced approach” 

with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. Please refer to response to comment O5-3. 

The Final PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of 

active recreation use acreages. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O5-4 

Intentionally Left Blank 
 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O6-1 

Comment Letter O6: Environmental Center of San Diego, April 18, 2023 

 

O6-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O6-2:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the 

Environmental Center of San Diego’s participation in the 

review of the PEIR for the project. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, 

and no further response is warranted.  

O6-3:  This comment states that the PEIR must prioritize water 

quality in Mission Bay and that a new objective should be 

added to improve water quality. The comment further 

asks how the proposed Amendment addresses that the 

project shall not be developed to the detriment of existing 

and/or future adjacent habitat areas. Please refer to the 

responses to comment letter O17 (Friends of Rose Creek 

comment letter). The Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP) calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment, as 

reflected by the project.  

Furthermore, the PEIR Section 4.7: Hydrology and Water 

Quality concludes that the project would have the 

potential to result in long-term operational pollutants 

associated with components of the project, such as low-

cost visitor guest accommodations, parking areas, and 

street improvements, that would introduce potential 

pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, 

trash and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and 

grease, pesticides, and bacteria and viruses, due to the 

project’s location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and 

Mission Bay. However, in accordance with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual, the project is a priority 

development project that is required to incorporate post-
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construction (or permanent) Low Impact Development site 

design, source control, and treatment control best 

management practices (BMPs) into the project’s design. 

The types of BMPs that could be implemented are listed in 

PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices. The BMPs are preliminary recommendations 

and would be refined and implemented as part of final 

project design and monitoring programs for future project 

activities consistent with the project in accordance with the 

City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the 

preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan. 

The Stormwater Quality Management Plan must 

accompany the final design of subsequent project 

activities to ensure that runoff generated by the project is 

adequately captured/treated per applicable federal, state, 

and local regulation. 

  In addition, the project proposes water quality design 

features along the edges of active recreational areas. 

Proposed water quality detention basins would be 

different sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before it flows into Mission Bay. New water quality 

detention basins would be located to treat the entire 

project area in accordance with local and state 

requirements. Water quality detention basins would be 

designed with a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate 

embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a 

base to reduce sediment and erosion at the outflow. 

Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total 

suspended solids from stormwater. Additional water 

quality-enhancing features would include vegetated areas 

bordering all development to reduce stormwater 
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contamination, including debris and sediment, from 

reaching Mission Bay. 

In addition, revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and 

along the “boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, and 

upland native plants would create another water quality-

enhancing feature. In addition, “green” infrastructure such 

as constructed oyster beds could be implemented at 

shorelines where oyster colonization is feasible. Because 

oysters feed by filtering algae from the water, they 

function as a natural filter and improve water overloaded 

with nutrients. 

The project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza 

Cove. Please see PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize 

improving water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan, and no revisions to the project 

objectives are warranted.  
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O6-4:  This comment states that the PEIR needs to examine the 

impact of sea level rise on all of Mission Bay, including the 

project area at De Anza Cove. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report was prepared for the project and the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative and is incorporated into the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N. This analysis includes a study of sea 

level rise projections in year 2100 in accordance with the 

requirements of the Supplemental Environmental Project. 

 This comment then goes on to state that the PEIR should 

contain an analysis between the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative and the ReWild Mission Bay alternatives. The 

PEIR complies with the SEP by providing an evaluation of 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of 

detail, while the other alternatives are compared to the 

project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives are discussed in Section 8.2, 

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated. 

  The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 
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 The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses 

in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because 

they lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, 

including enough site area for recreation and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation, and as a result, they would 

also not provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove 

and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available 

for aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would 

identify environmental uses, they would not consider the 

range of active and passive recreational uses in the 

context of the MBPMP (project objective 5). These 

alternatives would not foster opportunities for members 

of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove 

(project objective 2) as the project would, and while these 

alternatives would provide bike and pedestrian pathways, 

they would not prioritize public access and connectivity to 

the extent that the project would, or activation of the 

shoreline (project objective 6). The three ReWild 

alternatives would not enhance public access or provide 

equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how those 

plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the 

cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 

and 4 by incorporating climate adaptation strategies and 

embracing responsibility and stewardship of the 
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environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration.  

O6-5: This comment states that the PEIR must comply with the 

requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SEP. The SEP requires the City to include additional 

environmental review and consideration of an expanded 

wetlands restoration alternative that would result in the 

establishment of 80 acres of additional functional 

wetlands at the year 2100 in the PEIR. The PEIR complies 

with the SEP by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail as the 

proposed project in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives.  

 The comment also states that the PEIR does not maximize 

implementable wetland restoration shown to be feasible 

in the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” alternative. Pursuant 

to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The 

PEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis. In 

addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; 

Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the 

PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project 

objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of these 

alternatives, including the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0. PEIR Chapter 8.0 
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provides an analysis of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative at an equal level of detail with the project in 

accordance with the Supplemental Environmental Project 

grant. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase 

the acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones 

and uplands to be created and restored in northeastern 

Mission Bay, converting the southern portion of the De 

Anza “boot” and open water areas of De Anza Cove to 

wetlands. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

maximize implementable wetland restoration generally 

reflective of existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay and 

would provide diverse beneficial uses, such as active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, boat facilities/clubhouse, 

uplands, multi-use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive 

Nature Center. PEIR Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project 

Objectives, concludes that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not meet project objectives 1 and 6 

because, compared to the project, it would not fully 

provide equitable access or enhance the public access of 

De Anza Cove. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

convert the southern portion of the developed De Anza 

“boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to 

wetlands. This would result in a reduction in low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations and open beach uses. 

Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

not fully implement project objective 5 because active and 

passive recreational uses would be further reduced, 

reducing the customer base and opportunities for passive 

and active recreation compared to the project. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O6-6: This comment states that the PEIR needs to show how the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) requirement of 700 acres of 

tidal wetland restoration is achievable if the City does not 

adopt a plan with maximized wetlands restoration. Other 

restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The goal of 

CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of 

restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres 

of salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 

acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was 

not intended to restore all salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in 

the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 700-acre goal was to develop 

an area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City-managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O6-7: This comment states that sea level rise modeling identified 

on the City’s project website is not included or analyzed in 

the PEIR. Please refer to response to comment O6-4. 

O6-8: This comment states that the PEIR fails to assess the 

benefits of restored wetlands to the Rose Creek 

ecosystem, which is required under CEQA. The City agrees 

that increasing wetlands would enhance water quality; 

however, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The 

purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify  
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the significant effects on the environment of a project, to 

identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the 

manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated 

or avoided.” As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project 

would include wetlands enhancement and restoration in 

City-owned portions of the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP), the area 

currently occupied by Campland on the Bay (Campland), 

the eastern side of Rose Creek, and the areas in De Anza 

Cove currently occupied by the vacated mobile home park 

and open water. To the west of Rose Creek, the project 

seeks to implement the vision of the MBPMP by removing 

Campland and replacing it with habitat contiguous to the 

existing KFMR/NWP. The project objectives include project 

objective 3 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats in De Anza Cove. The project’s wetland restoration 

component would improve water quality. The project 

would expand the project area’s natural habitat and 

improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O6-9:  This comment requests information regarding Tribal input 

on the PEIR. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.6, Historical, 

Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, Tribal 

consultation in accordance with Assembly Bill 52 was 

conducted in 2019 with the Jamul Indian Village and the 

Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional Tribal consultation 

pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 occurred in 2023. In addition, 

the local Native American Kumeyaay community has 

expressed a high level of interest with regard to potential 

impacts to known resources in and around the project area. 

Therefore, the PEIR includes mitigation measures to reduce 
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impacts related to inadvertent discoveries to a less than 

significant level. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the 

project would also include an Interpretive Nature Center, 

which would foster opportunities for members of local 

Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove in line with 

Project Objective 2. 

O6-10:  This comments states that the project should incorporate 

language related to Tribal relations into the MBPMP either 

explicitly or by reference. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR, and no 

further response is warranted. 

This comment states that the potential impact to native 

migratory fish must be evaluated. PEIR Section 5.3.3.1, 

Issue 1: Sensitive Species, concludes that project-related 

construction activities could result in the generation of 

sound exposure levels high enough to cause 

hydroacoustic effects on marine species, including marine 

fish, marine mammals, and green sea turtles, with 

potential to occur in the project area, which would result 

in a potentially significant indirect impact. Mitigation 

Measure MM BIO 5.3-6 requires that a Hydroacoustic 

Study be prepared prior to subsequent project-level 

approval and prior to any construction activities in the 

waters of Mission Bay to determine if the activities have 

potential to generate a sound exposure level exceeding 

the exposure level thresholds. 

PEIR Section 5.3.3.1 of the Final PEIR has been updated to 

clarify that the project’s direct and indirect impacts to 

sensitive species may include marine fish and invertebrate 
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species that have potential to occur in the project area. 

Refer to response to comment S2-11 in comment letter S2 

(California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast 

Region 5, comment letter). As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. Site-specific species surveys for marine 

fish and invertebrate species are not appropriate at the 

programmatic level. The mitigation framework provided in 

the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental 

review of the project. Once future project-specific design 

has been finalized and prior to approval, the City will route 

the project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, including the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. 

At that time, potential impacts to marine fish and 

invertebrate species would be identified, species-specific 

surveys may be conducted, and mitigation measures 

would be developed based the site-specific impacts of the 

proposed General Development Plan and the mitigation 

strategy outlined in the PEIR. No additional revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted. 

O6-11: This comment requests that yurts, cabins, and tent 

camping be added to the list of low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations and that RVs be removed. As discussed 

in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation land use would allocate approximately 

48.5 acres for RVs, cabins, or other ecofriendly 

accommodations and associated open space and facilities 

consistent with camping accommodations. Other 

ecofriendly accommodations could include yurts and tent 
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camping. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no design is 

currently proposed. Therefore, specific details regarding 

schedule, construction activities, and implementation of 

the project are not currently available. The PEIR 

acknowledges that the City will evaluate future detailed 

General Development Plans for future projects as they are 

developed. A General Development Plan, as defined in City 

Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that 

identifies the activities and amenities to be included in a 

park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, 

General Development Plans will be developed over time 

and will provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the recreational elements of the project. The 

recommendations identified in the comment would be 

more appropriate to submit for consideration during 

future site-specific planning and implementation of the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land use projects.  

O6-12: This comment provides examples of uses in Mission Bay 

Park and states that oversight of Mission Bay Park in 

relationship to the Public Trust Doctrine must be identified 

in the PEIR. No land uses that would conflict with the Public 

Trust Doctrine are proposed. Please refer to response to 

comment O6-12.  
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O6-13:  This comment states that the level of public transit access 

for Mission Bay Park should be included in the PEIR. As 

identified in PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, the 

Mid-Coast Trolley, which consists of the Metropolitan 

Transit System Blue Line Trolley line extension from 

Downtown San Diego to the University community, is east 

of the project area. The Balboa Avenue Station is south of 

Balboa Avenue, 0.25 mile northeast of the project area, 

and the Clairemont Drive Station is south of Clairemont 

Drive, 0.75 mile southeast of the project area. As discussed 

in PEIR Section 5.10, Transportation and Circulation, the 

Balboa Avenue Station and the Clairemont Drive Station 

would provide region-serving high-quality light-rail transit 

to the project area. Therefore, the PEIR addresses public 

transit access to the project area. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted.  

O6-14: This comment provides the mission of the Environmental 

Center of San Diego and is a closing comment. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O7: Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, April 18, 2023 

 

O7-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O7-2:  This comment describes the Sierra Club, San Diego 

Chapter, and its support for the Rewild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” wetland restoration plan. The City of San Diego 

(City) appreciates the Sierra Club’s participation in the 

review of the PEIR for the project. This comment provides 

an introduction and includes the preference for the 

largest wetland alternative possible. The comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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O7-3:  This comment provides support for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative and requests that the City select 

this as the preferred alternative. PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives, provides an analysis of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative at an equal level of detail as the 

project in accordance with the City’s awarded 

Supplemental Environmental Project grant. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would increase the acres of 

wetlands and associated transitional zones and uplands 

to be created and restored in northeastern Mission Bay, 

converting the southern portion of the De Anza “boot” and 

open water areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would maximize 

implementable wetland restoration generally reflective of 

existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay and would 

provide diverse beneficial uses, such as active recreation, 

regional parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, boat facilities/a clubhouse, uplands, 

multi-use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature 

Center. PEIR Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project 

Objectives, concludes that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not meet project objectives 1 and 6 

because, compared to the project, it would not fully 

provide equitable access or enhance the public access of 

De Anza Cove. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

convert the southern portion of the developed De Anza 

“boot” and the De Anza Cove open water areas to 

wetlands. This would result in a reduction in low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations and open beach uses. 

Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

not fully implement project objective 5 because active and 

passive recreational uses would be further reduced, 
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reducing the customer base and opportunities for passive 

and active recreation compared to the project. 

 This comment also requests that the PEIR review the 

history of Mission Bay. In accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the impacts of a project 

must be evaluated by comparing expected environmental 

conditions after project implementation to conditions at a 

point in time referred to as the baseline. CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15125, states that an EIR must include a 

description of the physical environmental conditions 

within the vicinity of the project as they exist at the time 

the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 

preparation is published, at the time environmental 

analysis starts, from both a local and regional perspective. 

This environmental setting will normally constitute the 

baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 

determines whether an impact is significant. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

O7-4:  This comment states that the “wildest plan” or “Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative” would restore important wild 

habitat, sequester carbon, protect against sea level rise, 

provide sanctuary for birds and other animals, and help 

improve water quality in Mission Bay. Please refer to 

response to comment O7-3. 

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The 

PEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 
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alternatives that were selected for additional analysis. In 

addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; 

Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the 

PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project 

objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of these 

alternatives, including the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0.  

 PEIR Chapter 8.0 provides an analysis of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative at an equal level of detail with the 

project in accordance with the Supplemental 

Environmental Project grant. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would increase the acres of wetlands and 

associated transitional zones and uplands to be created 

and restored in northeastern Mission Bay, converting the 

southern portion of the De Anza “boot” and open water 

areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would maximize implementable 

wetland restoration generally reflective of existing 

feasibility studies for Mission Bay and would provide 

diverse beneficial uses, such as active recreation, regional 

parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, boat facilities/clubhouse, uplands, multi-

use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature Center. 

PEIR Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project Objectives, 

concludes that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

not meet project objectives 1 and 6 because, compared to 

the project, it would not fully provide equitable access or 

enhance the public access of De Anza Cove. The Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would convert the southern portion 

of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O7-6 

open water areas to wetlands. This would result in a 

reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and 

open beach uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not fully implement project objective 5 

because active and passive recreational uses would be 

further reduced, reducing the customer base and 

opportunities for passive and active recreation compared 

to the project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O7-5:  This comment states that there are deficiencies in the 

PEIR that need to be remedied before approval of the 

Final PEIR. This comment is an introduction to the 

concerns. No further response is warranted. 
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O7-6:  This comment states that Tribal input is lacking. As discussed 

in PEIR Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal 

Cultural Resources, Tribal consultation in accordance with 

Assembly Bill 52 was conducted in 2019 with the Jamul Indian 

Village and the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional Tribal 

consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 was conducted in 

2023. The local Native American Kumeyaay community has 

expressed a high level of interest regarding potential impacts 

to known resources in and around the project area. 

Therefore, the PEIR includes mitigation measures to reduce 

impacts related to inadvertent discoveries to a less than 

significant level. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would also include an Interpretive 

Nature Center, which would foster opportunities for 

members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove. 

O7-7:  This comment states that the potential impact to native 

migratory fish must be evaluated. PEIR Section 5.3.3.1, Issue 

1: Sensitive Species, concludes that project-related 

construction activities could result in the generation of sound 

exposure levels high enough to cause hydroacoustic effects 

on marine species, including marine fish, marine mammals, 

and green sea turtles, with potential to occur in the project 

area, which would result in a potentially significant indirect 

impact. Mitigation Measure MM BIO 5.3-6 requires that a 

Hydroacoustic Study be prepared prior to subsequent 

project-level approval and prior to any construction activities 

in the waters of Mission Bay to determine if the activities have 

potential to generate a sound exposure level exceeding the 

exposure level thresholds. 

 PEIR Section 5.3.3.1 of the Final PEIR has been updated to 

clarify that the project’s direct and indirect impacts to 

sensitive species may include marine fish and invertebrate 
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species that have potential to occur in the project area. Refer 

to response to comment S2-6 in comment letter S2 

(California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast 

Region 5, comment letter). As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

no development is currently being proposed; therefore, 

specific details regarding schedule, construction activities, 

and implementation of the project are not currently 

available. Site-specific species surveys for marine fish and 

invertebrate species are not appropriate at the 

programmatic level. The mitigation framework provided in 

the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental 

review of the project. Once future project-specific design has 

been finalized and prior to approval, the City will route the 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

including the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time, 

potential impacts to marine fish and invertebrate species 

would be identified, species-specific surveys may be 

conducted, and mitigation measures would be developed 

based the site-specific impacts of the proposed General 

Development Plan and the mitigation strategy outlined in 

the PEIR. No additional revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O7-8:  This comment states that the PEIR should fully consider the 

numerous recreational benefits of a maximally restored wild 

Mission Bay. The City agrees that increasing restoration of 

Mission Bay would have recreational benefits; however, as 

stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O7-9: This comment states that a more thorough analysis of 

environmental justice issues is required and needs to 

include proposals to increase and restore access to the 

Mission Bay Park. Environmental justice is not an issue area 

that is analyzed under CEQA. However, the proposed 

project would increase access to Mission Bay Park. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, one of the project objectives 

is to enhance public access and connectivity within De Anza 

Cove and increase connections to surrounding 

communities, including opportunities for multimodal 

travel. To meet this objective, the project would include 

active and passive recreational amenities such as sand 

volleyball, pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, 

and inline/roller skating and a sandy beach area at the 

northern and western edges of De Anza Cove. The project 

would improve access to park areas along the bay 

shoreline for residents and visitors. In addition, the project 

would include a waterfront multi-use path to provide users 

with shore access and connect to points north, west, and 

east to enhance public equitable access and increase 

connections to surrounding communities. The multi-use 

path would be a feature for users to view the marshes and 

have distant views of Mission Bay. In addition, areas 

designated as Regional Parkland would include passive 

recreation amenities such as overlooks, pathways, and 

picnic areas. Finally, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR 

Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been revised 

in the Final PEIR to reflect a no net loss of active recreation 

use acreages compared to the existing condition. No 

additional revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O7-10:  This comment states that the PEIR needs to revisit the 

history and preservation of the California coast with a 
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greater emphasis on preservation of coastal and marine 

habitat and biodiversity. Please refer to response to 

comment O7-3, which discusses the environmental 

baseline condition. 

 As described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would include 

wetlands enhancement and restoration in City-owned 

portions of the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP), the area 

currently occupied by Campland on the Bay (Campland), 

the eastern side of Rose Creek, and the areas in De Anza 

Cove currently occupied by the vacated mobile home park 

and open water. To the west of Rose Creek, the project 

seeks to implement the vision of the MBPMP by removing 

Campland and replacing it with habitat contiguous to the 

existing KFMR/NWP. The project includes habitat 

restoration and establishment of new habitat for species 

that would result in a net environmental benefit of 

expanded wetland habitat. Therefore, the PEIR includes 

restoration of sensitive coastal and marine habitats that 

will promote biodiversity. 

O7-11:  This comment states that the PEIR is deficient in its 

analysis of the impacts of climate change and sea level 

rise that will directly impact Mission Bay and the project 

area. In addition, this comment states that the PEIR 

should examine the impact of the Rewild plans and the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative on mitigating the impact 

of sea level rise. As stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project 

would expand the project area’s natural habitat and 

improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands while implementing nature-based solutions to 

protect the City against the risk of climate change in line 
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with the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared for the 

project and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative and has 

been incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea 

level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres 

of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise 

scenario. Please refer to response to comment O7-4 

regarding the analysis of project alternatives. 

O7-12:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to calculate the 

carbon absorption effect of the project on greenhouse 

gas (GHG) amelioration and does not meet the goals of 

the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). PEIR Section 5.4, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analyzes potential impacts 

related to GHG emissions that could result from 

implementation of the project. The City adopted an 

updated qualified CAP in August 2022 that establishes a 

Citywide goal of net zero by 2035. A qualified CAP is one 

that meets requirements so that future development 

projects requiring environmental review under state law 

can streamline GHG impact analyses by demonstrating 

consistency with the CAP. Therefore, the project is 

evaluated for consistency with the City’s CAP based on 

guidance issued by the City for plan-level environmental 

documents to determine the significance of project GHG 

emissions.   
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 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The 

goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 

target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of 

restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The project 

proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in the 

Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to restore 

all salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As identified 

in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to meet the 

750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O7-13:  This comment states that a revised EIR should reconsider 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative as the preferred 

alternative because it absorbs more GHG and produces 

fewer GHG emissions than the project. A reduction in 

GHG emissions is not the only environmental 

consideration for the project. The project would reduce 

GHG emissions compared to the existing conditions and 

would not result in a significant impact. Please refer to 

response to comment O7-3 regarding the analysis of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative. 
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O7-14:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to assess the 

benefits of restored wetlands to the Rose Creek ecosystem 

and that the water quality impairment of Rose Creek needs 

to be addressed.  

 The City agrees that increasing wetlands would enhance 

water quality; however, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 

21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact report 

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 effects can 

be mitigated or avoided.” As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

the project would include wetlands enhancement and 

restoration in City-owned portions of the existing 

KFMR/NWP, the area currently occupied by Campland, the 

eastern side of Rose Creek, and the areas in De Anza Cove 

currently occupied by the vacated mobile home park and 

open water. To the west of Rose Creek, the project seeks to 

implement the vision of the MBPMP by removing 

Campland and replacing it with habitat contiguous to the 

existing KFMR/NWP. The project objectives include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats in De Anza Cove. The project’s wetland restoration 

component would improve water quality. The project 

would expand the project area’s natural habitat and 

improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands. The benefits of the project will be included in the 

Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project, 

which will identify how the project’s environmental, social, 

and technical benefits outweigh the adverse impacts. 
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 PEIR Section 2.3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, identifies 

several portions within Mission Bay and its shorelines that 

are listed on the 2020–2022 California Integrated Report 

for impairments (Clean Water Act Section 303[d] 

List/305[b] Report). Portions of the bay listed for 

impairments are provided in Table 2-9, Clean Water Act 

303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region. PEIR 

Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, concludes that 

the project would have the potential to result in long-term 

operational pollutants associated with components of the 

project, such as low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

parking areas, and street improvements, that would 

introduce potential pollutants, including sediments, 

heavy metals, nutrients, trash and debris, oxygen-

demanding substances, oil and grease, pesticides, and 

bacteria and viruses, due to the project’s location within 

and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay. However, in 

accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, 

the project is a priority development project that is 

required to incorporate post-construction (or permanent) 

Low Impact Development site design, source control, and 

treatment control best management practices into the 

project’s design. The types of best management practices 

that could be implemented are listed in PEIR Table 5.7-1, 

Recommended Best Management Practices. The best 

management practices are preliminary recommendations 

and would be refined and implemented as part of final 

project design and monitoring programs for future 

project activities consistent with the project in accordance 

with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that 

requires the preparation of a Stormwater Quality 

Management Plan. The Stormwater Quality Management 

Plan must accompany the final design of subsequent 
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project activities to ensure that runoff generated by the 

project is adequately captured/treated per applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations. 

 In addition, the project proposes water quality design 

features along the edges of active recreation areas. 

Proposed water quality detention basins would be 

different sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before it flows into Mission Bay. New water quality 

detention basins would be located to treat the entire 

project area in accordance with local and state 

requirements. Water quality detention basins would be 

designed with a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate 

embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a 

base to reduce sediment and erosion at the outflow. 

Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total 

suspended solids from stormwater. Additional water 

quality-enhancing features would include vegetated areas 

bordering all development to reduce stormwater 

contamination, including debris and sediment, from 

reaching Mission Bay. 

 In addition, revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and 

along the “boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, 

and upland native plants would create another water 

quality-enhancing feature. “Green” infrastructure such as 

constructed oyster beds could be implemented at 

shorelines where oyster colonization is feasible. Because 

oysters feed by filtering algae from the water, they 

function as a natural filter and improve water overloaded 

with nutrients. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O7-15:  This comment is a closing comment. It does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O8: Friends of Rose Canyon, April 19, 2023 

 

O8-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O8-2:  This comment recommends that the PEIR include a specific 

project objective that prioritizes improving water quality 

through natural resilient infrastructure. The project 

objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

include project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water quality. 

The project does prioritize improving water quality, as called 

for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and no revisions to 

the project objectives are warranted.  

O8-3:  This comment summarizes the Rose Creek Watershed. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, Rose 

Creek is the primary source of fresh water to the project 

area, with most freshwater inflow occurring during the 

winter and spring months, when the San Diego region 

typically receives most of its precipitation. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR for the project. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 

O8-4:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report was prepared 

and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the 

future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 
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the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. 

O8-5:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035. Pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 

15126.6, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project, but it must consider a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR includes 

a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives 

that were selected for additional analysis. In addition, PEIR 

Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” 

“Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided 

Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, 

which were considered in the PEIR but rejected for their 

failure to meet the project objectives. The rationale for 

elimination of each of these alternatives, including the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0.  

Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The 

goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 

target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 

700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park.  
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The project was not intended to restore all salt marsh land 

and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats 

identified in the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one 

of the identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to 

develop an area-specific management plan to protect, 

restore, and preserve wetland and upland areas on City 

managed lands, prioritizing communities of concern. The 

project would assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 

target restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O8-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. 

The City concurs that access to a restored tidal wetland 

would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including members of 

local Tribal nations, and the project would include an 

Interpretive Nature Center which would foster opportunities 

for members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza 

Cove in line with Project Objective 2. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter O9: J. Whalen Associates, Inc., on behalf of San Diego Mission 
Bay Boat and Ski Club, April 19, 2023 

 

O9-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O9-2:  This comment describes the history of the San Diego Mission 

Bay Boat and Ski Club (Club). The City appreciates the Club’s 

participation in the review of the PEIR for the project. This 

comment summarizes the history of the Club and expresses 

concern that the Club was eliminated from the project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

O9-3:  This comment provides a background of the Club and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O9-4: This comment states that closing the Club would be 

inconsistent with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) 

goals and the PEIR project objectives. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project would enhance the 

existing regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, 

including low-cost visitor guest accommodations, active and 

passive recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the 

area, and improvements to access to recreational uses. 

Furthermore, PEIR Chapter 3.0 states that a boat facility and 

shared clubhouse would be sited on the northern shore of De 

Anza Cove with approximately 1 acre of water use for non-

motorized boats, an Interpretive Nature Center, and shared 

parking/service infrastructure as identified on PEIR Figure 3-1, 

Site Plan. The project seeks to implement the 

recommendations of the MBPMP. PEIR Appendix B, Land Use 

Consistency Tables, includes a consistency analysis and 

determined that the project would be consistent with the goals 

of the MBPMP. No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O9-5:  This comment states that relocation of the Club is not an 

option and that no fundamental steps such as biological 

resource mapping, environmental analysis, and site planning 

have occurred. As explained in the PEIR, California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 

15168(a) states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may be 

prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 

one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) 

As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 

generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.” 

 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project such as the adoption of a 

Master Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

Amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on 

the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Therefore, the PEIR does not serve as a project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project, 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the project.  

 Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed General Development Plans (GDPs) 

for future projects as they are developed. A GDP, as defined 
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in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that 

identifies the specific activities and amenities to be included 

within a park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, 

GDPs will be developed over time and will provide precise 

engineering and construction plans for the recreational 

elements of the project. Once the project design has been 

completed, prior to approval, the City will route the future 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, which 

includes the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time specific 

mitigation measures will be developed based the site-specific 

impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy 

outlined in the PEIR. At this point, public and agency 

comments will be invited to address the site-specific impacts 

identified in the future CEQA documentation. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 
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O9-6:  This comment states that the Historical Resources Constraints 

Technical Memorandum (PEIR Appendix H) describes the Club 

as inactive. PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, identifies 

and describes the existing land uses in the project area. 

Specifically, the PEIR states that the northern portion of the 

project area currently contains active recreational facilities, 

including the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. This area is 

identified as more than a “boat storage facility,” and the City 

acknowledges the various current activities of the Club. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O9-7: This comment states that the loss of the Club would result 

in an unmitigated significant impact. The comment further 

states that the PEIR correctly acknowledged that the loss of 

the Club would result in the alteration of historical structure 

but does not agree that no feasible mitigation measures 

exist. As stated in PEIR Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, 

and Tribal Cultural Resources, implementation of the project 

could result in the alteration of a historic building, structure, 

object, or site, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The PEIR concludes that, even after the application of the 

existing regulatory framework in the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines and Historical Resources regulations, 

the degree of future impacts and the applicability, feasibility, 

and success of future avoidance measures cannot be 

adequately known for each specific future project at the 

program level of analysis. Thus, potential impacts to historic 

buildings, structures, objects, and/or sites would be 

significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the impact is 

adequately addressed in the PEIR. Please refer to response 

to comment O9-5 regarding the environmental analysis 

required for a PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O9-8:  This comment states that inverse condemnation or 

relocation expense liability is not addressed in the PEIR. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15131, specifically states that “economic or social 

effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 

on the environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as “the 

physical conditions which exist within the area which will be 

affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, 

minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic 

significance” (California Public Resources Code, Section 

21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change to 

the physical environment. As a result, the relocation 

expense liability of the project is not considered an 

environmental issue and is not required to be analyzed in 

the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O9-9:  This comment requests that the Club stay in its current 

location until the new site in South Shores Park is permitted 

and built. Please refer to response to comment O9-5. The 

City will strive to design and phase development of future 

facilities in a manner that minimizes disruption to existing 

recreational facilities. Any necessary buffer zones and other 

land uses proposed on existing recreational facilities would 

be implemented after these facilities have been modified, 

moved, or replaced for continued use unless imminent 

climate hazards necessitate more immediate mitigation. In 

addition, this is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted.  
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Comment Letter O10: Professional Golfers’ Association of America, Southern 
California Section, April 19, 2023 

 

O10-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O10-2:  This comment describes the Southern California 

Professional Golfers’ Association of America (SCPGA) 

organization. The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the 

SCPGA’s participation in the review of the PEIR for the 

project. This comment summarizes SCPGA’s mission and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O10-3: This comment encourages the City to keep the Mission Bay 

Golf Course fully intact. In response to this comment and 

others, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, 

Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been revised in the 

Final PEIR to ensure no net loss of active recreation use 

acreage, including the area occupied by the Mission Bay 

Golf Course. In addition, the City will strive to plan for future 

facilities with design and phased development in a manner 

that minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards 

necessitate more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, 

including the Mission Bay Golf Course, form the baseline 

from which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at 

the program level. Improvements to current facilities may 

be implemented as future projects come forward. Future 

projects will be subject to the City’s General Development 

Plan process to ensure that all requirements are met 

before they are approved. 
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O10-4: This comment states that the Mission Bay Golf Course is a 

valuable asset to the San Diego Golf Division. In addition, 

the comment states that the PGA professional golfers 

demonstrate a passion for community engagement. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

O10-5:  This comment summarizes environmental benefits of golf 

properties. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

O10-6: This is a closing comment that requests consideration of 

the aforementioned comments. It does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O11: San Diego District Tennis Association, April 19, 2023 

O11-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and describes the Pacific Beach Tennis Club. The 

City of San Diego (City) appreciates the San Diego District 

Tennis Association’s participation in the review of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project). This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

O11-2:  This comment summarizes activity at the Pacific Beach 

Tennis Club and states that eliminating the facility would 

have a negative impact on the San Diego tennis 

community. In response to this comment and others, PEIR 

Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land 

Use Acreages, have been revised in the Final PEIR 

to ensure no net loss of active recreation use acreage, 

including the acreage occupied by the Pacific Beach 

Tennis Club. In addition, the City will strive to plan for 

future facilities with design and phased development 

in a manner that minimizes disruption to active 

recreation access. Any necessary buffer zones and 

other land uses proposed for existing recreation facilities 

would be implemented after these facilities have been 

modified, moved, or replaced for continued use 

unless imminent climate hazards necessitate more 

immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including 

Pacific Beach Tennis Club, form the baseline from 

which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project  
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 at the program level. Improvements to current facilities 

may be implemented as future projects come forward. 

Future projects will be subject to the City’s General 

Development Plan (GDP) process to ensure that all 

requirements are met before they are approved. A GDP, 

as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual 

Master Plan that identifies the activities and amenities to 

be included in a park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, 

Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for 

the various recreational elements of the project. Since 

these plans are currently not available at the planning 

level, their environmental impacts have been estimated at 

the program level, and a mitigation strategy has been 

developed that would apply to future improvements. City 

Council Policy 600-33 also outlines the public participation 

process for the development of future GDPs. A public 

workshop is required to provide details of the project, 

including the proposed scope, schedule, cost, and related 

information, and would discuss the necessary steps for 

project review and approval. Once the project design has 

been finalized and prior to approval, the City will route the 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

including the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O11-3:  This is a closing comment that supports for the 

aforementioned comments. It does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter O12: San Diego Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club Board of 
Directors, April 19, 2023 

 

O12-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and states what is enclosed in the comment letter. 

The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the San Diego 

Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club (Club) Board of Directors’ 

participation in the review of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is 

warranted. 
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O12-2:  This comment states the Club’s dissatisfaction about being 

removed from the project. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no 

further response is warranted. 

O12-3: This comment provides background on the Club and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR.  

O12-4: This comment states that the Club would be forced to 

close if the project is approved, which is counter to the 

2018 Notice of Preparation (NOP). As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 1.0, Introduction, in June 2018, the City initiated a 

Draft PEIR (2018 Draft PEIR) process for the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (MBPMP) and released the NOP. 

Preliminary analyses were performed based on the 2018 

proposed land use plan (2018 Proposal); however, the 

2018 Draft PEIR was never circulated for public review. 

Based on feedback on the MBPMP since the original 2018 

NOP was released, the City modified the project in 2022 to 

fine tune the land uses and increase preservation of 

natural resources. An NOP was circulated for the project 

on January 11, 2022. 

Furthermore, as discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would enhance existing regional 

parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, active and passive 

recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the 

area, and improvements to access to recreational uses. 

Furthermore, PEIR Chapter 3.0 states that a boat facility 

and shared clubhouse would be sited on the northern  
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shore of De Anza Cove with approximately 1 acre of water 

use for non-motorized boats, an Interpretive Nature 

Center, and shared parking/service infrastructure as 

identified on PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan. The project seeks 

to implement the recommendations of the MBPMP. 

Appendix B, Land Use Consistency Tables, of the PEIR 

includes a consistency analysis and determines that the 

project would be consistent with the goals of the MBPMP. 

No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O12-5:  This comment summarizes other organizations that the 

Club partners with and programs the Club offers. This 

comment further requests that the Club be included in the 

project. Please refer to response to comment O12-4. The 

project would include approximately 1 acre of water use 

for non-motorized boats, which could accommodate 

programs like the Youth Nature Kayak Program currently 

offered by the Club. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no 

further response is warranted. 

O12-6:  This comment includes a list of the attachments provided. 

This is a closing comment for the letter and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted. 
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O12-7:  This comment is an attachment that provides a brief 

history of the Club and the programs it provides. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is 

warranted. 
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O12-8:  This comment is an attachment that provides an online 

petition contact list. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR, and no 

further response is warranted. 
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O12-9:  This comment is an attachment that provides a petition 

signed by Club members opposing to the project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is 

warranted. 
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O12-10: This comment is an attachment that provides comments 

on the PEIR. This attachment is a duplicate of comment 

letter O9 (J. Whalen Associates, Inc., on behalf of San Diego 

Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club, comment letter). Please 

refer to responses to comments O9-1 through O9-9.  
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Comment Letter O13: San Diego Natural History Museum, April 19, 2023 

 

O13-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. It does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O13-2:  This comment provides the San Diego Natural History 

Museum’s support for maximum wetland restoration. The 

City of San Diego (City) appreciates the San Diego Natural 

History Museum’s participation in the review of the PEIR 

for the project. The commenter’s preference is noted. This 

comment provides an introduction and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O13-3:  This comment states that water quality in the project area 

and Mission Bay needs to be improved through natural, 

resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, for a discussion of how the 

proposed project’s design features and restoration of 

natural habitat will enhance water quality. The project 

does prioritize improving water quality, as called for in the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan.  

O13-4: This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on 

the foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report was prepared for the 

project and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative and is 

incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform 

the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 
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wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. 

O13-5: This comment states that the PEIR does not evaluate 

proposals against the City’s Climate Action Plan’s (CAP) goal 

of 700 acres of restored marshland by 2035. Pursuant to 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The 

PEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis. In 

addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; 

Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the 

PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project 

objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of these 

alternatives is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The 

goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 

target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of 

restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The project 

proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in Mission 

Bay Park. The project was not intended to restore all salt 

marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As identified 

in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to meet the 

750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 
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management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City-managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreages. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O13-6:  This comment states that the PEIR should analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem and that 

all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

wetland. The City agrees that the project would benefit all 

San Diegans, including members of local Tribal nations. 

However, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The 

purpose of an environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated 

or avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O13-7: This comment is a closing comment for the letter. It does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O14: Allen Matkins on behalf of Northeast MB, LLC and 
Campland, LLC, April 20, 2023 

 

O14-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O14-2:  This comment provides an introduction to Campland on 

the Bay (Campland) and expresses support for the 

Amendment. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

O14-3:  This comment summarizes the Amendment’s low-cost 

visitor accommodations land use and requests 

confirmation that the Amendment and PEIR contemplate 

vehicular access to all areas designated as low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, states that service roads, vehicular access, 

and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, regional parkland, boating, 

and active recreation. However, as stated in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, the project is an Amendment to the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan (MBPMP). No development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. The PEIR acknowledges that 

the City of San Diego (City) will evaluate future detailed 

General Development Plans (GDPs) for future projects as 

they are developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council 

Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies 

the activities and amenities to be included within a park. 

As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will 

be developed over time and will provide precise 

engineering and construction plans for the various 

elements of the project.  
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O14-4:  This comment recommends that the Amendment and 

PEIR clarify that vehicular access is contemplated to all 

areas designated Low-Cost Visitor Guest 

Accommodations. Please refer to response to comment 

O14-3. PEIR Chapter 3.0 states that service roads, vehicular 

access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-

cost visitor guest accommodations, regional parkland, 

boating, and active recreation. No development is 

currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O14-5:  This comment recommends the following modification to 

the following sentence in the Hydrology and Water Quality 

Technical Memorandum (PEIR Appendix I): “A new channel 

connecting Rose Creek to the De Anza Cove water area 

would could be constructed at approximately Lilac Drive, 

creating a new island that would be accessed by two new 

bridges.” This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

O14-6:  This comment requests clarification on if the proposed 

bridges are intended as a means of connecting the island 

to the mainland to allow water to flow unobstructed from 

Rose Creek to promote newly created wetlands within and 

adjacent to De Anza Cove. The proposed bridges are 

intended to connect the new island to the mainland. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O14-4 

O14-7:  This comment states that there is no study that analyzes 

the impact that silt carried in from Rose Creek will have on 

De Anza Cove and the potential need for ongoing 

maintenance and clearing of the channel. PEIR Section, 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, states that the project would 

have the potential to result in long-term operational 

pollutants associated with components of the project, 

such as low-cost visitor guest accommodations, parking 

areas, and street improvements, that would introduce 

potential pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, 

nutrients, trash and debris, oxygen-demanding 

substances, oil and grease, pesticides, and bacteria and 

viruses. Due to the project’s location within and adjacent 

to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the immediate pollutants 

of concern are those that contribute to the eutrophic 

conditions at the mouth of the Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) 

and the high coliform counts along the Mission Bay 

shoreline. In addition, the expansion and regrading 

required for wetland restoration could lead to increased 

erosion.  

PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended best 

management practices that would be refined and 

implemented as part of final project design and 

monitoring programs for future project activities 

consistent with the project in accordance with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the 

preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan. In 

addition, proposed water quality detention basins would 

be different sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before it flows into Mission Bay. Water quality detention 

basins would be designed with a sediment forebay, a 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O14-5 

height-appropriate embankment specific for each area of 

treatment, and a base to reduce sediment and erosion at 

the outflow. Native plants would be used to reduce 

sediment and total suspended solids from stormwater. 

Additional water quality-enhancing features would include 

vegetated areas bordering all development to reduce 

stormwater contamination, including debris and 

sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the 

edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove 

with marsh, wetland, and upland native plants would 

create another water quality-enhancing feature.  

Please refer to response to comment O14-3. As described 

in PEIR Section 1.4.1, GDPs will be developed over time and 

will provide precise engineering and construction plans for 

the various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the 

program level, and a mitigation strategy has been 

developed that would apply to future improvements. Once 

the project design for the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation area has been completed and prior to 

approval, the City will route the project through the Public 

Project Assessment process, which includes the 

preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At that time, specific 

mitigation measures will be developed based on the 

site-specific impacts of the proposed design and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR, and items such as 

the need for on-going maintenance of the channel will be 

analyzed based on the project-specific design. The City 

acknowledges that, due to the lack of detail and site design 
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in the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific 

CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate 

site-specific impacts. No revisions to the PEIR are required.  

O14-8:  This comment states that the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (RWQCB) requests a hydrologic model of 

the proposed new channel be included in the PEIR, and 

agrees that such analysis is needed. The comment also 

provides recommendations for alternatives that provide 

Rose Creek water to the proposed wetland east of De Anza 

Cove. The RWQCB Supplemental Environmental Project 

(SEP) does not discuss or require the preparation of such 

a hydrologic model as part of the De Anza Natural 

Amendment PEIR. Please refer to response to comment 

O14-7. The design of the future proposed channel is not 

currently available; therefore, preparation of a hydrologic 

model would be premature. The recommendations 

identified in the comment would be more appropriate to 

submit for consideration during future project-level 

review. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O14-9:  This comment states that bridges are costly and 

recommends that alternative methods be studied to bring 

water from Rose Creek to De Anza Cove. Please refer to 

responses to comments O14-3 and O14-7. The 

recommendations identified in the comment would be 

more appropriate to submit for consideration during 

future project-level review. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15131, specifically states that “economic or social 

effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 

effects on the environment.” CEQA defines “environment” 

as “the physical conditions which exist within the area 

which will be affected by a proposed project, including 
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land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of 

historic or aesthetic significance” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis 

is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result 

in a direct change to the physical environment. Therefore, 

the economic cost of the project is not required to be 

analyzed in the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O14-10:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

potential impacts of reduced recreational opportunities 

for the public and whether inhibiting public access to such 

coastal resources is consistent with applicable policies. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would enhance 

the existing regional parkland by providing a variety of 

uses, including low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

(RVs and other low-cost camping facilities), active and 

passive recreational opportunities to enhance public use 

of the area, and improvements to access to recreational 

uses. Specifically, the project would replace much of the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations offered by 

Campland and the Mission Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 

acres of new low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

which would include a land use for RVs, cabins, or other 

eco-friendly accommodations. The project also proposes 

active and passive recreational amenities to include but 

not be limited to sand volleyball, pickleball, tennis, walking, 

cycling, athletic fields, and inline/roller skating and a sandy 

beach area at the northern and western edges of De Anza 

Cove. The project would improve access to the park areas 

along the bay shoreline for residents and visitors. The  
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project includes a multi-use path that would connect the 

project area to points to the north, west, and east to 

enhance public equitable access and increase connections 

to the surrounding communities. Please refer to PEIR 

Section 5.1, Land Use, and PEIR Appendix B, Land Use 

Consistency Tables, for the analysis of the project’s 

consistency with applicable policies related to coastal 

access. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O14-11:  This comment states that the PEIR must analyze whether 

the reduction in recreational opportunities and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations results in an environmental 

impact. Please refer to response to comment O14-10. The 

proposed habitat area improvements would involve the 

conversion of the existing Campland property to natural 

habitat area, as anticipated in the MBPMP. The project 

would replace much of the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations offered by Campland and the Mission 

Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 acres of new low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations, which would include a land use 

for RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly accommodations. At 

the current programmatic level, there is no proposed 

design for the project; therefore, a comparison of the 

number of proposed sites and/or future recreational 

amenities would be speculative. In addition, PEIR Figure 3-

1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use 

Acreages, in PEIR Chapter 3.0 have been revised in the 

Final PEIR to ensure no net loss of active recreation use 

acreage compared to the existing condition. The City will 

strive to design and phase development of future facilities 

in a manner that minimizes disruption to active recreation 

access. Please refer to responses to comments O14-3 and 

O14-7, which explain the City’s GDP process and CEQA 
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review of future projects. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O14-12:  This comment states that the PEIR does not study the 

potential environmental effect of waterfowl excrement 

and how its adverse effects on water quality will impact 

wildlife and people using the bay, including swimmers and 

others coming into direct contact with bay water. Please 

refer to response to comment O14-7 related to water 

quality. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O14-13:  This comment states that there are more efficient ways to 

sequester carbon than the proposed creation of additional 

wetlands, which are not evaluated in the PEIR. A review of 

state and federal resources indicates that coastal wetlands 

are one of the most efficient systems at sequestering 

carbon from the air into a long term carbon sink. Wetlands 

have been shown to sequester carbon at much higher 

rates than terrestrial forests. The Cap-and-Trade program 

in California (i.e., carbon credits) supports the Greenhouse 

Gas Reduction Fund which provides funding for projects to 

assist with the reduction of GHG and carbon 

sequestration. This program includes funding for wetland 

restoration and enhancement. Providing carbon 

sequestration locally has much more benefits to the local 

ecosystems rather than paying into a program to create or 

restore wetlands elsewhere. Any redevelopment will 

theoretically produce additional GHG through 

construction activities, however, these will be minor 

compared to the benefits provided by increasing and 

enhancing wetland area.  See response to comment O14-

10 regarding the project’s effect on public access. The 

project aims to expand the park’s natural habitat and 
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improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands while implementing nature-based solutions to 

protect the City against the risk of climate change and to 

align the City with the Climate Resilient SD Plan. The 

proposed habitat area improvements would involve the 

conversion of the existing Campland property to natural 

habitat area, as anticipated in the MBPMP since 1994. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O14-14:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O15: Coast Law Group on behalf of Audubon Society and 
Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation, April 20, 2023 

 

O15-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O15-2:  This comment summarizes the mission of the Audubon 

Society (Audubon) and the Coastal Environmental Rights 

Foundation (CERF). This comment also states that 

Audubon has partnered with the City of San Diego (City), 

state and federal wildlife agencies, State Coastal 

Conservancy, and the University of California Natural 

Reserve System to develop ReWild Mission Bay. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR for the project. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted.  

O15-3:  This comment states the PEIR fails to disclose the extent to 

which the Wetlands Optimized Alternative complies with 

the Regional Board Supplemental Environmental Project 

(SEP) requirements, the inadequate project objectives and 

alternatives analysis, and the lack of historical structures 

analysis threatens to undermine the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan (MBPMP) amendment and the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process and 

requires additional details on the project’s environmental 

impacts and analysis of the “Wildest” option). 

 The PEIR identifies a reasonable range of alternatives 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates four alternatives that 

would reduce impacts compared to the proposed project 

(No Project/No Build Alternative, Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative, Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative, and Resiliency Optimized Alternative). The 

PEIR goes above the requirements of CEQA by providing 

an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an 

equal level of detail, while the other alternatives are 
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compared to the project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(b) in accordance with the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board SEP.  

 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

The CEQA Guidelines contain guidance on when a PEIR may 

be prepared. As explained in the PEIR, CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15168, states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may 

be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 

as one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically, 

(2) A logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and 

having generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.”  

 To satisfy the requirements of the SEP, a Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report (Appendix N) was prepared to 

demonstrate how 80 acres of additional functional 

wetlands (low-high salt marsh and mudflat habitat) could 

persist at year 2100. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report will inform the future design of the project. 

 PEIR Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal 

Cultural Resources analyzes potential impacts related to 

historical, archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources 

(TCRs) that could result from the implementation of the 

proposed project. PEIR Section 5.6 states that currently, no 
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designated historical resources are within the project area. 

However, unevaluated resources may be found to be 

significant and eligible for designation, including the six 

facilities listed in the section, if project-level site-specific 

analysis reveals that one or more of these buildings meets 

the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic 

Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or the 

San Diego Historic Register of Historical Resources. The 

project envisions conceptual-level improvements to the 

project area that may result in the alteration or demolition 

of potentially historic built environment resources, 

including the Mission Bay RV Resort, De Anza Cove mobile 

home park, Campland, and Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. 

While the City’s Municipal Code provides for the regulation 

and protection of designated and potential historical 

resources, it is not possible to ensure the successful 

preservation of all historic built environment resources 

within the project area at a programmatic level. Although 

specific detailed development is not proposed at this time, 

future implementation and related construction activities 

facilitated at the project level could result in the alteration 

of a historic building, structure, object, or site. Direct 

impacts of specific future projects may include substantial 

alteration, relocation, or demolition of historic buildings, 

structures, objects, sites, and districts. Indirect impacts 

may include the introduction of visual, audible, or 

atmospheric effects that are out of character with a 

historic property or alter its setting when the setting 

contributes to the resource’s significance. PEIR Section 5.6 

concluded that even with the application of the existing 

regulatory framework and mitigation framework that 

would avoid future project-level impacts, the feasibility 

and efficacy of mitigation measures cannot be determined 
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at this program level of analysis. Therefore, after 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures, impacts 

to prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, 

sacred sites, and human remains would remain significant 

and unavoidable. 

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) identifies a 

reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 

8.0 identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan 

Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative that 

were considered but rejected for their failure to meet the 

project objectives. The rationale for eliminating each 

alternative is provided in Chapter 8.0.  

 The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 
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boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 

 The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses 

in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because 

they lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, 

including enough site area for recreation and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation, and as a result, they would 

also not provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove 

and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available 

for aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would 

identify environmental uses, they would not consider the 

range of active and passive recreational uses in the 

context of the MBPMP (project objective 5). These 

alternatives would not foster opportunities for members 

of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove 

(project objective 2) as the project would, and while these 

alternatives would provide bike and pedestrian pathways, 

they would not prioritize public access and connectivity to 

the extent that the project would, or activation of the 

shoreline (project objective 6). The three ReWild 

alternatives would not enhance public access or provide 

equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how those  
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plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the cove’s 

shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, while these 

alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by 

incorporating climate adaptation strategies and embracing 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they 

would not meet most of the project objectives. Thus, they have 

been eliminated from further consideration. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted.  

O15-4:  This comment states that the project objectives do not 

consider water quality and habitat creation as envisioned in 

the City Charter, MBPMP, Natural Resource Management 

Plan, or SEP. It further states that the flawed project objectives 

lead to a cascade of issues. Appendix B of the PEIR provides an 

analysis of the project’s consistency with the goals and 

objectives of the MBPMP and the City’s General Plan. 

Specifically, the project would promote MBPMP policies that 

support the expansion of open space by removing Campland 

on the Bay (Campland) and replacing it with a natural habitat 

area contiguous with the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP). The project 

would sustain and enhance the biodiversity of the KFMR/NWP 

and expand natural habitat areas contiguous to this existing 

preserve, which would improve water quality. The expanded 

marshland/habitat area would be composed of high-, mid-, 

and low-salt marsh areas, mudflats, and subtidal areas, 

creating a natural interface with De Anza Cove and enhancing 

water quality in the bay. As further discussed in PEIR Section 

5.1, Land Use, the proposed change in land use related to the 

demolition of Campland would maximize the benefits of 

habitat areas by placing them in large contiguous sites in 

compliance with the Natural Resource Management Plan. 
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 An EIR must include a clearly written statement of objectives 

that includes the underlying purpose of the project. The 

project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, 

include project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR 

Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a discussion of 

how the proposed project’s design features and restoration of 

natural habitat will enhance water quality. The project does 

prioritize improving water quality, as called for in the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan. 

 The project includes water quality design features that are 

proposed along the edges of the active recreational areas. The 

proposed water quality detention basins would be of differing 

sizes and would capture and treat stormwater before flowing 

into Mission Bay. New water quality basins would be located 

to treat the entire project area in accordance with local and 

state requirements. 

 The water quality detention basins would be designed with a 

sediment forebay, a height-appropriate embankment specific 

for each area of treatment, and a base of the basin to reduce 

sediment and erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be 

used to reduce sediment and total suspended solids from 

stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing features 

would include vegetated areas bordering all development 

areas to further reduce stormwater contamination, including 

debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. 

 In addition to water quality detention basins, the project would 

incorporate site-specific best management practices (BMPs) to 

enhance water quality. These BMPs would include native  
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plants for landscaping, which would not require fertilizers to 

reduce the potential for added nutrients into nearby water 

bodies, as well as efficient irrigation practices to reduce 

nutrient runoff. The project would incorporate storm drainage 

signage featuring a statement such as “NO DUMPING” or 

“DRAINS TO OCEAN” to discourage illegal dumping by visitors. 

 As a further water quality-enhancing feature, the edges of 

Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove would be 

revegetated with marsh, wetland, and upland native 

plants. Therefore, the PEIR adequately addresses water 

quality, and no revisions are warranted. 

O15-5:  This comment states that the PEIR does not provide sufficient 

evidence that the ReWild alternatives are infeasible. Please 

refer to response to comment O15-3. In addition, this 

comment states that the PEIR objectives do not align with the 

SEP or the MBPMP and it is not clear how the project fosters 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to connect 

to De Anza Cove. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.6.3.3, Issue 3: 

Tribal Cultural Resources, Tribal consultation in accordance 

with Assembly Bill 52 was conducted in 2019 with the Jamul 

Indian Village and the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional 

Tribal consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 was also 

conducted in April 2023. Please refer to response to comment 

O15-4 regarding the project objectives. As identified in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, the intent of expanding the wetlands is to provide 

a natural environment for recreation, mitigate for other 

disturbed environments, and benefit wildlife. In addition, the 

project would include an Interpretive Nature Center, which 

would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations 

to reconnect to De Anza Cove. 
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O15-6:  This comment states that the PEIR’s rejection of the ReWild 

alternatives is unsupported because the objectives are 

overly broad and vague. The comment then provides the 

commenter’s assessment of how the ReWild alternatives 

meet the project objectives. Please refer to response to 

comment O15-3 and O15-4. 
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O15-7:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to include a 

reasonable range of alternatives. The PEIR identifies a 

reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 

15126.6, which states that “An EIR shall describe a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of 

the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR 

need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 

project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 

decision making and public participation. An EIR is not 

required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The 

lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project 

alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its 

reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 

alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 

 The selection of alternatives evaluated in PEIR Chapter 8.0: 

Alternatives is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires 

an EIR to evaluate only those alternatives necessary to 

permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited 

to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the 

EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead 

agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0: 

Alternatives, the alternatives included in the analysis were 
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 developed in the course of project planning, 

environmental review, and public input. The alternatives 

chosen for analysis within the Draft PEIR provide a range 

of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or 

substantially lessen environmental impacts as required by 

law. Thus, no further alternative scenarios are required to 

be presented and/or analyzed. 

O15-8:  This comment states that the PEIR’s selection of 

alternatives has less to do with significance and more to 

do with the City’s land use preference. Please refer to 

response to comments O15-3 and O15-7. 

O15-9:  This comment states that the PEIR defers evaluation of 

historical significance and presumes impacts would occur 

and states the City is obligated to disclose what it 

reasonably can about these structures. Please refer to 

response to comment O15-3 that discusses Historical 

Resources which are assumed to be potentially significant 

in the PEIR. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, 

specific details regarding schedule, construction activities, 

and implementation of the project are not currently 

available. It is currently unknown if or when on-site 

structures would be modified because project-specific 

development plans and design are not available.  

 The CEQA Guidelines contain guidance on the Tiering 

process. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.c, 

“Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in 

connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval, 

such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area 

plan or community plan), the development of detailed, 
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site-specific information may not be feasible but can be 

deferred, in many instances, until such time as the lead 

agency prepares a future environmental document in 

connection with a project of a more limited geographical 

scale, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate 

identification of significant effects of the planning approval 

at hand.”  

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 also defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 

described in the EIR.” An EIR for a project such as the 

adoption of a Master Plan Amendment should focus on the 

secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 

adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as 

detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that 

might follow. The PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development 

project and adequate information is not available at this 

time to address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project. The mitigation framework provided in 

the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental 

review of the project and does not defer mitigation of 

historical impacts. The PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed GDPs for future projects as they are 

developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, 

is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the activities and 

amenities to be included in a park. As described in PEIR 

Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over 

time and will provide precise engineering and construction 
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 plans for the various elements of the project. Since these plans 

are currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the program 

level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed that would 

apply to future improvements. City Council Policy 600-33 

outlines the public participation process for the development 

of future GDPs. A public workshop is required to provide 

details of the project, including proposed scope, schedule, 

cost, and related information and would discuss the necessary 

steps for project review and approval. Once the project design 

has been finalized and prior to approval, the City will route the 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, 

including the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time, specific 

mitigation measures will be developed based on the 

site -specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation 

strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also acknowledges that, 

due to lack of detail and site design in the PEIR, many future 

projects will undergo site-specific CEQA review, which is the 

appropriate time to evaluate site-specific impacts. Therefore, 

the historical resources are adequately analyzed in the PEIR, 

and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O15-10:  This comment states that the PEIR focuses on flawed project 

objectives and on a significant impact that may not actually be 

significant (or as significant) to differentiate among the 

alternatives and select the environmentally superior 

alternative. The project’s objectives, which are defined in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0: Project Description, explain the underlying 

purpose of the project and are used to develop a reasonable 

range of alternatives in line with the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15124.  

 Please refer to responses to comments O15-3 and O15-9 

regarding the PEIR’s historical resource significance 
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determination. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, 

specific details regarding schedule, construction activities, 

and implementation of the project are not currently 

available. The CEQA Guidelines contain guidance on when 

a PEIR may be prepared. As explained in the PEIR, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15168 states that “A program EIR is an 

EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can 

be characterized as one large project and are related either: 

(1) Geographically, (2) A logical parts in the chain of 

contemplated actions, (3) In connection with issuance of 

rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern 

the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As individual 

activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory 

or regulatory authority and having generally similar 

environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar 

ways.” CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree 

of specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 

described in the EIR.” An EIR for a project such as the 

adoption of a Master Plan Amendment should focus on the 

secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 

adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as 

detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that 

might follow. The PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development 

project and adequate information is not available at this 

time to address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project. The mitigation framework provided in 

the PEIR is adequate for program-level environmental 

review of the project and does not defer mitigation of 

historical impacts. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O15-11:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to provide any sea-level 

rise analysis. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report 

has been prepared for the project and incorporated into the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for the 

proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot 

sea level rise scenario. 

O15-12:  This comment states that the PEIR does not incorporate sea 

level rise modeling developed by USGS. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared for the 

project and incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. 

O15-13:  This comment states that the ESA Memorandum 

accompanying the ReWild Coalition comments concludes the 

project is inconsistent with the SEP requirement to provide 80 

acres of wetlands in 2100. Please refer to response to 

comment O15-11 regarding the sea level rise assessment 

prepared for the project. Responses to comments in the 

ReWild Coalition letter are provided in comment letter O21. 

O15-14:  This comment states that the project will exacerbate the 

effects of sea level rise by contributing to coastal squeeze and 

thwarting wetland migration. The proposed project would 

not exacerbate the effects of sea level rise. Please refer to 

response to comment O15-11 regarding the sea level rise 

assessment prepared for the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 
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the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 

foot sea level rise scenario.  

 The comment also states that locating visitor 

accommodations and related infrastructure in areas subject 

to inundation will negatively impact water quality. PEIR 

Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, discloses that the 

project would have the potential to result in long-term 

operational pollutants associated with components of the 

project, such as guest accommodations, parking areas, and 

street improvements that would introduce potential 

pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, 

trash and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and 

grease, pesticides, and bacteria and viruses. Due to the 

project’s location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and 

Mission Bay, the immediate pollutants of concern are those 

that contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of 

the Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts 

along the Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion 

and regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to 

increased erosion.  

  PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended BMPs 

and would be refined and implemented as part of final 

project design and monitoring programs for future project 

activities consistent with the project in accordance with the 

City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the 

preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP). In addition, proposed water quality detention 

basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and 

treat stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. Water 
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quality detention basins would be designed with a sediment 

forebay, a height-appropriate embankment specific for each 

area of treatment, and a base to reduce sediment and 

erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be used to reduce 

sediment and total suspended solids from stormwater. 

Additional water quality-enhancing features would include 

vegetated areas bordering all development to reduce 

stormwater contamination, including debris and sediment, 

from reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the edges of Rose 

Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, 

wetland, and upland native plants would create another 

water quality-enhancing feature.  

  As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans (GDP) will be developed over time and 

will provide precise engineering and construction plans for 

the various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the program 

level, and a mitigation strategy has been developed that 

would apply to future improvements. Once the project 

design has been finalized and prior to approval, the City will 

route the project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, including the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. At 

that time, specific mitigation measures will be developed 

based on the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and 

the mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also 

acknowledges that, due to lack of detail and site design in the 

PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific CEQA 

review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate site-specific 

impacts. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O15-15:  This comment states that the PEIR fails disclose impacts to 

the existing preserve areas and Mission Bay water quality. 

PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, analyzes potential 

impacts related to biological resources that could result 

from implementation of the proposed project. Specifically, 

PEIR Section 5.3.3.2, Issue 2: Sensitive Habitats, concluded 

that implementation of the project, including restoration 

of marshland habitat within existing disturbed land and 

enhancement and hydrologic restoration activities in the 

KFMR/NWP, could potentially result in direct impacts to 

southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudflats, eelgrass 

beds, open water, tidal channel, Diegan coastal sage scrub, 

southern foredunes, and disturbed land that occurs in the 

KFMR/NWP. Implementation of marshland and hydrologic 

restoration activities that result in impacts to southern 

coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudflats, open water, or 

tidal channels, which are all considered wetlands by the 

San Diego Biological Guidelines (SDBG), are considered 

potentially significant without mitigation. Similarly, 

southern foredunes (Tier I) and Diegan coastal sage scrub 

(Tier II) are considered sensitive vegetation communities 

by the SDBG, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The PEIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation 

Measures MM BIO 5.3-2 through BIO 5.3-5 would reduce 

potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities to below a level of significance through 

monitoring by a qualified biologist, adhering to required 

mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and 

restoring impacted vegetation communities. As future 

site-specific projects come forward, project-level specific 

analysis would be required during the design and review  
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 phase of the project to ensure that any impacts to 

sensitive habitats are avoided, minimized, or mitigated as 

conditions of project approval prior to implementation. 

The comment further states that without a sea level rise 

analysis, the PEIR fails to disclose potential impacts. Please 

refer to response to comment O15-11 regarding the sea 

level rise analysis prepared for the project. 

O15-16:  This comment summarizes a past situation between 

Campland and Mission Bay RV Resort and the California 

Coastal Commission. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR for the 

project, and no further response is warranted.  

O15-17:  This comment states that the project is inconsistent with 

the Climate Action Plan (CAP) and it should maximize 

wetland creation to ensure the City is on track to achieve 

its strategy 5 goals and implement an appropriate 

adaptation policy for projected sea level rise, consistent 

with the third project objective. As identified in PEIR 

Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would 

be consistent with the CAP. The project would contribute 

to the overall restoration goals of the CAP. In addition, 

other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

also being considered to meet the goals of the CAP. The 

goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 

target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 

700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park.  
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 The project was not intended to restore all salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As identified in the 

City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to meet the 750-

acre goal was to develop an area-specific management 

plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland and 

upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the 

City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration 

acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O15-18:  This comment states that the PEIR represent a significant 

step toward achievement of the MBPMP’s goals. However, 

the comment states that revisions to the project 

objectives, alternatives analysis, historical resources 

analysis are required and the inclusion of Wildest-level 

acreage of restored habitats are necessary to ensure 

compliance with the MBPMP, SEP, City Charter, and CEQA. 

Please refer to response to comment O15-3. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

O15-19:  This comment states that the PEIR must incorporate a 

project objective addressing water quality and should 

revise the definition of recreational activities and low-cost 

accommodations. Please refer to responses to comments 

O15-3 and O15-4. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the 

project would enhance the existing regional parkland by 

providing a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations (recreational vehicles and other low-cost 

camping facilities), active and passive recreational 

opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and  
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 improvements to access to recreational uses. Active 

recreation areas are meant to support land-based active 

recreational pursuits including but not limited to sand 

volleyball, pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, and 

inline/roller skating. Regional parkland would support 

activities such as picnicking, kiteflying, Frisbee games, 

informal sports, walking, jogging, children’s play, bicycling, 

and skating. Watercraft access would be provided on De 

Anza Cove at the proposed Boat Facilities/Clubhouse land 

use. Non-motorized personal watercraft including kayaks 

and canoes would have access on De Anza Cove at the 

Boat Facilities/Clubhouse. The project would replace much 

of the low-cost visitor guest accommodations offered by 

Campland and the Mission Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 

acres of new low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

which would include a land use for RVs, cabins, or other 

eco-friendly accommodations. At the current 

programmatic level, there is no proposed design for the 

project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter O16: Friends of Rose Canyon, April 20, 2023 

 

O16-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) prioritize 

the need for maximum wetland restoration. This comment will 

be provided to the City’s decision-makers for their consideration. 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project), and no further response is warranted. 

Furthermore, this comment states that the PEIR should 

include a project objective that prioritizes improving water 

quality through natural resilient infrastructure. The project 

objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, 

include project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water quality. 

The project does prioritize improving water quality, as called 

for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and no revisions to 

the project objectives are warranted.  

O16-2:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and notes that Rose Creek is the main freshwater 

tributary of Mission Bay. PEIR Section 2.3.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, acknowledges that Rose Creek is the primary 

source of fresh water to the project area. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR for the project.  
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O16-3:  These comments are duplicates from comment letter O8 

(Friends of Rose Canyon comment letter). Please refer to 

responses to comments O8-1 through O8-6. 
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Comment Letter O17: Friends of Rose Creek, April 20, 2023 

 

O17-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O17-2:  This comment discusses the Friends of Rose Creek’s 

mission and vision. The City of San Diego (City) 

appreciates the Friends of Rose Creek’s participation in 

the review of the PEIR for the project. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O17-3:  This comment summarizes the history of the Rose Creek 

wetlands and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted.  
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O17-4:  This comment provides a summary of the Friends of Rose 

Creek’s involvement in the De Anza Revitalization Plan 

and De Anza Natural planning process. The comment also 

provides support for the comments provided by the 

Rewild Mission Bay Coalition. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

O17-5:  This comment states that improving water quality is not 

listed as a project objective, and questions how 

compliance with the MBPMP directive to improve water 

quality will be measured. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Chapter 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, for a discussion of how the 

proposed project’s design features and restoration of 

natural habitat will enhance water quality. The project 

does prioritize improving water quality, as called for in the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and no revisions to the 

project objectives are warranted.  

 The comment also asks for an analysis showing metrics 

regarding water quality improvements for the PEIR 

alternatives. An analysis of potential impacts related to 

water quality were addressed for each alternative in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 includes a 

general description of each of the alternatives, along with a 

discussion of their ability to reduce the significant 

environmental impacts associated with the project. In 

accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
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(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), the alternatives 

discussion should focus on those alternatives that, if 

implemented, could eliminate or reduce any of the 

significant environmental impacts of a project. The 

alternatives are evaluated to determine if they would 

eliminate any significant adverse environmental impacts or 

reduce those impacts to below a significant level. Project-

related and cumulative impacts are those identified prior to 

the incorporation or implementation of any mitigation 

measures. Therefore, no revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O17-6:  This comment states that project objective 5 only 

identifies “De Anza Cove” as part of the objective and that 

it should reference the planning area as a whole. The 

project objectives, which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: 

Project Description, apply to the entire project area. As 

described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project area is in the 

northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park in the City and 

consists of approximately 314 acres of land and 

approximately 191.2 acres of open water for a total of 

approximately 505.2 acres. The project area includes the 

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 

(KFMR/NWP), Campland on the Bay (Campland), Pacific 

Beach Tennis Club athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf Course 

and Practice Center, and De Anza Cove area, including a 

vacated mobile home park and supporting infrastructure, 

the Mission Bay RV Resort, a public park, public beach, 

parking, and water areas. As described in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, the De Anza Cove area is defined as the area south of 

North Mission Bay Drive and east of the Rose Creek inlet. 

The land uses proposed in this area include expanded 

marshland/habitat, low-cost visitor guest 
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accommodations, regional parkland, open beach, boat 

facilities and clubhouse, multi-use paths, and upland 

(dune, sage) and buffer areas. The project area also 

encompasses the KFMR/NWP. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 

 This comment also states that the alternatives analysis 

should be performed for the entire project area and not 

just De Anza Cove. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0, the 

performance of an alternative relative to a project is 

evaluated to determine the “comparative merits of the 

alternative” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[a]). The 

alternatives analysis is based on a comparison to the 

project’s impacts within the project area, which includes 

De Anza Cove. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O17-7:  This comment questions why active and passive coastal-

dependent recreational activities were not considered 

when analyzing alternatives. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6, “An EIR shall describe a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 

of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 

project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, identifies a 

reasonable range of alternatives and evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis, in 

addition to the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan 

Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative 

that were considered but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. In line with the requirements of 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Chapter 8: Alternatives 

focused on analyzing which alternatives (1) meet most of 

the project objectives, (2) are feasible, and (3) avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant impacts resulting from 

the project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O17-8:  This comment states that the project goals are vague and 

do not provide criteria for determining which of the 

analyzed alternatives adequately meet the project 

objectives. The project’s objectives, which are defined in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0: Project Description, explain the 

underlying purpose of the project and are used to 

develop a reasonable range of alternatives in line with the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.   



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O17-7 

 

 Further this comment states that the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” alternative was eliminated due to what the 

commenter considers an inadequate analysis of project 

objectives 1, 2, and 5 and explains each point. The 

comment states that the “Wildest” alternative provides 

new coastal-dependent active recreational opportunities 

not currently available in Mission Bay Park, restores the 

habitat more closely to how it had existed pre-European 

contact, offers visual access, and presents non-motorized 

multimodal access. These points are programmatically 

addressed further. The “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives are discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated. The MBPMP calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild Mission Bay alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parkland, boating, and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres 

of active recreation, regional parkland, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 

 The ReWild Mission Bay "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives 

would not fully consider the range of active and passive 

recreational uses in the context of the MBPMP (project 

objective 5) because they lack sufficient site areas for a 

balance of land uses, including enough site area for 

recreation and low-cost visitor guest accommodations,  
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 and as a result, they would also not provide enough 

equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal 

landscape for all San Diegans, particularly communities 

that have historically experienced barriers to access 

(project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available 

for aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of 

open beach sand activities and boating. These 

alternatives would not foster opportunities for members 

of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove 

(project objective 2) like the project would, and while 

these alternatives would provide bike and pedestrian 

pathways, they would not prioritize public access and 

connectivity to the extent that the project would or 

activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). 

Compared to the project, the three ReWild Mission Bay 

alternatives would not enhance public access or provide 

equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how those 

plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the 

cove’s shorelines. Therefore, while these alternatives 

would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating 

climate adaptation strategies and embracing 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they 

would not meet most of the project objectives. Thus, they 

have been eliminated from further consideration. No 

changes to the PEIR alternatives analysis are warranted. 

 The comment asks how the results of public outreach, 

including input from local Indigenous communities, will 

modify the PEIR alternatives. As discussed in PEIR Section 
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 5.6.3.3, Issue 3: Tribal Cultural Resources, Tribal 

consultation in accordance with Assembly Bill 52 was 

conducted in 2019 with the Jamul Indian Village and the 

Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional Tribal 

consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 was also 

conducted in 2023. During formal and informal 

discussions, the local Native American Kumeyaay 

community has expressed a high level of interest with 

regard to potential impacts to known resources in and 

around the project area. Therefore, the PEIR includes a 

mitigation measure to reduce impacts on inadvertent 

discoveries to a less than significant level. As discussed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would also include an 

Interpretive Nature Center, which would foster 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove. 

O17-9:  This comment requests an analysis of the Rose Creek 

lower salt marsh and its relationship to the rest of the 

project. PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, 

establishes the analyzed project area, which is identified 

as the northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park. The 

project focuses on habitat enhancements within the 

boundaries of the project as outlined in PEIR Chapter 2.0. 

As discussed in PEIR Section 2.3.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, Rose Creek is a major drainage of the area north 

of Mission Bay and is the primary source of fresh water 

to the project area. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, due to the project’s location 

within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the 

project would have the potential to result in long-term 

operational pollutants associated with components of 

the project, such as low-cost visitor guest 
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accommodations, parking areas, and street 

improvements, that would introduce potential pollutants, 

including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, trash and 

debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and grease, 

pesticides, and bacteria and viruses. However, in 

accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, 

the project is a priority development project that is 

required to incorporate post-construction (or permanent) 

Low Impact Development site design, source control, and 

treatment control best management practices into the 

project’s design. The types of best management practices 

that could be implemented are listed in PEIR Table 5.7-1, 

Recommended Best Management Practices. The best 

management practices are preliminary 

recommendations and would be refined and 

implemented as part of final project design and 

monitoring programs for future project activities 

consistent with the project in accordance with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual that requires the 

preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan. 

The Stormwater Quality Management Plan must 

accompany the final design of subsequent project 

activities to ensure that runoff generated by the project is 

adequately captured/treated per applicable federal, 

state, and local regulation. 

  In addition, the project proposes water quality design 

features along the edges of active recreation areas. 

Proposed water quality detention basins would be 

different sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality 

detention basins would be located to treat the entire 

project area in accordance with local and state 
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requirements. Water quality detention basins would be 

designed with a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate 

embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a 

base to reduce sediment and erosion at the outflow. 

Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total 

suspended solids from stormwater. Additional water 

quality-enhancing features would include vegetated 

areas bordering all development to reduce stormwater 

contamination, including debris and sediment, from 

reaching Mission Bay.  

 Revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and along the 

“boot” of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, and upland 

native plants would create another water quality-

enhancing feature. In addition, “green” infrastructure 

such as constructed oyster beds would be implemented 

at shorelines where oyster colonization is feasible. 

Because oysters feed by filtering algae from the water, 

they function as a natural filter and improve water 

overloaded with nutrients. Therefore, the PEIR 

adequately addresses water quality at the programmatic 

level, and no changes to the PEIR are warranted.  

O17-10:  This comments questions why the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” alternative buffer downstream from the existing 

North Mission Bay Drive precludes it from meeting the 

project objectives. Please refer to response to comment 

O17-8 for the rationale for the rejection of the “Wildest” 

alternative.  

O17-11:  This comment states that the alternatives analysis does 

not provide information on how each alternative fulfills 

the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) Strategy 5, Resilient 
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Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems. PEIR Chapter 8.0 

evaluates four alternatives that would reduce impacts 

compared to the project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR surpasses CEQA's 

requirements by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative at an equal level of detail, while the 

other alternatives are compared to the project consistent 

with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). PEIR Chapter 

8.0 states that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

further the City’s climate resiliency goals related to 

healthy ecosystems by increasing wetland habitat 

restoration. The alternatives are evaluated to determine 

if they would eliminate any significant adverse 

environmental impacts or reduce those impacts to below 

a significant level. PEIR Chapter 8.0 specifically states that 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would particularly 

support implementation of CAP Strategy 5 because it 

would expand and restore wetlands throughout the De 

Anza Cove area. Additional analysis of the Wetland 

Optimized Alternative is provided in PEIR Table 8-2, 

General Plan and Climate Action Plan Consistency – 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In addition, PEIR Chapter 

8.0 concludes that the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative and the Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would protect, improve, and enhance natural 

resources in Mission Bay as called for in the Mission Bay 

Park Natural Resource Management Plan and would 

include wetland enhancement and restoration activities 

in support of the City’s CAP Strategy 5, which promotes 

the creation of resilient infrastructure and healthy 

ecosystems. Compared to the project, impacts were 
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determined to be similar and less than significant in 

regard to consistency with the City’s CAP. Therefore, PEIR 

Chapter 8.0 adequately analyzes consistency with the 

City’s CAP Strategy 5, as requested in the comment and is 

appropriate for this programmatic level of environmental 

review. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is 

currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

The PEIR acknowledges that the City will evaluate future 

detailed GDPs for future projects as they are developed. 

A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is a 

Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the activities and 

amenities to be included in a park. As described in PEIR 

Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over 

time and provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the various elements of the project. Once the 

project design has been finalized and prior to approval, 

the City will route the project through the Public Project 

Assessment process, including the preparation of the 

appropriate environmental documentation in 

accordance with CEQA. The City also acknowledges that, 

due to the lack of detail and site design in the PEIR, many 

future projects will undergo site-specific CEQA review, 

which is the appropriate time to evaluate site-specific 

impacts. Therefore, the project is adequately analyzed in 

the PEIR, and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O17-12:  This comment requests that each alternative include 

annual maintenance costs and funding sources for 

required maintenance for the restored wetlands. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15131, specifically states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be 

treated as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA 

defines “environment” as “the physical conditions which 

exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 

project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 

noise, objects of historic or aesthetic significance” 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An 

EIR project analysis is limited to those socioeconomic 

issues that could result in a direct change to the physical 

environment. Therefore, the economic cost of the project 

is not required to be analyzed in the PEIR. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

O17-13:  This comment recommends that a full wetlands analysis 

be included in the Final PEIR to include sea level rise 

modeling, an analysis of estimated quantifiable 

improvements to water quality in Mission Bay Park, and 

an analysis of erosion caused by sea currents to 

determine impacts on restored wetlands. Please refer to 

response to comment O17-9. The project would expand 

the project area’s natural habitat and improve water 

quality through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City 

against the risk of climate change in line with the City’s 

Climate Resilient SD Plan. A project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared and is 

included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the 

future design of the project.  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O17-15 

 

O17-14:  This comment poses several site-specific questions 

regarding non-coastal-dependent active recreation uses 

and active recreation users. Please refer to response to 

comment O17-11, which states that no development is 

currently being proposed and that future project-specific 

design review would occur under the City’s GDP process. 

The CEQA Guidelines state when a PEIR may be prepared. 

As explained in the PEIR, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168, 

states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared 

on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 

project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) As 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or 

other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and 

having generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.”  

 Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the 

degree of specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of 

specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 

described in the EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project, such as 

the adoption of a Master Plan Amendment, should focus on 

the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 

adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed 

as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might 

follow. Therefore, the PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project, 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the project. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O17-15:  This comment is a closing comment and states that the 

PEIR is a good start but there is still work to come. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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O17-16:  This comment is an attachment that includes comments 

on the Proposed Amendment to the Mission Bay Parks 

Master Plan and De Anza Natural. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O18: Handa Ornithology Lab, April 20, 2023 

 

O18-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O18-2:  This comment expresses support for maximum wetland 

restoration and biodiversity to plan for climate change. The 

City of San Diego (City) appreciates the Handa Ornithology 

Lab’s participation in the review of the PEIR for the project. 

This comment provides an introduction to subsequent 

comments. It does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

O18-3:  This comment provides examples of current events that 

showcase climate change conditions and suggests that the 

City’s first priority should be to make decisions to plan for the 

future in San Diego, including methods identified in the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Synthesis 

Report AR6. PEIR Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

analyzes potential impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions that could result from the implementation of the 

project. Based on the City’s Significance Determination 

Thresholds, a significant impact would occur if implementation 

of the project would (1) generate GHG emissions, either directly 

or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment; or (2) conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan 

(CAP) or another applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 

for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The City adopted 

an updated qualified CAP in August 2022 that establishes a 

Citywide goal of net zero by 2035. A qualified CAP is one that 

meets requirements so that future development projects 

requiring environmental review under state law can streamline 

GHG impact analyses by demonstrating consistency with the 

CAP. Therefore, this project is evaluated for consistency with 

the City’s CAP based on guidance issued by the City for plan-
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level environmental documents to determine the significance 

of project GHG emissions. 

O18-4:  This comment states that wetland restoration, including 

existing wetlands at the Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve need to be maximized as 

much as possible. The project would promote Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan policies that support the expansion of 

open space by removing Campland on the Bay (Campland) 

and replacing it with a natural habitat area contiguous with 

the existing KFMR/NWP. As suggested in the comment, the 

project would sustain and enhance the biodiversity of the 

KFMR/NWP and expand natural habitat areas contiguous to 

this existing preserve (see Figure 3-1, Site Plan, in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description). The project would follow 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan recommendation of 

replacing the existing Campland area with expanded 

marshland/habitat area, which would include a combination 

of mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats. The total area 

would be approximately 138.3 acres. The project would 

maintain the existing University of California, San Diego, 

Biological Research Field Station facility located at the 

northwestern corner of the KFMR/NWP, which allows for 

study and interpretation of the local environment, focusing 

on the estuarine and bay habitats of Mission Bay. It would 

also identify a location for a future environmental education 

and nature interpretation facility. 
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O18-5:  This comment states that the project’s wetland restoration 

acreage should plan for wetland loss anticipated with sea 

level rise. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared and included in the Final 

PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. 

The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a 

sea level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can 

persist under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. Therefore, the 

Final PEIR addresses this comment.  

O18-6:  The comment states that the state and federally 

endangered light-footed Ridgway's rail, state endangered 

Belding’s savannah sparrow, and other threatened and 

endangered native species are vulnerable to habitat loss 

due to sea level rise. The project would expand habitat 

areas, resulting in long-term benefits to wetland habitat and 

species, including those listed in the comment, and the 

functions and values of the aquatic resources. PEIR Section 

5.3, Biological Resources, includes both the Belding’s 

savannah sparrow and light-footed Ridgway’s rail in the list 

of sensitive wildlife species observed or with high potential 

to occur within the project area. A project-specific Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report has also been prepared 

and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the 

future design of the project. 

O18-7:  This comment requests that the City consider science and 

current events and restore the maximum amount of wetland as 

possible. See response to comment O18-4.  This is a closing 

comment and does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in 

the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  
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Comment Letter O19: Mission Bay Youth Field Association, April 20, 2023 

 

O19-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 

O19-2: This comment requests that the project be revised to 

“preserve, protect and enhance the current Athletic Area 

uses.” In response to this comment and others, PEIR 

Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use 

Acreages, were revised in the Final PEIR to ensure no net 

loss of active recreation use acreage. In addition, the City 

will strive to plan for future facilities with design and 

phased development in a manner that minimizes 

disruption to active recreation access. Any necessary 

buffer zones and other land uses proposed for the site of 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced 

for continued use unless imminent climate hazards 

necessitate more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, 

including the Bob McEvoy Youth Fields, form the baseline 

from which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project 

at the program level. Improvements to current facilities 

may be implemented as future projects come forward. 

Future projects will be subject to the City’s General 

Development Plan process to ensure that all 

requirements are met before they are approved. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O19-2 

 

O19-3: This comment provides contact information and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

O19-4:  This comment requests that the Amendment be revised 

to “preserve, protect and enhance the current Athletic 

Area uses.” Please refer to response to comment O19-2. 

The PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of active 

recreation use acreages. 

O19-5:  This comment describes the Mission Bay Youth Field 

Association and what it encompasses. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, 

and no further response is warranted. 
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O19-6:  This comments states that the project would eliminate the 

existing youth fields in their entirety. This comment is 

incorrect. Please refer to response to comment O19-2. 

O19-7:  This comments states that the project does not reflect City 

Officials’ previously stated intention to not impact the 

youth leagues, golf course, and tennis courts. Please refer 

to response to comment O19-2. The PEIR has been 

revised to ensure no net loss of active recreation use 

acreages. 
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O19-8:  This comment states that the current ball field, tennis 

court, and golf course users will have to compete with 

other new potential uses to secure a portion of available 

athletic area because there would be no room for 

additional facilities beyond what currently exists without a 

significant reduction in the scope of the current facilities. 

Please refer to response to comment O19-2.  

O19-9:  This comment provides excerpts from the Amendment 

and a previous PEIR for the project area. The language 

shown does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the current PEIR. In addition, the language 

quoted is not contained in the current PEIR. No aquatic 

facilities are proposed for this project. Please refer to 

response to comment O19-2. 
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O19-10:  This comment states that the Mission Bay Youth Field 

Association requests that provisions in the Amendment 

be revised to “preserve, protect and enhance the current 

Athletic Area uses.” Please refer to response to comment 

O19-2. The PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of 

active recreation use acreages. 

O19-11:  This comment reiterates the commenter’s opinion that 

elimination of the youth fields cannot be allowed. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is 

warranted. 
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Comment Letter O20: Renascence Project, April 20, 2023 

 

O20-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, 

no further response is warranted. 
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O20-2:  This comment discusses the Renascence mission and 

priorities. Further, this comment states that San Diego has 

a unique opportunity to create a cooperative project that 

increases natural habitats, sea level rise resilience, 

recreational space, and community engagement and 

hopes the City of San Diego (City) stands by their project 

goals. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O20-3:  This comment states that more restored habitats are 

necessary and suggests that the ReWild Mission Bay 

Wildest Plan demonstrates how much restoration is 

possible and needed for the plan to be a success. The PEIR 

addresses the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives in Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated.  

The project is an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (MBPMP). The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” 

with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. In terms of land use allocation, the ReWild 

alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat land areas 

that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like those 

requested by various stakeholders at public forums—namely 

active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses 

that stakeholders have requested. 
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The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses 

in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because 

they lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, 

including enough site area for recreation and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, and as a result, they would 

also not provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove 

and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available 

for aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

Therefore, while the ReWild alternatives identify 

environmental uses, they do not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the 

project would or activation of the shoreline (project 

objective 6). The three ReWild alternatives would not 

enhance public access or provide equitable access to De 

Anza Cove because of how those plans laid out the habitat 

design to reduce access to the cove’s shorelines compared 

to the project. While these alternatives would meet project 

objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating climate adaptation 

strategies and embracing responsibility and stewardship 

of the environment, they would not meet most of the 
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project objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from 

further consideration.  

O20-4:  This comment requests modeling to show how sea level 

rise changes the City’s proposal. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared for the 

project and Wetlands Optimized Alternative and has been 

incorporated in the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea 

level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of 

viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise 

scenario. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report 

will inform the future design of the project but does not 

result in a change in the proposed wetland enhancement 

acreages or the conclusions of the PEIR. 

O20-5:  This comment states that water quality must be 

prioritized. The project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, Project Description, include project objective 4 to 

embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, for a discussion of how the 

proposed project’s design features and restoration of 

natural habitat will enhance water quality. The project 

does prioritize improving water quality, as called for in the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan.  

O20-6: This comment asks about the long-term maintenance and 

budget requirements that may be needed to keep new 
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shorelines, waterways or recreational areas created as 

part of the restoration plan intact in the face of rising sea 

levels. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project is a 

plan amendment to the MBPMP. No development is 

currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans (GDPs) will be developed over time 

and will provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the various elements of the project. Long-term 

management would be considered during the GDP 

process. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 

specifically states that “economic or social effects of a 

project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as “the 

physical conditions which exist within the area which will 

be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, 

water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or 

aesthetic significance” (California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change 

to the physical environment. Therefore, the long-term cost 

of the project is not a consideration of the PEIR. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O20-7: This comment questions how the project would provide an 

accessible marsh with leased land right in the middle of 

the marsh. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project 

would enhance the existing regional parkland by providing 

a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations (recreational vehicles and other low-cost 

camping facilities), active and passive recreational 
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opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and 

improvements to access to recreational uses. The project 

would place low-cost visitor guest accommodation use on 

the eastern side of Rose Creek, buffered by upland 

vegetation. This land use would allocate approximately 

48.5 acres for RVs, cabins, or other ecofriendly 

accommodations and associated open space and facilities 

consistent with camping accommodations. The project 

also proposes active and passive recreational amenities to 

include but not be limited to sand volleyball, pickleball, 

tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, and inline/roller 

skating and a sandy beach area at the northern and 

western edges of De Anza Cove. The project would 

improve access to the park areas along the bay shoreline 

for residents and visitors. In addition, the project would 

provide a waterfront multi-use path that would provide 

users with shore access and would connect the project 

area to points to the north, west, and east to enhance 

public equitable access and increase connections to the 

surrounding communities. The multi-use path would be a 

feature for users to view the marshes and have distant 

views of Mission Bay. In addition, areas designated as 

Regional Parkland would include passive recreation 

amenities such as overlooks, pathways, and picnic areas. 

In addition to improved access, the project would include 

an Interpretive Nature Center, which would foster 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O20-7 

 

O20-8:  This comment states that the commenter prefers a plan 

that provides the necessary volume of restored wetland 

acreage needed for a truly successful restoration. The City 

has determined that the project would provide sufficient 

restored wetland acreage to create a successful 

restoration project. The project is consistent with the 

MBPMP, which calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would expand 

the project area’s natural habitat and improve water 

quality through the creation of additional wetlands. 

Specifically, the project includes enhancement and 

restoration within the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve and the expansion of 

wetlands currently occupied by Campland. The project 

would follow the MBPMP recommendation of replacing 

the existing Campland area with expanded 

marshland/habitat area, which would include a 

combination of mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats 

for a total of 138.3 acres. In addition to environmental 

components, the project provides elements that would 

meet the other two components (recreation and 

commerce). No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O20-9:  This comment reiterates the desire for maximum wetland 

restoration and discusses Kumeyaay engagement and 

accessibility. Please refer to response to comment O20-8 

that discusses restored wetlands. The City concurs that 

wetland restoration would allow for the regeneration of 

plant and animals in the project area. Please refer to 

response to comment O20-4 discussing sea level rise. A 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared for the project and the Wetlands Optimized 
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Alternative. Regarding Tribal outreach, as discussed in 

PEIR Section 5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal 

Cultural Resources, the City conducted Tribal consultation 

in accordance with Assembly Bill 52 in 2019 with the Jamul 

Indian Village and the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. 

Additional Tribal consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 

occurred in 2023. The local Native American Kumeyaay 

community has expressed a high level of interest with 

regard to potential impacts to known resources in and 

around the project site. In addition to other access 

improvements (see response to comment O20-7), the 

project would include an Interpretive Nature Center, which 

would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal 

nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove.  

O20-10: This comment states that the PEIR addresses cultural 

resources as significant and unavoidable but that it is an 

inadequate conclusion. The analysis in PEIR Section 5.6 

concludes that ground-disturbing activities associated with 

construction of the project would be located in or near 

Tribal culturally sensitive areas could include unknown 

resource discoveries during excavation into native soils, and 

could result in impacts to prehistoric and historic 

archaeological resources, sacred sites, human remains, 

including those interred outside formal cemeteries, and 

Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR). Impacts were determined 

to be potentially significant. Subsequent activities 

implemented in accordance with the project would be 

required to implement Mitigation Measure MM HIST 5.6-1, 

which would avoid or minimize impacts. This mitigation 

measure, combined with the policies of the City’s General 

Plan promoting the identification, protection, and 

preservation of archaeological resources in addition to 
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compliance with CEQA and California Public Resources 

Code, Section 21080.3.1, requiring Tribal consultation early 

in the development review process, and the City’s Historical 

Resources regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Section 

143.0212), which require review of ministerial and 

discretionary permit applications for any parcel identified 

as sensitive on the Historical Resources Sensitivity Maps, 

would reduce the program-level impacts related to 

prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. However, 

even with the application of the existing regulatory 

framework and mitigation framework that would avoid 

future project-level impacts, the feasibility and efficacy of 

mitigation measures cannot be determined at this program 

level of analysis. Therefore, after implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures, impacts to prehistoric and historic 

archaeological resources, sacred sites, human remains, and 

TCRs would remain significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently 

being proposed; therefore, specific details regarding 

schedule, construction activities, and implementation of the 

project are not currently available. The CEQA Guidelines 

contain guidance on when a PEIR may be prepared. As 

explained in the PEIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(a) 

states that “A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared 

on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 

project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) As 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and 
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having generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.”   

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 

described in the EIR.” An EIR for a project, such as the 

adoption of a Master Plan Amendment, should focus on 

the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from 

the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as 

detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that 

might follow. The PEIR does not serve as project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development 

project and adequate information is not available at this 

time to address potential future site-specific impacts of the 

proposed project.  

 Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed GDPs for future projects as they 

are developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 

600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the 

specific activities and amenities to be included within a 

park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs 

will be developed over time and will provide precise 

engineering and construction plans for the recreational 

elements of the proposed project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the 

program level, and a mitigation strategy has been 

developed that would apply to future improvements.  
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Council Policy 600-33 also outlines the public participation 

process for the development of future GDPs. A public 

workshop is required to provide details of the project, 

including proposed scope, schedule, cost, and related 

information and would discuss the necessary steps for 

project review and approval. Once the project design has 

been completed, prior to approval, the City will route the 

future project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, which includes the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. At 

that time, specific mitigation measures will be developed 

based on the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and 

the mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. At this point, 

public and agency comments will be invited to address the 

site-specific impacts identified in the future CEQA 

documentation. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O20-11:  This comment requests an explanation on how the PEIR 

concludes that the “Wildest” does not meet the project 

goals. Please refer to response to comment O20-3 that 

discusses the Rewild alternatives.  
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Comment Letter O21: ReWild Coalition, April 20, 2023 

 

O21-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and attached memorandum which is combined in the 

comment letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O21-2:  This comment discusses the ReWild Coalition mission and 

priorities. Further this comment states that the restoration 

of tidal habitat is critical and urges the City of San Diego (City) 

to analyze the issues brought forward. The City appreciates 

ReWild Coalitions’ participation in the review of the Draft 

PEIR for the project. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the Draft PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted.   
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O21-3:  This comment states that the Project Location and Setting 

in S.1.1 must include Rose Creek and Rose Creek estuary 

mouth as being in the project area. The mouth of Rose Creek 

and a portion roughly 2,400 feet north of the creek mouth 

fall within the study area. Areas outside of Mission Bay Park 

are not within the study area. Please refer to Executive 

Summary section S.1.1, which summarizes the Project 

Location and Setting, and PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental 

Setting, which provides a description of the project site. 

Specifically, Section 2.1, Project Location, states that the 

proposed project area is in the northeastern corner of 

Mission Bay Park in the City. The subject property is 

approximately 314 acres of land and approximately 191.2 

acres of open water for a total of approximately 505.2 acres. 

PEIR Figure 2-2, Project Vicinity, identifies the project area 

and shows that it is bounded to the east by Mission Bay 

Drive, the north by Grand Avenue (on the eastern portion of 

the project area) and Pacific Beach Drive (on the western 

portion), the west by Crown Point Drive, and the south by 

Mission Bay. In addition, the PEIR states that the Rose Creek 

inlet bisects the project area into eastern and western 

portions. Therefore, the project area is clearly defined in the 

PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-4:  This comment states that the known water quality 

impairment should also be addressed in Section S.1.1. 

Section S.1.1 is a section in the Executive Summary that 

summarizes the Project Location and Setting. PEIR Chapter 

2.0, Environmental Setting, includes a discussion of existing 

conditions related to hydrology and water quality (Section 

2.3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality). Specifically, the PEIR 

states that several portions within Mission Bay and its 

shorelines are listed on the 2020–2022 California Integrated 
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Report for impairments (Clean Water Act Section 303[d] 

List/305[b] Report). Portions of the bay listed for 

impairments are provided in PEIR Table 2-9, Clean Water Act 

303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region. The PEIR 

acknowledges that water quality in Mission Bay is generally 

lower than that of the coastal ocean water due to poor 

flushing characteristics of the bay and the input of nutrients 

and contaminants from stormwater runoff and other 

sources. In addition, Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, states that several portions within Mission Bay and 

its shorelines are listed on the 2020–2022 California 

Integrated Report for impairments (Clean Water Act, Section 

303[d] List/305 [b] Report). Existing water quality conditions 

in the project area and greater Mission Bay are addressed in 

the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-5:  This comment states that PEIR does not identify Kendall-

Frost Marsh as being owned and managed by the University 

of California Natural Reserve System. In response to this 

comment, the following changes have been made to PEIR 

Chapter 2.0.  

The KFMR/NWP is approximately 88 acres 

consisting mostly of vegetated wetland. It is 

bordered to the west and north by residential 

development, to the east by Campland, and to the 

south by Mission Bay. The University of California, 

San Diego, Natural Reserve System manages the 

KFMR, and the City manages the contiguous 

remainder of the marsh as the NWP. 

 This comment also states that the draft PEIR also incorrectly 

includes KFM as part of its habitat restoration work in 
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Appendix D. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project includes enhancement and 

restoration within the existing KFMR/NWP and the 

expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campland. As 

discussed in Table 4, Proposed Project Consistency 

Determination with Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-

Specific Management Directives, in Appendix D the project 

also proposes to conduct enhancement activities within the 

MHPA, which would treat and remove invasive plant species 

that have established within the MHPA boundary in the 

KFMR/NWP which is consistent with the enhancement and 

restoration activities described in PEIR Chapter 3.0. No 

changes to Appendix D are warranted.  

O21-6:  This comment states that the draft PEIR does not provide 

sufficient information to adequately analyze impacts from a 

potential lack of low-cost visitor accommodations. It also 

mentions that the State Coastal Conservancy’s Explore the 

Coast program calls out the need to diversify coastal 

accommodations away from recreational vehicles. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the 

project would replace much of the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations currently offered by Campland and the 

Mission Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 acres of new low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations land use allows for a mix of options, 

including potential RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly 

accommodations. No design is currently proposed; 

therefore, the exact number of campsites to be provided is 

unknown at this time. Future projects would be subject to 

the City of San Diego’s General Development Plan (GDP) 

process. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-33, is a 
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Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the specific activities 

and amenities to be included within a park. As described in 

Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs would be developed over 

time and would provide precise engineering and 

construction plans for the recreational elements of the 

proposed project. 

 Furthermore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that “economic 

or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 

effects on the environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as 

“the physical conditions which exist within the area which 

will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, 

water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or 

aesthetic significance” (California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change to 

the physical environment. An EIR is not required to analyze 

the social or economic effects that would result from any 

physical changes to a study area as result of a proposed 

project. As such, the social effect of the project on current 

access to lower-cost overnight accommodations in Mission 

Bay and the economic effect of the project on the reduction 

of the number existing campsites are not considered 

environmental issues and are not required to be analyzed. 

The PEIR is not required to include measures designed to 

mitigate or avoid the loss of affordable campsites and 

amenities. The PEIR includes measures designed to mitigate 

or avoid significant environmental impacts as required by 

CEQA. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O21-7:  This comment states that the PEIR provides no recognition 

of Iipay-Tipay Kumeyaay people previous stewardship and 

provides no specific information about engaging their 

community. The PEIR does provide this information. PEIR 

Section 2.3.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural 

Resources, provides a discussion of the existing project 

setting in relation to historical, archaeological, and tribal 

cultural resources and includes a discussion on the 

prehistory and ethnohistory of the project site. As stated in 

the PEIR, the Kumeyaay have roots that extend thousands of 

years in the County and northern Baja California and are the 

identified most likely descendants for all Native American 

human remains found in the City. As discussed in Section 

5.6, Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, 

tribal consultation in accordance with AB 52 was conducted 

in 2019 with Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officer from the Jamul Indian Village and Clint Linton, 

Director of Cultural Resources from the Iipay Nation of Santa 

Ysabel. Additional consultation occurred in April 2023. The 

local Native American Kumeyaay community has expressed 

a high level of interest with regard to potential impacts to 

known resources in and around the project site. Therefore, 

the Draft PEIR includes mitigation measures to reduce 

impacts related to inadvertent discoveries to a less than 

significant level. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project 

would also include an Interpretive Nature Center, which 

would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal 

nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove in line with Project 

Objective 2. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-8:  This comment states that the project objectives are too 

vague to be used for the purpose of effectively developing 

the proposed project and evaluating the potential 
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alternatives to the proposed project. The project’s 

objectives, which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: Project 

Description, explain the underlying purpose of the project 

and are used to develop a reasonable range of alternatives 

in line with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15124. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O21-9:  This comment states that the Project Objectives refer to De 

Anza Cove only and disregard the other areas of the project 

identified in the Project Description. The project objectives, 

which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: Project Description, 

apply to the entire project area. As described in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, the project area is in the northeastern corner of Mission 

Bay Park in the City and consists of approximately 314 acres 

of land and approximately 191.2 acres of open water for a 

total of approximately 505.2 acres. The project area includes 

the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 

(KFMR/NWP), Campland on the Bay (Campland), Pacific 

Beach Tennis Club athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf Course 

and Practice Center, and De Anza Cove area, including a 

vacated mobile home park and supporting infrastructure, 

Mission Bay RV Resort, public park, public beach, parking, 

and water areas. As described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the De Anza Cove area is defined as the area 

south of North Mission Bay Drive and east of the Rose Creek 

inlet. The land uses proposed in this area include expanded 

marshland/habitat, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

regional parkland, open beach, boat facilities and clubhouse, 

multi-use paths, and upland (dune, sage) and buffer areas. 

The planning area also encompasses the KFMR/NWP. The 

project objectives including equitable access (project 

objective 1), active and passive recreational opportunities 

(project objective 5) and enhancing public access (project 
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objective 6), encompass the whole of the project and not just 

De Anza Cove including the coastal landscape and the 

surrounding communities, as the comment incorrectly 

states. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-10:  This comment states that a new Project Objective must be 

added to improve the water quality of the study area. The 

project’s objectives, which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: 

Project Description, explain the underlying purpose of the 

project and are used to develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives in line with the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15124. The project objectives include 

project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

detailed discussion of how the proposed project’s design 

features and restoration of natural habitat will enhance 

water quality. The project does prioritize improving water 

quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, 

and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted.  
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O21-11:  This comment states that the impact of water quality 

improvement, and water quality improvement comparison 

between alternatives is lacking in the Draft PEIR. As stated 

in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 

avoided.”  PEIR Section 5.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

analyzes the potential impacts related to hydrology and 

water quality that could result from the implementation of 

the project. Refer to response to comment O21-10 for 

areas in which the PEIR discusses the project’s proposed 

water quality improvements. 

  PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, includes a general 

description of each of the alternatives, along with a 

discussion of their ability to reduce the significant 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed 

project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion should focus on 

those alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or 

reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of a 

project. The alternatives are evaluated to determine if they 

would eliminate any significant adverse environmental 

impacts or reduce those impacts to a below a significant 

level. Project-related and cumulative impacts are those 

identified prior to the incorporation or implementation of 

any mitigation measures. An analysis of potential impacts 

related to water quality was addressed for each alternative 

in PEIR Chapter 8.0 in accordance with CEQA. Therefore, no 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O21-12:  This comment states that the PEIR does not include a 

discussion of the potential impacts to water quality 

associated with the creation of a channel that connects 

Rose Creek to De Anza Cove. As stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0 

Project Description, no development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, disclosed that the project would have the 

potential to result in long-term operational pollutants 

associated with components of the project, such as guest 

accommodations, parking areas, and street improvements 

that would introduce potential pollutants, including 

sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, trash and debris, 

oxygen-demanding substances, oil and grease, pesticides, 

and bacteria and viruses. Due to the project’s location 

within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the 

immediate pollutants of concern are those that contribute 

to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of the Rose Creek 

inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts along the 

Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion and 

regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to 

increased erosion.  

 PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended 

BMPs and would be refined and implemented as part of 

final project design and monitoring programs for future 

project activities consistent with the project in accordance 

with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires 

the preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP). In addition, proposed water quality detention 

basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and 
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treat stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. Water 

quality detention basins would be designed with a 

sediment forebay, a height-appropriate embankment 

specific for each area of treatment, and a base to reduce 

sediment and erosion at the outflow. Native plants would 

be used to reduce sediment and total suspended solids 

from stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing 

features would include vegetated areas bordering all 

development to reduce stormwater contamination, 

including debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. 

Revegetating the edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” 

of De Anza Cove with marsh, wetland, and upland native 

plants would create another water quality-enhancing 

feature.  

  As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans (GDP) will be developed over time and 

will provide precise engineering and construction plans for 

the various elements of the project. Since these plans are 

currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the 

program level, and a mitigation strategy has been 

developed that would apply to future improvements. Once 

the project design has been finalized and prior to approval, 

the City will route the project through the Public Project 

Assessment process, including the preparation of the 

appropriate environmental documentation in accordance 

with CEQA. At that time, specific mitigation measures will 

be developed based on the site -specific impacts of the 

proposed GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the 

PEIR. The City also acknowledges that, due to lack of detail 

and site design in the PEIR, many future projects will 

undergo site-specific CEQA review, which is the 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O21-13 

appropriate time to evaluate site-specific impacts. See 

response to comment O21-6 regarding future project-

specific analysis under the City’s GDP process. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-13:  This comment states that the PEIR must include Appendix 

B-2 from the MBPMP to analyze how the project meets a 

new water quality project objective suggested by the 

commenter. PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, analyzes potential impacts related to hydrology 

and water quality that could result from the 

implementation of the project. The information in this 

section is based on review of available plans and technical 

information, including the MBPMP and PEIR, the Hydrology 

and Water Quality Technical Memorandum prepared by 

Harris & Associates (Appendix I) for the project, and the 

City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds. In 

addition, thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts to 

hydrology are based on applicable criteria in Appendix G 

of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and the 

City’s Significance Determination Thresholds. Please refer 

to response to comment O21-12 regarding the PEIR’s water 

quality analysis and GDP process. Please refer to response 

to comments O21-8 and O21-10 regarding the project 

objectives.  

O21-14:  This comment states that Project Objective 2 is important 

and incorrectly states that the City has not reached out to 

Tribes. As discussed in Section 5.6, Historical, 

Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, Tribal 

consultation in accordance with AB 52 was conducted in 

2019 with the Jamul Indian Village and the Iipay Nation of 

Santa Ysabel. Additional Tribal consultation pursuant to AB 
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52 occurred in April 2023. The local Native American 

Kumeyaay community has expressed a high level of 

interest with regard to potential impacts to known 

resources in and around the project site. The Draft PEIR 

includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to 

inadvertent discoveries to a less than significant level. As 

discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would include an 

Interpretive Nature Center, which would foster 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

O21-15:  This comment states that significant impacts to native 

migratory fish could occur because the preferred project 

and most alternatives would affect a portion of lower Rose 

Creek. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources, the project would provide an overall 

enhancement of wildlife movement opportunities 

throughout much of the project area by establishing native 

wetland habitat in areas that were previously developed, 

disturbed, or underwater, which would provide additional 

foraging habitat and cover for wildlife movement. While 

project construction activities may temporarily disrupt 

wildlife movement through the project area, the project is 

not expected to have a significant impact on habitat 

linkage over the long-term because the overall habitat 

quality of the existing corridors would increase and 

improve as a result of project implementation. 

Furthermore, the PEIR identifies that temporary 

construction-related and long-term operational indirect 

impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat 

connectivity could occur as a result of lighting, increased 

human activity, hydrologic quality (increased turbidity, 
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excessive sedimentation, flow interruptions, and changes 

in water temperature), noise, vibration, and trash and 

garbage, which can attract both introduced terrestrial and 

native terrestrial and avian predators. The project would 

comply with the Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Subarea Plan (MSCP SAP), the San Diego Regional Water 

Quality Control Board Municipal Permit, the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual, and National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations, 

through implementation of site design, source control, and 

incorporation of construction and permanent best 

management practices (BMP). Therefore, the PEIR 

adequately addresses the issue. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted.  
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O21-16: This comment disagrees with the PEIR conclusion that the 

project would result in less than significant impacts related 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions since it will involve 

significant earth moving activities. As discussed in Section 

5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, any increases in GHG 

emissions associated with the construction and operation 

of the proposed project were included in the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP) GHG emissions inventory and business-

as-usual GHG emissions projections prepared for the 2022 

CAP. Temporary project construction emissions were 

included in the CAP GHG emissions inventory and 

business-as-usual GHG emissions projections and, thus, 

were accounted for in the CAP. Please also refer to 

response to comment O21-12 regarding site-specific CEQA 

review, including GHG impacts, that would be required for 

specific future projects consistent with the City’s GDP 

process. Therefore, temporary construction-related GHG 

emissions are adequately analyzed in the Draft PEIR, and 

no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O21-17:   This comment states that it is unclear to what elevations 

the wetland and upland habitats would be filled and a 

cut/fill balance analysis should be included to show the 

project can create wetland habitat. In addition, this 

comment states that potential air quality, greenhouse gas 

emissions, traffic and other impacts associated with 

bringing in additional fill to the site should be evaluated in 

the PEIR. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project is a plan amendment to the 

MBPMP. No development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of future projects are not 

currently available. Project construction emissions were 
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estimated in Section 5.2, Air Quality, using the California 

Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2020.4.0. In 

order to analyze potential impacts associated with 

implementation of the project, assumptions were made 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project because these project 

details are not known at this time. Such assumptions 

include approximately 873,886 cubic yards of overall cut 

and fill balanced over the site. In addition, the modeling 

assumed construction would begin in 2030 and include 

typical construction phases: demolition, site preparation, 

grading, building construction, paving, and architectural 

coating. Section 5.2 concluded that daily construction 

emissions for the project would not exceed the City’s 

Significance Thresholds and impacts associated with a 

violation of air quality standards would be less than 

significant during construction.  

 In addition, Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

analyzed the potential impacts related to greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions that could result from the 

implementation of the proposed project. Impacts related 

to GHG emissions associated with the proposed project 

were analyzed through a qualitative analysis of anticipated 

GHG emissions and consistency with the City’s CAP. In 

general, GHG emissions attributable to the proposed 

project at full buildout would be less than GHG emissions 

under the existing conditions and the adopted MBPMP due 

to the deintensification of land uses and associated 

decrease in developed land. Any increase in GHG 

emissions associated with the construction and operation 

of the proposed project were included in the CAP GHG 

emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG emissions 
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projections prepared for the 2022 CAP. Temporary project 

construction emissions were included in the CAP GHG 

emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG emissions 

projections and, thus, were accounted for in the CAP. 

Therefore, compliance with CAP Consistency Regulations 

upon implementation of the proposed project would result 

in less than significant impacts associated with GHG 

emissions. 

Please refer to response to comment O21-12 for a 

discussion regarding future project review under the City’s 

GDP process. The project is adequately analyzed in the 

Draft PEIR, and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O21-18:  This comment states that the PEIR contradicts itself in 

stating that the project would not conflict with the 

provisions of the MSCP but also states that impacts would 

be potentially significant. As discussed in Section 5.1, Land 

Use, and Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the project is 

required to document compliance with the MSCP SAP and 

must comply with the General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines, General Management Directives, Species-

specific Area-Specific Management Directives, and MSCP 

SAP Siting Criteria (City of San Diego 1997). The project 

would be consistent with the policies and requirements of 

the MSCP SAP, and no impact would occur. Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, also includes an analysis of impacts 

and provides mitigation for species not covered under the 

MSCP. The project’s compliance with the MSCP would 

reduce impacts for covered species. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O21-19 

In response to this comment, PEIR Table S-4, Summary of 

Significant Environmental Impacts has been revised as 

follows:  

 

O21-19:  This comment states that the draft PEIR does not analyze 

impacts to the endangered Belding’s Savannah Sparrow as 

sea level rise changes the shoreline. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting 

in long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including 

the endangered Belding’s Savannah Sparrow; and the 

functions and values of the aquatic resources. Also, please 

refer to response to comment O21-12 regarding site-

specific review of future projects under the City’s GDP 

process. As part of the GDP process, focused biological 

surveys would be conducted for future specific projects in 

accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. No further 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O21-20:  This comment states the PEIR needs to analyze the loss of 

acceptable core habitat for the light-footed Ridgway’s Rail 

as a result of sea level rise. A project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Study has been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR 

as Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. 

The project would expand habitat areas, resulting in long-

term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including the 

endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values of 

the aquatic resources. See response to comment O21-19 

regarding the requirement to conduct focused surveys for 

species during future project site specific review. No 

further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O21-21:  This comment states that the No Project/No Build 

Alternative shouldn’t be identified as the environmentally 

superior alternative if it would not meet the essential 

commitments that the City has made and has similar or 

more impacts than the other alternatives. CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the 

identification of an environmentally superior alternative 

among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. PEIR Table 8-6, 

Summary of Impacts for Alternatives Compared to the 

Proposed Project, provides a summary comparison of the 

alternatives with the proposed project to highlight if the 

alternatives would result in a similar, greater, or lesser 

impacts. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0 Alternatives, the 

level of environmental impacts associated with the No 

Project/No Build Alternative is less than the proposed 

project, as this alternative would avoid ground disturbance 

that could result in impacts to subsurface archaeological 

resources or TCRs and would reduce the project’s 

significant unavoidable impacts on historical, 

archaeological, and TCRs. Therefore, the No Project/No 

Build Alternative would be considered the environmentally 

superior alternative. However, according to Section 

15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project 

Alternative (No Project/No Build Alternative) is selected as 

the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall 

also identify an environmentally superior alternative 

among the other alternatives. Therefore, the PEIR 

concludes that based on a comparison of the alternatives’ 

overall environmental impacts and their compatibility with 

the project’s goals and objectives, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative for this PEIR. The No 

Project/No Build Alternative is not the environmentally 
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superior alternative. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

O21-22:  This comment states that the PEIR environmental setting 

discussion for all environmental topics must include 

statewide and regional setting information in accordance 

with CEQA Section 15206 (b) (4) (C) Projects of Statewide, 

Regional or Areawide Significance. The project is located in 

the California Coastal Zone as identified in CEQA Section 

15206 (b) (4) (C). Projects meeting this requirement are 

required to circulate the EIR through the State 

Clearinghouse for review by relevant state agencies. A 

Notice of Completion was submitted to the State 

Clearinghouse for this project prior to the start of public 

review. In accordance with CEQA Section 15125, an EIR 

must describe the existing local and regional physical 

environment as they exist when the notice of preparation 

of the EIR is published, emphasizing those features that are 

likely to be affected by the plan and the environmental 

constraints and resources that are rare or unique to the 

project area. Baseline environmental conditions for the 

project area are described in PEIR Chapter 2.0, 

Environmental Setting. This discussion is adequate to set 

the baseline conditions from which the project’s impacts 

are assessed. No expansion of this discussion to include 

additional statewide setting information is necessary to 

assess the project’s impacts on the environment. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O21-23:  This comment states that the PEIR incorrectly characterizes 

eelgrass as wetland habitat and that eelgrass needs to be 

identified, mitigated, and/or restored separately from 

wetland habitats. The City of San Diego Biology Guidelines 

identify vegetation communities, land cover types, and 

wetlands with designations of Tier I through V and 

wetlands. Eelgrass beds are identified as a type of wetland 

resource in Table 2-A of the Biology Guidelines. Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, identifies potential impacts to 

eelgrass beds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 

BIO 5.3-4 Eelgrass Bed Creation would reduce potential 

direct impacts to eelgrass communities to below a level of 

significance through adhering to required mitigation ratios 

for acreage impacts, and creating and restoring impacted 

vegetation communities. As future site-specific projects 

come forward, project-level specific analysis would be 

required during the design and review phase of the project 

to ensure that any impacts to sensitive habitats are 

avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project 

approval prior to implementation. Therefore, impacts to 

eelgrass beds are adequately addressed in the PEIR. No 

revisions are warranted.    

O21-24:  This comment states that PEIR 2.3.3.2 Biological Resources 

should include a description of the state-wide, region-wide, 

and bay-wide loss of tidal wetland habitats to accurately 

reflect the importance of these biological resources. See 

response to comment O21-22 that discusses the 

environmental baseline conditions for the project. The 

project’s impacts are assessed compared to existing 

baseline conditions in the project area. The previous loss 

of wetland habitats across the state is not the appropriate 
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baseline for the project. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

O21-25:  This comment states that PEIR Section 2.3.3.2, Biological 

Resources, should identify the Mission Bay Regional Park 

as being located along the Pacific Flyway and as an 

Important Bird Area (2014). The City acknowledges that the 

project is located along the Pacific Flyway. Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, and the Biological Resources 

Technical Report addresses impacts to sensitive avian 

species and nesting birds. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  
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O21-26:  This comment states the PEIR is missing an analysis of the 

environmental justice history and issues in the study area. 

There are currently no requirements or procedures to 

evaluate potential environmental justice impacts under 

CEQA. In addition, this comment states that improving 

access to other recreational components throughout the 

park should be addressed in this draft PEIR and be a goal 

of future planning processes. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

3.0, Project Description, the proposed project is an 

amendment to the MBPMP to update existing language in 

the MBPMP and to add new language and 

recommendations pertaining to the project area to serve 

local and regional recreation needs while preserving and 

enhancing the natural resources of the De Anza Cove area. 

The project would enhance the existing regional parkland 

by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations, active and passive recreational 

opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and 

improvements to access to recreational uses. In addition, 

the basis for the project objectives is to provide equitable 

access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all 

San Diegans, particularly communities that have 

historically experienced barriers to access, enhance public 

access and connectivity within De Anza Cove, and increase 

connections to the surrounding communities, including 

opportunities for multimodal travel. The proposed project 

would expand access to other recreational components 

within the project area. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

O21-27: This comment states that Section 5.1, Land Use, is 

incomplete and must include an analysis of State Lands 

Commission policies and State code related to Mission Bay 
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Park, the San Diego Climate Action Plan’s acreage goals for 

restored tidal wetland, Mission Bay Park Natural Resources 

Management Plan, City of San Diego State Lands Sea Level 

Rise Vulnerability Assessment, and the City of San Diego 

Parks Master Plan. PEIR Chapter 4.0, Regulatory 

Framework, describes the planning framework and 

additional regulatory documents, plans, and policies 

relevant to land use for the project. In accordance with the 

City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, a 

project should be assessed for consistency with any of the 

adopted plans and regulations (City of San Diego Municipal 

Code) which govern the region and the site. Section 5.1.3.1, 

Issue 1: Conflicts with Applicable Plans, includes a 

discussion that addresses the project’s consistency with 

applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations as 

described in PEIR Chapter 4.0 including the MBPMP, City’s 

CAP and Mission Bay Park Natural Resources Master Plan. 

In addition, Section 5.1, Land Use, addresses the project’s 

consistency with the Climate Resilient SD document, which 

is the City’s comprehensive climate adaptation and 

resiliency plan. Therefore, the Draft PEIR adequately 

addresses the governing plans and policies applicable to 

the project.  

 As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project also 

supports Strategy 5, Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy 

Ecosystems, identified in the CAP, as it includes the 

restoration and enhancement of wetlands, which have 

been identified in the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan as 

important habitat to mitigate flooding, improve water 

quality, provide important habitat, absorb wave energy, 

and minimize coastal erosion. The goal of CAP Measure 

5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 
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acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of 

wetlands in Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended 

to restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. 

As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions 

to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  
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O21-28:  This comment states that PEIR analysis regarding Section 

30255 of the California Coastal Act is incorrect and 

provides no evidence for the support of its consistency 

conclusion. Please refer to PEIR Table B-3, Project’s 

Consistency with Applicable Coastal Resources Planning 

and Management Policies of the California Coastal Act. This 

table discusses the project’s consistency with the California 

Coastal Act including Section 30255: Priority of Coastal-

dependent Developments. The project is not intended to 

provide only coastal-dependent uses. The current site 

provides a variety of uses that would be allowed to 

continue moving forward. The MBPMP calls for a balanced 

approach with three components: recreation, commerce, 

and environment. The analysis states that the project is a 

plan amendment that would include policies to support 

the creation, restoration, and enhancement of upland and 

wetland habitat areas. Natural recreation areas are 

included as a passive recreation buffer to any restored 

natural resources. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would enhance the existing 

regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, including 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations, active, and passive 

recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the 

area. Regional parkland supports activities such as 

picnicking, kiteflying, Frisbee games, informal sports, 

walking, jogging, children’s play, bicycling, and skating. The 

existing regional parkland would be enhanced with 

recreational amenities and access to the multi-use path 

that connects the project area to points to the north, west, 

and east. A sandy beach area at the northern and western 

edges of De Anza Cove would be adjacent to the low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation use and the boating use. The 

beach area would be protected by buffers/safety measures 
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that would delineate the edges/extents of the non-

motorized boat use. The multi-use path would be a feature 

for users to view the marshes and have distant views of 

Mission Bay. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-29:  This comment asserts that the PEIR should identify a 

significant impact regarding CCC compliance and include 

project alternatives that reduce the impact. See response 

to comment O21-28 regarding the project’s compliance 

with the California Coastal Act. Pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR for the project identifies a 

reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives 

that were selected for additional analysis; in addition, PEIR 

Chapter 8.0 identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” 

“Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided 

Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative 

that were considered but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for eliminating each 

alternative is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0. The Draft PEIR 

does not identify a significant impact regarding compliance 

with the California Coastal Act. Therefore, project 

alternatives do not need to be identified to reduce this 

impact. No revisions to the Draft PEIR are warranted. 

O21-30:  This comment states that Section 5.1.3 e. Climate Action 

Plan does not recognize the positive impact of carbon 

sequestration of tidal wetland habitats to the City 

achieving its Climate Action Plan goals through the land 

use plan. The City agrees that increasing wetlands would 
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have a positive impact on carbon sequestration of tidal 

wetland habitat; however, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 

21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact report 

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 effects can 

be mitigated or avoided.” PEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, and 

Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, provides an 

analysis of the project’s consistency with the City’s CAP. 

Project improvements would be consistent with, and aid in 

implementing, the CAP land use and mobility strategies. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O21-31:  This comment states that no analysis has been done of 

how sea level rise affects the project and Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative. A project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Study has been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR 

as Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. 

The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a 

sea level rise modeling assessment and conceptual 

grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of 

viable wetland habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise 

scenario. 

O21-32:  This comment states that the City must comply with the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board R9-2020-0150 SEP by 

including an expanded wetland alternative, but that this 

alternative does not reflect the restoration acreage shown 

to be feasible in the ReWild Mission Bay Feasibility Study 

Wildest Alternative. The PEIR complies with the SEP by 

providing an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the other 

alternatives are compared to the project consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission 

Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are 

discussed in Section 8.2, Alternatives Considered and 

Eliminated.  

 The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 
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recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 

The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses 

in the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because 

they lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, 

including enough site area for recreation and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation, and as a result, they would 

also not provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove 

and the coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available 

for aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would 

identify environmental uses, they would not consider the 

range of active and passive recreational uses in the context 

of the MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives 

would not foster opportunities for members of local Tribal 

nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) 

as the project would, and while these alternatives would 

provide bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not 

prioritize public access and connectivity to the extent that 

the project would, or activation of the shoreline (project 

objective 6). The three ReWild alternatives would not 

enhance public access or provide equitable access to De 
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Anza Cove because of how those plans laid out the habitat 

design to reduce access to the cove’s shorelines compared 

to the project. Therefore, while these alternatives would 

meet project objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating climate 

adaptation strategies and embracing responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment, they would not meet 

most of the project objectives. Thus, they have been 

eliminated from further consideration.  

In addition, the comment states that the project must 

comply with the requirement that would establish 80 acres 

of additional functional wetlands. A Sea Level Rise Analysis 

has been prepared for the proposed project and Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative and incorporated in the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project 

and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level 

rise scenario. 

O21-33:  This comment states that the Draft PEIR needs to show 

how the CAP requirement of 700 acres of tidal wetland 

restoration is achievable. The proposed project is not 

solely required to meet this goal. Other restoration areas 

within the City’s jurisdiction are being considered to meet 

the goals of the City’s CAP. The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of 

wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 
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intended to restore all salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in 

the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop 

an area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed 

lands, prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project 

would assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O21-34:  This comment states that sea level modeling is not 

included or analyzed in the Draft PEIR. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in 

the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of 

the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project 

and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level 

rise scenario. 

O21-35:  This comment states that the ReWild Mission Bay has 

multiple beneficial uses that would be reached with 

maximized wetland restoration in the study area. Please 

refer to response to comment O21-30. 

O21-36:  This comment states that sea level rise modeling is not 

provided in the Draft PEIR. Please refer to response to 

comment O21-31. 
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O21-37: This comment states that without a sea level rise 

assessment, it is not possible to assess the impacts of the 

project, even at the program level. This comment also 

provides results of an independent sea level rise model. 

Please refer to response to comment O21-31. 

O21-38:   This comment states that the PEIR should include a 

Traditional Cultural Properties review and a full Phase 1 

Technical Report to National Park standards. Section 5.6, 

Historical, Archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources, 

states that currently, no designated historical resources 

are within the project area. However, unevaluated 

resources may be found to be significant and eligible for 

designation, including six facilities in the project area, if 

future project-level site-specific analysis reveals that one or 

more of these buildings meets the criteria for listing on the 

National Register of Historic Places, California Register of 

Historical Resources, or the San Diego Historic Register of 

Historical Resources. Since these improvements remain 

conceptual, may be further refined, and may not occur for 

a number of years, depending on available resources, an 

in-depth analysis at this programmatic stage may become 

outdated at the time of implementation of any particular 

component of the project. However, future development 

within the project area would be reviewed for 

conformance with the City’s Historical Resources 

regulations (City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 3, 

Division 2). The City’s Historical Resources regulations 

include a number of requirements that would apply to 

future development evaluated under the proposed project 

and that would ensure site-specific surveys are completed  
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 to verify the presence of historical resources. Pursuant to 

the City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212(a), the City 

Manager shall determine the need for a site-specific survey 

for the purposes of obtaining a construction permit or 

development permit for development proposed for any 

parcel containing a structure that is 45 or more years old 

and not located within any area identified as exempt in the 

Historical Resources Guidelines of the Land Development 

Manual or for any parcel identified as sensitive on the 

Historical Resource Sensitivity Maps. A site-specific survey 

shall be required when it is determined that a historical 

resource may exist on the parcel where the development 

is located and if the development proposes a substantial 

alteration according to the City’s Municipal Code, Section 

143.0250(a)(3) (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212[c]). 

If a site-specific survey is required, it shall be conducted 

consistent with the Historical Resources Guidelines of the 

Land Development Manual (City’s Municipal Code, Section 

143.0212[d]). Adherence to the Historical Resources 

regulations and Guidelines would ensure that appropriate 

measures are applied to protect historical resources 

consistent with City requirements. Please refer to response 

to comment O21-6 regarding the GDP process. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O21-39:   This comment states that an analysis against the City of 

San Diego Parks Master Plan is missing from the 

Alternatives chapter, and then lists policies of the Parks 

Master Plan that the commenter believes are applicable. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project area is 

entirely within the boundaries of the MBPMP. The MBPMP 
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 serves as the Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 

(CP/LCP) Land Use Plan for Mission Bay Park. The City Parks 

Master Plan provides goals and policies for the entire City. 

The MBPMP is the governing document specific for the 

project area. The PEIR provides analysis of the project’s 

consistency with the MBPMP. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted.  

O21-40:  The comment states that a new project objective to 

improve water quality should be added to the PEIR. Please 

refer to responses to comments O21-4 and O21-10. 

O21-41:  This comment states that the Draft PEIR objectives are 

insufficient and need to be revised. Please refer to 

responses to comments O21-8 and O21-9. In addition, the 

comment states that the PEIR Alternatives Section needs to 

provide a table that uses consistent, clear, and more 

specific criteria to summarize how the alternatives are 

determined to meet or not the objectives. As discussed in 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, the alternatives addressed in the 

PEIR were selected based on the extent to which they 

would feasibly accomplish most or all of the project 

objectives described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates four 

alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to the 

proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The analysis includes a discussion 

of the proposed alternatives relationship with the project 

objective. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  
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O21-42:  This comment states that limiting the definition of active 

recreation to land-based activities gives the impression 

that the creation of habitat will reduce recreation. In 

addition, this comment states that maximizing restored 

habitat within the project area would provide significant 

recreational opportunities. The MBPMP calls for a 

balanced approach with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment (City of San Diego 2021a). 

Maximizing restored wetland does provide adequate non-

habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a balance of 

uses like those requested by various stakeholders at public 

forums—namely active recreation, regional parklands, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The 

project presents a balanced plan that proposes 225.1 acres 

of expanded wetland habitat as well as 146.5 acres of the 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

other stakeholders have requested. No revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted.  
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O21-43: This comment states that the project objectives do not 

provide enough specificity and are inadequate to develop 

and evaluate the proposed project and alternatives. Please 

refer to response to comment O21-8.  

O21-44: This comment states that the Draft PEIR incorrectly 

determined that the ReWild Mission Bay Wildest 

Alternative and the De Anza Natural Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative do not meet the project objectives. Please refer 

to response to comment O21-32 regarding the MBPMP’s 

balanced approach. The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives 

would not fully consider the range of active and passive 

recreational uses in the context of the MBPMP (project 

objective 5) because they lack sufficient site areas for a 

balance of land uses, including enough site area for 

recreation and low-cost visitor guest accommodation, and 

as a result, they would also not provide enough equitable 

access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all 

San Diegans, particularly communities that have 

historically experienced barriers to access (project 

objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” alternatives would 

also fail to meet project objective 5 because they would 

reduce the amount of area available for aquatic recreation 

uses, such as the enjoyment of open beach sand activities 

and boating.  

 While the ReWild alternatives would identify environmental 

uses, they would not consider the range of active and 

passive recreational uses in the context of the MBPMP 

(project objective 5). These alternatives would not foster 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to  
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 reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would, or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). 

The three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public 

access or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because 

of how those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce 

access to the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. 

Therefore, while these alternatives would meet project 

objectives 3 and 4 by incorporating climate adaptation 

strategies and embracing responsibility and stewardship of 

the environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. 
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O21-45: This comment states that it is unclear how much re-

directed travel would occur under the Wetland Optimized 

Alternative which would result in higher VMT and asks to 

provide the number of users of these facilities by zip code. 

The PEIR goes above the requirements of CEQA by 

providing an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the other 

alternatives are compared to the project consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

result in fewer vehicle trips than those generated under 

the proposed project due to a reduction in traffic-

generated uses on site and the total VMT would be 

reduced compared to the proposed project. Compared to 

the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would create additional acreage of wetlands and upland 

habitat while reducing the acreages of the active recreation 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodations. With the 

reduction of low-cost visitor guest accommodations, the 

regional service area of the remaining coastal accessible 

facilities would expand compared to the proposed project. 

The service area is the same as that for the proposed 

project and focuses on publicly accessible coastal low-cost 

visitor guest accommodation facilities including South 

Carlsbad State Beach, San Elijo State Beach, Silver Strand 

State Beach, Mission Bay Campland, and Tijuana Valley 

Campground. The driving distance for residents within the 

region would increase under this alternative, from 

increased distance to other facilities providing low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations, resulting in an increase in 

regional VMT compared to the proposed project. 

Therefore, the PEIR concluded that the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would result in an increase in 
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regional VMT compared to the proposed project. The 

number of users by zip code is not required to support this 

conclusion. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O21-46: This comment states that it is unclear how the Draft PEIR 

can conclude that the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

is the No Project Alternative. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

8.0 Alternatives, the No Project/No Build Alternative is not 

the environmentally superior alternative. The Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative for the PEIR. See 

response to comment O21-21.  

O21-47:  This comment summarizes recommendations about the 

proposed De Anza Natural Amendment, but does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. No further 

response is warranted.   
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O21-48: This comment is a closing comment and states that the 

Draft PEIR is a positive step forward but states the ReWild 

Mission Bay Wildest-level acreage of restored habitats and 

the prioritization of wetland restoration is the best plan for 

the City. Please refer to response to comment O21-44 that 

discusses the ReWild Alternative, O21-8 that discusses the 

project objectives, O21-31 that discusses sea level rise, and 

O21-30 that discusses the City’s Climate Action Plan 

Strategy 5. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O21-45 

 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O21-46 

 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O21-47 

 

O21-49:  This comment is an introduction comment to the Technical 

Review Memorandum for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan Draft 

Program Environmental Impact Report prepared by ESA. 

No further response is warranted. 

O21-50: This comment states the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

and the “Wildest” Alternative better meet the project 

objectives than the proposed project because they create 

more wetland habitat and provide equal amounts of active 

recreation. This is a summary of the proceeding comments 

that are addressed below.  

O21-51: This comment states that land use decisions should be 

based on an assessment of acreages of land use types for 

the entire Mission Bay Park as well as an analysis and 

assessment of land use by land use type. Please refer to 

response to comment O21-9 that discusses the project 

footprint. MBPMP is the overarching planning document 

for Mission Bay. The project focuses on habitat 

enhancements within the boundaries of the project area 

as outlined in PEIR Chapter 2.0 Environmental Setting, in 

alignment with the goals of the MBPMP. The project 

proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in Mission 

Bay Park. It is not intended to restore all salt marsh land 

and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats 

across all of Mission Bay. 
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O21-52: This comment states that the land use map and analysis 

should include all types of active recreation for the entire 

park. Please refer to response to comment O21-9 that 

summarizes the project boundary. It is not intended to 

designate recreation across all of Mission Bay. 
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O21-53: This comment states that maximizing the restored habitat 

within the project area would better meet objective 5 by 

providing significant recreational opportunities, including 

kayaking and walking paths to observe wildlife, that are 

coastal-dependent uses currently lacking in Mission Bay 

Park. Please refer to response to comment O21-9 that 

summaries the project boundaries. As described in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the existing regional 

parkland would be enhanced with recreational amenities 

and access to the multi-use path that connects the project 

area to points to the north, west, and east. The upland 

(dune, sage) and buffer areas would accommodate the 

proposed multi-use path with educational signage and, in 

some instances, mounded landforms. The mounded 

landforms would feature native coastal sage, dune, and 

other native plants that would be seen and experienced 

from the waterfront multi-use path. Within this area, 

recreation amenities such as overlooks, pathways, picnic 

areas, and interpretive signs could be accommodated and 

provide opportunities to observe wildlife including birding. 

Access for non-motorized watercraft including kayaks and 

canoes would be provided on De Anza Cove at the 

proposed Boat Facilities/Clubhouse land use and/or in 

association with the low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

lease. 

O21-54: This comment states that the PEIR does not include a 

discussion of a long-term resiliency plan that accounts for 

future projected sea level rise and does not reference the 

City’s Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment. Please refer 

to response to comment O21-31.  
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O21-55: This comment states that in accordance with the SEP 

required by the RWQCB, the PEIR must fully analyze an 

expanded restoration alternative that will result in 80 acres 

of wetland by the year 2100. Please refer to response to 

comment O21-31. To satisfy the requirements of the SEP, 

a Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report (Appendix N) 

for both the proposed project and the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative was prepared to demonstrate how 80 acres of 

additional functional wetlands (low-high salt marsh and 

mudflat habitat) could persist at year 2100. The Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report will inform the future 

design of the project.  

O21-56: This comment states that a cut/fill balance analysis should 

be included to show the project can create wetland habitat 

and create resilient development and potential air quality, 

greenhouse gas emissions, traffic and other impacts 

associated with bringing in additional fill to the site should 

be evaluated in the PEIR. Please refer to response to 

comment O21-17. 
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O21-57: This comment states that to meet the goals of the CAP, the 

City should consider maximizing wetland restoration in the 

project area as salt marsh restoration provides climate 

benefits. Other restoration areas within the City’s 

jurisdiction are being considered to meet the goals of the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 

5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of 

wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in 

the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop 

an area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed 

lands, prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project 

would assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O21-58: This comment states that both the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative and the “Wildest” Alternative provide greater 

opportunity for all communities to access this unique 

habitat and enhance public access in Mission Bay. Please 

refer to response to comment O21-32 and O21-46. The 

comment further states that the project should be 

considered in the context of Mission Bay and therefore 

creation of more wetlands rather than public beach areas 

should be considered a benefit, not a negative. Please refer 

to response to comment O21-49 and O21-51. 
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O21-59: This comment states that the project should include an 

additional objective to enhance water quality and water 

circulation within De Anza Cove. Please refer to response to 

comment O21-12. 

 This comment further states a water circulation study will 

be an important next step to size the channel and 

determine whether the channel will make the water quality 

in De Anza Cove measurably worse. As stated in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, construction 

activities, and implementation of the project are not 

currently available. The design of the future proposed 

channel is not currently available; therefore, preparation of 

a water circulation study would be premature. No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted.  

O21-60: This comment states that the PEIR does not include a 

description of where and how eelgrass habitat will be 

mitigated nor an assessment of the potential impacts of 

such mitigation. See response to comment O21-23. PEIR 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources, includes mitigation 

measure MM BIO 5.3-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation which 

provides a description of how eelgrass habitat would be 

mitigated. MM BIO 5.3-4 has been revised as follows: 

 MM BIO 5.3-4 Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential 

direct impacts to eelgrass beds caused by placement 

of fill material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated in 

accordance with the requirements of the resource 

agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San 

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1 in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal  
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 Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines 

(see table in MM BIO 5.3-3). In addition, at a minimum, 

the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass 

beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission 

Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. The 

remaining 1:1 mitigation required may occur outside 

Mission Bay, if necessary. 

 Further details on eelgrass mitigation would be 

determined as part of the City’s GDP process.  

O21-61: This comment states that the PEIR does not describe how 

any alternative would or would not meet objective 2 and 

that there is still an opportunity to work with tribes to 

adjust any of the project alternatives to provide 

opportunities for tribal reconnection. PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, states the intent of expanding the 

wetlands is to provide a natural environment for 

recreation. The project would also include an Interpretive 

Nature Center, which would foster opportunities for 

members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza 

Cove. Please refer to Section 8.3, Alternatives Selected for 

Further Analysis, for a summary of the alternatives to the 

proposed project and a discussion of their relationship to 

the project objectives.  

O21-62: This comment provides a summary of the Proposed 

Project, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, and “Wildest” 

Alternative as they relate to the project objectives. A 

summary of the alternatives and their relationship to the 

project objectives is provided in PEIR Section 8.3. See 

response to comment O21-32. 
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Comment Letter O22: San Diego Outrigger Canoe Club, April 20, 2023 

 

O22-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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O22-2:  This comment describes the San Diego Outrigger Canoe 

Club (SDOCC) and its relation to Campland on the Bay 

(Campland). The City of San Diego (City) appreciates the 

SDOCC’s participation in the review of the PEIR for the 

project. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

O22-3:  This comment states that the PEIR land use compatibility 

analysis was not sufficient because it fails to adequately 

identify or address impacts to existing water-dependent 

uses, including the SDOCC, which is based out of Campland, 

and cites sections from the California Coastal Act (CCA). 

Although PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, does not 

specifically mention the SDOCC as a use within in the project 

area, it does states that the project area includes Campland, 

which is operated as an RV and tent camping resort and 

includes the Campland Cantina and public access. In 

response to this comment, PEIR Section 2.3.1.1, Existing 

Land Uses was revised as follows: 

Campland is approximately 45.8 acres and directly east of 

the KFMR/NWP. Campland is on a City-owned leasehold 

that is privately operated as an RV and tent camping resort 

and includes the Campland Cantina and public access. The 

San Diego Outrigger Canoe Club is currently based out of 

Campland. 

As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the 

project would enhance the existing regional parkland by 

providing a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations (RVs and other low-cost camping facilities), 
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active and passive recreational opportunities to enhance 

public use of the area, and improvements to access to 

recreational uses. Furthermore, PEIR Chapter 3.0 states that 

non-motorized watercraft access (including outrigger 

canoes) would be provided on De Anza Cove at the proposed 

Boat Facilities/Clubhouse land use and/or in association with 

the low-cost visitor guest accommodation lease. 

PEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, includes analysis of the project’s 

compatibility with the CCA. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.1, 

the project includes a Local Coastal Plan Land Use Plan that 

requires approval by the City and certification by the 

California Coastal Commission. PEIR Appendix B, Land Use 

Consistency Tables, demonstrates that the project would not 

conflict with the CCA because the project would provide 

recreational opportunities and public access to the shoreline 

and would include low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

consistent with the policies of the CCA. Specifically, the 

analysis states that the project is an Amendment that includes 

language supporting the protection of water-oriented 

recreational activities along the De Anza Cove shoreline and 

would include a beach and new boat facilities consistent with 

CCA Section 30220, Protection of Certain Water-Oriented 

Activities. In addition, the analysis states that the project is an 

Amendment that would include new boat facilities within De 

Anza Cove, consistent with CCA Section 30224, Recreational 

Boating Use; Encouragement; Facilities. Therefore, the PEIR 

adequately addresses land use compatibility with the CCA, 

and no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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O22-4:  This comment states that the PEIR’s consistency analysis 

with the CCA fails to mention that the project eliminates a 

long-term, ongoing, low-cost, water-dependent recreational 

opportunity by eliminating the SDOCC’s storage and 

launching area. As mentioned in response to comment O22-

3, the Final PEIR has been revised to include the existing 

SDOCC use at Campland. 

 The comment also states that, without the analysis, the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) and project cannot be 

consistent with the CCA without the inclusion of on-site 

facilities or protected alternative storage sites and launching 

access. Please refer to response to comment O22-3 regarding 

the PEIR’s land use consistency analysis with the CCA. 

 As explained in the PEIR, California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15168(a), states that “A program EIR 

is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can 

be characterized as one large project and are related either: (1) 

Geographically, (2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated 

actions, (3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, 

plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a 

continuing program, or (4) As individual activities carried out 

under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority 

and having generally similar environmental effects which can 

be mitigated in similar ways.” 

 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project such as the adoption of a 

Master Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary 
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effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

Amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on 

the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Therefore, the PEIR does not serve as a project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project, 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the project. 

 Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed General Development Plans (GDPs) 

for future projects as they are developed. A GDP, as defined 

in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that 

identifies the specific activities and amenities to be included 

within a park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, 

GDPs will be developed over time and will provide precise 

engineering and construction plans for the recreational 

elements of the project. Once the project design has been 

completed, prior to approval, the City will route the future 

project through the Public Project Assessment process, which 

includes the preparation of the appropriate environmental 

documentation in accordance with CEQA. At that time, 

specific mitigation measures will be developed based the site-

specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the mitigation 

strategy outlined in the PEIR. At this point, public and agency 

comments will be invited to address the site-specific impacts 

identified in the future CEQA documentation. As part of a 

future GDP, the PEIR does not preclude the relocation of 

activities associated with the SDOCC. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 
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O22-5: This comment states that the project description fails to 

adequately provide for equivalent non-motorized craft 

storage and launching areas from what is currently existing 

for the SDOCC at Campland and that the removal of 

equivalent areas creates an inconsistency between the 

MBPMP and the CCA. Please refer to response to comment 

O22-3. The PEIR does not preclude the relocation of activities 

associated with the SDOCC. As an example, the layout of the 

proposed boat facility could be designed during a GDP 

process for the greater De Anza Cove area or as a separate, 

more focused GDP for the De Anza Cove boat facility. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O22-6:  This comment provides support for the MBPMP and 

Campland and reiterates that non-motorized craft storage 

and launching access must be maintained. Please refer to 

response to comment O22-5.  
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Comment Letter O23: Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association, April 20, 2023 

 

O23-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Please refer 

to responses to comment letter O21, Rewild Coalition. No 

further response is warranted. 
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O23-2:  This comment summarizes the mission of the Southwest 

Wetlands Interpretive Association. This comment provides 

an introduction to the comment letter and summarizes 

that the PEIR is inadequate and needs to be revised to 

provide more accurate analyses. 

O23-3:  This comment states that the project objectives are too 

vague and fail to adequately prioritize water quality. The 

project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza 

Cove. Please see PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize 

improving water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan, and no revisions to the project 

objectives are warranted.  

O23-4:  This comment states that the draft PEIR is missing details on 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. 
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O23-5:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The 

PEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis; in 

addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild Mission 

Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-

Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan 

Alternative, which were considered in the PEIR but rejected 

for their failure to meet the project objectives. The rationale 

for elimination of each of these alternatives, including the 

Re-Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt 

marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 

acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was 

not intended to restore all salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in 

the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop 
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an area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed 

lands, prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project 

would assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

O23-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 

all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 

members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 

avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O23-7:  This comment states that the project objectives are written 

as general project goals rather than project objectives and 

are too vague to be used for developing the proposed 

project and evaluating the potential alternatives. The 

project’s objectives, which are defined in PEIR Chapter 3.0: 

Project Description, explain the underlying purpose of the 

project and are used to develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives in line with the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15124. No revisions to the Draft PEIR 

are warranted. 
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O23-8:  This comment disagrees that the No Project/No Build 

Alternative can be identified as the environmentally 

superior alternative if it would not meet the essential 

commitments that the City has made and has similar or 

more impacts than the other alternatives. The criteria for 

the selection and analysis of alternatives are provided in 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(c). The alternatives 

must (1) meet most of the project objectives, (2) be 

feasible, and (3) avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant impacts resulting from the project. As described 

in PEIR Chapter 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed 

project would result in potentially significant impacts, prior 

to mitigation, for the following issues topics: biological 

resources; hazards and hazardous materials; historical, 

archaeological, and Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs); 

paleontological resources; and noise. The project would 

result in potentially significant cumulative impacts, prior to 

mitigation, for the following issue topics: historical, 

archaeological, and TCRs.  

 PEIR Table 8-6, Summary of Impacts for Alternatives 

Compared to the Proposed Project, provides a summary 

comparison of the alternatives with the proposed project 

to highlight if the alternatives would result in a similar, 

greater, or lesser impacts. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives, the level of environmental impacts 

associated with the No Project/No Build Alternative is less 

than the proposed project, as this alternative would avoid 

ground disturbance that could result in impacts to 

subsurface archaeological resources or TCRs and would 

reduce the project’s significant unavoidable impacts on 

historical, archaeological, and TCRs. The No Project/No 

Build Alternative would be considered the 
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environmentally superior alternative. However, according 

to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the No 

Project Alternative (No Project/No Build Alternative) is 

selected as the environmentally superior alternative, then 

the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 

alternative among the other alternatives. The PEIR 

concludes that based on a comparison of the alternatives’ 

overall environmental impacts and their compatibility with 

the project’s goals and objectives, the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative for this PEIR. No 

revisions to the Draft PEIR are warranted.  

O23-9:  This comment states that the PEIR contradicts itself in 

stating that the project would not conflict with the 

provisions of the MSCP but also states that impacts would 

be potentially significant which should be clarified. As 

discussed in PEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, and PEIR Section 

5.3, Biological Resources, the project is required to 

document compliance with the MSCP SAP and must 

comply with the General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines provided in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP SAP, 

General Management Directives outlined in Section 1.5.2 

of the MSCP SAP, species-specific Area-Specific 

Management Directives provided in the MSCP SAP 

Appendix A, and the MSCP SAP Siting Criteria (City of San 

Diego 1997). The project would be consistent with the 

policies and requirements of the MSCP SAP, and no impact 

would occur. In response to this comment Table S-4, 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts has been 

revised as follows:  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O23-7 

 

 

O23-10: This comment states that significant impacts to native 

migratory fish could occur because the preferred project 

and most alternatives would affect a portion of lower Rose 

Creek. As discussed in PEIR Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources the project would provide an overall 

enhancement of wildlife movement opportunities 

throughout much of the project area by establishing native 

wetland habitat in areas that were previously developed, 

disturbed, or underwater, which would provide additional 

foraging habitat and cover for wildlife movement. While 

project activities may temporarily disrupt wildlife 

movement through the project area, the project is not 

expected to have a significant impact on habitat linkage 

over the long-term because the overall habitat quality of 

the existing corridors would increase as a result of project 

implementation. Furthermore, the PEIR identifies that 

temporary construction-related and long-term 

operational indirect impacts to wildlife movement 
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corridors and habitat connectivity could occur as a result 

of lighting, increased human activity, hydrologic quality 

(increased turbidity, excessive sedimentation, flow 

interruptions, and changes in water temperature), noise, 

vibration, and trash and garbage, which can attract both 

introduced terrestrial and native terrestrial and avian 

predators. The proposed project would comply with the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan 

(MSCP SAP), the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 

Board Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards 

Manual, and National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) regulations, through implementation of 

site design, source control, and incorporation of 

construction and permanent best management practices 

(BMP). Therefore, no revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

O23-11: This comment disagrees with the PEIR conclusion that the 

project would result in less than significant impacts related 

to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, since it will involve 

significant earth moving activities. As discussed in PEIR 

Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, any increase in 

GHG emissions associated with the construction and 

operation of the proposed project were included in the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) GHG emissions inventory 

and business-as-usual GHG emissions projections 

prepared for the 2022 CAP. Temporary project 

construction emissions were included in the CAP GHG 

emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG 

emissions projections and, thus, were accounted for in the 

CAP. The CAP Consistency Regulations contain measures 

that are required to be implemented on a project-by-

project basis to ensure that the GHG emissions reduction 

targets identified in the CAP are achieved. Therefore, 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-O23-9 

compliance with CAP Consistency Regulations upon 

implementation of the proposed project would result in 

less than significant impacts associated with GHG 

emissions. The project is adequately analyzed in the PEIR, 

and no revisions are warranted. 

O23-12: This comment states that the PEIR should include a set of 

general water quality mitigation measures and that 

improved water quality must be an essential component 

of the project, but that it has not been appropriately 

addressed. As stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, no development is currently being proposed; 

therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, disclosed that the project would have the 

potential to result in long-term operational pollutants 

associated with components of the project, such as guest 

accommodations, parking areas, and street improvements 

that would introduce potential pollutants, including 

sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, trash and debris, 

oxygen-demanding substances, oil and grease, pesticides, 

and bacteria and viruses. Due to the project’s location 

within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, the 

immediate pollutants of concern are those that contribute 

to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of the Rose Creek 

inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts along the 

Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion and 

regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to 

increased erosion.  

  PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended 
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BMPs and would be refined and implemented as part of 

final project design and monitoring programs for future 

project activities consistent with the project in accordance 

with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual that requires 

the preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management 

Plan (SWQMP). In addition, proposed water quality 

detention basins would be of differing sizes and would 

capture and treat stormwater before flowing into Mission 

Bay. Water quality detention basins would be designed 

with a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate 

embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a 

base to reduce sediment and erosion at the outflow. 

Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total 

suspended solids from stormwater. Additional water 

quality-enhancing features would include vegetated areas 

bordering all development to reduce stormwater 

contamination, including debris and sediment, from 

reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the edges of Rose 

Creek and along the boot of De Anza Cove with marsh, 

wetland, and upland native plants would create another 

water quality-enhancing feature.  

 As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans (GDPs) will be developed over time 

and will provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the various elements of the project. Since these 

plans are currently not available at the planning level, their 

environmental impacts have been estimated at the 

program level, and a mitigation strategy has been 

developed that would apply to future improvements. Once 

the project design has been finalized and prior to approval,  
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 the City will route the project through the Public Project 

Assessment process, including the preparation of the 

appropriate environmental documentation in accordance 

with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At that 

time, specific mitigation measures will be developed based 

on the site -specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. The City also 

acknowledges that, due to lack of detail and site design in 

the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific 

CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate 

site-specific impacts. No revisions to the Draft PEIR are 

required. No revisions to the Draft PEIR are required.  

O23-13: This comment states that the low-cost visitor 

accommodations would reduce the potential to meet the 

expanded saltmarsh/wetlands commitments and also 

would introduce many impacts (noise, lighting, general 

human activities) to the adjacent wetlands. The MBPMP 

calls for a “balanced approach” (City of San Diego 2021a) 

with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. PEIR Section 5.3: Biological Resources 

concludes that permanent edge effects could result during 

operation of the proposed project, including the low cost 

visitor accommodations, and may include intrusions by 

humans and domestic pets and therefore possible 

trampling of individual plants, invasion by exotic plant and 

wildlife species, exposure to urban pollutants (fertilizers, 

pesticides, herbicides, and other hazardous materials), soil 

erosion, litter, fire, and hydrologic changes (e.g., surface 

and groundwater level and quality). The project is required 

to comply with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Municipal Permit, 

the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, and National 
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Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

regulations, through implementation of site design, source 

control, and incorporation of construction and permanent 

best management practices (BMP). Through compliance 

with these regulations, potential edge effects would be 

adequately considered, addressed, and minimized.  

 Please refer to response to comment O23-14 that 

describes the GDP process. As future site-specific projects 

come forward, project-specific analysis would be 

conducted in the review GDP review phase of the project 

including potential edge effects. 

O23-14:  This comment again reiterates that the list of project 

objectives is inadequate to be used to develop and 

evaluate a proposed project and alternatives. Please refer 

to response to comment O23-3 that discuss water quality 

and O23-7 that discusses the project objectives.  

O23-15:  This comment states that the Draft PEIR objectives need 

to be revised. In addition, the comment states that the 

PEIR Alternatives Section needs to provide a table that 

uses consistent, clear, and more specific criteria to 

summarize how the alternatives are determined to meet 

or not the objectives. Please refer to response to comment 

O23-7 that discusses the project objectives. As discussed 

in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, the alternatives 

addressed in the PEIR were selected based on the extent 

to which they would feasibly accomplish most or all of the 

project objectives described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates four 

alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to the  
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 proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The analysis includes a discussion 

of the proposed alternatives relationship with the project 

objective. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

O23-16: This comment states that The ReWild Coalition letter 

provides details regarding why its alternatives, especially 

the Wildest option, should be treated as legitimate project 

alternatives. Please refer to responses to comment letters 

O21 and O23-5.  

O23-17: This comment disagrees that the No Project/No Build 

Alternative can be identified as the environmentally 

superior alternative. Please refer to response to comment 

O23-8 that discusses the environmentally superior 

alternative. 

O23-18:  This comment states that it is unclear how much re-

directed travel would occur under the Wetland Optimized 

Alternative which would result in higher VMT. The PEIR 

goes above the requirements of CEQA by providing an 

evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an 

equal level of detail, while the other alternatives are 

compared to the project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(b). As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0, the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in fewer 

vehicle trips than those generated under the proposed 

project due to a reduction in traffic-generated uses on site. 

Compared to the proposed project, the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative would create additional acreage of 

wetlands and upland habitat while reducing the acreages 
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of the active recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. With the reduction of low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations, the regional service area of the 

remaining coastal accessible facilities would expand 

compared to the proposed project. The service area is the 

same as that for the proposed project and focuses on 

publicly accessible coastal low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation facilities including South Carlsbad State 

Beach, San Elijo State Beach, Silver Strand State Beach, 

Mission Bay Campland, and Tijuana Valley Campground. 

The driving distance for residents within the region would 

increase under this alternative, from increased distance to 

other facilities providing low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, resulting in an increase in regional VMT 

compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the PEIR 

concluded that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

result in an increase in regional VMT compared to the 

proposed project. 

O23-19:  This comment disagrees with the PEIR conclusion that the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative does not meet the project 

objectives. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, provides an 

analysis of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative at an equal 

level of detail with the proposed project in accordance with 

the City’s awarded Supplemental Environmental Project 

(SEP) grant. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

increase the acres of wetlands and associated transitional 

zones and uplands to be created and restored in 

Northeastern Mission Bay, converting the southern 

portion of the De Anza “boot” and open water areas of De 

Anza Cove to wetlands. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would maximize implementable wetland 

restoration generally reflective of existing feasibility 
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studies for Mission Bay and would provide diverse 

beneficial uses, such as active recreation, regional 

parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, boat facilities/clubhouse, uplands, 

multi-use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature 

Center. Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project Objectives, 

of the PEIR concluded that the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not meet project objectives 1 and 6 

because, compared to the proposed project, it would not 

as fully provide equitable access or enhance the public 

access of De Anza Cove. The Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would convert the southern portion of the 

developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open 

water areas to wetlands. This would result in a reduction 

in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and open beach 

uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

would not fully implement project objective 5, as active 

and passive recreational uses would be further reduced, 

therefore also reducing the customer base and 

opportunities for passive and active recreation, compared 

to the proposed project. 

O23-20:  This comment states that neither the Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative nor Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative appear to meet the (current) project 

objectives. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 8.0 Alternatives, 

the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, 

would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal 

nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2). 

In addition, the alternative proposes expanded wetland 

restoration that would provide an opportunity to increase 

climate change resiliency from sea level rise impacts 

(project objective 3). Wetlands provide erosion control and 
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shoreline protection from flooding. The Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative would further 

embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural 

habitats within De Anza Cove (project objective 4). In 

addition, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

would enhance public access and connectivity within De 

Anza Cove and increase connections to the surrounding 

communities through the inclusion of the multi-use path 

which would allow for pedestrians and cyclists to connect 

with points west, north and east (project objective 6). 

However, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative, would not fully implement project objectives 1 

and 5 as it would not fully provide equitable access to De 

Anza Cove nor fully diversify active and passive 

recreational uses because this alternative would reduce 

the amount of low-cost guest visitor accommodations, 

open beach, active recreation and regional recreation 

opportunities compared to the proposed project. In 

addition, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative would foster 

opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2). In 

addition, the expanded wetland restoration provides an 

opportunity to increase climate change resiliency from sea 

level rise impacts (project objective 3). Wetlands provide 

erosion control and shoreline protection from flooding. 

Wetlands are also dynamic habitats that are resilient to 

changes in freshwater flows and would be designed to be 

adaptable to sea level rise through augmentation, 

accommodation, vertical accretion, or other habitat 

management strategies. The Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would include additional upland habitat areas 

that provide resiliency to changes in freshwater flows from 
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altered stormwater regimes. The Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would further embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cove (project 

objective 4). In addition, the Resiliency Optimized 

Alternative would enhance public access and connectivity 

within De Anza Cove and increase connections to the 

surrounding communities through the inclusion of the 

multi-use path which would allow for pedestrians and 

cyclists to connect with points west, north and east (project 

objective 6). However, the Resiliency Optimized Alternative 

would only partially meet project objectives 1 and 5 as it 

would not fully provide equitable access to De Anza Cove 

nor fully diversify active and passive recreational uses 

because this alternative would reduce the amount of low-

cost guest visitor accommodations, open beach, active 

recreation and regional recreation opportunities 

compared to the proposed project. 

O23-21:  This comment reiterates earlier questions about how the 

No Project/No Build Alternative can be identified as the 

environmentally superior alternative. Please refer to 

response to comment O23-8.  
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Comment Letter I1: Bill Earley, March 6, 2023 

 

I1-1:  This comment requests to be removed from the distribution 

list. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy 

of the Program Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project), and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I2: Richard Siegel, March 6, 2023 

 

I2-1:  This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the Program Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project), and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I3: Bill Crane, March 7, 2023 

 

I3-1:  This comment requests that the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) max 

out the marsh area in Mission Bay. As discussed in Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would expand the project area’s 

natural habitat and improve water quality through the creation 

of additional wetlands while implementing nature-based 

solutions to protect the City of San Diego (City) against the risk 

of climate change in line with the City’s Climate Resilient SD 

Plan. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced 

approach” with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. The project presents a balanced plan that 

proposes 225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat and 146.5 

acres of the active recreation, regional parklands, boating, 

open beach, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land 

uses that stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I4: Richard Siegel, March 7, 2023 

 

I4-1:  This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Program Environmental Impact Report for 

the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I5: James Zamel, March 7, 2023 

 

I5-1:  This comment discusses the preference for a project 

alternative that preserves the same amount of waterfront RV 

camping and recreational access within the study area that is 

available today. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not 

consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) identifies a reasonable 

range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. 

Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 

additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 identifies the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 

Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative that were considered 

but rejected for their failure to meet the project objectives. 

The rationale for eliminating each alternative is provided in 

Chapter 8.0. The Campland-Provided Plan Alternative that 

was considered but rejected would preserve the current 

number of camping facilities by relocating Campland on the 

Bay (Campland) to the other side of Rose Creek. Therefore, 

the PEIR did consider an alternative that meets the 

commenter’s request. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I5-2:  This comment states that the project would reduce RV and 

campsites and recreational opportunities and amenities. 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy 

of the PEIR.   
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 As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the 

proposed habitat area improvements included in the project 

would involve the conversion of the existing Campland 

property to natural habitat area, as anticipated in the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The project would replace 

much of the low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

currently offered by Campland and the Mission Bay RV 

Resort by offering 48.5 acres of new low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, which would include land use for RVs, 

cabins, or other eco-friendly accommodations. No design is 

currently proposed; therefore, the exact number of RV and 

tent campsites to be provided is unknown at this time. 

Future projects will be subject to the City of San Diego’s 

General Development Plan (GDP) process. A GDP, as defined 

in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan 

that identifies the specific activities and amenities to be 

included within a park. As described in Section 1.2.2, 

Purpose and Intended Use of the PEIR, GDPs will be 

developed over time and will provide precise engineering 

and construction plans for the recreational elements of the 

proposed project. 

The project also proposes active and passive recreational 

amenities to include but not be limited to sand volleyball, 

pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, and 

inline/roller skating and a sandy beach area at the northern 

and western edges of De Anza Cove. The project includes a 

multi-use path that would connect the project area to points 

to the north, west, and east to enhance public equitable 

access and increase connections to the surrounding 

communities, and would improve access to the park areas 
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along the bay shoreline for residents and visitors. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I5-3:  The commenter provides their recommendation for an 

alternative that would result in no net loss of campsites. 

Please refer to response to comment I5-1, which states that 

the PEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives. 

Although an overall reduction in acreage for guest 

accommodations would occur, the project would replace the 

existing campsites with the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations land use, including allocating 

approximately 48.5 acres for RVs, cabins, or other eco-

friendly accommodations. No design is currently proposed; 

therefore, the exact number of campsites to be provided is 

unknown at this time. Future projects will be subject to the 

City of San Diego’s General Development Plan (GDP) process 

as described above.  

I5-4:  The comment recommends an alternative that preserves 

waterfront RV and tent camping access. Please refer to 

responses to comments I5-1 and I5-2 regarding project 

alternatives and project amenities. As shown on PEIR Figure 

3-1, Site Plan, proposed low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations would be situated along the open water 

and beach areas of De Anza Cove and would provide users 

access to the shores of De Anza Cove and Mission Bay.  

I5-5:  The comment recommends an alternative that retains 

existing amenities. Please refer to response to comment I5-

1, which states that the PEIR evaluates a reasonable range 

of alternatives. The project would include both active and 

passive recreational facilities—some of which would be 

similar to those that currently exist in the Campland and 
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Mission Bay RV Resort areas. No design is currently 

proposed; therefore, the exact amenities to be provided are 

unknown at this time. Future projects will be subject to the 

City of San Diego’s General Development Plan process as 

described above. 

I5-6:  This comment requests the study of an additional 

alternative at the same level of detail as the project. Please 

refer to response to comment I5-1, which states that the 

PEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives.  
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Comment Letter I6: Gener Abdon, March 8, 2023 

 

I6-1:  This comment requests to see the science on how restored 

wetland will offer sea level resiliency along the bayfront. A 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is incorporated into the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report for the proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) as Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I6-2:  This comment requests hydrologic modeling showing how the 

project meets the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) 

and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Supplemental 

Environmental Project funding requirements that water quality 

improvement be the foremost consideration.  

 The project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza 

Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the MBPMP. 
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I6-3: This comment requests a cost benefit analysis of the 

economic values of carbon sequestration. CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15131, specifically states that “economic or social 

effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 

on the environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as “the 

physical conditions which exist within the area which will be 

affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, 

minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic 

significance” (California Public Resources Code, Section 

21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change to 

the physical environment. Therefore, the economic costs or 

benefits of the project are not required to be analyzed in the 

PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I6-4:  This comment asks how sea level rise will alter habitats for 

threatened and endangered species. Please refer to 

comment I6-1, which discusses the Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report. 

I6-5: This comment requests the long-term maintenance and 

budget requirements needed for the project and what would 

be the environmental impact of that maintenance. Please 

refer to comment I6-3. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I6-6:  This comment states that the project needs the “Wildest” 

level of restored wetlands that demonstrates 315 acres of 

habitat restoration is feasible. The PEIR identifies a 

reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to the 

proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative, Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 
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Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency Optimized Alternative). 

The PEIR goes above the requirements of CEQA by providing 

an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an 

equal level of detail, while the other alternatives are 

compared to the project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” 

and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, 

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated.  

 The MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 

 The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and as a result, they would also not 

provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the 

coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available for 
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aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The 

three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access 

or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 

those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to 

the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 

4 by incorporating climate adaptation strategies and 

embracing responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. No changes to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter I7: Frank Salazar, March 8, 2023 

 

I7-1:  This comment states that the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) is a 

great plan to assist the local Indigenous people in having 

more access to De Anza Cove. The City of San Diego (City) 

appreciates this commenter’s participation in the review of 

the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 

project. This comment does not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of the PEIR, and no further response is warranted.  
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Comment Letter I8: Catherine Thiemann, March 8, 2023 

 

I8-1:  This comment recommends that the wildest plan for 

restoring wetland be adopted. The ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in 

Section 8.2, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated, of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 

proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project).  

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use allocation, 

the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat 

land areas that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like 

those requested by various stakeholders at public forums—

namely active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 

146.5 acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open 

beach, boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

land uses that stakeholders have requested. 

The ReWild "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and as a result, they would also not 

provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the 

coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 
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because they would reduce the amount of area available for 

aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The 

three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access 

or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 

those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to 

the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 

4 by incorporating climate adaptation strategies and 

embracing responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. No changes to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter I9: Kristin Grunklee, March 9, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I10: Joanne Barron, March 10, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I11: David Morrison, March 11, 2023 

 

I11-1:  This comment asks if the golf course will be moved, retained, 

or eliminated. Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed 

Land Use Acreages, of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) have been 

revised in the Final PEIR to ensure no net loss of active 

recreation use acreages, including for the area occupied by 

the Mission Bay Golf Course. In addition, the City of San 

Diego (City) will strive to plan for future facilities with design 

and phased development in a manner that minimizes 

disruption to active recreation access. Any necessary buffer 

zones and other land uses proposed on existing recreation 

facilities would be implemented after these facilities have 

been modified, moved, or replaced for continued use unless 

imminent climate hazards necessitate more immediate 

mitigation. The existing uses, including the Mission Bay Golf 

Course, form the baseline from which the PEIR evaluates the 

impacts of the project at the program level. Improvements 

to current facilities may be implemented as future projects 

come forward. Future projects will be subject to the City’s 

General Development Plan process to ensure that all 

requirements are met before they are approved. 

I11-2: This comment asks if parking lots will be provided for the 

recreation areas. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, parking would be located in conjunction with the 

athletic areas and within the footprint of the low-cost visitor 

guest accommodation area. Additionally, surface parking lots 

accessible from North Mission Bay Drive would be provided to 

serve the proposed leases, athletic areas, and regional parkland 

areas at De Anza Cove. Parking lots associated with the active 
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recreation areas would be accessible from both North Mission 

Bay Drive and Grand Avenue. Overall, the project’s parking areas 

and interior parking accessways will be designed during the 

General Development Plan process and at the time of 

redevelopment and implementation of project enhancements. 

I11-3: This comment asks if the project includes a hotel and 

restaurant. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would 

expand the project area’s natural habitat and improve water 

quality through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City 

against the risk of climate change in line with the City’s Climate 

Resilient SD Plan. The project would enhance the existing 

regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-

cost visitor guest accommodations (recreational vehicles and 

other low-cost camping facilities), active and passive 

recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the area, 

and improvements to access to recreational uses. No hotel or 

restaurant uses are currently proposed. 
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Comment Letter I12: Eric Ramirez, March 11, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I13: Pamela Taylor, March 11, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I14: Diane Parker, March 12, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I15: Neal Parker, March 13, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I16: Diane Fons, March 15, 2023 

 

I16-1:  This comment provides recommendations for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project), including additional recreation options. As 

stated in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), the project would 

enhance the existing regional parkland by providing a variety 

of uses, including low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

(recreational vehicles and other low-cost camping facilities), 

active and passive recreational opportunities to enhance 

public use of the area, and improvements to access to 

recreational uses. PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-

2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been revised in the Final 

PEIR to ensure no net loss of active recreation use acreage, 

including for the existing baseball fields. However, as stated 

in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project is an Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan. No development is currently 

being proposed; therefore, specific details regarding 

schedule, construction activities, and implementation of the 

project are not currently available. The PEIR acknowledges 

that the City of San Diego (City) will evaluate future detailed 

General Development Plans (GDPs) for future projects as they 

are developed. A GDP, as defined in City Council Policy 600-

33, is a Conceptual Master Plan that identifies the activities 

and amenities to be included within a park. As described in 

PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over 

time and will provide precise engineering and construction 

plans for the various elements of the project. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR for 

the project. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I17: Jason Mulvania, March 15, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I18: Tim Fleming, March 16, 2023 

 

I18-1:  This comment supports the “Wildest” level of restored acreage. 

The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives are discussed in Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated, of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project).  

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate 

non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a 

balance of uses like those requested by various stakeholders 

at public forums—namely active recreation, regional 

parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 

The ReWild “Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreation uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and as a result, they would also not 

provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the 

coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 
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because they would reduce the amount of area available for 

aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the project 

would, and while these alternatives would provide bike and 

pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize public access 

and connectivity to the extent that the project would or 

activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The three 

ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access or 

provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 

those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the 

cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, while 

these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by 

incorporating climate adaptation strategies and embracing 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they 

would not meet most of the project objectives. Thus, they 

have been eliminated from further consideration. 
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Comment Letter I19: Derek Miller, March 16, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I20: Jarrett Laurence, March 18, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I21: Lesley Otto, March 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I22: Randy Minnich, March 20, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I22-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I23-1 

Comment Letter I23: Ray Bentsen, March 21, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I24: Stephen Fulton, March 21, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I25: Franklin Mitts, March 22, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I26: Todd Calloway, March 23, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I27: Terry Fyfe, March 23, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I28: Carolyn Barkow, March 24, 2023 

 

I28-1:  This comment provides support for wetland restoration in 

the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project) area. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the project, the project would expand the 

project area’s natural habitat and improve water quality 

through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City of 

San Diego (City) against the risk of climate change in line with 

the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. 

I28-2: This comment states that the PEIR is incomplete without a 

sea level rise analysis. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been completed and is incorporated into the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I28-3: This comment states that the City needs the greatest volume 

of restored, wild wetland acreage now. The Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor 
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guest accommodations. The project presents a balanced plan 

that proposes 225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat and 

146.5 acres of the active recreation, regional parklands, open 

beach, boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

land uses that stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I29: Tamara Cross, March 24, 2023 

 

I29-1:  This comment recommends that the City of San Diego (City) 

take this opportunity to protect and create more wetlands 

because of their important part in keeping the water clean. 

This comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I29-2: This comment states that the City needs more wetlands and 

that the PEIR is incomplete without a sea level rise analysis. 

The project allows for a total of 225.1 acres of expanded 

wetland habitat, approximately 86.8 acres of which would be 

located within the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern 

Wildlife Preserve. In addition, a project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared and is 

included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future 

design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I29-3: This comment is a conclusion comment and does not 

address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR for the project. 

No further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I30: John Squillace, March 24, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I31: Melanie McDonald, March 25, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I32: Andrew Smisek, March 25, 2023 

 

I32-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I32-2: This comment states that the City needs more wetlands and 

that the PEIR is incomplete without a sea level rise analysis. 

The project allows for a total of 225.1 acres of expanded 

wetland habitat, approximately 86.8 acres of which would be 

located within the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern 

Wildlife Preserve. In addition, a project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared and is 

included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future 

design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I32-3: This comment states that an alternative that proposes the 

most wetlands and other native habitat areas is necessary to 

best plan for climate change and future pressures on native 

plant and animal species. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, the project would expand the project 

area’s natural habitat and improve water quality through the 
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creation of additional wetlands while implementing nature-

based solutions to protect the City against the risk of climate 

change in line with the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. The 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced approach” 

with three components: recreation, commerce, and 

environment. The project presents a balanced plan that 

proposes 225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat and 146.5 

acres of the active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses 

that stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I33: Kimberly Eastwood, March 26, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I34: KT Martin, March 27, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I35: Tena Ritter, March 27, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I36: Jonathan Bora, March 28, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I37: Craig Narta, March 29, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I38: Elissa Edwards, March 30, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I39: Maria Mullins, March 30, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I39-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I40-1 

Comment Letter I40: Natalie Borchardt, March 31, 2023 

 

I40-1:  This comment states that the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) is 

incomplete without a sea level rise analysis. A project-

specific Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has 

been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix 

N to inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

Further, this comment states that the PEIR should 

demonstrate how the City will restore and preserve habitat 

consistent with the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP). As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project is an Amendment to the MBPMP to 

update existing language in the MBPMP and to add new 

language and recommendations pertaining to the project 

area to serve local and regional recreation needs while 

preserving and enhancing the natural resources of the De 

Anza Cove area. The project would expand the project area’s 

natural habitat and improve water quality through the 

creation of additional wetlands while implementing nature-

based solutions to protect the City against the risk of climate 

change in line with the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. PEIR 

Appendix B provides an analysis of the project’s consistency 

with the goals and objectives of the MBPMP. Specifically, the 

project would promote MBPMP policies that support the 
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expansion of open space by removing Campland on the Bay 

(Campland) and replacing it with a natural habitat area 

contiguous with the existing Kendall-Frost Marsh 

Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP). The 

project would sustain and enhance the biodiversity of the 

KFMR/NWP and expand natural habitat areas contiguous to 

this existing preserve. While important, environmental goals 

are not the only goals that need to be met in order to comply 

with the MBPMP. The MBPMP calls for a “balanced 

approach” with three components: recreation, commerce, 

and environment. The project proposes 146.5 acres of active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I41: Hannah Butler, March 31, 2023 

 

I41-1:  This comment states that the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan (project) should demonstrate how sea 

level rise affects the plan being considered. A 

project-specific Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design 

of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise 

scenario. Please see Appendix N for further details. 
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Comment Letter I42: Jacquelyn Stone, March 31, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I43: John Canzone, April 1, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I44: Brian, April 2, 2023 

 

I44-1:  This comment asks what will happen to the marina once 

it is turned into a wetland and where can a sailboat be 

stored. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

of the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for 

the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan (project), the project would include 

approximately 1 acre of water use for non-motorized 

boats at the Boat Facilities/Clubhouse, which could 

provide future boat storage options. The layout of the 

proposed boat facility could be designed during a GDP 

process for the greater De Anza Cove area or as a 

separate, more focused GDP process for the De Anza 

Cove boat facility. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I45: Ann Dynes, April 2, 2023 

 

I45-1:  This comment is an introduction to the comments and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

I45-2: This comment states that the recreational facilities, including 

the Mission Bay Golf Course, must be preserved and should 

not be part of the project. In response to this comment and 

others, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed 

Land Use Acreages, have been revised in the Final PEIR to 

ensure no net loss of active recreation use acreages, including 

in the area occupied by the Mission Bay Golf Course. In 

addition, the City of San Diego (City) will strive to plan for 

future facilities with design and phased development in a 

manner that minimizes disruption to active recreation access. 

Any necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including the 

Mission Bay Golf Course, form the baseline from which the 

PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at the program level. 

Improvements to current facilities may be implemented as 

future projects come forward. Future projects will be subject 

to the City’s General Development Plan process to ensure that 

all requirements are met before they are approved. 
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I45-3: This comment states that Mission Bay Golf Course is a unique 

and invaluable resource and discusses the cost to play and 

revenue generated from the golf course. Please refer to 

response to comment I45-2 regarding revisions to the Final 

PEIR to ensure no net loss of active recreation use acreage. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

I45-4: This comment states that Mission Bay Golf Course is the heart 

and soul of the City’s P.L.A.Y. Golf program. Please refer to 

response to comment I45-2 regarding revisions to the Final 

PEIR to ensure no net loss of active recreation use acreage. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

I45-5: This comment states that eliminating Mission Bay Golf Course 

will impact City finances. Please refer to response to comment 

I45-2 regarding revisions to the Final PEIR to ensure no net 

loss of active recreation use acreage. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, 

and no further response is warranted. 

I45-6: This is a closing comment that requests consideration of the 

aforementioned comments. It does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I46: Calistia Griebel, April 2, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I47: Murphy Rasmussen, April 2, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I48: Leslie Dufour, April 3, 2023 

 

I48-1:  This comment requests how many acres of wetlands 

would be left (in 2100) under the Mission Bay Gateway 

Plan versus the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” Plan. The 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 

proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project) identifies a reasonable range of 

alternatives pursuant to California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives, evaluates four alternatives that would 

reduce impacts compared to the proposed project (No 

Project/No Build Alternative, Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative, Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland 

Alternative, and Resiliency Optimized Alternative). The 

PEIR goes above the requirements of CEQA by providing 

an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an 

equal level of detail, while the other alternatives are 

compared to the project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” 

“Wilder,” and “Wildest” and Mission Bay Gateway 

alternatives are discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated, and were eliminated from 

further consideration. A Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared for the proposed 

project and Wetlands Optimized Alternative and is 

incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea 

level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres 

of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise 
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scenario. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted.  

I48-2: This comment states that Pacific Beach residents cannot 

draw any conclusions about these plans unless they know 

how many acres of wetlands will be left under the Mission 

Bay Gateway Plan. Please refer to response comment I48-

1. The proposed project is the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report that has been 

prepared and incorporated into the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N includes a sea level rise modeling assessment 

and conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 

85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed 

project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7-foot 

sea level rise scenario. 
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Comment Letter I49: Jackie Niznik, April 3, 2023 

 

I49-1:  This comment states the commenter’s dissatisfaction with 

removing the San Diego Mission Bay Boat & Ski Club (Club) 

from the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

Program Environmental Impact Report for the project. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

I49-2:  This comment states that Club relocation to the South Shore 

is not a viable option. As explained in the PEIR, California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 

15168(a), “A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared 

on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 

project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) As 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or 

other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the 

same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and 

having generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways.”   

 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146, defines the degree of 

specificity necessary in an EIR: “The degree of specificity 

required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 

EIR.” Therefore, an EIR for a project such as the adoption of a 

Master Plan Amendment should focus on the secondary 

effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 

Amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on 
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the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Therefore, the PEIR does not serve as a project-level 

environmental analysis for any specific development project, 

and adequate information is not available at this time to 

address potential future site-specific impacts of the project.  

 Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that the City will 

evaluate future detailed General Development Plans (GDPs) 

for future projects as they are developed. A GDP, as defined 

in City Council Policy 600-33, is a Conceptual Master Plan 

that identifies the specific activities and amenities to be 

included within a park. As described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, 

Type of PEIR, GDPs will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project. Once the project design 

has been completed, prior to approval, the City will route the 

future project through the Public Project Assessment 

process, which includes the preparation of the appropriate 

environmental documentation in accordance with CEQA. At 

that time specific mitigation measures will be developed 

based the site-specific impacts of the proposed GDP and the 

mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. At this point, public 

and agency comments will be invited to address the site-

specific impacts identified in the future CEQA 

documentation. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I49-3:  This comment states that the Club has operated in San Diego 

since 1940 and that the removal would be counter to the 

2018 Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the objectives of the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP). As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 1.0, Introduction, in June 2018, the City initiated a 

Draft PEIR (2018 Draft PEIR) process for the MBPMP and 

released the NOP. Preliminary analyses were performed 
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based on the 2018 proposed land use plan (2018 Proposal); 

however, the 2018 Draft PEIR was never circulated for public 

review. Based on feedback on the MBPMP since the original 

2018 NOP was released, the City modified the project in 2022 

to fine tune the land uses and increase preservation of 

natural resources. An NOP was circulated for the project on 

January 11, 2022. 

Furthermore, as discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would enhance existing regional 

parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations (RVs and other low-cost 

camping facilities), active and passive recreational 

opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and 

improvements to access to recreational uses. Furthermore, 

PEIR Chapter 3.0 states that a boat facility and shared 

clubhouse would be sited on the northern shore of De Anza 

Cove with approximately 1 acre of water use for non-

motorized boats, an Interpretive Nature Center, and shared 

parking/service infrastructure as identified on PEIR Figure 3-

1, Site Plan. The project seeks to implement the 

recommendations of the MBPMP. PEIR Appendix B, Land 

Use Consistency Tables, includes a consistency analysis and 

determines that the project would be consistent with the 

goals of the MBPMP. 

I49-4: This comment summarizes the other organizations that the 

Club partners with and programs the Club offers. The 

comment further states that partners would also be forced 

out of the current recreational programs. The project would 

include approximately 1 acre of water use for non- motorized 
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 boats, which could accommodate programs currently 

offered by the Club. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

I49-5: This comment is a conclusion comment and requests the 

inclusion of the Club in its current location. Please refer to 

response to comment I49-2. The City will strive to design and 

phase development of future facilities in a manner that 

minimizes disruption to existing recreational facilities. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreational facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. In addition, this comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR.  

No further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I50: Christopher Rogers, April 3, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I51: Kurt Carlson, April 4, 2023 

 

I51-1:  This comment states that the Mission Bay Golf Course 

(MBGC) should not be part of the current proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) and that it should remain as an 18-hole public golf 

course as it currently exists. In response to this comment 

and others, Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed 

Land Use Acreages, of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the project have been revised in the Final 

PEIR to reflect no net loss of active recreation use acreages, 

including for the area occupied by the MBGC. In addition, the 

City of San Diego (City) will strive to plan for future facilities 

with design and phased development in a manner that 

minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including the 

MBGC, form the baseline from which the PEIR evaluates the 

impacts of the project at the program level. Improvements 

to current facilities may be implemented as future projects 

come forward. Future projects will be subject to the City’s 

General Development Plan process to ensure that all 

requirements are met before they are approved. 

I51-2:  This comment states that the MBGC should be recognized 

as a shining example of a facility that meets all the values of 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and all the important PEIR 

values. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of  
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information provided in the PEIR, and no further response 

is warranted. 

I51-3:  This comment states that golf is a major recreational land 

use in San Diego and that the MBGC is a valuable asset. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

I51-4:  This comment states that golf is important in providing 

affordable municipal services to the public using its facilities. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

I51-5:  This comment summarizes the unique role the MBGC plays 

in affordable and accessible public golf throughout the City. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 

I51-6:  This comment summarizes environmental benefits of golf 

properties. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR, and no further response 

is warranted. 
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I51-7:  This comment states that the MBGC is a valuable 

recreational and financial asset. CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15131, specifically states that “economic or social effects of 

a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as “the physical 

conditions which exist within the area which will be affected 

by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, 

flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic 

significance” (California Public Resources Code, Section 

21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change to 

the physical environment. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

I51-8:  This is a closing comment that requests that the MBGC’s 

importance be recognized. It does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I52: Gary Fouts and Carol Renzulli, April 4, 2023 

 

I52-1:  This comment states that previous recommendations had 

been provided but have not been incorporated into the 

proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project). The commenter does not specify 

which recommendations were not incorporated. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the project, 

and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I53: Rose Hanscom, April 4, 2023 

 

I53-1: This comment provides support for rewilding a portion of 

northeastern Mission Bay. The proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

includes habitat restoration that is anticipated to result in 

over 225.1 acres of restored and managed wetland habitat 

to provide a natural environment for recreation, mitigate for 

other disturbed environments, benefit wildlife, and enhance 

water quality. The Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the project identifies a reasonable range of 

alternatives pursuant to California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives, evaluates four alternatives that would reduce 

impacts compared to the proposed project (No Project/No 

Build Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, 

while the other alternatives are compared to the project 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives are discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives 

Considered and Eliminated.  

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate 

non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a 

balance of uses like those requested by various stakeholders 

at public forums—namely active recreation, regional 
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parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 

The “Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and as a result, they would also not 

provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the 

coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available for 

aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the project 

would, and while these alternatives would provide bike and 

pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize public access 

and connectivity to the extent that the project would or 

activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The three 

ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access or 

provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 
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those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the 

cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, while 

these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by 

incorporating climate adaptation strategies and embracing 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they 

would not meet most of the project objectives. Thus, they 

have been eliminated from further consideration. 
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Comment Letter I54: Leticia Heredia, April 4, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I55: Judith Nocolaidis, April 4, 2023 

 

I55-1: This comment supports the strongest ReWild proposal for 

the restoration of the northeastern corner of Mission Bay. 

The proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project) includes habitat restoration that is 

anticipated to result in over 225.1 acres of restored and 

managed wetland habitat to provide a natural environment 

for recreation, mitigate for other disturbed environments, 

benefit wildlife, and enhance water quality. The Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the project identifies 

a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 

15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, evaluates four 

alternatives that would reduce impacts compared to the 

proposed project (No Project/No Build Alternative, Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative, Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized 

Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency Optimized Alternative). 

The PEIR goes above the requirements of CEQA by providing 

an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative in an 

equal level of detail, while the other alternatives are 

compared to the project consistent with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” 

and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, 

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated.  

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate 

non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a 

balance of uses like those requested by various stakeholders 

at public forums—namely active recreation, regional 
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parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 

The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully 

consider the range of active and passive recreational uses in 

the context of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they 

lack sufficient site areas for a balance of land uses, including 

enough site area for recreation and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, and as a result, they would also not 

provide enough equitable access to De Anza Cove and the 

coastal landscape for all San Diegans, particularly 

communities that have historically experienced barriers to 

access (project objective 1). The “Wilder” and “Wildest” 

alternatives would also fail to meet project objective 5 

because they would reduce the amount of area available for 

aquatic recreation uses, such as the enjoyment of open 

beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the 

project would, and while these alternatives would provide 

bike and pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize 

public access and connectivity to the extent that the project 

would or activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The 

three ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access 

or provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 
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those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to 

the cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, 

while these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 

4 by incorporating climate adaptation strategies and 

embracing responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment, they would not meet most of the project 

objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further 

consideration. In addition, a Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared and is incorporated 

into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for the 

proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7-foot 

sea level rise scenario. No further revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 
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Comment Letter I56: Robert Schreiber, April 4, 2023 

 

I56-1:  This comment states the benefits of restoring Mission Bay 

wetlands. The City of San Diego agrees that restoring 

wetlands will provide many benefits.  The proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) includes habitat restoration that is anticipated to 

result in a net environmental benefit by providing over 225.1 

acres of restored and managed wetland habitat. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the project, 

and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I57: Nicole Weiss, April 4, 2023 

 

I57-1:  This comment is opposed to removing recreation uses from 

the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan (project). In response to this comment and 

others, Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land 

Use Acreages, of the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the project have been revised in the Final PEIR to 

reflect a no net loss of active recreation use acreage, 

including the area occupied by sports fields. In addition, the 

City of San Diego (City) will strive to plan for future facilities 

with design and phased development in a manner that 

minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including the 

youth soccer and baseball fields, form the baseline from 

which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at the 

program level. Improvements to current facilities may be 

implemented as future projects come forward. Future 

projects will be subject to the City’s General Development 

Plan process to ensure that all requirements are met before 

they are approved. 
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Comment Letter I58: Michael Carter, April 5, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I59: Louis Rodolico, April 5, 2023 

 

I59-1:  This comment provides support for the proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) and for keeping Campland on the Bay (Campland) 

as part of the project and suggests incorporating a hotel. As 

discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Program 

Environmental Impact Statement (PEIR) for the project, the 

project includes enhancement and restoration within the 

existing Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve and the expansion of wetlands currently occupied 

by Campland. The project would follow the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan recommendation of replacing the existing 

Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat area, 

which would include a combination of mudflats, wetlands, 

and upland habitats. The project would replace much of the 

low-cost visitor guest accommodations currently offered by 

Campland and the Mission Bay RV Resort by offering 48.5 

acres of new low-cost visitor guest accommodations, which 

would include land use for RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly 

accommodations. A hotel use is not currently proposed. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I60: Debby Vos, April 5, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I61: James Cameron, April 6, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I62: Cleo Kelly, April 7, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I63: John Akin, April 8, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I64: Linda Fonfara, April 8, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I65: Miriam Kimber, April 9, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I66: Gracie Wareham, April 10, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I67: Marisa Hernandez, April 12, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I68: Judith Nicolaidis, April 12, 2023 

 

I68-1:  This comment is an introductory comment stating that a 

similar comment letter was previously sent. That comment 

letter is comment letter I55. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report for the proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project), and no further response is warranted. 

I68-2:  Please refer to response to comment I55-1 on comment 

letter I55.  
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Comment Letter I69: Ana Porraz, April 12, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I70: Martin Baggott, April 13, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I71: Rustom Jamadar, April 13, 2023 

 

I71-1:  This comment states that the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

needs to include a scientific analysis of the impact from sea 

level rise. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has 

been incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea 

level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can 

persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I71-2:  This comment states that maximizing wetland restoration 

would increase carbon dioxide absorption and 

sequestration and would keep the waters of Mission Bay 

clean. The City of San Diego concurs with the benefits of 

wetland restoration. The proposed project includes habitat 

restoration that is anticipated to result in a net 

environmental benefit by providing 225.1 acres of restored 

and managed wetland habitat. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, and no further 

response is warranted. 

I71-3: This comment is a concluding comment and reiterates the 

request that the project maximize wetland restoration and 

minimize adverse environmental impacts from sea level rise 

and storm surges. Please refer to responses to comments 

I71-1 and I71-2. 
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Comment Letter I72: Sherry Dikeman, April 14, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I73: Christine Dunning, April 14, 2023 

 

I73-1:  This comment states that the City of San Diego (City) has a 

rare opportunity to restore a very important corner of 

Mission Bay to help endangered species. The proposed De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) includes habitat restoration that is anticipated to 

result in a net environmental benefit by providing 225.1 

acres of restored and managed wetland habitat that is used 

by sensitive, threatened, and listed species, and would 

expand habitat for nesting, roosting, and foraging. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the Program Environmental Impact Report for the project, 

and no further response is warranted. 

I73-2:  This comment states that the City’s Climate Implementation 

Plan mentions climate-focused land use. The project would 

further the City’s climate resiliency goals related to healthy 

ecosystems by including restoration and enhancement of 

wetlands, which have been identified in the City’s Climate 

Resilient SD Plan as important habitat to mitigate flooding, 

improve water quality, provide important habitat, absorb 

wave energy, and minimize coastal erosion. The conversion 

of currently developed land to restored habitat would 

support the conservation of natural habitats facing sea level 

rise risk. 

 In addition, the comment provides support for the San Diego 

Audubon’s “Wildest” Plan. The PEIR includes a reasonable 

range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR 

Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that were selected 

for additional analysis. In addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also 
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identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; 

and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each 

of these alternatives, including the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” proposal, is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0.  

 

Furthermore, the Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate 

non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives for a 

balance of uses like those requested by various stakeholders 

at public forums—namely active recreation, regional 

parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of active 

recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, and 

low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I74: Thomas DiCamillo, April 15, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I75: Vickie DiCamillo, April 15, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I76: Gordon Froehlich, April 15, 2023 

 

I76-1:  This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 
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I76-2:  This comment states that, rather than reducing waterfront 

recreational opportunities, efforts should be made to 

improve and expand what is there. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project would enhance 

the existing regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, 

including low-cost visitor guest accommodations, active and 

passive recreational opportunities to enhance public use of 

the area, and improvements to access to recreational uses. 

In response to this comment and others, PEIR Figure 3-1, Site 

Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have 

been revised in the Final PEIR to reflect a no net loss of active 

recreation use acreages. In addition, the City of San Diego 

(City) will strive to plan for future facilities with design and 

phased development in a manner that minimizes disruption 

to active recreation access. Any necessary buffer zones and 

other land uses proposed on existing recreation facilities 

would be implemented after these facilities have been 

modified, moved, or replaced for continued use unless 

imminent climate hazards necessitate more immediate 

mitigation. The existing active recreation uses form the 

baseline from which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the 

project at the program level. Improvements to current 

facilities may be implemented as future projects come 

forward. Future projects will be subject to the City’s General 

Development Plan process to ensure that all requirements 

are met before they are approved. 
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I76-3:  This comment states that the park land can be shared 

between wetlands and recreational interests. As discussed 

in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the project would expand the project 

area’s natural habitat and improve water quality through the 

creation of additional wetlands while implementing nature-

based solutions to protect the City against the risk of climate 

change in line with the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. The 

project would enhance the existing regional parkland by 

providing a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, active and passive recreational 

opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and 

improvements to access to recreational uses. 

This comment also provides support for the Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, includes a 

reasonable range of alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates 

four alternatives that were selected for additional analysis. 

In addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; 

Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the PEIR 

but rejected for their failure to meet the project objectives. 

The rationale for elimination of each of these alternatives, 

including the Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, is 

provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0. 

I76-4:  This comment recommends that the wetland advocates 

consider the Fiesta Island shores as a place to expand 

wetlands. Fiesta Island is not within the boundaries of the 

project, as shown on PEIR Figure 3-1. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, 

and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I77: Rosemary Ayala, April 16, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I78: Francescd, April 16, 2023 

 

I78-1:  This comment provides support for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative. Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project) provides an analysis of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative at an equal level of detail with the 

proposed project in accordance with the City of San Diego’s 

(City’s) awarded Supplemental Environment Project grant. 

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase the 

acreages of wetlands and associated transitional zones and 

uplands to be created and restored in northeastern Mission 

Bay, converting the southern portion of the De Anza “boot” 

and open water areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would maximize 

implementable wetland restoration generally reflective of 

existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay and would provide 

diverse beneficial uses, such as active recreation, regional 

parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, boat facilities/clubhouse, uplands, multi-

use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature Center. PEIR 

Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project Objectives, concludes 

that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not meet 

project objectives 1 and 6 because, compared to the 

proposed project, it would not as fully provide equitable 

access or enhance public access of De Anza Cove. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would convert the southern 

portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza 

Cove open water areas to wetlands. This would result in a 

reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and 

open beach uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not fully implement project objective 5 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I78-2 

because active and passive recreational uses would be 

further reduced, therefore also reducing the customer base 

and opportunities for passive and active recreation, 

compared to the project. 

 This comment further states opposition to the removal of 

the red berry shrub and the construction of a fence next to 

the sidewalk along Crown Point Road. The project is an 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. No 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. As 

described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans will be developed over time and will 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project. These 

recommendations would be more appropriate to submit for 

consideration during future project-level review. 
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Comment Letter I79: E.I. Robbins, April 16, 2023 

 

I79-1:  This comment supports the largest amount of wetland 

creation to combat sea level rise. The proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) includes habitat restoration that is anticipated to 

result in a net environmental benefit by providing 225.1 acres 

of restored and managed wetland habitat. The Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. A Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been completed 

and incorporated into the Final Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the project as Appendix N. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level 

rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the PEIR, 

and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I80: Ann Dynes, April 17, 2023 
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I80-1:  This comment in an introductory comment and states 

opposition to the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to 

the Mission Bay Park Master Plan’s (project’s) reduction in 

recreational facilities in eastern Pacific Beach, including the 

Mission Bay Golf Course. In response to this comment and 

others, Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land 

Use Acreages, of the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the project have been revised in the Final PEIR to 

reflect a no net loss of active recreation use acreage, 

including the area occupied by the Mission Bay Golf Course. 

In addition, the City of San Diego (City) will strive to plan for 

future facilities with design and phased development in a 

manner that minimizes disruption to active recreation 

access. Any necessary buffer zones and other land uses 

proposed on existing recreation facilities would be 

implemented after these facilities have been modified, 

moved, or replaced for continued use unless imminent 

climate hazards necessitate more immediate mitigation. The 

existing uses, including the Mission Bay Golf Course, form 

the baseline from which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of 

the project at the program level. Improvements to current 

facilities may be implemented as future projects come 

forward. Future projects will be subject to the City’s General 

Development Plan process to ensure that all requirements 

are met before they are approved. 

I80-2:  This comment states that recreational resources are not 

part of Mission Bay but are City parks benefitting residents 

of Pacific Beach and working class golfers from all over San 

Diego. Please refer to response to comment I80-1. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue  
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 regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

I80-3:  This comment states that the recreational facilities in the 

project location are precious and should not be reduced or 

included within the project boundaries. Please refer to 

response to comment I80-1 for discussion on how the 

project has been revised to reflect a no net loss of active 

recreation use acreage. 

I80-4:  This comment states that Mission Bay Golf Course is a unique 

and invaluable resource and states the financial benefits of 

the golf course. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment.” CEQA defines 

“environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within 

the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects 

of historic or aesthetic significance” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is 

limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a 

direct change to the physical environment. Therefore, the 

economic cost of the project is not required to be analyzed in 

the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

I80-5:  This comment states that eliminating Mission Bay Golf 

Course will impact City finances. Please refer to responses 

to comments I80-1 and I80-4.  

I80-6:  This is a closing comment that requests consideration of the 

aforementioned comments. It does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I81: Joanna Hirst, April 17, 2023 

 

I81-1:  This comment states that the setbacks along Rose Creek 

appear to eliminate the Pacific Beach Tennis Club tennis 

courts. In response to this comment and others, Figure 3-1, 

Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project) have been revised in the Final PEIR to reflect a 

no net loss of active recreation use acreage. In addition, the 

City of San Diego (City) will strive to plan for future facilities 

with design and phased development in a manner that 

minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards necessitate 

more immediate mitigation. The existing uses, including the 

Pacific Beach Tennis Club, form the baseline from which the 

PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at the program 

level. Improvements to current facilities may be 

implemented as future projects come forward. Future 

projects will be subject to the City’s General Development 

Plan process to ensure that all requirements are met before 

they are approved. 
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Comment Letter I82: Debra Madden, April 17, 2023 

 

I82-1:  This comment expresses concern that the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) does not include an assessment or detailed review 

of the possible impacts of sea level rise. A Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared and 

incorporated into the Final PEIR as Appendix N. The Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level 

rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat 

for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

 This comment also provides support for the ReWild vision of 

maximum wetland restoration. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, 

evaluates four alternatives that would reduce impacts 

compared to the proposed project (No Project/No Build 

Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the other 

alternatives are compared to the project consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in 

PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated. 

 The Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced 

approach” with three components: recreation, commerce, 
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and environment. In terms of land use allocation, the ReWild 

alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat land areas 

that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like those 

requested by various stakeholders at public forums—namely 

active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses 

that stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I83: Elizabeth Mather, April 17, 2023 

 

I83-1:  This comment states that the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) should prioritize water quality. The proposed De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project) objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. 

Please see PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for 

a discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water quality. 

The project does prioritize improving water quality, as called 

for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and no revisions to 

the project objectives are warranted. 

I83-2:  This comment states that the City of San Diego’s (City’s) 

Climate Action Plan (CAP) calls for restoration of 700 acres and 

that maximizing wetlands in De Anza Cove will help achieve 

that goal. Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction 

are being considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The 

goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 

target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 

700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. 

As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City in 
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reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreages. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I83-3:  This comment states that water quality and mitigation of 

climate change-induced sea level rise are very important 

considerations for our future. Please refer to response to 

comment I83-1. A Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been incorporated into the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project and 

87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7-foot sea level 

rise scenario.  
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Comment Letter I84: Nadya Shubin, April 17, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I85: Lesley Tibbetts, April 17, 2023 

 

I85-1:  This comment states that the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) area 

should be rewilded due to sea level rise. The project would 

expand the project area’s natural habitat and improve water 

quality through the creation of additional wetlands while 

implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City of 

San Diego (City) against the risk of climate change in line with 

the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan, and allows for a total of 

225.1 acres of expanded wetland habitat. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

Program Environmental Impact Report for the project. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I85-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I86-1 

Comment Letter I86: Andrew Wiese, April 17, 2023 

 

I86-1:  This comment states that the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

should include a project objective that prioritizes improving 

water quality through natural resilient infrastructure. The 

project objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza 

Cove. Please see PEIR Chapter 5.7, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are 

warranted. 

I86-2:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I86-3:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I86-2 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, 

Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project, but it must consider a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR includes a 

reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, PEIR 

Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” 

“Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan 

Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which 

were considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to 

meet the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of 

each of these alternatives, including the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” proposal, is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The goal of CAP 

Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of 

restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres 

of salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres 

of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. 

As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City-managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City in 
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reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreages. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I86-4:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem. The City 

concurs that a restored tidal ecosystem would provide 

enhanced recreational opportunities. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I86-5:  This comment states that the Rewild Mission Bay proposal is 

the only plan that offers critical recreational opportunities. 

Please refer to response to comment I86-3. The Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. In 

terms of land use allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not 

propose adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the 

objectives for a balance of uses like those requested by 

various stakeholders at public forums—namely active 

recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I87: Dan McKirnan, April 18, 2023 

 

I87-1:  This comment is an introduction to the comments and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De 

Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project). Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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I87-2:  This comment expresses concerns about the water quality 

improvements in the proposed project. As discussed in the 

PEIR, the project aims to expand the park’s natural habitat 

and improve water quality through the creation of additional 

wetlands. In addition, as described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, 

Project Description, the project proposes water quality 

design features along the edges of the active recreational 

areas. The proposed water quality detention basins would 

be different sizes and would capture and treat stormwater 

before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality basins 

would be located to treat the entire project area in 

accordance with local and state requirements. 

The water quality detention basins would be designed with 

a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate embankment 

specific for each area of treatment, and a base to reduce 

sediment and erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be 

used to reduce sediment and total suspended solids from 

stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing features 

would include vegetated areas bordering all development 

areas to further reduce stormwater contamination, 

including debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. 

In addition to water quality detention basins, the project 

would incorporate site-specific best management practices 

to enhance water quality. These best management practices 

would include native plants for landscaping, which would 

not require fertilizers to reduce the potential for added 

nutrients into nearby water bodies, and efficient irrigation 

practices to reduce nutrient runoff. The project would 

incorporate storm drainage signage featuring a statement 
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such as “NO DUMPING” or “DRAINS TO OCEAN” to 

discourage illegal dumping by visitors. 

As a further water quality-enhancing feature, the edges of 

Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove would be 

revegetated with marsh, wetland, and upland native plants. 

I87-3:  This comment states that the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(MBPMP) declares that the Mission Bay Park should be 

designed and managed for long-term environmental health, 

which must include sea level rise, and that priorities listed in 

the MBPMP include the highest water quality and sustained 

biodiversity. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. In addition, the project would include wetlands 

enhancement and restoration in City-owned portions of the 

existing Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve (KFMR/NWP), the area currently occupied by 

Campland on the Bay (Campland), the eastern side of Rose 

Creek, and the areas in De Anza Cove currently occupied by 

the vacated mobile home park and open water. To the west 

of Rose Creek, the project seeks to implement the vision of 

the MBPMP by removing Campland and replacing it with 

habitat contiguous to the existing KFMR/NWP. The adopted 

MBPMP states, “West and south of Rose Creek inlet, and 

contiguous with the NWP, an 80+/- acre wetland habitat area 

is proposed.” The project allows for a total of 225.1 acres of 

expanded wetland habitat, approximately 86.8 acres of 

which would be located within the KFMR/NWP. Therefore, 

the project meets the environmental goals of the MBPMP. 
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I87-4:  This comment states that that open beach areas in De Anza 

Cove will not be adequately protected from pollutants 

arriving from Rose Creek and that visitor accommodations 

should be reduced such that the channel connected to De 

Anza Cove is widened to include substantial wetlands to 

filter water entering De Anza. Further, access to the island 

should be limited to non-motorized vehicles to prevent 

discharges of oil and fuels into the wetlands and swimming 

areas. As stated in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is 

currently being proposed; therefore, specific details 

regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. 

Please refer to response to comment I87-2 for a discussion 

of proposed water quality features. PEIR Section 5.7, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, states that the project would 

have the potential to result in long-term operational 

pollutants associated with components of the project, such 

as guest accommodations, parking areas, and street 

improvements, that would introduce potential pollutants, 

including sediments, heavy metals, nutrients, trash and 

debris, oxygen-demanding substances, oil and grease, 

pesticides, and bacteria and viruses. Due to the project’s 

location within and adjacent to Rose Creek and Mission Bay, 

the immediate pollutants of concern are those that 

contribute to the eutrophic conditions at the mouth of the 

Rose Creek inlet (nutrients) and the high coliform counts 

along the Mission Bay shoreline. In addition, the expansion 

and regrading required for wetland restoration could lead to 

increased erosion.  

PEIR Table 5.7-1, Recommended Best Management 

Practices, provides a preliminary list of recommended best 

management practices and would be refined and 
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implemented as part of final project design and monitoring 

programs for future project activities consistent with the 

project in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards 

Manual that requires the preparation of a Stormwater 

Quality Management Plan. In addition, proposed water 

quality detention basins would be different sizes and would 

capture and treat stormwater before flowing into Mission 

Bay. Water quality detention basins would be designed with 

a sediment forebay, a height-appropriate embankment 

specific for each area of treatment, and a base to reduce 

sediment and erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be 

used to reduce sediment and total suspended solids from 

stormwater. Additional water quality-enhancing features 

would include vegetated areas bordering all development to 

reduce stormwater contamination, including debris and 

sediment, from reaching Mission Bay. Revegetating the 

edges of Rose Creek and along the “boot” of De Anza Cove 

with marsh, wetland, and upland native plants would create 

another water quality-enhancing feature.  

 I87-5:  This comment provides support for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, provides an 

analysis of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative at an equal 

level of detail with the proposed project in accordance with 

the City’s awarded Supplemental Environment Project 

funding. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would increase 

the acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and 

uplands to be created and restored in northeastern Mission 

Bay, converting the southern portion of the De Anza “boot” 

and open water areas of De Anza Cove to wetlands. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would maximize 

implementable wetland restoration generally reflective of 

existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay and would provide 
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diverse beneficial uses, such as active recreation, regional 

parklands, open beach, low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, boat facilities/clubhouse, uplands, multi-

use paths, wetlands, and an Interpretive Nature Center. PEIR 

Section 8.3.2.3, Relationship to Project Objectives, 

concluded that the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would 

not meet project objectives 1 and 6 because, compared to 

the proposed project, it would not as fully provide equitable 

access or enhance the public access of De Anza Cove. The 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative would convert the southern 

portion of the developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza 

Cove open water areas to wetlands. This would result in a 

reduction in low-cost visitor guest accommodations and 

open beach uses. Furthermore, the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative would not fully implement project objective 5, as 

active and passive recreational uses would be further 

reduced, therefore also reducing the customer base and 

opportunities for passive and active recreation, compared to 

the proposed project. 

I87-6:  This comment states that the PEIR is deficient in objectives for 

water quality improvements, sea level rise impacts, and 

integration with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) for 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh. Please refer to responses to 

comments I87-2 and I87-3. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0 include project objective 4 to embrace 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment by 

restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. 

Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The goal of CAP 

Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of 

restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres 

of salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 
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riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres 

of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. 

As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City in 

reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreage. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter I88: Karina Ornelas, April 18, 2023 

 

I88-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is required. 

I88-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted.  

I88-3: This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in 

the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of 

the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report 

includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 

conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 

acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed project and 

87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands 
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Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7 foot sea level 

rise scenario. 

I88-4: The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The 

PEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four 

alternatives that were selected for additional analysis; in 

addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; Campland-

Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan 

Alternative, which were considered in the PEIR but rejected 

for their failure to meet the project objectives. The rationale 

for elimination of each of these alternatives, including the 

Re-Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in 

Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. 

The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of wetlands in 

the Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to 

restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 
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wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As 

identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City 

in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreage. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I88-5: This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail and 

other threatened and endangered native species will lose 

their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the rewilding 

process is not started now. A project-specific Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report has been prepared and is 

included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future 

design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario. The project would 

expand habitat areas, resulting in long-term benefits to 

wetland habitat; species, including the endangered 

Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values of the aquatic 

resources. No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I88-6: This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. 

The City concurs that access to a restored tidal ecosystem 

would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including members of 
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local Tribal nations. However, as stated in CEQA Statute 

Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact 

report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

I88-7: This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I89: Earl Pagan, April 18, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I90: Jessica Ronquillo, April 18, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I91: Paul Ross, April 18, 2023 

 

I91-1:  This comment states that the Biological Resources and Land 

Use sections (PEIR Sections 5.3 and 5.1, respectively) of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project) fail to adequately describe the existing land use 

context of the project proposal and alternatives. To 

adequately determine the significance of a potential 

environmental impact, the environmental baseline must be 

established. As described in California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15125(a), an EIR must 

include a description of the physical environmental 

conditions within the vicinity of the project as they exist at 

the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. 

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125(a), states that 

the existing environmental setting will normally constitute 

the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency will 

determine if an impact is significant. PEIR Chapter 2.0, 

Environmental Setting, describes the existing physical 

characteristics, including land uses and biological resources, 

which serve as the environmental baseline for the PEIR. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

I91-2:  This comment requests additional information on the 

required noise reduction measures that may be required for 

activities adjacent to breeding areas. This comment is 

referring to Section 1.4.3, Multiple Habitat Planning Area 

(MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (LUAG), of the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 

(SAP) requirement for noise. Table 6, Project Consistency 

Determination with Multi-Habitat Planning Area Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines, in PEIR Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, provides a discussion of the 
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applicability of this requirement for the proposed project. 

PEIR Appendix D Table 6 states that project construction 

within and adjacent to suitable habitat for light-footed 

Ridgway’s rail, California least tern, and Belding’s savannah 

sparrow during the breeding seasons for these species would 

be avoided to the extent feasible. However, should 

construction need to occur during the breeding season, noise 

monitoring would be conducted, and if necessary, temporary 

sound walls, buffers, or other sound attenuating devices or 

techniques would be used in areas of concern to reduce 

noise-related impacts. In addition, no long-term noise 

generating land uses are proposed within or adjacent to the 

MHPA, and the final built project would result in reduced 

noise impacts to the MHPA long term since it would convert 

the existing Campland on the Bay (Campland) to marshland 

habitat. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

I91-3:  This comment states that PEIR Appendix J, Noise Technical 

Memorandum, deflects the question of noise impacts on 

wildlife. PEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, analyzes the 

potential direct and indirect impacts on sensitive wildlife and 

concludes that the project could result in temporary 

construction-related and long-term operational indirect 

impacts to wildlife from noise and vibration. The proposed 

project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General 

Management Directives, species-specific Area Specific 

Management Directives (ASMD), and General Planning 

Policies and Design Guidelines are demonstrated in PEIR 

Appendix D Tables 4 and 5. In addition, because the project 

is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result 

in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be 

required to demonstrate consistency with MSCP SAP Section 

1.4.3, LUAGs. Consistency with the MHPA LUAGs ensures 

minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation 
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of the proposed project. Therefore, indirect impacts to 

sensitive wildlife during construction activities and 

operation of the proposed project are considered less than 

significant. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I91-4:  This comment states that the mouth of Tecolote Creek is a 

better location for wetland habitat success, as are the 

southern end of San Diego Bay and other lagoons. The 

proposed project is the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan. PEIR Chapter 2.0 establishes 

the analyzed project area, which is identified as the 

northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park. The project 

focuses on habitat enhancements within the boundaries of 

the project area as outlined in PEIR Chapter 2.0. Tecolote 

Creek is outside the boundary of the project area. 

I91-5:  This comment states that the PEIR Biological Resources and 

Land Use sections (PEIR Sections 5.3 and 5.1, respectively) 

sections fail to present the physical records of the acreage 

involved in the shifts in land and water implied in the plans, 

and requests maps and surveys establishing baseline data 

to guide future park use refinements. Please refer to 

response to comment I91-1 that discusses the 

environmental baseline. Specifically, PEIR Table 2-3, Wetland 

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types in the 

Project Area (Acres), and PEIR Table 2-4, Upland Vegetation 

Communities and Land Cover Types in the Project Area 

(Acres), provide a summary of the vegetation communities 

and/or land cover types that were observed in the project 

area.  No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

I91-6:  This comment states that the PEIR and the associated 

documents provided do not include all the appendices, tables, 

and figures listed in the Table of Contents, including the NOP 

and comments, and response to comments. The PEIR included 
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all related technical studies, tables, and figures and was 

available for review at the City’s Planning Department located 

at 9485 Aero Drive, San Diego, California 92123, and on the 

Planning Department’s CEQA Policy and Review webpage 

(www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa). The NOP, 

comment letters received during the formal NOP public 

comment period, and comments made during the scoping 

meeting were included as PEIR Appendix A. The purpose of the 

NOP is to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the 

environmental information to be included in the PEIR. No 

formal responses are required.  

 This comment further states that the social and economic 

impacts of the project remain unaddressed. CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that “economic 

or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 

effects on the environment.” CEQA defines “environment” as 

“the physical conditions which exist within the area which 

will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, 

water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or 

aesthetic significance” (California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is limited to those 

socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change to 

the physical environment. Therefore, the social and 

economic effects of the project are not required to be 

analyzed in the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter I92: Louise Russell, April 18, 2023 

 

I92-1:  This comment provides support for the “Wildest” plan. The 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan (project) identifies a reasonable range of alternatives 

pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6. PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, 

evaluates four alternatives that would reduce impacts 

compared to the proposed project (No Project/No Build 

Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the requirements 

of CEQA by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the other 

alternatives are compared to the project consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” 

“Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are discussed in PEIR 

Section 8.2, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated.  

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use allocation, 

the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat 

land areas that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like 

those requested by various stakeholders at public forums—

namely active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-

cost visitor guest accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 

acres of active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, 

boating, and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses 

that stakeholders have requested. 
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The "Wild” and “Wildest” alternatives would not fully consider 

the range of active and passive recreational uses in the context 

of the MBPMP (project objective 5) because they lack sufficient 

site areas for a balance of land uses, including enough site area 

for recreation and low-cost visitor guest accommodations, and 

as a result, they would also not provide enough equitable 

access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape for all San 

Diegans, particularly communities that have historically 

experienced barriers to access (project objective 1). The 

“Wilder” and “Wildest” alternatives would also fail to meet 

project objective 5 because they would reduce the amount of 

area available for aquatic recreation uses, such as the 

enjoyment of open beach sand activities and boating.  

 Therefore, while all three of these alternatives would identify 

environmental uses, they would not consider the range of 

active and passive recreational uses in the context of the 

MBPMP (project objective 5). These alternatives would not 

foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to 

reconnect to De Anza Cove (project objective 2) as the project 

would, and while these alternatives would provide bike and 

pedestrian pathways, they would not prioritize public access 

and connectivity to the extent that the project would or 

activation of the shoreline (project objective 6). The three 

ReWild alternatives would not enhance public access or 

provide equitable access to De Anza Cove because of how 

those plans laid out the habitat design to reduce access to the 

cove’s shorelines compared to the project. Therefore, while 

these alternatives would meet project objectives 3 and 4 by 

incorporating climate adaptation strategies and embracing 

responsibility and stewardship of the environment, they would 

not meet most of the project objectives. Thus, they have been 

eliminated from further consideration. 
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Comment Letter I93: Kasey Schultz, April 18, 2023 

 

I93-1:  This comment is an introduction to the comment letter and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

I93-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include project objective 

4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats in 

De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will enhance 

water quality. The project does prioritize improving water 

quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, and 

no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I93-3:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting Mission 

Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem and that all San 

Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. The 

City of San Diego (City) concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 

members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in CEQA 

Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental 

impact report 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 
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effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 

I93-4:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been prepared 

and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the 

future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for the 

proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7-foot 

sea level rise scenario. 

I93-5:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres of restored 

tidal marsh by 2035. Pursuant to California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need 

not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but it 

must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 

alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. PEIR Chapter 8.0 

evaluates four alternatives that were selected for additional 

analysis. In addition, PEIR Chapter 8.0 also identifies the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 

Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered 

in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project 

objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of these 
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alternatives, including the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in PEIR Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s CAP. The goal of CAP 

Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of 

restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres 

of salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres 

of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. 

As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City-managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City in 

reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreages. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I93-6:  This comment provides support for the “Wildest” plan. Please 

refer to response to comment I93-5. The MBPMP calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use allocation, 

the ReWild alternatives do not propose adequate non-habitat 

land areas that meet the objectives for a balance of uses like 

those requested by various stakeholders at public forums—

namely active recreation, regional parklands, boating, and low-

cost visitor guest accommodations. The project presents a 

balanced plan that proposes 225.1 acres of expanded wetland 

habitat and 146.5 acres of the active recreation, regional 

parklands, open beach, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodation land uses that stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I94: Love Zubiller, April 18, 2023 

 

I94-1:  This comment states that the proposed camping area 

divides the wetland and that a contiguous wetland is much 

more resilient. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for 

a “balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. The De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

presents a balanced plan that proposes 225.1 acres of 

expanded wetland habitat as well as 146.5 acres of the 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. This comment will be 

provided to decision makers for their consideration. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

. 
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Comment Letter I95: Danett Abbott-Wicker, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I96: Megan Abney, April 19, 2023 

 

I96-1:  This comment provides support for the preservation and 

protection of the Bob McEvoy Youth Fields. In response to 

this comment and others, Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-

2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, of the Program 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza 

Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project) have been revised in the Final PEIR to ensure no net 

loss of active recreation use acreages. In addition, the City of 

San Diego (City) will strive to plan for future facilities with 

design and phased development in a manner that minimizes 

disruption to active recreation access. Any necessary buffer 

zones and other land uses proposed on existing recreation 

facilities would be implemented after these facilities have 

been modified, moved, or replaced for continued use unless 

imminent climate hazards necessitate more immediate 

mitigation. The existing uses, including the Bob McEvoy 

Youth Fields, form the baseline from which the PEIR 

evaluates the impacts of the project at the program level. 

Improvements to current facilities may be implemented as 

future projects come forward. Future projects will be subject 

to the City’s General Development Plan process to ensure 

that all requirements are met before they are approved. 
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Comment Letter I97: Teri Allen, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I5. Please 

refer to comment letter I5 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I98: Kim Altana, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I99: Kenneth Althiser, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I100: Marit Anderson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I101: Jennifer Ankele, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I102: Hugh Armstrong, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I103: Barbara Ayers, April 19, 2023 

 

I103-1:  This comment states that the Convair Waterski Club’s future 

is tied to the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club and that, if forced 

to relocate, the club may be lost. This comment further 

requests that the plan be revisited to allow the club to remain 

in Mission Bay Park. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I104: Earl Balch, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I105: Beverly Ball, April 19, 2023 

 

I105-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted.  

I105-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed 

in PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are 

warranted. 

I105-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 
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the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I105-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR 

includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 

also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; 

and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of 

these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0. 

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. 

The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of wetlands in 

the Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to 

restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 
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wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As 

identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City 

in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreage. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I105-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 

and other threatened and endangered native species will 

lose their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the 

rewilding process is not started now. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting in 

long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including the 

endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values of 

the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

I105-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. 

The City concurs that access to a restored tidal ecosystem 

would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including members of 

local Tribal nations. However, as stated in CEQA Statute 

Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact 

report 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 
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significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

I105-7:  This comment states that the project should consider the 

children who will be involved. This comment does not 

address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR for the 

proposed project, and no further response is warranted. 

I105-8:  This comment is a conclusionary comment and requests 

consideration of the previous recommendations. This 

comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 

PEIR for the project, and no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I106: Graciela Barajas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I107: Mimi Barress, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I108: Sandra Barton, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I109: Elaine Barrett, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I110: Keiko Barrett, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I111: Corey Bassett, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I112: Eowyn Bates, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I113: Lynda Bauer, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I114: Camila Bautista, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I115: Lori Baxter, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I116: Susan Bedford, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I117: Melissa Behar, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I118: Kathy Beitscher, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I118-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I119-1 

Comment Letter I119: Mercedes Benet, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I120: Barbara Benjamin, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I121: Elaine Benjamin, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I122: Kim Berger, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I123: Brenda Bergstrom, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I124: S.F. Bernardo, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I125: Rover Bernhard, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I126: Donald Betts, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I127: Blaze Bhence, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I127-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I128-1 

Comment Letter I128: Alice Bickers, April 19, 2023 

 

I128-1:   This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I128-2: This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project objective 

4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I128-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 
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habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I128-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR 

includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, 

Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that were 

selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also 

identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission 

Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the 

PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project objectives. 

The rationale for elimination of each of these alternatives, 

including the ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal, is 

provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan 

(CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet a 

2030 target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of 

restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 227 acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The 

project was not intended to restore all salt marsh land and 

other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified 

in the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an 

area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 
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preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would assist 

the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration 

acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I128-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail and 

other threatened and endangered native species will lose their 

habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the rewilding process 

is not started now. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Study has 

been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 

to inform the future design of the project. The project would 

expand habitat areas, resulting in long-term benefits to 

wetland habitat; species, including the endangered Ridgway’s 

rail; and the functions and values of the aquatic resources. No 

further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I128-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting Mission 

Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all San Diegans 

will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. The City 

concurs that access to a restored tidal ecosystem would be a 

benefit to all San Diegans, including members of local Tribal 

nations. However, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, 

“The purpose of an environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I128-7:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I129: Amanda Bird, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I129-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I130-1 

Comment Letter I130: Kathy Blackmarr, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I131: Susan Blain, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I132: John Bochenek, April 19, 2023 

 

I132-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I132-2:  This comment states that the PEIR is incomplete without 

analyzing the impacts of sea level rise. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been prepared 

and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the 

future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise Assessment 

Technical Report includes a sea level rise modeling 

assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I132-3:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I133: John Bogut, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I134: Richard Bold, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I135: Lyn Booth, April 19, 2023 

 

I135-1:  This comment is an introductory comment and states 

concern for environmental pollution that would result 

from the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Specifically, the 

comment states that heavy equipment and truck trips 

would add to air pollution from dust, debris, and gas 

consumption and burning of fuel from trucks. As 

discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality and Odor, of the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the project, 

project construction emissions were estimated using 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 

2020.4.0. To analyze potential impacts associated with the 

project, assumptions were made regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

because these project details are not known at this time. 

Construction of the project would result in a temporary 

addition of pollutants to the local airshed caused by soil 

disturbance (grading), fugitive dust emissions, and 

combustion pollutants from on-site construction 

equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling 

construction materials. However, PEIR Section 5.2 

concludes that daily construction emissions for the project 

would not exceed the City of San Diego’s (City’s) 

significance thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, 

impacts associated with a violation of air quality standards 

would be less than significant during construction. 

 Furthermore, as discussed in PEIR Chapter 7.0, Other 

Mandatory Discussion Areas, petroleum, including diesel 

and gasoline, would be consumed throughout project 

construction. Fuel consumed by construction equipment 
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would be the primary energy resource expended during 

construction, including the transportation of construction 

materials. It is assumed that heavy-duty construction 

equipment and haul trucks involved in moving dirt around 

the project area would require diesel fuel. Petroleum use 

during project construction would be temporary and 

minimal. Furthermore, construction equipment used for 

future development projects is anticipated to become more 

efficient as engines are replaced, exhaust systems are 

retrofitted, and older equipment is retired and new 

equipment meeting more stringent emission standards is 

put into service, thus further reducing construction-related 

energy consumption. Future projects would also be 

required to comply with the California Air Resource Board’s 

Airborne Toxic Control Measures, which restrict heavy-duty 

diesel vehicle idling time to 5 minutes. Therefore, 

development implemented in accordance with the project 

would not result in the use of wasteful amounts of fuel or 

other forms of energy during the construction of future 

projects. Impacts would be less than significant. 

I135-2:  This comment states that, if the tennis courts are removed, 

sports enthusiasts would have to travel far to access 

facilities. In response to this comment and others, PEIR 

Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land 

Use Acreages, in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

have been revised in the Final PEIR to reflect a no net loss 

of active recreation use acreage compared to the existing 

condition. In addition, the City will strive to design and 

phase development of future facilities in a manner that 

minimizes disruption to active recreation access. Any 

necessary buffer zones and other land uses proposed on 

existing recreation facilities would be implemented after 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I135-3 

these facilities have been modified, moved, or replaced for 

continued use unless imminent climate hazards 

necessitate more immediate mitigation. There is no plan 

to reduce the active recreation acreage occupied by the 

Pacific Beach Tennis Club, although the current footprint 

may be shifted over time. At this time, no development is 

proposed, and no design is available. Thus, the evaluation 

of potential future changes is speculative. 

I135-3:  This comment states that the nearby apartment 

complexes approved by the City that have yet to be 

constructed will also require their residents to travel 

farther for recreational facilities. In accordance with CEQA, 

future residential development projects would be 

required to analyze the increase in demand for public park 

and recreation facilities and their physical impact on those 

facilities. Those future projects would be required to 

mitigate for any significant impacts to recreational 

facilities. Please refer to response to comment I135-2. 

I135-4:  This comment provides support for the Pacific Beach 

Tennis Club to remain in its current location. Please refer 

to response to comment I135-2. 
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Comment Letter I136: Carol Boyd, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I137: Julie Brickell, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I138: Julia Broad, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I139: Barbara Bruce, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I140: Ben Brucker, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I141: Carrie Brummette, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I142: Connie Butler, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I143: Doug Cain, April 19, 2023 

 

I143-1:  This comment states that the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

should recognize the organized and unorganized 

recreation events in the area and the inadequacy of 

existing facilities. PEIR Chapter 2.0, Environmental Setting, 

establishes the analyzed project area. Section 2.3.1.1, 

Existing Land Uses, identifies the existing uses of the 

project area, including regional parkland and active 

recreation uses such as Mission Bay Golf Course and 

Practice Center operated and managed by the City of San 

Diego (City), the Pacific Beach Playing Fields (also known 

as the Bob McEvoy Field Complex) currently used by the 

Mission Bay Little League and Pacific Youth Soccer 

League, the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club, and tennis 

courts and clubhouse currently used by the Pacific Beach 

Tennis Club. The existing uses form the baseline from 

which the PEIR evaluates the impacts of the project at the 

program level. Improvements to current facilities may be 

implemented as future projects come forward. Future 

projects will be subject to the City’s General Development 

Plan process to ensure that all requirements are met 

before they are approved. This comment does not 

address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR, and no 

further response is warranted. No revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 

I143-2:  This comment states that existing facilities as identified in 

the comment need renovations. This is not a California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) issue, and the comment 
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does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR. 

No further response is warranted. 

I143-3:  This comment inquires if the additional population in the 

area was recognized in the plan. As discussed in PEIR 

Section 7.2.5, Population and Housing, the project would 

not introduce additional residents to the area or 

substantial population growth in the area either directly 

or indirectly. In accordance with CEQA, future residential 

development projects would be required to analyze the 

increase in demand for public park and recreation 

facilities and their physical impact on those facilities. 

Those future projects would be required to mitigate for 

any significant impacts to recreational facilities. No 

revisions to the PEIR are wanted. 

I143-4:     This comment states that residents across Interstate 5 

expressed desire for a neighborhood park in Mission Bay 

but have no safe pedestrian or bicycle path. Please see 

response to comment I143-3 regarding the demands for 

park space from future residents. The project would 

provide improved pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to 

connect the active recreation uses on site to the 

surrounding community through connections to existing 

facilities, including the Class II bike lanes along Grand 

Avenue and Class III bike routes along North Mission Bay 

Drive. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I143-5:  This comment states that the project would reduce low-

cost campsites and park space and shoreline access, and 

asks how these reductions would be mitigated.  

The project would replace much of the low-cost visitor 

guest accommodations offered by Campland on the Bay 
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(Campland) and Mission Bay RV Resort by providing 48.5 

acres of new low-cost visitor guest accommodations, 

which would include land use for recreational vehicles, 

cabins, or other eco-friendly accommodations. The 

project also includes active and passive recreational 

amenities to include but not be limited to: sand volleyball, 

pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, and 

inline/roller skating and a sandy beach area at the 

northern and western edges of De Anza Cove. The project 

would improve access to the park areas along the bay 

shoreline for residents and visitors. As described in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the project would 

provide a waterfront multi-use path that would provide 

users with shore access and would connect the project 

area to points to the north, west, and east to enhance 

public equitable access and increase connections to the 

surrounding communities. The multi-use path would be a 

feature for users to view the marshes and have distant 

views of Mission Bay. In addition, areas designated as 

Regional Parkland would include passive recreation 

amenities such as overlooks, pathways, and picnic areas. 

Finally, Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and Table 3-2, Proposed Land 

Use Acreages, have been revised in the Final PEIR to 

reflect a no net loss of active recreation uses compared to 

the existing condition.  

A boat facility and shared clubhouse would be sited on the 

northern shore of De Anza Cove and would provide 

watercraft access on De Anza Cove. In addition, no 

changes are proposed for the existing boat ramp 

southeast of the project area that is easily accessed from 

Interstate 5. A sandy beach area at the northern and 

western edges of De Anza Cove would be adjacent to the 
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low-cost visitor guest accommodations use and the 

boating use. The project would provide a range of 

recreational features consistent with the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan. 

I143-6:  The comment asks if other areas of potential tidal 

marshland, including Tecolote Creek, have been 

considered. The proposed project is the De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. As stated 

in response to comment I143-1, PEIR Chapter 2.0 

establishes the analyzed project area, which is identified as 

the northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park. The project 

focuses on habitat enhancements within the boundaries of 

the project area as outlined in Chapter 2.0. Tecolote Creek 

is outside the boundary of the project area.  

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 acres 

and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land 

and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The 

project proposes to enhance 227 acres of wetlands in the 

Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to restore all 

salt marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As identified in 

the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to meet the 750-

acre goal was to develop an area-specific management plan 

to protect, restore, and preserve wetland and upland areas 

on City managed lands, prioritizing Communities of 

Concern. The project would assist the City in reaching its 
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2030 and 2035 target restoration acreage. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

I143-7: The comment asks about construction costs associated 

with implementation of the plan, financial costs of fewer 

campsites, and costs associated with building marshland 

on the western and eastern sides of Rose Creek. CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated 

as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA defines 

“environment” as “the physical conditions which exist 

within the area which will be affected by a proposed 

project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 

noise, objects of historic or aesthetic significance” 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR 

project analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues 

that could result in a direct change to the physical 

environment. Therefore, the economic cost of the project 

is not required to be analyzed in the PEIR. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

The comment asks about the environmental costs 

associated with digging and removing yards of land mass. 

The PEIR was prepared to identify the environmental 

impacts associated with the implementation of the project, 

including proposed construction grading. As discussed in 

PEIR Chapter 3.0, no development is currently being 

proposed; therefore, specific details regarding schedule, 

construction activities, and implementation of the project 

are not currently available. As described in PEIR Section 

1.2.2, Intended Use of the PEIR, General Development 

Plans would be developed over time and would provide 
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precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project.  

However, as further discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the 

proposed habitat area improvements would involve the 

conversion of the existing Campland property to natural 

habitat area, as anticipated in the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan. This would involve the demolition of the 

developed area within Campland, including structures, 

pavement and utilities, and demolition of the adjacent 

boat docks to the south. It would also involve the backfill 

of portions of the bay south of the proposed marsh and 

southwest of the proposed low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations area. Grading related to construction of 

the project is estimated to be balanced on site with 

approximately 873,886 cubic yards of overall cut and fill. 

PEIR Table S-4, Summary of Significant Environmental 

Impacts, provides a summary of the environmental 

impacts associated with the project and mitigation 

measures proposed to reduce those impacts. Therefore, 

the PEIR adequately analyzes the impacts of project 

construction, including grading activities. No revisions to 

the PEIR are warranted. 

I143-8: The comment asks about the carbon footprint associated 

with the proposed grading activities. This is addressed in 

PEIR Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which 

analyzes the potential impacts related to greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions that could result from the 

implementation of the project. Please refer to response to 

comment above for grading assumptions. The PEIR 

concludes that temporary project construction emissions 

were included in the City’s CAP GHG emissions inventory 
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and business-as-usual GHG emissions projections; 

therefore, they were accounted for in the City’s CAP. Thus, 

compliance with the City’s CAP Consistency Regulations 

upon implementation of the project would result in less 

than significant impacts associated with GHG emissions. 

Therefore, the PEIR adequately analyzes the GHG impacts 

of proposed project construction, including grading 

activities. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I143-9: The comment inquires as to what toxic wastes would be 

found during project construction. This is addressed in 

PEIR Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, which 

analyzes potential impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials, including public health and safety, 

that could result from the implementation of the project. 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (PEIR 

Appendix F) was conducted for the project area and 

included a review of historical source information, search 

of regulatory agency databases within specified distances 

of the subject property, review of available local agency 

records, interviews, and site reconnaissance. The PEIR 

concludes that construction of the project could 

encounter contaminated soils during grading and 

excavation, which could result in adverse hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts to on-site 

construction/grading personnel and cross-contamination 

of soils if contaminated soil is placed as fill in currently 

uncontaminated areas. The project would be required to 

implement Mitigation Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through 

MM HAZ 5.5-4 to reduce impacts. Therefore, the PEIR 

adequately analyzes hazardous material impacts of the 

project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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I143-10:  This comment requests consideration for a balance 

between education, recreation, and the environment. The 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a “balanced 

approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. This is a closing comment 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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Comment Letter I144: Susan Cameron-Brown, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I145: K Campbell, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I146: Keith Campbell, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I147: Nydia Cardona, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I148: David Carlson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I149: David Carlson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I150: Dan Carroll, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I151: Loretta Caruana, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I152: Nicole Cervi-McKeever, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I152-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I153-1 

Comment Letter I153: Lisa Chaddock, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I154: Pete Childs, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I155: Chase Choate, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I156: Sarah Chotiner, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I157: Christie Ross, April 19, 2023 

 

I157-1:  This comment provides support for ReWild Mission Bay 

and the need for a maximum restored wetlands plan. 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives, of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 

evaluates four alternatives that would reduce impacts 

compared to the proposed project (No Project/No Build 

Alternative, Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Enhanced 

Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative, and Resiliency 

Optimized Alternative). The PEIR goes above the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) by providing an evaluation of the Wetlands 

Optimized Alternative in an equal level of detail, while the 

other alternatives are compared to the project consistent 

with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). The ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives are 

discussed in PEIR Section 8.2, Alternatives Considered and 

Eliminated. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan calls for a 

“balanced approach” with three components: recreation, 

commerce, and environment. In terms of land use 

allocation, the ReWild alternatives do not propose 

adequate non-habitat land areas that meet the objectives 

for a balance of uses like those requested by various 

stakeholders at public forums—namely active recreation, 

regional parklands, boating, and low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations. The project proposes 146.5 acres of 

active recreation, regional parklands, open beach, boating, 

and low-cost visitor guest accommodation land uses that 

stakeholders have requested. 
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Comment Letter I158: Keith Christy, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I159: Robin Clark, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I160: Robyn Class, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I161: Angela Clayton, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I162: Cynthia Clayton, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I163: Mary Clumeck, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I164: Luanne Coker, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I165: Mary Collett, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I166: Kay Collins, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I167: Susan Coombs, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I168: Betty Cooper, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 

to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I169: Andrea Cornelius, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I170: Stacy Cornelius, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I171: Ann Coulston, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I172: Maria Elena Crabb, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I173: Taylor Crandall, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I174: Carole Dadurka, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I175: Wendy Dallas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I176: Priscilla Dalpra, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I177: Rita Davenport, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I178: Timothy Davis, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I179: Jonathan Day, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I180: Barbara De Shann, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I181: Vivian Derr, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I182: Jay Desgrosellier, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I183: Barbara Diederichs, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I184: Jacoba Dolloff, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I185: Britton Donaldson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I186: Dawn Douglas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I186-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I187-1 

Comment Letter I187: Linda Douglas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I188: Steve Duarte, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 

to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I189: Ann Dugaw, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I190: Dawn Dulac, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I190-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I191-1 

Comment Letter I191: Kathleen Leslie Dunn, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 

to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I192: Christie Dunning, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I193: Martin Edwards, April 19, 2023 

 

I193-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), 

and no further response is warranted. 

I193-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives 

listed in PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include 

project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water 

quality. The project does prioritize improving water 

quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, 

and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I193-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 

to inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 
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habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I193-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 

alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 

evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 

additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies 

the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 

Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each 

of these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of 

wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 
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intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s 

CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified 

actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-

specific management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I193-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 

and other threatened and endangered native species will 

lose their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the 

rewilding process is not started now. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting 

in long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including 

the endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and 

values of the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted. 

I193-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 

all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 

members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report is to identify the significant 

effects on the environment of a project, to identify 

alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in 
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which those significant effects can be mitigated or 

avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I193-7:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I194: Anne Elliott, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I195: Sherry Fatzinger, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I196: Kathleen Fernandez, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I197: Arthur Fink, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I198: Allyson Finkel, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I199: Paula Fitzgerald, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I200: Fraa Fizzz, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I201: Johannah Frank, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I202: Julie Frank, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I202-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I203-1 

Comment Letter I203: Luis Fuentes, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I204: C G, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I205: K G, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I206: Einar Gall, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I207: Juanita Gama, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I208: Armando Garcia, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I208-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I209-1 

Comment Letter I209: Ked Garden, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I210: Missy Garvin, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I211: Michele Gelboin, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I212: Megan Gibney, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I213: Robert Giles, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I214: Carrie Gingrich, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I215: Joyce Glennon, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I216: Daniel Goldberg, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I217: Nerin Gonzalez, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I218: Brian Gottejman, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I219: Kathlyn Grabenstein, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I220: Donna Grampp, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I221: Liliana Griego, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 
to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I221-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I222-1 

Comment Letter I222: Mason Griffith, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I223: Michelle Grimes, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I224: Alexis Grone, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I225: Kurt Gross, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I226: Eugenia Guilin, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I227: Jill Gustafson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I228: Raul Gutierrez, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I229: C H, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I230: Dale Haas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I231: Karen Hafer, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I232: Jennifer Hagglof, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I233: Holly Hall, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I234: Cathy Handzel, April 19, 2023 

 

I234-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), 

and no further response is warranted. 

I234-2:  This comment provides support for the San Diego Audubon 

Society’s recommendations. This comment will be provided 

to decision makers for their consideration. This comment 

does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR for 

the project, and no further response is warranted. 

I234-3:  This comment states that ecotourism is the fastest 

growing type of tourism in the world and that bird-

watching, canoeing, kayaking, and rowboating are 

especially common for wetlands. As discussed in PEIR 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description, regional parkland 

supports activities such as picnicking, kiteflying, Frisbee 

games, informal sports, walking, jogging, children’s play, 

bicycling, and skating. The upland (dune, sage) and buffer 

areas would accommodate the proposed multi-use path 

with educational signage and, in some instances, 

mounded landforms. The mounded landforms would 

feature native coastal sage, dune, and other native plants 

that would be seen and experienced from the waterfront 

multi-use path. Within this area, passive recreation 

amenities such as overlooks, pathways, picnic areas, and 

interpretive signs could be accommodated and would 
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provide opportunities for bird-watching activities. Access 

for non-motorized watercraft, including kayaks and 

canoes, would be provided in De Anza Cove at the 

proposed Boat Facilities/Clubhouse land use and/or in 

association with the low-cost visitor guest accommodation 

lease. This comment does not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of the PEIR for the project, and no further 

response is warranted. 

I234-4:  This comment requests adherence to the light pollution 

ordinance. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 7.0, Other 

Mandatory Discussion Areas, implementation of the 

project would result in additional sources of light at 

various points in the project area, particularly in the low-

cost visitor guest accommodation area and the De Anza 

Cove Park area. Further, in accordance with the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) Design Guidelines in the 

MBPMP Update (November 2021), path and parking lot 

lighting would be implemented for nighttime use and 

security purposes. The MBPMP Design Guidelines indicate 

that “lighting should be provided by cut-off, non-glare pole 

fixtures. The height of light fixture shall be 12 to 15 feet 

above the adjacent surface of the path.” Additionally, 

where paths or lit areas affront residential or resort hotel 

areas, “2-1/2 to 3-1/2 feet height bollard-type lights should 

be used . . . so as not to affect the nighttime view of the 

Bay from residences and guest rooms” (MBPMP Update 

[November 2021]). Therefore, downward-pointing, lower-

intensity lights would be used. In addition, this type of 

lighting would comply with the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 

(MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which require 
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lighting of all developed areas adjacent to the MHPA to be 

directed away from the MHPA. 

I234-5:  This comment requests that the City prioritize cleaning 

water through maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR for the project, and no 

further response is warranted. 

I234-6:  This comment states that sea level rise must be 

researched, considered, and prioritized to determine the 

best land use plan and that the ReWild Mission Bay 

“Wildest” proposal should be considered in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 A project-specific Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report has been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR 

as Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. 

The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a 

sea level rise modeling assessment and conceptual grading 

exercise that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable 

wetland habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of 

viable wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized 

Alternative can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario.  

 

Furthermore, pursuant to California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not 

consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but it 

must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 

alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 
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evaluates four alternatives that were selected for additional 

analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies the ReWild 

Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” alternatives; 

Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and Mission Bay 

Gateway Plan Alternative, which were considered in the 

PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet the project 

objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of these 

alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of 

wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s 

CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified 

actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-

specific management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I234-7:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 

and other threatened and endangered native species will 

lose their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the 

rewilding process is not started now. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 
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Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting 

in long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including 

the endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and 

values of the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted. 

I234-8:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 

all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 

members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 

avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I234-9:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I235: Ilse Hanning, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I236: Linda Heidt, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I237: Patricia Heilig, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I238: James Hemmick, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I143. Please 
refer to comment letter I143 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I239: Karla Henderson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I240: Amber Heredia, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I241: Crystal Hernandez, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I242: Paul Hildebrand, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I243: Nigella Hillgarth, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I244: James Hodgdon, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I245: Marcia Holcomb, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I246: Diane Hollenbeck, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I247: Mary Ella Holtam, April 19, 2023 

 

I247-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I247-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project objective 

4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I247-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 
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habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I247-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR 

includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 

also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; 

and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of 

these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan 

(CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet 

a 2030 target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of 

restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 227 acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The 

project was not intended to restore all salt marsh land and 

other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified 

in the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 
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identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an 

area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would assist 

the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration 

acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I247-5:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. 

The City concurs that access to a restored tidal ecosystem 

would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including members of 

local Tribal nations. However, as stated in CEQA Statute 

Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact 

report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 
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Comment Letter I248: Deborah Honeycutt, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I249: Terrance Hutchinson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I250: Erin ImHof, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I251: Craig Jackson, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I252: Alexis Jacovides, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 
to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I253: Padma Jagannathan, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I254: Diane Jaynes, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I255: Elliot Jones, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I256: Joshua Jones, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I257: Linda K, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I258: Chad Kapusta, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I259: Lise Kastigar, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I260: Murray Kaufman, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I261: Gary Kent, April 19, 2023 

 

I261-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project). Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 

I261-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should recognize the 

organized and unorganized recreation events in the area and 

the inadequacy of existing facilities. PEIR Chapter 2.0, 

Environmental Setting, establishes the analyzed project area. 

PEIR Section 2.3.1.1, Existing Land Uses, identifies the existing 

uses of the project area, including regional parkland and 

active recreation uses such as the Mission Bay Golf Course 

and Practice Center operated and managed by the City of San 

Diego (City), the Pacific Beach Playing Fields (also known as 

the Bob McEvoy Field Complex) currently used by the Mission 

Bay Little League and Pacific Youth Soccer League, the 

Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club, and tennis courts and 

clubhouse currently used by the Pacific Beach Tennis Club. 

The existing uses form the baseline from which the PEIR 

evaluates the impacts of the project at the program level. 

Improvements to current facilities may be implemented as 

future projects come forward. Future projects will be subject 

to the City’s General Development Plan process to ensure that 

all requirements are met before they are approved. This 

comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 

PEIR, and no further response is warranted. 
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I261-3:  This comment inquires if the additional population in the 

area was recognized in the project. As discussed in PEIR 

Section 7.2.5, Population and Housing, the project would not 

introduce additional residents to the area or substantial 

population growth in the area either directly or indirectly. In 

accordance with CEQA, future residential development 

projects would be required to analyze the increase in 

demand for public park and recreation facilities and their 

physical impact on those facilities. Those future projects 

would be required to mitigate for any significant impacts to 

recreational facilities.  

 This comment further states that residents across Interstate 

5 expressed desire for a neighborhood park in the Mission 

Bay area but have no safe pedestrian or bicycle path. The 

project would provide improved pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure to connect the active recreation uses on site 

to the surrounding community through connections to 

existing facilities, including the Class II bike lanes along 

Grand Avenue and Class III bike routes along North Mission 

Bay Drive. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I261-4:  This comment states that the project would reduce low-cost 

campsites, park space, and shoreline access and asks how 

these reductions would be mitigated. The project would 

replace much of the low-cost visitor guest accommodations 

offered by Campland on the Bay (Campland) and Mission Bay 

RV Resort by providing 48.5 acres of new low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations, which would include land use for 

recreational vehicles, cabins, or other eco-friendly 

accommodations. The project also includes active and passive 

recreational amenities to include but not be limited to sand 

volleyball, pickleball, tennis, walking, cycling, athletic fields, and 
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inline/roller skating and a sandy beach area at the northern 

and western edges of De Anza Cove. The project would 

improve access to the park areas along the bay shoreline for 

residents and visitors. As described in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project 

Description, the project would provide a waterfront multi-use 

path that would provide users with shore access and would 

connect the project area to points to the north, west, and east 

to enhance public equitable access and increase connections 

to the surrounding communities. The multi-use path would be 

a feature for users to view the marshes and have distant views 

of Mission Bay. In addition, areas designated as Regional 

Parkland would include passive recreation amenities such as 

overlooks, pathways, and picnic areas. Finally, PEIR Figure 3-1, 

Site Plan, and PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, 

have been revised in the Final PEIR to reflect a no net loss of 

active recreation use acreage compared to the existing 

condition.  

A boat facility and shared clubhouse would be sited on the 

northern shore of De Anza Cove and would provide 

watercraft access on De Anza Cove. In addition, no changes 

are proposed for the existing boat ramp southeast of the 

project area that is easily accessed from Interstate 5. A sandy 

beach area at the northern and western edges of De Anza 

Cove would be adjacent to the low-cost visitor guest 

accommodations use and the boating use. The project 

would provide a range of recreational features consistent 

with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP). 

I261-5:  The comment asks if other areas of potential tidal marshland, 

including Tecolote Creek, have been considered. The 

proposed project is the De Anza Natural Amendment to the 

MBPMP. As stated in response to comment I261-2, PEIR 



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I261-4 

Chapter 2.0 establishes the analyzed project area, which is 

identified as the northeastern corner of the Mission Bay Park. 

The project focuses on habitat enhancements within the 

boundaries of the project area as outlined in PEIR Chapter 2.0. 

Tecolote Creek is outside the project area boundary.  

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. 

The project proposes to enhance 225.1 acres of wetlands in 

the Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to 

restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As 

identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City-managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City 

in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreages.  

 The comment further asks about construction costs 

associated with implementation of the project, financial 

costs of fewer campsites, and costs associated with building 

marshland on the western and eastern sides of Rose Creek. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, specifically states that 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated 

as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA defines 

“environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within 

the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, 
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objects of historic or aesthetic significance” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21060.5). An EIR project analysis is 

limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a 

direct change to the physical environment. Therefore, the 

economic cost of the project is not required to be analyzed 

in the PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I261-6:  The comment asks about the environmental costs associated 

with digging and removing yards of land mass. The PEIR was 

prepared to identify the environmental impacts associated 

with implementation of the project, including proposed 

construction grading. As discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, no 

development is currently being proposed; therefore, specific 

details regarding schedule, construction activities, and 

implementation of the project are not currently available. As 

described in PEIR Section 1.4.1, Type of PEIR, General 

Development Plans would be developed over time and would 

provide precise engineering and construction plans for the 

recreational elements of the project.  

However, as further discussed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, the 

proposed habitat area improvements would involve the 

conversion of the existing Campland property to natural 

habitat area, as anticipated in the MBPMP. This would 

involve the demolition of the developed area within 

Campland, including structures, pavement, and utilities, and 

demolition of the adjacent boat docks to the south. It would 

also involve backfilling portions of the bay south of the 

proposed marsh and southwest of the proposed low-cost 

visitor guest accommodations area. Grading related to 

construction of the project is estimated to be balanced on 

site with approximately 873,886 cubic yards of overall cut 

and fill. PEIR Table S-4, Summary of Significant 
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Environmental Impacts, provides a summary of the 

environmental impacts associated with the project and 

mitigation measures proposed to reduce those impacts. 

Therefore, the PEIR adequately analyzes the impacts of 

project construction, including grading activities. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

This comment further asks about the carbon footprint 

associated with the proposed grading activities and inquires 

as to what toxic wastes would be found during project 

construction. PEIR Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

analyzes the potential impacts related to greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions that could result from the implementation 

of the project. The PEIR concludes that temporary project 

construction emissions were included in the City’s CAP GHG 

emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG emissions 

projections; therefore, they were accounted for in the City’s 

CAP. Thus, compliance with the City’s CAP Consistency 

Regulations upon implementation of the project would 

result in less than significant impacts associated with GHG 

emissions. Therefore, the PEIR adequately analyzes the GHG 

impacts of project construction, including grading activities. 

No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

Furthermore, PEIR Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, analyzes potential impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials, including public health and safety, that 

could result from the implementation of the project. The 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Technical 

Memorandum (PEIR Appendix F) was conducted for the 

project area and included a review of historical source 

information, a search of regulatory agency databases within 

specified distances of the subject property, review of 
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available local agency records, interviews, and site 

reconnaissance. The PEIR concludes that construction of the 

project could encounter contaminated soils during grading 

and excavation, which could result in adverse hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts to on-site 

construction/grading personnel and cross-contamination of 

soils if contaminated soil is placed as fill in currently 

uncontaminated areas. The project would be required to 

implement Mitigation Measures MM HAZ 5.5-1 through MM 

HAZ 5.5-4 to reduce impacts. Therefore, the PEIR adequately 

analyzes the hazards and hazardous materials impacts of 

the project. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I261-7:  This comment requests consideration for a balance 

between education, recreation, and the environment. The 

MBPMP calls for a “balanced approach” with three 

components: recreation, commerce, and environment. 

This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I262: Richel Khoury, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I263: Richel Khoury, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I264: Christine Kim, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I265: Gale Kirk, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I265-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I266-1 

Comment Letter I266: Adrienne Kirkeby, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I267: Carl Kish, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I268: Barbara Klein-Robuck, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I269: Russell Knipp, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I270: John Knox, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I271: Deborah Koken, April 19, 2023 

 

I271-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is warranted. 

I271-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed 

in PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project 

objective 4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are 

warranted. 

I271-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 

Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 
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the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I271-4: The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR 

includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 

also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; 

and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of 

these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are being 

considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan 

(CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, Sequestration, is to meet 

a 2030 target of restoring 350 acres and a 2035 target of 

restoring 700 acres of salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitat. The project proposes to 

enhance 227 acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The 

project was not intended to restore all salt marsh land and 

other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified 
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in the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the 

identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an 

area-specific management plan to protect, restore, and 

preserve wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would assist 

the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration 

acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I271-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 

and other threatened and endangered native species will 

lose their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the 

rewilding process is not started now. A project-specific Sea 

Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 

Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 

project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting in 

long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including the 

endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values of 

the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the PEIR are 

warranted. 

I271-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting Mission 

Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all San Diegans 

will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. The City concurs 

that access to a restored tidal ecosystem would be a benefit to 

all San Diegans, including members of local Tribal nations. 

However, as stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The 

purpose of an environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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I271-7:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I272: Vicki Kopinski, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I273: Kelly Kramer, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I274: Laura Kramer, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I275: Kyoko Kremp, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please refer 
to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I276: Laszlo Kurucz, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I277: Rochelle La Frinere, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I278: Georgia Labey, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I279: David Laguardia, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I143. Please 
refer to comment letter I143 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I280: Deborah Lancman, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I281: Diane Lane, April 19, 2023 

 

I281-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment 

to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), and no further 

response is required. 

I281-2:  This comment states that there is no Plan B. It is unclear 

what the comment is referring to. Therefore, no further 

response is warranted.  

I281-3: This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives listed in 

PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, include project objective 

4 to embrace responsibility and stewardship of the 

environment by restoring and safeguarding natural habitats 

in De Anza Cove. Please see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, for a discussion of how the proposed project’s 

design features and restoration of natural habitat will 

enhance water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan, and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I281-4: This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 

inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level Rise 
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Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise that 

demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for 

the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist 

under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I281-5:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 acres 

of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project, but it must consider a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The PEIR 

includes a reasonable range of alternatives in PEIR Chapter 

8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 evaluates four alternatives that 

were selected for additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 

also identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; 

and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each of 

these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” 

proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian habitat. 
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The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of wetlands in 

the Mission Bay Park. The project was not intended to 

restore all salt marsh land and other associated tidal 

wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s CAP. As 

identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified actions to 

meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-specific 

management plan to protect, restore, and preserve wetland 

and upland areas on City managed lands, prioritizing 

Communities of Concern. The project would assist the City 

in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target restoration acreage. No 

revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I281-6:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail and 

other threatened and endangered native species will lose their 

habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the rewilding process 

is not started now. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Study has 

been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 

to inform the future design of the project. The project would 

expand habitat areas, resulting in long-term benefits to 

wetland habitat; species, including the endangered Ridgway’s 

rail; and the functions and values of the aquatic resources. No 

further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I281-7:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal marsh. 

The City concurs that access to a restored tidal ecosystem 

would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including members of 

local Tribal nations. However, as stated in CEQA Statute 

Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an environmental impact 

report is to identify the significant effects on the 

environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the 
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project, and to indicate the manner in which those 

significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” No revisions 

to the PEIR are warranted. 

I281-8:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

PEIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I282: Victoria Lea, April 19, 2023 

 

I282-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 
prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 
comment will be provided to decision makers for their 
consideration. This comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 
Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), 
and no further response is warranted. 

I282-2:  This comment requests that the priority level for the birds 
that warn us of our fate be raised. This comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR for the 
proposed project, and no further response is warranted. 

I282-3:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 
objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 
natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives 
listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include 
project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 
stewardship of the environment by restoring and 
safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 
PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 
discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 
and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water 
quality. The project does prioritize improving water 
quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, 
and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I282-4:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 
foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 
Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 
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prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 
to inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level 
Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 
modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 
that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 
habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 
wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I282-5:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 
ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 
City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 
acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035. 

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 
evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 
additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies 
the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 
alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 
Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 
considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 
the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of 
each of these alternatives, including the Re-Wild Mission 
Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 
being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 
Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 
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Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 
acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 
land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 
habitat. The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of 
wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 
intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 
tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s 
CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified 
actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-
specific management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 
wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 
prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 
assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 
restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I282-6:  This comment states that the endangered light-footed 
Ridgway’s rail and other threatened and endangered native 
species will be lost if the rewilding process is not started 
now. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Study has been 
prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N to 
inform the future design of the project. The project would 
expand habitat areas, resulting in long-term benefits to 
wetland habitat; species, including the endangered 
Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values of the aquatic 
resources. No further revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I282-7:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 
recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 
Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 
all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 
marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 
ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 
members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 
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CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 
environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 
avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I282-8:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 
thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 
the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 
the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I283: Enora Lecuyer, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I284: Kathy Lee, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I285: Tiana Lee, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I286: Steve Leffler, April 19, 2023 

 

I286-1:  The comment states that the Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 
Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project) 
should account for increased public access to the active 
recreation area and should recommend expanded and 
enhanced facilities for both field and court sports within 
the projected active recreation area (reduced 5 acres from 
the currently available area). PEIR Figure 3-1, Site Plan, and 
PEIR Table 3-2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, have been 
revised in the Final PEIR to reflect a no net loss of acreage 
for active recreation uses. The City of San Diego (City) will 
strive to design and phase future development in a 
manner that minimizes disruption to active recreation 
access. Any necessary buffer zones and other land uses 
proposed on existing recreation facilities would be 
implemented after these facilities have been modified, 
moved, or replaced for continued use unless imminent 
climate hazards necessitate more immediate mitigation. 
No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I286-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should recommend 
that public transportation services (bus stops, etc.) be 
available close to the active recreation and wetland 
locations to reduce vehicle trips and improve accessibility. 
As discussed in PEIR Section 5.10, Transportation and 
Circulation, the project would include multi-use pathways 
for pedestrians and bicyclists that would provide 
connections to existing public transit facilities.  The Balboa 
Avenue Station, approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the 
project area, and the Clairemont Drive Station, 
approximately 0.75 mile southeast of the project area, 
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would provide region-serving high-quality light-rail transit 
to the project area. In addition, the project would reduce 
overall development density in the project area, which 
would decrease vehicle trips compared to the current 
baseline condition. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.  

I286-3:  This comment states that the PEIR should recommend that 
field and court lighting be converted to LED illumination and 
that solar panels and possibly battery storage be employed 
to mitigate the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impact of 
the active recreation areas and wetlands activities. PEIR 
Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analyzes the 
potential impacts related to GHG emissions that could 
result from the implementation of the project. PEIR Section 
5.4 concludes that any increase in GHG emissions 
associated with the construction and operation of the 
proposed project were included in the Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) GHG emissions inventory and business-as-usual GHG 
emissions projections prepared for the 2022 CAP. 
Temporary project construction emissions were included in 
the CAP GHG emissions inventory and business-as-usual 
GHG emissions projections and, thus, were accounted for in 
the CAP. Most new discretionary and ministerial 
development, as specified in the CAP Consistency 
Regulations, would be required to comply with the CAP 
Consistency Regulations, which contain measures that are 
required to be implemented on a project-by-project basis to 
ensure that the GHG emissions reduction targets identified 
in the CAP are achieved. Therefore, compliance with CAP 
Consistency Regulations upon implementation of the 
proposed project would result in less than significant 
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impacts associated with GHG emissions. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

I286-4:  This comments states that the PEIR should recommend 
that public parking include electric vehicle charging 
stations to encourage the use of non-polluting vehicles. 
The City appreciates this recommendation; however, this 
recommendation would be more appropriate to submit 
for consideration during future project-level review. This 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
the PEIR. No further response is warranted. 

I286-5:  This comment states that the PEIR should recommend 
that buildings or structures be designed or modified to 
minimize the number of bird strikes. The City appreciates 
this recommendation; however, this recommendation 
would be more appropriate to submit for consideration 
during future project-level review. This comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the PEIR. No further 
response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I287: Lacey Levitt, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I288: Jean Linder, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I289: Florence Litton, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I290: Ruth Logan, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I291: John Lomac, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I292: Barry Lovinger, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I293: Carl Luhring, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I294: Erin Luke, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I295: Helen Lynn, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I296: Yolanda Mariscal, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I297: Sheryl Marsh, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I298: Karen Martien, April 19, 2023 

 

I298-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 
prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 
comment will be provided to decision makers for their 
consideration. This comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 
Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), 
and no further response is required. 

I298-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 
objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 
natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives 
listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include 
project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 
stewardship of the environment by restoring and 
safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 
PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 
discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 
and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water 
quality. The project does prioritize improving water 
quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, 
and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I298-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 
foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 
Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 
prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 
to inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level 
Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 
modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 
that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 
habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 
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wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 
can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I298-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 
ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 
City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 
acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 
evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 
additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies 
the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 
alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 
Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 
considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 
the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of each 
of these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission Bay 
“Wildest” proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 
being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 
Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 
Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 
acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 
land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 
habitat. The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of 
wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 
intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 
tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s 
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CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified 
actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-
specific management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 
wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 
prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 
assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 
restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I298-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 
and other threatened and endangered native species will 
lose their habitat as sea levels rise and will be lost if the 
rewilding process is not started now. A project-specific Sea 
Level Rise Study has been prepared and is included in the 
Final PEIR as Appendix N to inform the future design of the 
project. The project would expand habitat areas, resulting 
in long-term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including 
the endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and 
values of the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the 
PEIR are warranted. 

I298-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 
recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 
Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 
all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 
marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 
ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 
members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 
CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 
environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 
avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 
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I298-7:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 
thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 
the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 
the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I299: Margaret Martinovic, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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0BComment Letter I300: Richard Martyn, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I301: Kathleen Marvel, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I302: Marcie Mason, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I303: Mary Mason, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I304: Gretchen Mavrovouniotis, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I305: Michael Mavrovouniotis, April 19, 2023 

 

I305-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. 

This comment will be provided to decision makers for 

their consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

(project), and no further response is warranted. 

I305-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a 

project objective that prioritizes improving water quality 

through natural resilient infrastructure. The project 

objectives listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

include Objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please 

see PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design 

features and restoration of natural habitat will enhance 

water quality. The project does prioritize improving 

water quality, as is called for in the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan, and no revision to the project objectives is 

warranted.  

I305-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on 

the foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-

specific Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has 

been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. 

The Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report 

includes a sea level rise modeling assessment and 
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conceptual grading exercise that demonstrates how 

85.6 acres of viable wetland habitat for the proposed 

project and 87.3 acres of viable wetland habitat for the 

Wetlands Optimized Alternative can persist under a 7-

foot sea level rise scenario. 

I305-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 

alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 

8.0 evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 

additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also 

identifies the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and 

“Wildest” alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan 

Alternative; and Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, 

which were considered in the PEIR but rejected for their 

failure to meet the project objectives. The rationale for 

elimination of each of these alternatives, including the 

Re-Wild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in 

Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt 
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marsh land and other associated tidal wetland and 

riparian habitat. The project proposes to enhance 225.1 

acres of wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project 

was not intended to restore all salt marsh land and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified 

in the City’s CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of 

the identified actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to 

develop an area-specific management plan to protect, 

restore, and preserve wetland and upland areas on City 

managed lands, prioritizing Communities of Concern. 

The project would assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 

2035 target restoration acreages. No revisions to the 

PEIR are warranted. 

I305-5:  This comment states that the endangered Ridgway’s rail 

and other threatened and endangered native species will 

be lost if the rewilding process is not started now. The 

project would expand habitat areas, resulting in long-

term benefits to wetland habitat; species, including the 

endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values 

of the aquatic resources. See response to comment I305-

3 regarding the Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical 

Report prepared for the Final PEIR. 

I305-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, and that 

all San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, 

including members of local Tribal nations. However, as 

stated in CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of 

an environmental impact report is to identify the 
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significant effects on the environment of a project, to 

identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the 

manner in which those significant effects can be 

mitigated or avoided.” This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the PEIR, and 

no further response is warranted.  

I305-7:  This comment asks to restore the Ridgeway’s rail and 

concludes the comment letter by offering a thank you 

for consideration. The project would expand habitat 

areas, resulting in long-term benefits to wetland habitat; 

species, including the endangered Ridgway’s rail; and 

the functions and values of the aquatic resources. This is 

also a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the PEIR. Therefore, no 

further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I306: Barney McComas, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I307: Sparrow McMorran, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I308: Shannon McNeil, April 19, 2023 

 

I308-1:  This comment requests that the City of San Diego (City) 

prioritize the need for maximum wetland restoration. This 

comment will be provided to decision makers for their 

consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Program Environmental 

Impact Report (PEIR) for the proposed De Anza Natural 

Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (project), 

and no further response is warranted. 

I308-2:  This comment states that the PEIR should include a project 

objective that prioritizes improving water quality through 

natural resilient infrastructure. The project objectives 

listed in PEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, include 

project objective 4 to embrace responsibility and 

stewardship of the environment by restoring and 

safeguarding natural habitats in De Anza Cove. Please see 

PEIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a 

discussion of how the proposed project’s design features 

and restoration of natural habitat will enhance water 

quality. The project does prioritize improving water 

quality, as called for in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, 

and no revisions to the project objectives are warranted. 

I308-3:  This comment states that the PEIR is missing details on the 

foreseeable impacts from sea level rise. A project-specific 

Sea Level Rise Assessment Technical Report has been 

prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as Appendix N 

to inform the future design of the project. The Sea Level 

Rise Assessment Technical Report includes a sea level rise 

modeling assessment and conceptual grading exercise 

that demonstrates how 85.6 acres of viable wetland 

habitat for the proposed project and 87.3 acres of viable 
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wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative 

can persist under a 7-foot sea level rise scenario. 

I308-4:  The comment states that the PEIR fails to consider the 

ReWild Mission Bay “Wildest” proposal in relation to the 

City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) restoration goal of 700 

acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035.  

 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project, but it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives. The PEIR includes a reasonable range of 

alternatives in PEIR Chapter 8.0, Alternatives. Chapter 8.0 

evaluates four alternatives that were selected for 

additional analysis; in addition, Chapter 8.0 also identifies 

the ReWild Mission Bay “Wild,” “Wilder,” and “Wildest” 

alternatives; Campland-Provided Plan Alternative; and 

Mission Bay Gateway Plan Alternative, which were 

considered in the PEIR but rejected for their failure to meet 

the project objectives. The rationale for elimination of 

each of these alternatives, including the Re Wild Mission 

Bay “Wildest” proposal, is provided in Chapter 8.0.   

 Other restoration areas within the City’s jurisdiction are 

being considered to meet the goals of the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The goal of CAP Measure 5.1, 

Sequestration, is to meet a 2030 target of restoring 350 

acres and a 2035 target of restoring 700 acres of salt marsh 

land and other associated tidal wetland and riparian 

habitat. The project proposes to enhance 227 acres of 

wetlands in the Mission Bay Park. The project was not 

intended to restore all salt marsh land and other associated 

tidal wetland and riparian habitats identified in the City’s 

CAP. As identified in the City’s CAP, one of the identified 
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actions to meet the 750-acre goal was to develop an area-

specific management plan to protect, restore, and preserve 

wetland and upland areas on City managed lands, 

prioritizing Communities of Concern. The project would 

assist the City in reaching its 2030 and 2035 target 

restoration acreage. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I308-5:  This comment states that the endangered light-footed 

Ridgway’s rail and other threatened and endangered 

native species will be lost if the rewilding process is not 

started now. A project-specific Sea Level Rise Study has 

been prepared and is included in the Final PEIR as 

Appendix N to inform the future design of the project. The 

project would expand habitat areas, resulting in long-term 

benefits to wetland habitat; species, including the 

endangered Ridgway’s rail; and the functions and values 

of the aquatic resources. No further revisions to the PEIR 

are warranted. 

I308-6:  This comment states that the PEIR fails to analyze the 

recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting the 

Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem and that all 

San Diegans will benefit from access to a vibrant tidal 

marsh. The City concurs that access to a restored tidal 

ecosystem would be a benefit to all San Diegans, including 

members of local Tribal nations. However, as stated in 

CEQA Statute Section 21002.1, “The purpose of an 

environmental impact report 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 effects can be mitigated or 

avoided.” No revisions to the PEIR are warranted. 

I308-7:  This comment concludes the comment letter by offering a 

thank you for consideration. This is a closing comment and 
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does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the PEIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter I309: Mike Merlesena, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 

refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 

 



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I309-2 

Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Page RTC-I310-1 

Comment Letter I310: Vanessa Metzler, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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Comment Letter I311: Michael Michel, April 19, 2023 

 

This comment letter is a duplicate of comment letter I88. Please 
refer to comment letter I88 for responses to this comment letter. 
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