The City of

SAN DIEGO) FINAL PROGRAM
ity PlanningDepartment ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

City Planning Division REPORT

SCH No. 2018061024

SUBJECT: De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan

Applicant: City of San Diego City Planning Department
FINAL DOCUMENT - November 6, 2023

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 strikeeut/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 werereceived during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

W March 6, 2023

Rebecca Malone, AICP, Program Manager Date of Draft Report
City Planning Department

November 6, 2023
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Jordan Moore, City Planning Department



PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the Draft
PEIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copies of the Draft PEIR and
any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the City Planning Department or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

Federal Government

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

State of California

Caltrans District 11 (31)

California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (32)
California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)
California Natural Resources Agency (43)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44)
State Clearinghouse (46)

California Coastal Commission (47)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Transportation Commission (51)
California Dept of Transportation (51A)
California Boating and Waterways (52)
California State Coastal Conservancy (54)
Water Resources Control Board (55)

Native American Heritage Commission (56)
California Department of Conservation (60)
California State Lands Commission (62)
University of California Natural Reserve System

County of San Diego

County Vector Control (63)

Air Pollution Control District (65)

County of San Diego Department of Planning and Development Services (68)

County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health — Hazardous Materials Management Division (75)
Department of Environmental Health — Land and Water Division (76)

City of San Diego

Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Elo-Rivera, District 9
Councilmember LaCava, District 1
Councilmember Campbell, District 2
Councilmember Whitburn, District 3
Council President Pro Tem Montgomery-Steppe, District 4
Councilmember von Wilpert, District 5
Councilmember Lee, District 6
Councilmember Campillo, District 7
Councilmember Moreno, District 8




City Attorney’s Office
Corinne Neuffer, Chief Deputy City Attorney
Lindsey Sebastian, Deputy City Attorney

City Planning Department

Heidi Vonblum, Director

Kelley Stanco, Deputy Director

Sameera Rao, Assistant Deputy Director
Rebecca Malone, Program Manager
Jordan Moore, Senior Planner

Elena Pascual, Senior Planner

Gregory Johansen, Senior Planner

Tara Ash-Reynolds, Associate Planner
Vanessa Sandoval, Associate Planner
Zaira Marquez, Associate Planner
Edgar Ramirez-Manriquez, Associate Planner
Scott Sandel, Park Designer

Sustainability and Mobility Department
Alyssa Muto, Director
Christine Mercado, Senior Traffic Engineer

Department of Real Estate and Airport Management
Penny Maus, Director

Parks and Recreation Department

Andrew Field, Director

Karen Dennison, Assistant Director

Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director

Christina Chadwick, Assistant Deputy Director
Michael Tully, Assistant Deputy Director

Mike Rodrigues, District Manager

Michelle Abella-Shon, Program Manager
Michael Ruiz, Chief Park Ranger

Public Utilities Department

Kelsey Hall, Senior Planner

Staci Domasco, Senior Planner

Dirk Smith, Senior Planner

Megan Hickey, Project Officer II/Principal Water Resources Specialist

Engineering and Capital Projects Department
Rania Amen, Director

Carrie Purcell, Deputy Director
James Arnhart, Project Officer II
Nicholas Ferracone, Senior Planner

Library Department
Library Department-Gov. Documents (81)
Central Library (81A)




Balboa Branch Library (81B)

Clairemont Branch Library (81H)

Linda Vista Branch Library (81M)

North Clairemont Branch Library (81S)
Ocean Beach Branch Library (81V)

Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch Library (81X)
Point Loma/Hervey Branch Library (81Z)

City Advisory Boards and Commissions
Park and Recreation Board (83)

Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetlands Advisory Board (91A)
Park Development (93)

Mission Bay Park Committee (318A)

Other Governments

City of Chula Vista (94)

City of Coronado (95)

City of Del Mar (96)

City of El Cajon (97)

City of Escondido (98)

City of Imperial Beach (99)

City of La Mesa (100)

City of Lemon Grove (101)

City of National City (102)

City of Poway (103)

City of Santee (104)

City of Solana Beach (105)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego Unified Port District (109)

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
Metropolitan Transit System (112)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

School Districts
San Diego Unified School District (132)

Community Planning Groups

Community Planning Committee (194)

Clairemont Community Planning Group (248)

Linda Vista Planning Group (267)

Mission Valley Planning Group (331)

Midway-Pacific Highway Community Planning Group (308)
Mission Beach Precise Planning Board (325)

Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)

Pacific Beach Planning Group (375)
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Native American

Native American Heritage Commission (222)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)
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Jamul Indian Village (225E)
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Sierra Club San Diego Chapter (165)
Neighborhood Canyon Creek and Park Groups (165A)
San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
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The San Diego Foundation
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ug/m? micrograms per cubic meter

°C degrees Celsius

°F degrees Fahrenheit

2021 Regional Plan San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

AB Assembly Bill

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

ADT average daily traffic

AERMOD American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection
Agency Regulatory Model

AlA Airport Influence Area

ALUC Airport Land Use Commission

ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

amsl| above mean sea level

APE area of potential effect

ASHRAE American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning
Engineers

ASMD Area-Specific Management Directive

BASASP Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan

BMP best management practice

CAA federal Clean Air Act

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency

CALGreen California Green Building Standard Code

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

Campland Campland on the Bay

CAP Climate Action Plan

CARB California Air Resources Board

CCA California Coastal Act

CCccC California Coastal Commission

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDP Coastal Development Permit

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFGC California Fish and Game Code

CFR Code of Federal Regulations
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CH4

City

CNEL

CNPS

Cco

CO»

COze
Commission

Complete Communities Program

County
coz

CRHR

CRPR

CUPA

CWA

dB

dBA
DEHQ/HMD

DOC
DPM
DTSC
EDR
EIR
EO
ESA
ESL
FEMA
FESA
FRA
GDP
GHG
GIS
GWP
HA
HAP
HARP 2
HMD
HOV
HU
IPCC
KFMR/NWP
LCFS
LCP
LDC
LDM

methane

City of San Diego

community noise equivalent level

California Native Plant Society

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

California State Lands Commission

Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility
Choices

County of San Diego

Coastal Overlay Zone

California Register of Historical Resources
California Rare Plant Rank

Certified Unified Program Agency

Clean Water Act

decibel

A-weighted decibel

County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health and
Quality Hazardous Materials Division

California Department of Conservation

diesel particulate matter

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Environmental Data Resources

Environmental Impact Report

Executive Order

Environmental Site Assessment

Environmentally Sensitive Lands

Federal Emergency Management Agency

federal Endangered Species Act

Federal Responsibility Area

General Development Plan

greenhouse gas

geographic information system

global warming potential

hydrologic area

hazardous air pollutant

Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program Version 2
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Division
high occupancy vehicle

hydrologic unit

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve
Low Carbon Fuel Standard

Local Coastal Program

Land Development Code

Land Development Manual
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Leq
Leq 12-hr
Leq 1-hr
Leq(h)
LID

Lmax
LOSSAN
LRA
LUAG
MBPMP
MBTA
MBTAG
MCAS
MEIR
mg/m?3
MHPA
MJHMP
MMT
Mobility Choices Program
MPO
MS4
MSCP
MT
MTS
N.O
NAAQS
NAHC
NCCP
NFs
NO;
NOAA
NOP
NOy
NPDES
NRHP
NRMP
OF!
OEHHA
Ozone Plan

Pacific Beach CP/LCP

PCB

PEIR

PMio

PMas
Porter-Cologne Act

equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level)
12-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level

1-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level

A-weighted equivalent sound level

Low Impact Development

maximum sound level during the measurement interval
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo

Local Responsibility Area

Land Use Adjacency Guidelines

Mission Bay Park Master Plan

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course
Marine Corps Air Station

maximally exposed individual resident

milligrams per cubic meter

Multi-Habitat Planning Area

Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan

million metric tons

Complete Communities: Mobility Choices

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

Multiple Species Conservation Program

metric tons

Metropolitan Transit System

nitrous oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Native American Heritage Commission
Natural Community Conservation Planning

nitrogen trifluoride

nitrogen dioxide

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Notice of Preparation

oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Register of Historic Places

Natural Resource Management Plan

ozone

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Plan for Attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
for Ozone in San Diego County

Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land
Use Plan

polychlorinated biphenyl
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particulate matter less than 10 microns

particulate matter less than 2.5 microns

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
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ppb

ppm

PPV

RAQS

RCNM

RCRA

Regional Bike Plan

REL

Reporting Rule

ReWild Feasibility Study

RMP

RPS

RWQCB
SANDAG

SAP

SARA

SB

SCS

SDAB or basin
SDAPCD
SDBG

SDIA

SEL

SEP

SFe

SIP

SO,

SOx

SRA

SSA

SWPPP
SWQMP
SWRCB

TAC

TCR

UC San Diego
Unified Program

USACE
USDA
USEPA
USFWS
VdB
VMT
VOC

parts per billion

parts per million by volume

peak particle velocity

Regional Air Quality Strategy

Roadway Construction Noise Model

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Riding to 2050: San Diego Regional Bike Plan
reference exposure level

Final Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule
ReWild Mission Bay: Wetlands Restoration Feasibility Study
Report

Risk Management Plan

Renewable Portfolio Standard

Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Diego Association of Governments
Subarea Plan

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Senate Bill

Sustainable Communities Strategy

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District
San Diego Biological Guidelines

San Diego International Airport

sound exposure level

Supplemental Environmental Project

sulfur hexafluoride

State Implementation Plan

sulfur dioxide

sulfur

State Responsibility Area

Special Study Area

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Stormwater Quality Management Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

toxic air contaminant

Tribal Cultural Resource

University of California, San Diego

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials
Management Regulatory Program

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

vibration decibel

vehicle miles traveled

volatile organic compound
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Comment Letters and Responses

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.
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Comment Letters and Responses

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
0 Save Our Access
02 Pacific Youth Soccer League c/o California Coastal Works
03 Mission Bay Lessees Association
04 Pacific Beach Tennis Club
05 Southern California Golf Association
06 Environmental Center of San Diego
o7 Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter
08 Friends of Rose Canyon
09 J. Whalen Associates, Inc., on behalf of San Diego Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club
010 Professional Golfers' Association of America, Southern California Section
O11 San Diego District Tennis Association
012 San Diego Mission Bay Boat & Ski Club Board of Directors
013 San Diego Natural History Museum
014 Allen Matkins on behalf of Northeast MB, LLC and Campland, LLC
015 Coastal Law Group on behalf of San Diego Audubon Society and Coastal
Environmental Rights Foundation
016 Friends of Rose Canyon
0o17 Friends of Rose Creek
018 Handa Ornithology Lab
019 Mission Bay Youth Field Association
020 Renascence Project
021 ReWild Coalition
022 San Diego Outrigger Canoe Club
023 Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association
Individuals
11 Bill Earley
12 Richard Siegel
13 Bill Crane
14 Richard Siegel
15 James Zamel
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
16 Gener Abdon
17 Frank Salazar
18 Catherine Thiemann
19 Kristin Grunklee
110 Joanne Barron
111 David Morrison
112 Eric Ramirez
13 Pamela Taylor
114 Diane Parker
115 Neal Parker
116 Diane Fons
17 Jason Mulvania
18 Tim Fleming
119 Derek Miller
120 Jarrett Laurence
121 Lesly Otto
122 Randy Minnich
123 Ray Bentsen
124 Stephen Fulton
125 Franklin Mitts
126 Todd Callaway
127 Terry Fyffe
128 Caroly Barkow
129 Tamara Cross
130 John Squillace
131 Melanie McDonald
132 Andrew Smisek
133 Kimberly Eastwood
134 KT Martin
135 Tena Ritter
136 Jonathan Bora
137 Craig Narta
138 Elissa Edwards
139 Maria Mullins
140 Natalie Borchardt
141 Hannah Butler
142 Jacquelyn Stone
143 John Canzone
144 Brian
145 Ann Dynes
146 Calistia Griebel
147 Murphy Rasmussen
148 Leslie Dufour
149 Jackie Niznik
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
150 Christopher Rogers
151 Kurt Carlson
152 Gary Fouts and Carol Renzulli
153 Rose Hanscom
154 Leticia Heredia
155 Judith Nicolaidis
156 Robert Schreiber
157 Nicole Weiss
158 Michael Carter
159 Louis Rodolico
160 Debby Vos
161 James Cameron
162 Cleo Kelly
163 John Akin
164 Linda Fonfara
165 Miriam Kimber
166 Gracie Wareham
167 Marisa Hernandez
168 Judith Nicolaidis
169 Ana Porraz
170 Martin Baggott
171 Rustom Jamadar
172 Sherry Dikeman
173 Christie Dunning
174 Thomas DiCamillo
175 Vickie DiCamillo
176 Gordon Froehlich
177 Rosemary Ayala
178 Francescd
179 E.l. Robbins
180 Ann Dynes
181 Joanna Hirst
182 Debra Madden
183 Elizabeth Mather
184 Nadya Shubin
185 Lesley Tibbetts
186 Andrew Wiese
187 Dan McKirnan
188 Karina Ornelas
189 Earl Pagan
190 Jessica Ronquillo
191 Paul Ross
192 Louise Russell
193 Kasey Schultz
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
194 Love Zubiller
195 Danett Abbott-Wicker
196 Megan Abney
197 Terri Allen
198 Kim Altana
199 Kenneth Althiser
1100 Marit Anderson
1101 Jennifer Ankele
1102 Armstrong
1104 Earl Balch
1105 Beverly Ball
1106 Graciela Barajas
1107 Mimi Barress
1108 Sandra Barton
1109 Elaine Barrett
1110 Keiko Barrett
1111 Corey Bassett
1112 Eowyn Bates
1113 Lynda Bauer
1114 Camila Bautista
1115 Lori Baxter
1116 Susan Bedford
1117 Melissa Behar
1118 Kathy Beitscher
1119 Mercedes Benet
1120 Barabra Benjamin
1121 Elaine Benjamin
1122 Kim Berger
1123 Brenda Bergstrom
1124 S.F. Bernardo
1125 Rover Bernhard
1126 Donald Betts
1127 Blaze Bhence
1128 Alice Bickers
1129 Amanda Bird
1130 Kathy Blackmarr
1131 Susan Blain
1132 John Bochenek
1133 John Bogut
1134 Richard Bold
1135 Lyn Booth
1136 Carol Boyd
1137 Julie Brickell
1138 Julia Broad
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1139 Barbara Bruce
1140 Ben Brucker
1141 Carrie Brummette
1142 Connie Butler
1143 Doug Cain
1144 Susan Cameron-Brown
1145 K Campbell
1146 Keith Campbell
1147 Nydia Cardona
1148 David Carlson
1149 David Carp
1150 Dan Carroll
1151 Loretta Caruana
1152 Nicole Cervi-McKeever
1153 Lisa Chaddock
1154 Pete Childs
1155 Chase Choate
1156 Sarah Chotiner
1157 Ross Christie
1158 Keith Christy
1159 Robin Clark
1160 Robyn Class
1161 Angela Clayton
1162 Cynthia Clayton
1163 Mark Clumeck
1164 Luanne Coker
1165 Mary Collett
1166 Kay Collins
1167 Susan Coombs
1168 Betty Cooper
1169 Andrea Cornelius
1170 Stacy Cornelius
1171 Ann Coulston
1172 Maria Elena Crabb
1173 Taylor Crandall
1174 Carole Dadurka
1175 Wendy Dallas
1176 Pricilla Dalpra
1177 Rita Davenport
1178 Timothy Davis
1179 Jonathan Day
1180 Barbara De Shann
1181 Vivian Derr
1182 Jay Desgrosellier
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1183 Barabra Diederichs
1184 Jacoba Dolloff
1185 Britton Donaldson
1186 Dawn Douglas
1187 Linda Douglas
1188 Steve Duarte
1189 Anne Dugaw
1190 Dawn Dulac
1191 Kathleen Lesli Dunn
1192 Christie Dunning
1193 Martin Edwards
1194 Anne Elliott
1195 Sherry Fatzinger
1196 Kathleen Fernandez
1197 Arthur Fink
1198 Allyson Finkel
1199 Paula Fitzgerald
1200 Fraa Fitzzz
1201 Johannah Frank
1202 Julia Frank
1203 Luis Fuentes
1204 GC
1205 GK
1206 Einar Gall
1207 Juanita Gama
1208 Armando Garcia
1209 Ked Garden
1210 Missy Garvin
1211 Michele Gelboin
1212 Megan Gibney
1213 Robert Giles
1214 Carrie Gingrich
1215 Joyce Glennon
1216 Daniel Goldberg
1217 Nerin Gonzalez
1218 Brian Gottejman
1219 Kathlyn Grabenstein
1220 Donna Grampp
1221 Liliana Griego
1222 Mason Griffith
1223 Michelle Grimes
1224 Alexis Grone
1225 Kurt Gross
1226 Eugenia Guilin
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1227 Jill Gustafson
1228 Raul Gutierrez
1229 HC
1230 Dale Haas
1231 Karen Hafer
1232 Jennifer Hagglof
1233 Holly Hall
1234 Cathy Handzel
1235 llse Hanning
1236 Linda Heidt
1237 Patricia Heilig
1238 James Hemmick
1239 Karla Henderson
1240 Amber Heredia
1241 Crystal Hernandez
1242 Paul Hildebrand
1243 Nigella Hillgarth
1244 James Hodgdon
1245 Marcia Holcomb
1246 Diane Hollenbeck
1247 Mary Ella Holtam
1248 Deborah Honeycutt
1249 Terrance Hutchinson
1250 Erin ImHof
1251 Craig Jackson
1252 Alexis Jacovides
1253 Padma Jagannathan
1254 Diane Jaynes
1255 Elliot Jones
1256 Joshua Jones
1257 Linda K
1258 Chad Kapusta
1259 Lise Kastigar
1260 Murray Kaufman
1261 Gary Kent
1262 Richel Khoury
1263 Richel Khoury
1264 Christine Kim
1265 Gale Kirk
1266 Adrienne Kirkeby
1267 Carl Kish
1268 Barabra Klein-Robuck
1269 Russell Knipp
1270 John Knox
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1271 Deborah Koken
1272 Vicki Kopinski
1273 Kelly Kramer
1274 Laura Kramer
1275 Kyoko Kremp
1276 Lazlo Kurucz
1277 Rochelle La Frinere
1278 Georgia Labey
1279 David Laguardia
1280 Deborah Lancman
1281 Dianne Lane
1282 Victoria Lea
1283 Enora Lecuyer
1284 Kathy Lee
1285 Tiana Lee
1286 Steve Leffler
1287 Lacy Levitt
1288 Jean Linder
1289 Florence Litton
1290 Ruth Logan
1291 John Lomac
1292 Barry Lovinger
1293 Carl Luhring
1294 Erin Luke
1295 Helen Lynn
1296 Yolanda Mariscal
1297 Sherly Marsh
1298 Karen Martien
1299 Margaret Martinovic
1300 Richard Martyn
1301 Kathleen Marvel
1302 Marcie Mason
1303 Mary Mason
1304 Gretchen Mavrovouniotis
1305 Michael Mavrovouniotis
1306 Barney McComas
1307 Sparrrow McMorran
1308 Shannon McNeil
1309 Mike Merlesena
1310 Vanessa Metzler
1311 Michael Michel
1312 Mike
1313 Brandon Miller
1314 Kellie Miller
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1315 Erin Millikin
1316 Sarah Millspaugh
1317 Liz Miranda
1318 Bonnie Mitchell
1319 lan Monahan
1320 Valentina Montes
1321 Anthonia Monzon
1322 Brenna Morrissey
1323 John Morrissey
1324 Linda Morrissey
1325 Molly Morrissey
1326 Neil Morrissey
1327 Mohsin Mortada
1328 Mathew Mullen
1329 Heather Myers
1330 Teresa Mynko
1331 Pamela Nelson
1332 Justin Nichol
1333 Bonnie Nickel
1334 Tom Nulty
1335 Sofia Okolowicz
1336 Reid Oldenburg
1337 Elizabeth Oliver
1338 Karla Padilla
1339 Linda Pardy
1340 Rick Paulson
1341 Julie Pearce
1342 Brandy Pearson
1343 Bettina Pedersen
1344 Mitra Pejman
1345 Valerie Pelletier
1346 Rayza Perez
1347 Rachel Peterson
1348 Scott Pham
1349 Siena Picchi-Dobson
1350 Nuri Pierce
1351 Shannon Post
1352 Dale Powell
1353 Samuel Prentice
1354 Meredith Priestley
1355 Vaiva Pukite
1356 RD
1357 Belinda Rachman
1358 Gabriela Ramirez
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1359 Lucero Ramos
1360 Dean Ranger
1361 Maryellen Redish
1362 John Riedel
1363 Ron Ringler
1364 Felicia Roberto
1365 Sandy Rodgers
1366 Lisa Rosa
1367 Robert Rosenblum
1368 Melanie Ross
1369 Susan Roy
1370 Lynne Russo
1371 SC
1372 Moktar Salama
1373 Alfa Santos
1374 Deborah Sargent
1375 Pamela Saulter
1376 Anthony Savoia
1377 Mary Savoia
1378 Sue Schaar
1379 Peter Scharnell
1380 Babara Scheinman
1381 Dennis Schepman
1382 Paulette Schindele
1383 Gloria Schlaepfer
1384 Joseph Schlageck
1385 Sherri Schottlaender
1386 Cynthia Schumacher
1387 Laurel Scott
1388 Nadine Scott
1389 Winke Self
1390 Jennifer Sevadjian
1391 Debra Shaw
1392 Judy Shively
1393 Evelyn Showley
1394 Elise Shtayyeh
1395 Cheryl Singleton
1396 Randle Sink
1397 Cathy Sleva
1398 Beverly Smith
1399 Veronica Smith
1400 Jan Snedegar
1401 Cynthia Snyder
1402 Naomi Sobo
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1403 Robyn Spaulding
1404 Barbara Speidel
1405 Deb St. Onge
1406 Barbara Stanley
1407 Mary Stanley
1408 Neil Stanton
1409 Jan Stark
1410 Daniel Stevenson
1411 Brian Still
1412 Peggy Stone
1413 Ann Stratten
1414 Elizabeth Straus
1415 Courney Tassone
1416 Leslie Tate
1417 Joanne Tenney
1418 Brenda Thompson
1419 Louise Titlow
1420 Pati Tomsits
1421 Christine Trela
1422 Dannie Trouton
1423 Marian Tsongas
1424 llya Turov
1425 Meadow Two Feathers
1426 Manda Unser
1427 Tim Valentine
1428 Caroline Verba
1429 Liv Virta-Meyer
1430 Deepak Vohra
1431 Carol Vonsederholm
1432 Cristina Warren
1433 Kim Waterson
1434 Melanie Watson
1435 Sharon Weinapple
1436 Sally Westcott
1437 Darice Westwood
1438 Barbara White
1439 George Whitman
1440 Theresa Wiley
1441 Melissa Williams
1442 June Yamada
1443 Jean Yaremchuk
1444 YonkoTheZonko
1445 Jennifer York
1446 Tanya Young
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1447 Sandy Zelasko
1448 Paul Ziegler
1449 Alexander Zukas
1450 Bradley Abramson
1451 Anne Adams
1452 Maria Aguirre
1453 Jennifer AllenPrather
1454 Valentina Annerino
1456 Angela Begley
1457 Cristina Berrios
1458 Aisha Blackwell
1459 Lisa Bostrack
1460 Michael Bova
1461 Carrie Boyajian
1462 Heather Brashear
1463 Gary Breckon
1464 Christy Brescia
1465 Kathy Brigger
1466 David Broady
1467 Mark Broido
1468 Peter Bryan
1469 Samuel Burns
1470 Kevin Bush
1471 Valerie Bushree
1473 Thomas Campbell
1474 Carey Capaldi
1475 Sasha Carter
1476 Louana Chapple
1477 Christopher Chatard
1478 Joel Chavez
1479 Michael Chichester
1480 Lui Chungus
1481 Vickie Church
1482 Ad Clayton
1483 Steven Collins
1484 Kimberlin Correia
1485 Kim Cruz
1486 Katherine Curry
1487 Mark D'Andrea
1488 Joan Davis
1489 Hue Devine
1490 Gwendolyn Dick
1491 Jerry Dilley
1492 John Donnelly
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1493 Kyle Dreher
1494 Shirleen Dreyer
1495 Cam Dudley
1496 Laura Dufel
1497 Bettina Eastman
1498 Joyce Edwards
1500 Samantha Esquivel
1501 Teresa Estupinan
1502 Hope Ezeani
1503 Jerry Gaeir
1504 Stephen Gallagher
1505 Terry Gant
1506 Dan Gaudette
1507 James Gerard
1508 Charles Goodman
1509 Michael Groeger
1510 Louis Gurule
1511 Daniel Guterman
1512 Dave Hammel
1513 Susie Hannon
1514 Alvin Hartwick
1515 Clayton Hayes
1516 Karen Haze
1517 Gloria and Steve Henson
1518 Kathleen Herring
1519 Adam Hjorth
1520 Mary Hoff
1521 Alex Holstein
1522 Mike Hooe
1523 Terri Hughes-Oelrich
1524 Jerry Johnson
1525 Susan Jordan
1526 Vanessa Kantrud
1527 Dale Kepler
1528 Jackie Kim
1529 John Knox
1530 John Kramer
1531 Carrie Kunberger
1532 Megan Lopez
1533 Heidi Lynn
1534 Veronica M
1535 Michele Mallonee
1536 Amira Mansour
1537 Ron Martens
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1538 Paula Masiulewicz
1539 Anneliesel Mckimmy
1540 Mura McNeal
1541 Thomas McVay
1542 Charnell Merrill
1543 Barbara Meyer
1544 Jesse Meyer
1545 Noah Meyer
1546 Rita Meza
1547 Julie Mindzora
1548 Paul Monacelli
1549 Glenn Morris
1550 Scott Mueller
1551 Erica Murray
1552 Chuck Muth
1553 R.S. Newkirk
1554 Ann Nicholson
1555 Margaret Nielsen
1556 Terri Oelrich
1557 Karina Ornelas
1558 Mia Ortiz
1559 Regina P.B.

1560 Dianne Padget
1561 Cheryl Paraiso
1562 Melissa Parham
1563 Patrick Park
1564 Kellee Parrish
1565 John Pasqua
1566 Shannon Patty
1567 Cynthia Pencek
1568 Perry Pensky
1569 Tyler Perfect
1570 Emmett Pesta
1571 Marc Petein
1572 Susan Petrella
1573 Patricia Pike
1574 Dorothy Pinedo
1575 Marcus Platt
1576 Kristy Pogue
1577 Teri Polley-Michea
1578 Shanna Powell-Mayhue
1579 Mary Pudenz
1580 Cameron Rados
1581 Keith Rainville
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Comment Letters and Responses

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

Letter Commenter
1582 Robert Reinking
1583 Nan Renner
1584 Cherry Robinson
1585 Yvonne Roper
1586 Babette Rose
1587 Jo Ross
1588 Roidina Salisbury
1589 Ken Savoca
1590 Benjamin Scoggins
1591 David Scott
1592 Richard Shelton
1593 Laura Short
1594 Christina Solko
1595 Muriel Spooner
1596 Marcy Storm
1597 Don Strazzabosco
1598 Beth Sundheim
1599 Phil Tan
1600 Janis Terry
1601 Andy Tomsky
1602 Justin Tracey
1603 Cynthia Trosper
1604 Corinne Underwood
1605 Maria Veghte
1606 Bernadette Villaneda
1607 Daniel Villaneda
1608 Ellen Wade
1609 John Wall
1610 Glenn Watje
1611 Nancy Watson
1612 Coral Weaver
1613 Phil Weber
1614 Mark Wescott
1615 Ruth White
1616 Aryn Wilder
1617 Krystal Wilson
1618 Greg Winton
1619 Eva Yakutis
1620 Mike Yoho
1621 Nichole Zarate
1622 Joanne Zelnick
1623 Adriana Zuniga
1624 John Riedel
1625 Julia Curry
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Comment Letter F1: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, May 9, 2023

F1-1:

F1-2:

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.

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-F1-1



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:

F1-5:

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.

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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F1-6:

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.”

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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F1-7:

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 wuses that stakeholders have
requested.

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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F1-8:

F1-9:

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.

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.

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

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

Page RTC-F1-9



F1-10:

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.

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:

F1-12:

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 projectis 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.

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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F1-13:

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.

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 440:5 138.3 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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F1-15:

the KFMR/NWP, which allows for study and
interpretation of the local environment, focusing on
the estuarine and bay habitats of Mission Bay. Fhe

projectwould-also-identify two-alternative locations

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, I, 1lIB, 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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F1-16:

consistent with the City's Biological Guidelines to determine
potential impacts to resources and assign appropriate
mitigation ratios.

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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F1-17:

F1-18:

approach” with three components: recreation, commerce,
and environment. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.

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.

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:

F1-20:

F1-21:

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.

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.

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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F1-22:

F1-23:

F1-24:

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.

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.

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.

This comment recommends that the Amendment specify
that fill only be placed in subtidal habitat for restoring
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F1-25:

F1-26:

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.

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.

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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F1-28:

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.

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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F1-29:

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.

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
I . . MSCP SAP impl ioR).

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

. f 1 . ided by MSCP SAF

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:

F1-31:

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.

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

projectwould-also-identify- two-alternative locations

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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F1-32:

F1-33:

Within the regional parkland areas, park amenities
could include the multi-use path, “open green”
areas, one—of-the twoalternativelocationsfor-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.

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.

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:

F1-35:

F1-36:

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.

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.

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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F1-37:

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.

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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F1-38:

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.

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 |, 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

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

Page RTC-F1-32



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.

Table 5. Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Planning
Policies and Design Guidelines Consistency Analysis

General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelines

Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP SAP Analysis
Roads and Ulfilities — Construction and Maintenance Policies

All proposed utility lines (e g., sewer,
water, efc.) should be designed fo
avoid or minimize intrusion info the
MHPA. These facilities should be
routed through developed or
developing areas rather than the
MHPA, where possible. If no other
routing is feasible, then the lines
should follow previously existing
roads, easements, rights-of-way and
disturbed areas, minimizing habitat
fragmentation.

No development is currently being proposed:; therefore, specific details regarding
schedule, construction activities, and implementation of the project are not
currently available. Future development consistent with {The project has-been will
be designed to follow existing developed and disturbed areas to the maximum
extent pracficable to avoid intrusion into the MHPA, where feasible. Impacts would
potentially occur within and directly adjacent to MHPA areas that would result in
unauthorized infrusion infto MHPA habitats. However, compliance with the MSCP
SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City's Stormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 20124), and NPDES regulations and mitigation
measures (MM BIO 2 and MM BIO 5) would be implemented to avoid any
unautharized intrusion and to reduce direct and indirect impacts to MHPA habitats.
Therefore, the project would be in compliance with this MSCP SAP Planning
Policy.
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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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F1-44:

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.

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—11—mitigation

. . Missi 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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F1-46:

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

red .
o i .

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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F1-47:

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.

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:

F1-49:

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.

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.

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

Page RTC-F1-43



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-F1-44



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-F1-45



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-F1-46



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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S$1-3

.
51-4
S1-5 |

51-6

$1-7

S1-8

Ms. Jordan Moore, Senior Planner
April 19, 2023
Page 2

Caltrans has the following comments:

Hydrology and Drainage $tudies

+ There are four existing City drainage culverts that outlet into the cove. These existing

culverts tie into Caltrans’ drainage systems upstream. Please confirm if these drainage

culverts are going to be modified and/or extended in the proposed project. Caltrans

needs to know what the impacts are to state drainage systems that are connected to

the City culverts that outlet into the cove.

Please provide the pre-project and post-project water surface elevations (high/low

water tides). The project willimpact the tailwater elevation on the four existing City

drainage culverts that outlet into the cove. Caltrans need to know if there will be an

increase in backwater within the drainage systems, including Caltrans’ system.

+ The Hydrologic and Water Quality Study and Draft EIR make no reference to the State

or the four City drainage systems that will be impacted by the proposed project.

+ Please provide grading and drainage plans when available. On all plans, show
Caltrans’ Right-of-Way (R/W).

+ Early coordination with Caltrans is recommended.

State R/W. Any modification to the existing Caltrans drainage and/or increase in runoff
to State facilities will not be allowed.

___Complete Sireets and Mobility Network

Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access and
mobility for all travelers in Californic and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian and transit modes as
integral elements of the transportation network, Caltrans supports improved fransit
accommeodation through the provision of Park and Ride facilities, improved bicycle and
pedestrian access and safety improvements, signal pricritization for transit, bus on shoulders,
ramp improvements, or other enhancements that promotes a complete and integrated
transportation network. Early coordination with Caltrans, in locations that may offect both
Caltrans and the City of San Diego is encouraged.

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve California‘s Climate Change target,
Caltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change policies into State Highway
Operations and Protection Program [SHOPP) projects to meet multi-modal mobility needs.
Caltrans looks forward to working with the City fo evaluate potential Complete Streets
LJro]ecfs.

_Ecyde, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is important. Mitigation to

maintain bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is in accordance

_ | with Caltrans’ goals and policies.

§1-9

_Land Use and Smart Growth

Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use. Development
can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State transportation facilities. In
particular, the pattern of land use can affect both local vehicle miles fraveled and the

number of frips. Calirans supports collaboration with local agencies to work towards a safe,

“Provide a safe and reliable ransportation network Ihal serves all people and respects he environment”

S1-3:

+ Cadltrans generally does not allow development projects to impact hydraulics within the

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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S1-4:

$1-5:

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.

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.

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:

S1-7:

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.

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
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S1-8:

nearby residents would reduce vehicle miles traveled and
greenhouse gas emissions.

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.

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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$1-11:

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.

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.

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
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S1-12:

$1-13:

S$1-14:

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.

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.

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.

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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$1-15:

S1-16:

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.

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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§2-2:

§2-3:

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.

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:

$2-5:

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.

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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Ohjective: The purpose of the Project is to revitalize De Anza Cove in accordance with, and as
an amendment ta, the Missian Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP). The MBPMP recammends that
the revitalization should serve regional recreation needs including: providing guest housing;
contributing to the improvement of the park’s water quality; creating additional wetlands,
facilitating hydrological improvements to support marsh areas; providing a waterfront trail,
viewing areas, and other racreational features for public use; and ensuring leaseholds support
the Mission Bay recreational use. The Preject will update the MEBPMP to ensure consistency
with the Climate Resilient 3D Plan and account for sea level rise and climate change,

Praoject objectives identified by the City are below:

1. Provide equitable access to De Anza Cove and the coastal landscape fer all San
Diegans, particularly cormunities that have historically experienced barriers to access,
2. Foster apportunities for members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza
Cove.

3. Incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience to climate change and
mitigate potantial sea lavel rise impacts.

4. Embrace responsibility and stewardship of the environment by restoring and
safeguarding natural habitats within De Anza Cova.

5. Diversify active and passive recreational uses that will serve a range of interests,
ages, activity levels, incomes, and cultures both on land and in water.

&. Enhance puklic access and connectivity within De Anza Cove and increase

525 connections to the surmounding cammunities, including opportunities for multimodal
cont. traval.

Key projact components are outlined below, and illustrated in Figura 3-1:

Kendall-Frast Marsh ReserveMortherm Wildlife Preserve (KFMRNWWE

The Project proposes to enhance and restore the existing 86.8-acre KFMR/NWP, which
consists primarily of vegetated wetland. The Project will expand the Presanve through craation
of 30.7 acres of new wetlands at the former Campland site. An additional 108.8 acres of
weetlands will be created around De Anza Cove, on the eastem portion of the current De Anza
‘boot,” and alang the autfall of Rase Creek,

Ce Anza Cove Area — Morth

Tha northarn region of tha Project site will contain active recreational facilities such as tennis
and pickleball courts, a clubhouse, and athletic fields. Many of the existing recreational uses will
be retained; however, the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club will be relecated. A shared clubhouse
and boat facility will be constructed on the northern shore of De Anza Cove, for use by non-
motorized boats. The DPEIR indicates that additional opportunities for expanded recreational
uses will be analyzed under a General Development Plan in the future.

The existing RV campground and mobile home park will be partially replaced with low-cost
visitor accommeodations, which will be develaped adjacent to the eastern bank of Rose Creek,
as well as on the westemn portion of the De Anza 'boot.' The 48 5-acre low-cost visitor
accommodations will provide spaca for R\W's, cabins, or other "eco-friendly’ accommedations
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and facilities consistent with camping. The axisting regional parkland will be enhanced with
recreational amenities, including access to the multi-use path that connects the Project area to
surreunding paths. Cther potential amenities include “open green” areas, children's play areas,
parking lots, restrooms, and picnic shelters, A sandy beach arga will run along the northern and
western edges of De Anza Cove, adjacent to the lowe-cost visitor guest accommeodation and
boating use.

Enviranmmental Education and Nature Interpretation Facility

A facility for environmental education and nature interpretation is proposed at one of twe
locations; ane site is along Pacific Beach Drive within the KFMR/NWE, and the other site is
along the northern share of De Anza Cove, adjacent to the proposed boat facility and
clubhousa.

Location: Missian Bay Park {(Bay) iz a 4,660-acre park within the City of San Diego, The 314-
acre Project area is located in the northeast corner of Mission Bay and includes the following
axisting land uses: the KFMR/NWP, guest heusing, athletic fields and tennis courts, a golf
caurse, regional parkland, and the De Anza Cove Area, which is identified as the De Anza
Special Study Area in the MBEPMP. The KFMR/MWP area is partially within the Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) of the MSCP SAP.

Biological Setting: Miszion Bay supports a wide variety of bialogical resources and habitats
including diverse marine habitats, coastal salt marsh, and three terrestrial habitats: salt pan,
coastal strand, and disturbed habitat (City, 1980). Mission Bay also hosts diverse avifauna,
525 small mammals, reptiles, and habitat for avian feeding, resting, and breeding. The coastal salt
cont. marsh habitats improve the Bay's water quality through bioremediation and filtering of pollutants
and wastewater discharge.

Special-status wildlife species observed in the Project area include: light-footad Ridgway's rail
{Rallus ebsaletus levipes; CESA- and federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)- listed
endangered; California Fully Protected Species (FPY); Belding's savannah spamow
{Passeretiius sandwichensis beldingi, CESA-listed endangerad); American peregrine faloon
(Falco peregrinus anatum; FP); California least tern (Sferma anditarunt browni; CESA- and ESA-
listed andangered, FP); black skimmer (Rynchops piger, California Species of Special Concarn
{S8C)); black tern [Chiidomias niger; 53C), brant (Sranta bemicla; S5C); California brown
pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis califarnicus; FPy; Clark's marsh wren (Cistothorus palustris
clarkae; 55C); common loon (Gavia imarer; 55C); monarch butterfly (Dansus plexippus, ESA-
candidate for listing}; northern harrier (Cireus hudsonius; 88C); redhead (Aythya americana;
55C); Southern California legless lizard {Anmiefls stebbinsi S5C); and white-tailed kite (Elanus
laucirus, FP). Two additional sensitive wildlife spacies ware determined to have a high potantial
to ocour in the Project area, but were not observed: northwestern San Diego pocket mouse
{Chaetodipus fallax faflax, 35C) and Mexican leng-tongued bat {Choeranycteris mexicana;
SSC). The Project area alse contains suitable roosting and foraging habitat for additional
commen and sensitive bat species, including: hoary bat {Lasitus cinereus), western rad bat
{Lasiurus blossevilli 55C), western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus; S5C), pallid bat (Antrozous
pallidus; 55C), and westarn small-footed myotis (Myofis ciliofabrum).

Sensitive plants that were observed in the Project area include: Palmer's frankenia (Frankenia
paimeri California Rare Plant Rank {CRPR) 2B.1), San Diego marsh-ekder (fva hayesians,
CRPR 2B.2), southwestarn spiny rush (Juncus scufus ssp. feapeldi; CRPR 4.2}, and California
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seablite (Suaeda californica; ESA-listed Endangered; CRPR 1B.1). Two sensitive plant species
were determined to have a high potential to occur in the Project area, but were not detected
during biological rescurce surveys, including: estuary seablite {Suseda esferna; CRPR 1B.2)
and Nuttall's acmispan (Aemispon prosfratus; CRPR 1B.1),

Marine Biclogical Setting: Mission Bay is locally known for its bay, estuary, ealgrass, and
shallow bay, important for fish and wildlife habitat. The Bay is also important nursery habitat for
fish spawning, shelter, and foraging. The Bay includes large areas (i.e., ‘beds’) of eelgrass
{Zostera marina, Z. pacifica), which is a sensitive marine habitat type and is important to many
aguatic and nearshore species.

Alternatives Analysis: The four Projoct alternatives analyzed within the DPEIR includa: 1) No
Praject/Ne Build Alternative; 2) Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Aternative; 3)
Resiliency Optimized Alternative; and 4) Wetlands Optimized Alternative, Excluding the No
Project'No Build Alternative, the Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland Alternative was
identified as the environmentally superior altemative in the DPEIR. Land uses proposed undar
each alternative by comparison to the Project are illustrated in the DPEIR Alternatives Analysis
Figures and Tables Summary [Attachment A).

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

COFW offers tha comments and recommeandations below to assist the City in adaquataly
identifying and/or mitigating the Project's significant, or potentially significant, direct and indirect
impacts on fish and wildlifa (biological) resources.

I. Specific Comments
COMMENT #1: CEQA Document Tiering

|ssue: Site-specific design elements and asscciated impact-specific mitigation are not
analyzed in high resolutian within the DPEIR, due to the programrmatic nature of the
document. The City plans to provide more specific analysis under a General Development
Plan (GDF) procass that will be based on consistency with the PEIR; however, will not
require circulation of additional CECA d 1ts. The GOP pi as described will not
benefit fram further public review and analysis under CEQA.

Specific impact: The DPEIR indicates that several aspects of the Project will be analyzed
during future site planning efforts as part of one or more GOPs through a public process.
Specific aspects to be analyzed under a GOF include the recreational and athletic facilities,
parking areas, layout of the proposed boat facility, site-specific wetland design, and
canstruction of the Interpretive Nature Center. Per the DPEIR, the GDPs will provide pracise
plans for construction and engineering for the recreational elements of the project. The
GDPs will ba analyzed by the City for consistency with the PEIR, to detenmine if the
mitigation is adequate, or if additional mitigation is required.

The DPEIR states, “Iif, when examining future development actions in the project area, the
City finds no new envirenmental effects could ocour or no new mitigation measures would
be required ather than those analyzed and/or required in this PEIR, the City can approve the
activity without additional environmental decumentation. If additional analysis is required, it

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
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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——when
ining f o .

documentation: If additional analysis is required, it
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can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR pursuant to
e CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15152, 15153, and 15168 (e.g.,
P 601 40 through preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration,

526
cont.

32-7

can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Saections 15152,
19153, and 15168 (2.9.. through preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaratian,
Addendum, or Supplemental or Subsequent EIR)" (PEIR, Section 1.4.1).

Why impact would occur: Site-specific analysis of biological impacts and specific
mitigation for several aspects of the project is deferred. For instanca, in the discussion of
direct impacts to sensitive species and mitigation framework, the DPEIR states, "As future
site-specific projects come forward, praject-specific analysis wauld be required during the
design and review phase of the project to ensure that any impacts bo sensitive species are
avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project approval prior ta implementation™
(DPEIR, Section 5.3.5.1).

Additionally, in discussion of wetland impacts, the DPEIR states, "An analysis of the exact
acreage of impacts that would accur to wetlands in the praject area as a result of the praject
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. In addition, due to new,
but unspecified development and assaciated infrastructure (e g., lighting) ocourring adjacent
to wildlife habitat and the MHPA, CDFYY is unable to considar, and provide thorough
camments, to ensure that detrimental indirect edge effects would not acsur to sensitive
species and habitats protected under the City's SAP. As fulure site-specific projects come
forward, project-specific analysis would be conducted in the review phase of the project, and
any impacts to wetlands would be aveidad, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project
approval prior to the implementation of the future site-specific projects” (DPEIR., Section
5.3.3.3).

Absent specific details of impacts and mitigation for sensitive species and habitats, COFYW is
unable to camment on the full breadth of environmental concerns and potential avoidance,
minimization, or mitigation measures. YWhils we appreciate additional public involvament
through future site-specific GOPs, a PEIR-consistency appraval process does not benefit
from CEQA-level public review and analysis.

Evidence impact would be significant: CEQA Lead Agencies may elect to prepare a
Pragram EIR az a high-level CEQA documant addressing “...a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large Project...” {CEQA Guidalines § 15168). Given the nature of a
programmatic environmental docurment. CORW acknavdedges that the CEQA Lead Agency
is not obligated to fully I b nt activities for which insufficient data exists.
Howevear, CEQA findings of significansa shauld only be made when thase findings are
supported by substantial evidence in the record (CEQA § 15091(b)).

Recommendation #1: \We recommend that, for those aspects of the proposed Project that
hawve not been fully studied, findings of significance should be set aside when certifying the
PEIR until those aspects can be fully studied in 3 subsequent or supplemental CECQA
document {see CEQA Guidelines §§ 15162 and 15163).

[ COMMENT #2: Wetland Design Elements and Habitat Classification

lssue: The DPEIR does not provide specific design elements of the proposed wetlands at
the current Campland site, ar around the De Anza Boot and De Anza Cove, Absent details

S2-7.

Addendum, or Supplemental or Subsequent EIR).

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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of the wetland design elements, COFW is unable to comment on the adequacy of the
proposed habitat creation.

Specific impact: The proposed Project includes 227.4 acres of wetland habitat, comprised
of 86.8 acres of existing habitat at the KFMR/NWP, 30.7 acres of new wetlands at the
former Campland site, and 109.8 acres of other new wetlands (DPEIR, Figure 3-1). The
DPEIR indicates that the Project will, "...follow the MEPMP recommendation of replacing the
existing Campland area with expanded marshland/habitat area, which would include a
combination of mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats. This area would be approximately
140.5 acres” {DPEIR, Page 3-3). Expanded marshland and habitat will also be created in
the De Anza Cove area, "...composed of high-, mid-, and low-salt marsh areas. mudflats,
and subtidal areas..." {DPEIR, Page 3-3). Acreage totals for each habitat type and
topographic details of the design are not included in the DPEIR.

Why Impact would occur: In the discussion of aguatic and wetland communities, the
BRTR includes open water, tidal channel, and eelgrass beds in the wetland classification,
citing the Wetland Mitigation Ratio table in the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of
San Diego 2018, Table 2A). Mitigation Measure BIC-4 further analyzes impacts to ealgrass
beds, praposing 2:1 mitigation in accordance with the City's Bio Guidelines, It is not clear in
the DPEIR if the celgrass mitigation sites, open water, and tidal channels are included in the
527 acreage calculations for expanded marshland and wetland creation. The Final PEIR or
cont. subsequant CEQA documant should include a table that summarizes acreages of each
habitat type to be included in the created wetlands and expanded marshland habitat;
eelgrass mitigation and new open water areas should be calculated separately from wetland
creation acreages.

Evidence impact would be significant: The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP,
1984 indicates that an 80+~ acre watland habitat area is proposed west and south of the
Rose Creek outfall. and contiguous with the Narthern Wildlife Preserve.

Section 113.0102 of the San Diege Municipal Code defines wetlands as indicated below,

“Wistlands are defined as areas which are characterized by any of the fallowing
conditions:

1. All areas persistently or periadically containing naturally occurring wetland vegetation
communities characteristically dominated by hydrephytic vegetation, including but not
limited ta zalt marsh, brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, cak riparian
farest, riparian woodlands, riparian scrub, and vernal pools;

2. Areas that have hydric soils or wetland hydrology and lack naturally occurring wetland
vegetation communities because human activities have removed the historic wetland
vegetation ar catastrophic ar recurring natural events or pracesses have acted ta
preciude the ishment of wetand tation as in the case of salt pannes and
mudflats;

3. Areas lacking wetland vegetation communities, hydric soils and wetland hydralogy
due to non-permitted filling of previeusly axisting wetlands;

4, Areas mapped as wetlands on Map No. C-713 as shown in Chapter 13, Article 2,
Division B (Sensitive Coastal Cverlay Zone)."
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Recommendation #2: \WWe recommend that the Final PEIR, or a subsequent CEQA
docurment, pravide specific details of the habitat types in the propased wetland and
marshland creation areas. Acreages for each habitat bype such as open water, mudflat, low
saltrrarsh, mid-high sattmarsh, transittional habitat, and upland habitat shauld be identified,
A summary table and detailed map should be included.

CONMMENT #3: Climate Change Analysis

Issue: The DPEIR does not sufficiently incorporate climate resiliency into the Project design
ot include an analysis of how sea level rise will affect the proposed wetland habitat.

Specific impact: The DPEIR states, “the low-risk aversicon projections for San Diego are 3.6
feet by the year 2100, and the medium-high risk projections are 7 feet by the year 2100, ..
The project iz a habitat restoration project with recreational amanities. Future planning
efforts can consider phasing of adaptation strategies to account for uncertainty around
timing and extent of sea level riza. With implamentation of the project, De Anza Cave is
expected to experience lowered levels of inundation and velocities by 2100 compared to if
the area is left in its current state as a rasult of prop | watland restorati ctivities, which
would increase resilience ta sea level rise and coastal flooding. Restared wetlands increase
resilience by providing an increased opportunity for flood flows to be diverted inte the new
enhancement areas campared with existing impervious conditions™ (DPEIR, Page 5.7-2),
While the DPEIR discusses climate change in the context of tidal inundation resiliency for
surrounding communities, it does not analyze how created wetland will be impacted by sea
lavel rise.

Why impact would occur: Several climate change models illustrate that areas of De Anza
will be subject to sea level rise, which may jeopardize the redevelopment of De Anza,
absant major structural infrastructure. The existing and propesed wetlands and buffar
habitats in Mission Bay are at particularly high risk for impacts from sea level rise,

Sea level rise is expected to have significant impacts on wetlands, which provide critical
habitat for a number of ESA- and CESA-listed species. Climate modeling shows that
impacts of sea lavel rise will be particularly severa in areas with kow-lying, flat terrain, which
are vulnarable to inundation and erosion. To ensura the long-tarm resiliency of the newly
created wetlands, it is essential to consider the specific habitat types that are necessary to
support the ecological functioning of wetlands. These habitat types include marshes,
mudflats, and shallow subtidal zanes (Neckles et al., 2002}, Marshes provide habitat for a
variety of plant and animal species, including salt-tolerant vegetation and important food
sourcas for birds and fizh. Mudflats are important feeding and resting areas for shorebirds
and other waterfovd, while shallow subtidal zones are important for shellfish, crabs, and
other benthic organisms,

The Project design should aim to create resilient marzh habitats that can adapt to changing
sea levels. In addition to ensuring that these habitat types are represented in Project design,
it i critical to factor in the projected sea level rise for 2100, based on current climate
modeling. It is impaortant to design wetlands with transitional habitat, & buffer zane. and an
elevation gradient that can accommeoedate sea level rise and maintain the essential habitat

types,

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.

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

Page RTC-S2-11



§2-9: This comments states that the Wetlands Optimized

Jordan Moare Alternative in the Draft PEIR should be analyzed to
f San Diego

oo 40 demonstrate that 80 acres of wetland would remain after sea
Evidence impact would be significant: The City's Climate Change Vulnerability |eVEI rise in the year 21 00 In addition: thls Comment prOVideS
As nt (City of San Diega, 2020) cat i ti 1 ! . . .
ot o 23 i the RGPSt ity o sea 1vel e and sorm aurge. Tho support for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative because it
assessment acknowledges the impartant habitat value and ecosystem services pravided by . . .
City parks and natural areas, including climate control, flood prevention, nutrient cycling, and maximizes Wetland restoration along the De Anza “bOOt." A
provisioning of clean air and watar. In discussion of sea level rize, the Vulnarability i . .
Assessment states, "Conscrvation areas coukd experience damage of significant alteration if Sea LeVeI Rise Assessment Tech n|Ca| Repo rt Wh|ch
expased to chronic flooding, The changes to ecasysterns that come with sea level rise
i ct hi i diment, nutrient availability, and salinit: Id lead to shifts i i i
habita locations and fay cause certain habtats t shrik of disappear (ICLEI, 2017). demonstrates this has been prepared for the project and the
Species {includi d d ies) be locally extirpated if certain habitats i H— H H H H H

sab conservation areas and parks are lost {Consultation wih Gy of San Diego Parks and Wetlands Optimized Alternative and is provided in the Final

Recreation Departrent, 2018)" (City of San Diege, 2020). PE | R f
as Appendix N.

Recommendation #3; We recommend that the Project design include resilient marsh

habitats that can adapt to changing sea levals. Transitional habitat, buffer zones, and

climate-resilient elevation gradients should therefore be incarparated. The PEIR should

include an analysis of habitat changes and adaptations over time in response to rising sea

levels, projected out to 2100, based on current climate models. Additianally, the Project

Alternatives should consider the effects of potential sea level rise and climate change on

matrine habitat modifications, created wetlands, and created upland habitat, based on

climata modsling and the City's Climata Change Vulnerability Azsessment. Analysis should

include discussion of infrastructure and lang-term maintenance, type canversion of habitats,

1 and describe how the Project is congruent with the Climate Resilient SD Plan.

[ COMMENT #4: Wetlands Optimized Alternative Inadequacy

Issue: Tha VWatlands Optimized Altarnative in the DPEIR does not demonstrate that 80-
acres of wetland will remain after sea level rise in the year 2100,

Specific impact: The MBPMP identifies establishrment of an §0-acre wetland area at the
outfall of Rose Creek as a key environmental recommendation (MEPMP 1994). Funding
was secured through a Supplemental Environmental Prajact (SEF) grant negotiatad
betwaen the City and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RVWQCE; R$-2020-0150
SEP). for inclusion of an additional Project alternative which would expand habitat

529 restoration opportunitics. The SEP reguires that the alternative, ™. ..maximize implementable
wetland restoration reflective of existing feasibility studies for Mizsion Bay,..” (California
Regicnal Water Quality Control Board, 2020). The SEP also requires that the alternative
result in establishment of 80 acres of, "additional functional wetlands {low=mid-high
wetland/salt marsh and mudflats), in addition to the Kendall-Frost Marsh/Northern Wildlife
Preserve, atthe Year 2100 based an current models utilized by the City for sea level rise
projections” (California Regional Water Cuality Contrel Board, 2020).

In accordance with the SEP requirements, the City incorporated and analyzed the YWetlands
Optimized Atarnative in the DPEIR. A table comparing the proposed land uses of the
proposed Project versus the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is below, along with a Figure
depicting the alternative:

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
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2100. Transitional habitat should be incorporated, to allow for adaptation and habitat type
canversian as sea levels rise,

Evidence impact would be significant: SEP funding required a detailed analysis of an
expanded restoration alternative within the PEIR, to include projections to 2100 based on
current climate models. Per tha Revised Project Application, "The expanded restoration
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 the De Anza Bay to wwetlands. The expanded wetland
alternative would maximize implamentable wetland restoration reflective of existing
feasibility studies for Mission Bay and will provide diverse heneficial uses. This alternative
would result in the establishmant of 80 acres of additional functicnal wetlands {low-mid-high
wetland/salt marsh and mudflats), in addition to the Kendall-Frost Marsh/Northern Wildlife
Preserve, atthe Year 2100 based an current models utilized by the City for sea lavel rise
projections” (California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2020).

Recommendation #4: The Wetlands Optimized Alternative shall be further analyzed to
damonstrate how 80 acras of additional functional wetland will remain in 2100, given sea
level rige under current climate projections, to satisfy the requirements of the SEP funding.
Additionally, to meet the SEP requirement to, *...maximize implementable wetland
restoration reflective of existing feasibility studies for Mission Bay,” the altermative should
incorporate feasible design elameants that wara studied as a component of Audubon's
ReWWild Mission Bay. For instance. the ReWild Mission Bay Feasibility Study proposed three
restoration alternatives (WWild', "Wilder', and "Wildest'), which each incorporated subtidal,
mudflat, low salt marsh, mid-high salt marsh, and transitional/upland habitat types, in
addition to passive and active recreation areas with buffers. The habitat types were
analyzed for sensitivity to sea level rise over time, projected to the year 2100 based on
climata modsling.

We continue to encourage the City to incorporate native habitat aleng the entire De Anza
peninsula, The marsh habitat associated with the Narthern Wildlife Preserve (including the
Kendall-Frost Reserve) serves an important regional resting, feeding, and migratory stop
within the Pacific Fhyway, and also acts as a significant bioremediation toal to improve water
quality—a key focus of tha MEPMP and the Mission Bay Matural Resources Management
Flan (City of San Diege, 2002 and 1980 respectively). The City's planning docurments have
long recognized the mutual bencfits that improved water quality offer public recreation and
habitat values in specifically stating that the De Anza Special Study Area (S8A) "...shall not
be developed to the detriment of existing and/or future adjacent habitat areas. Foremost in
considaration should be the extent to which the 854 can contribute to the Park’s [Mission
Bay Park] water quality. In fact, additional wetlands creation must be considered [emphasis
added] as part of the 34" (City, 2002, p. 53). Given the range of alternatives analyzed in
the DPEIR, COPAW supports the Wetlands Cptimized Alternative, as it maximizes wetland
restoration alang the De Anza Boot,

COMMENT #6: Pile Driving and Sound Criteria
|lssue: Project construction activities within the waters of Mission Bay could result in the

generation of sound exposure levels (SELs) that may have a direct or indirect impact on
matring species within the Project area.

$2-10: 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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COMMENT #6: Sensitive Marine Fish and Invertebrate Species

|ssue: Potential impacts te marine fish and invertebrate species, including both
cammercially and recreationally important species, wera not identified in the Draft PEIR,

Specific Impact: In-water construction or wetland creation/restoration construction activities
in Missicn Bay may have a direct impact on many imporant commercial and recreational
fish and invertebrate species that use the Project area for breeding, shelter, spawning, and
foraging.

Why impact would occur: The Draft PEIR notes that there are potential direct impacts to
ealgrass beds, a sensitive habitat type and important nursary habitat for fish species,
resulting from the burial or excavations/dredging, placement of fill material, and pile driving
within Mission Bay. Many fish and invertebrate species inhabit the eelgrass bed and open
subtidal Mission Bay habitats within or adjacent to the proposed Project. These species and
their habitats are vulherable to direct and indirect dredging, excavation, fill, burial, turbidity,
and sedimentation impacts.

Evidence impact would be significant: The Project’s construction activities may have
unavoidable impacts to existing sensiive marine fish and wildlife and associated marine
habitats that are managed, For example, the placemant of fill material from the proposed
Project may dizplaca marina fish such as the California halibut (Paralichifys californicus),
which is an important recreational species in southern Califarnia and commercially-fished
species among the state-managed fisheries.

Recommendation #6: CORY recommends that potential impacts to marine fish and
invertebrate species, including bath commercially and recreationally important species,
should be identified and analyzed in the Final PEIR. Any significant impacts to mmarine fish
and invertebrate species should be disclosed in the Final PEIR and avoided and minimized
to below a level of significance. A list and description of fish species in the Bay may be
found on Marine Bios (hitps:iiwildlife.ca goviCanservation/Marine/GISiMarine BIOS), Fish
and invertebrate species which should be addressed include but are not limited to:

+ California spiny lobstar (Penuiirus inferrugtus)
» California halibut (Parafichifys califormicus)

+ Leopard shark { Trakis semifasciata)

» Bamred sand bass (Paralabrax nebulifer)

» Spotted sand bass (Paralabrax macufafofasciatis)
« Calico bass (Paralabrax clathrafus)

+ Black croaker {Cheilotrema saturnun)

= Yellowfin croaker (Umbving roncador)

= Spotfin croaker {Roncador sfearnsi

= White croaker [ Genyonemus linestus)

= Califarnia corbina (Menticirrhus undwlatus)

« Shovelnese guitarfish (Rhinobafos productus)
= Shortfin corving (Cynoscion panipinnis)

$2-11: 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
I . I hial il .

projectarea—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 erwith-high-potential-to
oceur 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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1. Mitigation Measure and Related Impact Shortcoming
COMMENT #7: Mitigation Measure BIQ £.3-1 {MM BIO £.2-1), Sensitive Plants
Section §.2.5, Page 5.3-20

|ssue: The DPEIR does not provide sufficient evidence to support the feasibility of the
proposed mitigation for sensitive plant species in MM BIO 5.3-1,

Specific impact: Three sensitive plant species have been abserved or determined to have
a high potential to occur within the Project area: Palmer's frankenia {CRPR 2B.1). San
Diage marsh-alder {CRPR 2B.2), and California seablite {ESA-listed Endangerad; 1B.1).

The DPEIR proposzes MM BIO 5.3-1 to reduce potential direct impacts to the species to less
than significant. The measure includes focused sensitive plant surveys in suitable habitat for
Califomia seablite, Palmer’s frankenia, and estuary seablite, prior to site-specific Project
approval. Direct impacts to sensitive plant species will be avaided where feasible. However,
the DPEIR states:

"If significant impacts ko these species are unaveidable, the take of these species shall be
reduced to a le2s than significant level through implementation of one or a combination of
the following actions: in accordance with a City of San Diego approved Conceptual
Restoration Plan or acquisition of mitigation credits:

» Impacted plants shall be salvaged and relocated to suitable habitat in the an-site
restoration area in Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northem Wildlife Preserve within the
Multi-Habitat Planning Area houndary, if possible. If relocation to this site is not practical,
the plants shall be relecated off-site to an appropriata {nearby) location determined by a
qualified biclogist.

* Seeds from impacted plants shall be collected for use at a local off-site location.

» Off-gite hahbitat that supports the species impacted shall be enhanced andfor
supplemented with seed collected on site.

» Comparable habitat at an approved off-site location shall be detarmined by a qualified
biclegist and preserved for relocation, enhancement, or transplant of the impacted
sensitive plants.

Mitigation that involves relocatian, enhancement, ar tranzplant of sensitive plants shall
include all of the following:

* Conceptual planting plan prepared by a qualified biclogist including grading and, if
appropriate, temporary irmigation;

« Planting specifications and fencing and signage to discourage unautherized access of
the planting site;

* Manitering pregram including success criteria; and

+ Long-tarm maintenance and praservation plan”

Translocation plans should ke provided to COFW for review and comment, and for
cancurrence on the success criteria and remedial measures in the evert the restoration is
not succassful.

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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CDRW generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or tr plantation as

mitigation far impacts to species, as studies have shown that these efforts are experimental
in nature and largely unsuccessful. Should the City pursue these methods as mitigation for

sansitive plant species, the final PEIR should provide strong evidenca to demonstrate the

feasibility of the proposed mitigation.

Why impact would occur: Transplantation has been shown to have limited success in
establishing rare plants at new locations, A study by CDRW (Fiedler, 1991) found that, even
under optimal conditions, transplantation was effective in only 15% of cases studied. Other
reviews (e.g. Allen, 1994; Howald, 1986} identified similar iszues: digging up, transporting,
and replanting plants, bulbs, thizomes, or seeds imposes stress an plants. which can lead to
maortality; scientifically tested, reliable metheds for salvage, propagation, translecation, or
transplantation are not availahle for many rare species: areas where the impacted taxon is
already present are often at the carrying capacity for the habitat, and intraduction of
transplanted individuals will disrupt the equilibrium of the population and will not increase the
wvitality of the taxan.

Evidence impact would be significant: As indicated in the DPEIR and per the City of San
Diego Biology Guidelines, direct impacts to non MSCP-cavered federal- andior state-listed
plant species, non MSCP-covered CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2B.2 species, or covered species in
the MHPA are cansidered significant, Mitigation measures included in the PEIR must be
both feasible and enforceable (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4). Absent sufficient mitigation,
impacts to California seablite would also be considered significant pursuant to the federal
Endangered Species Act.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure{s) {(Regarding Project
Description and Related Impact Shortcoming)

Mitigation Measure #1: To reduce impacts, the final PEIR shall provide evidencs (2.9,
scientific literature, menitoring reperts documenting species-specific transplantation
success) that the proposed mitigation will be feasible, The Conceptual Planting Plan and
Long-term Maintenance and Preservation Plan shall be prepared by a biologist with
expartise in southern Califomia ecosystems and native plant restoration techniques and
submitted to the Wildlife Agancies for review and approval prior to implementation. The
Plans shall discuss the following. at a minimum: 1) species-specific plarting {i.e. container or
seed) methods; 2) species-specific measurable goals and success criteria (e.g. numizer of
individuals, percent survival rate, absolute cover) for establishing self-sustaining

populations; 3) long-term monitoring; 4) locatien of transplantation/restoration sites; 5} a
description of the irrigation mathadology, 6) measures to contral exotic vegetation; 7)
cantingency . should the success criteria not be met; and &) conservation of the
mitigation site in perpetuity. The Long-term Maintenance and Preservation Plan shall specify
how it will be implemented, who the responsible party for cverseeing the implementation is,
and when it will be appraved. Further coardination with USFWS may be necessary to ensure
that proposed mitigation for the ESA-listed California seablite is adequate.

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.
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COMMENT #8: Mitigation Measure BIO 5.3-2 (MM BIO 5.3-2), Bats
DPEIR, Section 5.3, Page 6.3-2

|ssue: Mitigation Measure BIO 5.3-2 does not adequately avoid or mitigate impacts to
special-status bat species with the potantial to roost or forage on the Project site.

Specific impact: Ornamental trees and structures in the Project area provide suitable
roosting habitat for four Species of Special Concern (SSC), which are not covered species
under the M3CP: wastem red bat, western yellow bat, pallid bat, and Mexican long-tongued
bat. Comman species hoary bat and western small-footed myotis may also roost in the
treas. The ornamental trees are located in the Campland area, Da Anza Cove, and the
Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course {(MBTAG) in the central and
eastern areas of the Project site, The abandoned structures and mabile homes within De
Anza Cove provide suitable roosting habitat for Mexican long-tongued bat and other
structure-dwelling bats. Mexican long-tongued bats may use the vegetation for foraging
during migration and winter months: pallid bat and western small-focted myotis may forage
over open watar in the Project area (BRTR 5.4.7, P. 80). The BRTR indicates that bat guano
was observed in the abandoned mobile homes during the October 2022 hiclogical resaurce
surveys, but ne nighttime focused acoustic surveys were conducted. The BRTR
acknowledges that bats are likely roosting and foraging in the suitable habitat within the
Project area.

Section F of MM BIO 5.3-2 addraesses structure clearance and states:

“Prior to the issuance of any permit to allow for the removal or demelition of trees and
existing structures within the project area (particularly the crmamental trees and existing
buildings in Campland on the Bay, Da Anza Cove, and the Mission Bay Tennis Centar,
Athletic Fields, and Golf Course), the qualified monitaring biologist shall conduct
clearance surveys to flush out any wildlife species nesting, roosting, or otherwise
occupying the trees or structures, If wildlife species are encountared within any of the
trees or structures (outside the general bird nesting season), the gualified monitoring
biolegist shall remove them, if possible, or provide them with a means of escape and

Il 1 the species to disp . Iftree-roosting bats are suspected, slow removal by
gently pushing the tree over with heavy equipment is required.”

As written, MM BIO 5.3-2 does not adequately aveid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts
to special-status bats.

Why impact would occur: Direct impacts to roosting bats will acour fram remaval of
ornamental trees and structures within the Project site that host roosting bat calonies.
Flushing bats frem active roesting habitats and downing trees that are being used for
raosting may crush bats, cause disruption of maternal colonies, and result in a decline of
breeding success. Indirect impacts could ocour from removal of foraging habitat, human
interfaranca, light disturbance, or construction neise.

Evidence impact would be significant: As per CEQA Section 15380, impacts to species
identified as Califomia Species of Special Cancern are considered significant due to their
designation as species raquiring special attantion and protection. These species ara

$2-13: 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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recognized by CDFVY as baing at risk or vulnerable. Impacts to species listed as
endangered, threatened, or rare by federal or state agencies, such as those designated as
Califonia Species of Special Concern, are presumed to be significant impacts under CECA
[CEQA §§ 15063 & 15065), Any adverse effects an these bat species would be presumed to
have significant environmental impacts and would require thorough analysis and mitigation
measures implemeanted within the PEIR to minimize or avoid such impacts.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #2: To reduce potential impacts to special-status bat species to less
than significant. the following protocol shall be incarporated into the PEIR:

1. An initial bat survey shall be conducted by a qualified bat hiologist during the
maternity season (March 1 to August 31) to confinm if any maternity colanies have been
established within the Project site. Survey protocol should include a combination of
suitable habitat inzpaction and sampling, as well as at least one evening emargenca and
acoustc survey. Any ground disturbance or removal of vegetation/suitable roosting
habitat should be conducted no mora than three days after pre-construction surveys are
completed. Furthermore, eviction of any bats found day-raosting during the maternity
season should be avoided.

5213
cont. 2. If an active roost is identified during matarnity season, COFW requests the opportunity
to review any mitigation and exclusion plans for concurrence prior to implementation,
Remeval of the roost sheuld only occur cutside of the matemity seasen, when the
mitigation plan has been approved by CDPW, and only when bats are not present in the
reost. The mitigation plan should detail the methods of excluding bats from the reost and
the plans for a replacement roost in the vicinity of the Project site.

The plan shall include: (a) a description of the species targeted for mitigation; {b) a
description of the existing roost or roost sites; (c) methods to be used to exclude the bats
if necessary, (dy methods to be used to secure the existing raost site to prevent its reuse
pricr to removal; (e) the location for a replacement reost structure; (f) design details for
the construction of the replacament roast; (@) menitering protocols for assessing
replacement roost use; (h) a schedule for excluding bats, demolishing of the axisting
roost, and construction of the replasement reast; and (i) contingency measures to be
implemented if the replacement roosts do not function as designed.

3. If special-status bat species or a matemity roost of any bat species is present, but no
direct removal of active roosts will occur, specific avoidance measures should be
determined by the bat biologist, which may include implementation of a construction-free
buffer araund the active roost, Cambustion equipment such as generators, pumps, and
vehicles should not be parked or operated under or adjacent to the rocst habitat.
Vibration and noize should be avoided, and personnal should not be present directly
under the colony.

4. If the pre-construction survey determines that no active roosts are present, then
treesisuitable habitat sheuld be removed within three days following the pre-construction
survey, All potential reast trees should be removed in a manner approved by a gualified
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52-13 bat biolegist, which may include presence of a biological menitor. Additionally, all
cont, construction activity in the vicinity of an active roost should be limited to daylight hours,

COMMENT #8: Mitigation Measure 5.3-4, Native Eelgrass Impacts

|ssue: Impacts to eelgrass (Zasfera Marina, Zostera pacifica), highly productive habitat
forming species, shall be avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable to
achieve a no net loss of eelgrass habitat function,

Specific Impact: The Draft PEIR has identified ealgrass as a species that is found within
the Project area where the burial or excavationsidredging, placement of fill material, and pile
driving impacts may occur. Additionally, significant impacts may occur to associatad
eelgrass ecological communities such as benthic and epibenthic invertebrates, fish, and
marine birds.

Why impact would occur: Eelgrass beds are considered sanzitive habitat types and the
Project has potential direct impacts to eelgrass beds resulting from the burial or
aexcavations/dredging, placement of fill matarial, and pile driving within Mission Bay.
Additionally, impacts to eglgrass beds result in direct ar indirect impacts to a variety of
marine species that inhabit the beds. For example, the California spiny lobster (Panulinus
82-14 interruptus) may utilize the apen subtidal Bay habitats within or adjacent to the prapased
Project and use eelgrass for shalter which is present throughout the shallow area of tha Bay.
This species and their habitat are vulnerable to direct and indirect dredging, excavation. fill,
burial, turbidity, and sedimentation impacts.

Evidence impact would be significant: Native eelgrass species create large beds
beneficial for fish habitat and have heen identified as a special aguatic site and given
protections by the Clean VWatar Act. The Magnuson-Stavens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MS4) identifies eelgrass as a Habitat Area of Special Concern.
Additicnally, the impertance of eelgrass protection and restoration, as well as the marine
ecological benefits of eelgrass, ks identified in the Califarnia Public Resources Code (FRC
§35630). COFWY uses the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP) (NOAA 2014),
devaloped by the National Marine Fisheries Sarvice (NMFS), for guidance on identifying
aalgrass impacts, eclgrass mitigation measures and compensation, and for identifying
appropriate eelgrass mitigation and donor sites,

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure #3: VWhile COFVV appreciates the Eelgrass Bads Creation mitigation
measure noted in the Draft PEIR {Mitigation Measure 5.3-4), CDPW disagrees that the
rermaining 1:1 creation mitigation required for eelgrass beds habitat may occur autside
Mission Bay, if necessary. Since in-kind mitigation is the preferred option ko compensate for
impacts to eelgrass, COFVY recommends that all mitigation for ealgrass impacts should be
in-kind mitigation in Mission Bay to the greatest extent feasible.

Contaminated or high silt and arganic cortent sediments should not be placed inthe marine
ervironment that are not compatible with existing native sediment. High silt content
sediments may cause marine soft substrates to be compacted and unsuitable far sustained
growth of eelgrass and intertidal and subtidal benthic and epibenthic invertebrates.

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 tablein 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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Compatible sediments are required for healthy marine invertebrate habitat needed for forage
of the higher traphic levels such as fish and shorebirds, COFW recommends using
compatible sediments when placing fill material in Mission Bay.

CDRAW recommends that plans should be developed to aveid and minimize potential
impacts to aslgrass to the maximum extent feasible since ealgrass beds or patches are
identified within or adjacent te the Project area. The propesed Project shoukd aveid and
minimize disturbance and damage or lasses to eelgrass heds from placement of material fill,
pile driving, potential shading from construction activities or new structures, and from
associated barges and vezsels to the maximum extant feasible. Impacts to avoid and
minimize may include, at a minimum, barge shading and anchering within eelgrass habitat,
pile driving and pile pulling bottom disturbances, demolition and construction turbidity,
sedimentation, and falling debris. CDPW recommends the following should eelgrass beds ar
patches be identified within or adjacent to the Project area:

» Ta avoid direct eslgrass impacts, locate pile driver barges and vessals and all barge
anchoring cutside of eelgrass habitat.

» Ta avoid scauring of eelgrass and potential eelgrass habitat, anchor chain designs, and
locations of barge and vessel meorings sheuld avoid celgrass habitat impacts.

* To avoid and minimize eelgrass impacts from demalition and construction debris, the
City of 8an Diege should use Best Management Practices (EMPs) such as parimater
debris booms. If debris iz ohserved falling into the Mission Bay water, retrieve debris as
soonh as possible,

* Ta minimize eelgrass impacts from water turbidity and sedimentatian, install silt
curtains arcund pile driving or demelition areas if applicable. Restrict the turbidity plumes
to the smallest passible area during all phases of in-water construction.

Additionally, if eelgrass habitat is identified in the Project area, comprehensive pre- and
post-construction surveys for eelgrass beds or patches should be conducted consistent with
the CEMP and a map of the existing eelgrass wetland habitat should be provided in the
Final PEIR. If any unavoidable eslgrass impacts occur, these impacts should be
compensated using guidance described within the CEMP. Indirect eelgrass impacts such as
shading from new piles should alse be avoided. Since pile driving work coenducted outside of
the peak eelgrass growing period may reduce shading impacts when eelgrass beds may
have died back, pile location and time of year for pile driving should be considered to aveid
eelgrass and other fish and wildlife impacts generated by pile driving. If expected eelgrass
lasses are unaveoidable, the City of San Diego should use guidance from the CEMP to
campensate for the losses. Final eelgrass losses should be determined after canstruction
and ealgrass impact menitaring surveys are completa. Draft pre-construction ealgrass
Mitigation. Manitoring, and Reporting Flans (Plan) should be developed in cansultation with
CODFW and other permitting and resources agencies. Minimum Plan elements should
include:

= Prior to construction, a draft mitigation Plan should be developed hased on updated
ealgrass sunveys. The Plan should be finalized along with the final aelgrass impacts
analysis once post-construction and impacts monitoring surveys are completed.

i 121 ritiasti red .
Mission Bav. if _

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

red .
Mission Bay. if ‘

This comment also provides additional recommendations for

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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$2-15: 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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accommodations.” As indicated in prior letters (COFVY 2018 and 2022), COFVY doas not
cansider RY camping to be a passive recreational use and must be considered as producing
3 direct impact to the MHPA. The MEPMP states, "The SSA [Project area] shall not be
developed to the detriment of existing andior future adjacant habitat areas, Faremost in
consideration should be the extent to which the SSA can contribute to the Park’s water
quality. In fact, additional wetlands creation must be considered as part of the 55A." The
PEIR should discuss how natural resources adjacent to the love-cost visitor accommedations
will be affected by RV and active recreational use,

Recommendation #8: COFYWW recammends that the PEIR analyze the praposed low-cost
guest housing and RV use on the De Anza peninsula as an active recreational use and
discuss how surrounding natural habitat will be impacted. To maximiza habitat values and
improve water quality, we continue to recommend that commercial and other land use
developments be strategically located farthest away from sensitive resources to include
wetlands and open waters.

¢} Watercraft: The DPEIR indicates that a boat facility and shared clubhouse will be
constructed on the northern shere of De Anza Cowve, with 1 acre of water use for non-
motorized boats. The DPEIR states that the sandy beach area at the narthern and western
edges of De Anza Cove will be, "protected by buffers/'safety measures that would delineate
the edges’ extents of the non-motorized boat use" (DPEIR Section 3.3.1.1., Page 34},
Whila we appreciate limitation of De Anza Cove to non-motorized watarcraft, the DPEIR
should include further discussion of measures to prohibit materized watercraft from entering
De Anza Cove, particularly adjacent to the created wetlands.

As addressed in our comment letter in response to the NOP (CDFW, 2022), COPW
recommends that De Anza Cove be limited to non-motorized watercraft and swimming uses
ohly. Allowing motorized watarcraft activitios in D Anza Cove risks damage to the proposed
eastern wetlands, resulting from boats operating close to, or directly in, wetland areas.
Moise from motors may alse disturb nesting or foraging avian species. Indirect impacts to
the wetlands could oceur from pallution and increased turbidity caused by motorized
watercraft. Motorized watercraft access currently exists just east of the Project boundary at
the De Anza Boat Launch.

Recommendation #3: CDRW recommends that the DPEIR elaborate an the specific
buffers/safety measures that will delineate the non-moterized boat use area, and include
discussion on what measures will be taken to ensure that motorized watereraft do nat enter
De Anza Cove.

[ GOMMENT #11: Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Boundary Line Adjustment {BLA)

The PEIR indicates that ne Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) boundary line
adjustments (BLA) are anticipated as part of the Project; hawewver, the City may decide to
process a BLA to add the natural habitat creation and restoration areas to the MHPA in the
future. CODFYW recommends that tha City consult with the Wildlifa Agencies (CDFW and
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USPWS)) to resolve any proposed BLA prier to the
circulation of the Final PEIR.

§2-16: 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-specificimpacts of the proposed
GDP and the mitigation strategy outlined in the PEIR. No
revisions to the PEIR are warranted.

S§2-17: 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.

§2-18: 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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S$2-19:

S2-20:

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:

Table 2-5. Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources in the Project Area (Acres)

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resource | Jurisdiction | Acreage
Wetland and Riparian Areas
Disturbed Wetland (Arundo) USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDFWICity 0.02
Disturbed Freshwater Marsh USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDEW/City 0.38
Eelgrass USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDEW/City 83.74
Salt Panne USACE/RWQCB/CCCICDEW/City 111
Mudflat USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDEW/City 3473
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDFWICity 45.69
Wetland and Riparian Areas Total 165.67
Non-Wetland Waters

Open Water [ USACE/RWQCB/CCCICDEW/City 107.12
Tidal Channel | USACE/RWQCB/CCC/CDEW/City 257
Non-Wetland Waters Total 109.69
Total 275.36

Source: Appendix D.
Notes: City = City of San Diego; CCC = California Coastal Commission; COFW=Cslifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife; USACE
= L&, Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCE = Repional Water Quality Control Board

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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1) MM BIO 5.3-1: Conceptual Restoration Plan

2 MM BIO 5.2-1: Lang-term Maintenance and Preservation Plan

3) MM BIO 5.3-1: Biclogical Construction Mitigation/Meonitoring Exhibit
4) MM BIO 5.3-3{c): Habitat Mitigation and Menitaring Plan

51 MM BIO 5.3-4: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan {eelgrass)

Recommendation #12: Any future plans should detail the success criteria of the habitat
creationirestoration components of the Praject, discuss how they will be preserved in
perpetuity, and indemnify their success through financial sureties. COFPW recommends that
any planz ralating to habitat design elements or mitigation aspects of the Project be
developed in coordination with, and be subject to review and approval by, the Wildlife
Agencias.

[ COMMENT #14: Constructed Oyster Bads

To improve water quality, the Draft PEIR proposes to create “green” infrastructure such as
canstructed oyster beds at shorelines where oyster colanization is feasible. YWith limited
details from the Draft PEIR, CDFV is identifying the proposed infrastructure an artificial reef
as defined in Fish and Game Code, CDPW has authority for artificial reefs under a variety of
roles including Statutory/Legislative Authority, Trustee and Responsible Agency Status
undar CEQA and the Marine Life Management Act, and an advisary role to other agencies,
Fish and Game Code Saction 6420-6425 established the California Arificial Reef Program
(CARP) through legislation in 1885, The program was created to investigate the potential to
enhance declining species through the placement of artificial reefs and is currently unfunded
with na identified saurce of funding. Howewver, the CARP does not consider reef placament
for mitigation, dampening effects of sea level rise, improve diving opportunities, or
restoration. In order to provide adequate consultation and advice to the principal permitting
agencies on reef dasign, developmant, and purpose, COFYW needs a comprehensive
statewide scientifically based plan for overseeing the placement of artificial reefs in state
waters.

Recommendation #13: Without a scientifically based statewide artificial reef plan for
Califomia, COFW does not recommend any new artificial reef o artificial habitat at this time,
regardless of intent. COFVY recommends providing additional discussion within the Final
PEIR as to why the treatment would be necessary ta achieve the goal to improve water
quality. In addition, COPW recommends including altematives to the constructed oyster
beds that could still achieve similar shoraline protection goals,

CDRW is concerned artificial reefs and habitat creation could attract invasive species. If the
canstructed oyster beds are implemented az currently described within the Draft PEIR,
CDRY recammends that the Final PEIR include discussion on developing an invasive
species monitoring plan that includes menitoring measures, adaptive management
measures, and protocols if invasive species are identified.

Additionally, COFVY is concarned that placemant of the constructad oyster beds would
potentially decrease the amount of habitat for further eelgrass expansion. CDFRW
recommends the Final PEIR include additional discussion on whether the installation of the
oyster heds would be within current andiar future eelgrass habitat and whether it could
prevent future expansion of ealgrass if it weare to be implemented.

§2-21: 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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§2-22: 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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$2-23:

S$2-24:

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.

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.

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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$2-26:

§2-27:

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.

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.

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-S2-32



§2-28:

§2-29:

$2-30:

§2-31:

$2-32:

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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§2-33: 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.

§2-34: 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.

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-S2-34



fpl 20 2025
Page 20 of 40

City of San Diego. 2018, State Lands Sca Level Rise Vulnerability Asscssment.

ity of San Dicge. 2020. Climate Change Vulnerability Asscssment.

Fiedler, P. L. 19%1. Final report: mitigation-related transplantation. relocation and reintroduction
prejacts involing endangerad and thraatenad, and rare plant species in California. San
Francisco State University, San Francisce, California, USA.

Howeald, A.M. Translocation as a mitigation strategy: | from Califomia. In: DA Falk, &1

Millar, and M. Chaall ads. Restoring Diversity: Stratagies for Raintroduction of Endangerad
Plants. |sland Press, Washingten, DS

Meckles, Hilary A.. et al. "Classification of Tidal Marshes and Estuarine Habitats an the Atlantic
Coast of the U.S” Northeastern Naturalist 9{d): 383-368.

MOAA (National Oceanic and Atrnospheric Adminiztration) Fisharias, Vst Coast Ragion. 2014,
California Eslgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidelines.

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-S2-35



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-S2-36



De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-S2-37



Jerden Moore
City of San Diego
April 20, 2023
Page 32 of 40

Attachment B:

CDFW Draft Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan and Associated
Recommendations

Responsi

R dation (Rec.)Mitigation M MM Timi
ecommendation {Rec.)Mitigation Measures (MM) iming ble Party

Rec. 1 | For aspects of the proposed Project that have not been fully Befare
studied, findings of significance shall be set aside when certification | City of
certifying the PEIR until those aspects can be fully studied in
a subsequent or supplemental CEQA dacument {see CEGA
Guidelines §§ 15162 and 15163).

Rec. 2 | The Final PEIR, or a subsequent CEQA document, should
pravide specific details of the habitat types in the proposed Befara
wetland and marshland creation areas. Acreages for cach 5 - "
habitat type such as open water, mudflat, low saltmarsh, mid- certficaion | City of
high saltrmarsh, transitional habitat, and upland habitat should
be identified. A summary tabla and detailed map should be
included.

Rec. 3 | The Project design should include resilient marsh habitats
that can adapt to changing sea levels. Transitional habitat,
buffer zones, and climate-resilient elevation gradients should
be incorporated. The PEIR sheuld include an analysis of
habitat changes and adaptations over time in response ta
rising sea levels, projectad out ta 2100, based on cumant Before
climate models. Additionally, the Project Alternatives should certification | City of
consider the effacts of potantial sea level rise and climate of Final San Diego
change on marine habitat modifications, created wetlands, FEIR
and created upland habitat, based on climate modeling and
the City's Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment. Analysis
shauld include discussion of infrastructure and lang-term
maintenance, type con ion of habitats, and d ibe how
the Project is congruant with the Climate Resilient SD Plan.
Rec. 4 | The Wetlands Cptimized Alternative shall be further analyzed
to demanstrate hovw 80 acres of additional functional vetland
will rermain in 2100, given sea kevel fise under currant climate
projections, to satisfy the requirements of the SEP funding.
Additionally, to maet the SEP raquirament to, "... maximize
implermentable wetland restoration reflective of existing Befara
feasibility studies for Mission Bay," the alternative should 4 - :
incorporate feasible design elements that were studied as a certfiication | ity of
component of Audubon’s ReWhild Mission Bay.

of Final San Diego
FEIR

of Final San Diego
PEIR

of Final San Diego
PEIR

Ve continue to encourage the City to incorporate native
habitat along the entire De Anza peninsula. Foremast in
consideration should be the extent to which the 55A can
contribute ta the Park's [Mission Bay Park] water quality,
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Page 2 of 5

endangered California least tern (Stema antillarum browni; FPS). In addition, Mission Bay hosts
diverse numbers of avifauna and supports avian feeding, resting, and breeding. It is also habitat
for a number of small mammals and reptile species. Its coastal salt marsh habitats improve the
bay’s water quality through bioremediation and filtering of pollutants and wastewater discharge.

The Department offers the following and r dations to assist the City in
adequately identifying, avoiding, minimizing, and/or mitigating the proposed project's significant,
or potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

1) The PEIR should specify the CEQA documentation necessary for future project-specific
projects to tier from the De Anza AMBMP PEIR. For example, the City should indicate
whether it anticipates subsequent project-specific CEQA documents or if a consistency
determination process will be followed when tiering from the PEIR. As circulated, the
NOP does not provide sufficient detail how future projects tiering from the PEIR will be
evaluated for consistency with the MBPMP. CEQA Lead Agencies may elect to prepare
a program EIR as a high-level CEQA document addressing “...a series of actions that
can be characterized as one large project....” (CEQA Guidelines § 15168), Absent a
clear understanding of how the PEIR is intended to be used, the Department is unable to
comment on the full breadth of environmental concerns and potential avoidance,
minimization. or mitigation measures. Given the nature of a programmatic environmental
document, the Department acknowledges that the CEQA Lead Agency is not obligated
to fully ly bseq ctivities for which insufficient data exists. However, CEQA
findings of significance should only be made when those findings are supported by
substantial evidence in the record (CEQA § 15091(b)). For those aspects of the
proposed project that have not been fully studied, findings of significance should be set
aside when certifying the PEIR until those aspects can be fully studied in a subsequent
or supplemental CEQA document (see CEQA Guidelines §§ 15162 and 15163).

2

-

The PEIR should specify which version of the MBPMP the De Anza AMBPMP PEIR will
use to evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with appli land use planning
documents. The NOP states that *[tJhe proposed project seeks to implement the
recommendations of the MBPMP._." without first having identified if the NOP intends to
implement the now-current MBPMP (1997) as amended on July 9. 2002, or the

proposed (and L lyzed/unadopted) amendment (i.e., the De Anza AMBPMP)
currently being evaluated by this PEIR (SCH# 2018061024). The version of the MBPMP
establishes the baseline by which the De Anza AMBPMP PEIR's CEQA analysis will be
based upon and sets the objectives for achieving the goals of the MBPMP. If, as the
project title suggests, the De Anza AMBPMP would concurrently amend the MBPMP,
the PEIR should identify the full scope of all proposed amendments to the MBPMP and
provide a table comparing the differences between the current MBPMP (2002), the
MBPMP Fiesta Island Amendment (SCH#. 2017051034), and the De Anza AMBPMP
(SCH# 2018061021).

3) The Department recommends that the PEIR analyze opportunities to maximize the
footprint of native habitats in conformance with the environmental objectives in the
MBPMP. While the NOP identifies the De Anza Cove, the Campland leasehold, and the
Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP) within the NOP
Figure 3, Site Plan, it does not detail the design, elements, timing, or phasing of the
implementation of these critical project components. The implementation of the project
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compoenents, specifically the KFMR/NWP and the Wetland/Marshland/Natural
Recreation, should precede other project components to ensure consistency with the
MBPMP, and to safeguard Mission Bay's water quality for the biological resources,
natural habitats, leaseholds ir , and imp ther ionalist's experience of
Mission Bay. Implementing the habrtat components of the proposed project prior to other
construction components fulfills a longstanding goal of the MBPMP-Recommendation
26: Relocation of Campland, by protecting Mission Bay's water quality for biological
resources and recreationalists alike during construction and operation of the future
leaseholds. Additionally, where the lnformatnon is available, the PEIR should detail the
success criteria of the habitat { of the project and
indemnify its success through financial sureties. Whem the information necessary to
establish specific success criteria is not known, the PEIR should identify the Audubon's
ReWild Mission Bay as the framework for developing future success criteria.

4) Ack vledging that the proposed project intends to amend the MBPMP for De Anza
Cove, and that another amendmem to the MBPMP for Fiesta Island is being processed
(SCH# 2017051034) concurrently, the Department recommends that the PEIR evaluate
the full scope of potential actions germane to the MBPMP as part of the cumulative
impacts analysis and discussion of related actions. For example, amongst other habitat
creation areas (e.g., the Campland lease area), the MBPMP (pp. 43-44) specifically
identifies an approximately 110-acre area "...supporting sludge beds on Fiesta Island
west of the road, [that] should be considered for a new preserve.” Both options A and B
of the 2017 MBPMP amendment (SCH# 2017051034) expand dog-use areas (87 acres
and 93 acres respectively), whereas the Mission Bay Park Natural Resources
Management Plan (MBPNRMP, 1990)—Figure 3 Proposed Wildlife Preserve Additions
identifies approximately 80 acres of the same area as "Additional Salt Marsh/Salt Pan
Preserve.” The Department recommends that the De Anza AMBPMP PEIR include
measures to comprehensively add| habitat impl t opportunities within the
MBPMP planning area by expanding marshland habitats beyond what is currently
identified by the NOP, offsetting the 87-93 acres of salt marsh/salt pan preserve that is
proposed as a dog park by the 2017 MBPMP amendment. In accordance with the
MBPNRMP “[w]ith the Natural Resource Management Plan, a comprehensive approach
to habitat protection can clarify development expectations, and facilitate granting project
permits which are in conformance with the Management Plan™ (City, 1990, p.1). Providing
additional salt marsh habitat beyond what is identified by Figure 3-Site Plan of the De
Anza MBPMP NOP would provide conservation elements needed as part of a
comprehensive plan for Mission Bay Park, meeting the goals/objectives of the current
MBPMP and MBPNRMP, and addressing cumulative impacts associated with the
proposed project. For example, the biological objectives of the current MBPMP
emphasize that *...no net loss of any salt marsh, salt pan, coastal strand associated with
a sensitive species, or open water habitat will be permitted without replacement of equal
or greater habitat value” and its conclusion that “[e]xpansion of sait marsh upland habitat
is important for balancing the negative effect of potential future rises in sea level”
(MBPNRMP, pp. 34 and 1, respectively).

5)

Coastal habitats aid in the improvement of water quality through bioremediation;
maximizing habitat restoration at the outfall of Rose Creek (as identified by the
MBPMP's Special Study area) would improve Mission Bay's overall water quality—a key
objective of the MBPMP. Improved water quality is of such importance to the economic.
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recreati and biological viability of Mission Bay that the very issue leads the
document's recommendations citing:

“it is broadly recognized that the Park’s [Mission Bay Park] economic and
recreational future depends on the quality of the Bay water. In response to
fluctuating quality of the Bay waters, this Plan proposes a comprehensive set of
measures involving state-of-the-art biological, hanical, public education and
recreation management programs.”

We recommend that all De Anza AMBPMP PEIR design alternatives restore contiguous
areas of wetlands extending from Rose Creek to De Anza Cove (e.g., expanded
marshland habitat). To protect these fragile environments and to maximize their
economic, recreational, and biological values we recc 'd: a) wetland buffers be
provided at a minimum of 100-feet wide adjacent to all wetlands within the Coastal
Overlay Zone (City Biology Guidelines, 2012), b) the 100-foot minimum buffers do not
include trails or other structures. and c) the habitat remains viable in the face of
changing climate (e.g., sea level rise). Educati and/or passive r tional use
proposals should occur outside of these wetland buffers,

6

Increasing the acreage of expanded marshland habitat associated with the De Anza
AMBPMP fulfills the MBPMP's objective to expand habitat. It also has the added benefit
of combating habitat loss due to sea level rise while also protecting Mission Bay's
ecaonomic viability (e.g., infrastructure and leaseholds on the De Anza Cove) by

lleviating structuralfinfr flooding iated with sea level rise. By
incorporating smart design and planning, the City is in lockstep with the City's Climate
Action Plan *[ilnvesting in action now saves lives and provides long term cost savings.
As we increase building and occupant resiliency today, we will better able to meet the
challenges of a changing climate tomorrow” (City, 2015, p. 64).

7) Presently, the De Anza AMBPMP NOP includes only one project design, Figure 3-Site
Plan. The NOP should include a range of all ives that compl 1t existing and
proposed habitat restoration efforts including: the De Anza Special Study Area, the
existing KFMR/NWP—including the potential habitat restoration assaciated with the
Campland lease site, and the San Diego Audubon's ReWild Mission Bay Feasibility
Study. We encourage the City to incorporate project design elements identified by the
San Diego Audubon ReWild Mission Bay, as discussed in the Department’s letter to the
City regarding the 2017 Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update-Fiesta Island Amendment
(SCH# 2017051034), the Department's preliminary comments on the De Anza
Revitalization Plan, and during our April 17, 2018, meeting with the City, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Coastal Commission (CCC), and San Diego
Audubon. The Department believes that the Audubon's *Wildest' Alternative best
maximizes habitat creation opportunities within Mission Bay and would restore a modest
portion of the approximately 1,700 acres of intertidal habitat once present in Mission
Bay. The Department acknowledges the City's need to balance diverse user groups and
has therefore met with the City, USFWS, CCC, and the San Diego Audubon Society to
discuss alternatives that blend these diverse interests. We look forward to continuing
these discussions and finding a balance that meaningfully and successfully increases
Mission Bay's natural habitats, improves its water quality, and buffers the effects of sea
level rise.
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buFars areund amive nests.

S OFW also considers acverse impasts to A soeddas protestad by t-o Califzrnia Endangarad
Spocke: Act (CESA), for the putpeses of CEQA, ta be agnflcant withelt imtigatlon. &z ta
ZESA, take of 3a-v endangerac, reatanac), or candidste species not alaady coveras by the
Dity 3 547 that recults Tom the Project le peasibles, mweept as authorlzed by state lav (Flsh &
& Cade BY 2080, 2U8t). Consaguenthy, fthe -Topecd, Craject constrictn~, of any | 1 ect-
ralated activty du- ng the lifa of the Projec will result in tase of & saecias dasignzted as

ar ara Far 1sting under SESA, unloss cowvores by tho Cy's
SA2 parmit, SOFVW raco ~mends <hat the Project proponsnt s2ek approp- ats ta<e
2utherizstian uncer CESA prior ta g the Project. fram

ZUFY gy Inciude ancde1al tade pert {119 or a consizency uelermlnm:n 17 certain
srcumstances, ameny ocha- nptions tFis- and G. Coda 5§ 2080 -, 2031, subds
z0+au tabien t @ project anc migatian meas.
rmay be raquired to aztain 2 C 54 Pantit. Revisinns t2 tha Fish and Gams Coda, affactiva
Jawmry 1E5E, may reguire thet COFW lzsue a separate CEQA dosumen: far the Issuznce of
=n ITP unlezs tha roject CEQA docurrent addrasess vl Project impastz o SESA-listad
specios 2 specilics o rmiligalien manileing and cporling peguaen il will el b
raguirerrente of a~ 111% For theze reasons, biological ~ibigatisn Monran~g and repeing
proposals shou d ha of = fficksnt detzil and rasol tion t= satizfy tha reaquisrmants for 3 CEGA
ITF.

hlanirie Impawcis: The wetlscds eslution Frojecl aclivil es noy ave direcl aod incned
imeases to marina specias and habitsis:

5. diract loge or conversion of natia marine hebitats d_e <o fill of opan Bay vaters;

L

Liunial o1 ez e v edgi-g uf nalive colgoss labileLane opslo bods,

= Lunbidily @nd seci-entslion, s g, and dueed il quelity, 3nd,

4 g

icant impacts 4 so-siten andine saccia -status resourcas in uding esigrass brds, and
| ealgrazs lapical flies such as benthiz and epilenchic i~vertebrates,
fish, arel marine birds.

Conta~inated or high silt a-d orga-ic cxnte -t sad mants ehould not ba placed in the
AR Srwia arne it thas ars ret ez ikl wikh cristing sed ment 11 gh silt

co~en: sadi~e-te may cause marine soft [ I d and itak & far
sustaincd groedh of oclg-asgs, intertidal ard suktidal benthic and cpikenthic invertebratss.
Zermpatible cadiments are eequired for healthy marine inverbearate hakizat neesed for
farage of tha highar trephic avels such as fish and shore airds.
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17) Praject Phaxing: Asi-dicatrd in cur 207 § comment Iztter in csponse to b-o On Anra Coue
Amendmant tz the Mise 2n Bay Park hsezar Plan NOP (CDPW 20165, CORA recommende
t-atthe PLIR a-alyzs azpertunitics b roximizs the faotprint of notive -abitats nronferrmarce
wath Lo covinonmonla ] osgeclives in he WEPMP. Colica| Project conponenls such as s sesfic
:Ies:gn elem=m:s tmng, and - eeing of |n'r|ementntmn are no: detaisd within tha NOP.

«f Prajrd compar the Kondall-Trosd Marsh ReserendNa-ha--

u\fIJllfe Preserse, vatand axpansion. and upand a4 suffer craation should praceda ot-ar
rnjoct rorapennnts fo pnsuer: sarsiste «cy with b TP anc b safrguans M
waler gua ity far the biological resou-ces. natural habitats. leaseho ks interests. and recreaticns|

g the habitat o —pa~enis of the propesed Projest pria- to ather oz nstrucdion

dlng el of the MRPMP- al

for biglogical resol rses and

al kr during in= mnd nperafinn oF e fibure kaschokds Additionally,

e infarration ic availskle, the PEIR zhauld detai the success criteris o the habitst

resta -afic n cerponents of the P-2jest 2nd ndemnify s sueeess through fimandal

afies, Where the infonrat on necescary o establsh gpecifiz suceess orieria is net khawn

t-% EI3 should identify the Auduzen's Jaik Mission Bay as tha framswork for develeping

fdure socrres i

in
Spaciflc Comments

151 Wetland Expanzion: Aihoughthe Ga Anzs Matural Project siznificantly improves fosus on
welland evpansian by soimpa o s the 2318 e Anza Cove Amendine -1 ta the KBl we
m-{in.e te @-courage the Cy to analyze tha possisility of incorperating native habitat slong
toe ehtlre Ce Anza penineulz. The marsh ha bt 2ssoclated wAth the Morthom wikdite Freseroe
fincluding the ke -~dall-Fres: Resene) serves an imperta 1 reagiona resti~g, ‘eesing. and
rri; rata -y stop within the Zacifiz Fyway. ard 3lso sebs as 2 signifizar: bieremediation {og b2
Inarene weater gally—a key fosus ut she MEIPMI® and toe Wizaion Bay hatural Heaourses
Ma-agamant Pan iCity of San Cisge, 2002 and 390 ressectively). Tha C iy s plann ng
docuiments have long recegnlzed the murual benefits tha: impraved wster gual ty offer pusle
recreaticn and hazitat values in specifically stating that t-a Je Anza Special Stuey Area (358)
*..shzll pet be develsped 1 the detiment of exlstng anciar fulure adjacont habital areas.
Forernest 17 conzderat on should be e extetto wh ch the 255 can o -inbute fo the 1arks
[Wlission Bay Park] wazer quality In fact, additiznal wetlands creatizn mrus: ke considarsd
|armghasis acded] s sar o te SE 0 (Ciy, 2002 p. 9uh

14) Belgrass and Wetland Type Canverslan: COFV daze nat conmimend 3~y develapiment ar
o0 °wersion tratwelkd reau b a reducton of vaetiand 2ndior e ekyrass acreage of habiat
»a e, If convers on of thase habitats is unaveidable the Sty sheuld provids azpropriae
INCIGaTion Meaaures 2nd oo ~pe “sabisn “or [3et fabitst. roject migaten shuu d ensure thers
wil ke ‘no net lose” of @ ther wellane or ealgrass hakis: valuas <r acreaga. Developmeant and
zo~vergion Includes, but 1 net i ted ta, casversion fa subsu~ace dr2ing, sboe~er of flor
building of strusturas within the watland, ealgrazs nd channalizatio - or removal of sulsh
e s rarn The wellane o colgrass sed, A eokyuss habital und polenls ] cokgass hatilel,
whether ephe e al, mtermttent, of peren-tal, should be ‘eta ned a~d prevded with subztantiz|
sathacks thal pressrve the acuatc valuas snd maintain thair valus to or-sie and cff-site wildlie
populaions. Mblgatlan mes suse to compenzate Ter IMpacts to these aguaths ressurees should
be inzuce:l nthe PEIR

158) Climate Chenge Resiliency: The F'EIR 0. Id adzrezs i il ith both plsnning
and drsign aspocts of the Prao ral i nabe changa mod rabe that areas of O
Anza will be subjasct to sea leve risa. which may jeopardiza the -edevelzpient of De Anza,
zheant mzjor structural infragzructura. Tha PEIR should dearly ana vzs ~ow sea laval rise
alfoul e sk, prlizu 2y Lo cisled wullnds, Project & Lenmulives s eukd consider e
wffacts of potantal s5a kbval risa ans climata c’ange on m:m’a habitat modificstio s Analysis
sheuld relude disc. ssion of i andd luny Rt pp—
with t-& Clirnata Ras liznt S0 *ar.

16 Recraational Lga:
@) Camping. The NSP indicales 1l

#he mxisting PV rampground and vacent D= Aora Wehits Linme Fant would e replaced
Wikl cost guast housing edowing for appromataly B0C camping sves for AYE. cebing
or piRor seg Mendly cecommodilions and esseeizicd aper sRAGE amd frnilities eonsizenmt
wotl eanping acconnadagions. Canipig-oviented snoliens feolries and amenities sush a2
food servicesconcesaions woud also be povsed oo site”
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CNFW dnos et pzns der Y camping b be o passive -coreliona use; thes PEIR sha
mnalyze the prepoeed ovecoel guaet housing on the De Anze peninsuls 95 5nacive
recrat onal 5e and dissuss have surra . reling natural habital will be impacted T —aximize
Dbl L v luee wne improve ke coeliby, we weenmend Bt carnrmes sl ane ol Bnd
uza davelozrents ka srategically locatas farthest sway from sansitiva reszurces to includa
“welands and spen watcrs <F the bay

h; MWimterzraft The RKOP states thal 2 small non-metnrized hoat lcase area is propesnd
of the Praject anz an exmsting baat ramp in De Anza Cove wiould be ernoved. Motarized
waleroraft avcess curently cxists just cast of t-¢ Pcjert boundary o1 the De f-za Boat
Piaunch Thi: NOP goes cn b stale il nacrnolises pesons e loersT monhd hive
mezasE in De Anza Cove from tha naws petantial boat l2aza, whila meto©zed bosts could
arcems D0 Anea Govn from the asisling bans mrep nast of b Projee ama GROA
recomends thal Ce Anza Cove be limites to ~en-notorized watercraft and swimmi-g uses
enly. Miowing riclorized watzrerzf adivisics i- Do Anza Coue risks damags fothe
proposed easien wetande, «s . ting fram boats operating dese o, o epecthy in, wetknd
areas. 47ise from metors may ske dist.rb nesting o- feraging avisn spacies. |rdired
imza s b -he wellands cnuls see.From pal uion and increassd hirbic by caused by
matotized watercraf .

171 GEGA Document Tiering: T-e HOP indicates tha: specific active recreation uses at the sorth
sactizn of D A-za Gove will ba determi-ed curing “uture sit2 planning eForts as part of a
enera Developiment | lan trough 2 poblic process. While we apafecare addienal pubhc
invelvan-ent i the future. the PEIR show i spacifi what --achanisms undar CEGA, vl ba
ampkeyes, Ae ewpreseed Ih our 2318 camiment leter (CFOW 201 5), the City s ol ndksate
whether it anticipates . baeq_ent Froject-specifiz CEQA daco te, or fa i
determizaton process w il ks fellewas when tisring fram the 3= R,

CEGA Lead Agancies mav elact to prepsie a Frag-am E R as a high-lavel GEQA, doru-ent
addressing ... 2 seies o azlons that ean be chaaderized as one large Project " JCEQA
Guidaines § *5102). Azsent = clear understanding 57 how the PEIR iz intanded to be used,
COFW I unable to eemment o the full sicadth of @ rdran me ~1al oz ncems and pole dtial

e kdInce, MINIM 2atisn. of Inegaues (ven tre ~ature of a programivat:

i . SOFW ack dodgas that tha CEQA Lead Agency is nat obligated 1o
1.1y 2nalyze :ubzecusnt actvibe: Farwhich nsumcient data sosts. However, TG4 fincirgs of
signif cance sha.d on v 54 --ade when those find ngs zre supsertad by substandial evidenca in
tee neeard (CEQA § 15087 (L)) Far thase aspacts of the propoesed Pisjeet thal heve not boch
1.1y studied, ind ng2 5t & gnmeance shou d be set 2cide uwhien caribyng the 1EIR unbil thoze
55395 can be fully stodied na s.bssquent or supakmatta CECA decu—ari (sea CEDA
auide Ines BE 1182 and 1 ST

131 D vahd 1600

3 The Piojecl uees suppo s sguislic, dgmisn, 20wl hebilsbs, Ueelei, o juisdidisnal
de Ineatan of the wellands, Kose Creek. ard assuciatsd ‘ipanan hakitats shouls be included
intha PEIR. Please -ota that serms watland a-d ripa- an hagzitats subject to CCRVE
author by ney extend Beyond the | Asdebenz | mits of the U.S. Arriy Corpe of Ergineers.

Ui The CEFW hus iegulalony aulhoily vuen aolivilies in strearns aneio lakes bl | divslor
okatruct tha netursl flov. or change the bed. chennal, 2r kank izh may inclule
assaciatnd rigarian rmreures] of a-y rver, sheam, o lake ar ose matke- a1 fremoa river,
steaam, o lake. Sorany e.ch activiies the Project appl cant {or “entity™ must provida
witten notficatizn :o COFYW pursuant to saction 1600 af sag. of the Fish and Same Sode.
Busied vn this i and ulhz jon, CO= i bl @ Lk and
Strapmbed Alte-sticn Agrasmen ILSAA) with the aioliza -1 iz requirad prior te condusting
Lhz proposed advilics. COTAS issuanoe of @ L2AA Tor o Projec s is sabject o CECA
will reguine CEC compliances acticne by COFV 55 5 Responzible Agancy. COPNY &E B
Frsaonsd ok Agenmy undrr B34 —ay considrr the Cioy's PCIR for thr: Praject Ta minim ==
adztional requ rements 3y COPW pursusnt te sectios 1600 ar seq. antlio - undar CEDA, the
documant should ful v identify tha potertial impacts <o tha =iraan or ricarizn resoureas and
provide sdeguale avokd s, roiligation, maniteding end eporling cormemitmenls T s
of |

ha LSAM,

403 Marine Mitigaticn Measures:

At a i, the fu lowing rra<ing mitigati azures shoule be i i nwooa
Ma- re Impee: Avzidance, Mi-inizatiznand Wonitoring plan for any proposed sedirant
plarement £.4 2nd Gl wark within er adjanent b the marine habiats of Missior Tay
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Comment Letter S3: University of California San Diego Natural Reserve System,
April 20, 2023
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S3-1:

$3-2:

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.

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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532
cont.

53-3

53-4

335

53-8

S§3-7 |

general in their call for public access and wse, but the evaluation of the ohjectives is very
specilic - weighing acreage of low-cosl visilor guest accommodations and open beach uses
mere heavily, There are many ways to provide access to, and use of, the coast, however
walking trails, bike paths, non-motorized boat launches and boating areas, nature viewing
areas, educational displays or an educational center that encourage access, to name just a few
{all underreprasented uses in Mission Bay). In fact, the State Coastal Conservancy’s Explore
the Coast program suggests that recreational vehicles (RVs) are nat the hest way to diversify

our toastal accommaodations [Frplore the Coast Overnight, an Assessmeant of Lower Cosl Guest
Accommadations, 2019), Please provide evidence as to why these very specific uses (RVs,
cabins, or other eco-friendly accommaodations], o the exclusion of other uses, are reguired to

meet Objectives 1, 5, and 6. Please specifically address why the Plan gives special
consideration to RYs given the assessment in the report cited above,

The objectives of the DeAnza Natural Plan also deviate from the guiding principles of the
Mission Bay Master Plan [MBPMP) by not adeguately addressing the following.

a. Water Quality: The DEIR does not adequately address the environmental goals of the
Mission Bay Park Master Plan {MBEPMP), which states that water quality improvement is
the ‘foremost’ consideration for land uses in the De Anza Special Study Area. Water
quality should be included in the Project Ohjectives, Please include “Improve the water
quality of the study area and the bay threugh natural, resilient wetland infrastructure.” as
an Objective (p. 5-2)

Because DeAnza Matural Plan fails to provide evidence that it will improve water guality,
and will do so more effectively than the alternatives, the first row of Table 5-4 of the PEIR
is not accurate.

The DEIR does not provide an adequate explanation — no hydrological models or
processes cited -- to support the assumption that the continued flows of untreated water
constrained to channels as described in the DeAnza Matural 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 ocour in the

Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Please provide these details.

The preferred design includes a semi enclesed swimming beach in the ME corner ot the
bay, which has been shown to be the most polluted part. The DEIR claims that the flushing
of the proposed bay by connecting it to Rose Creek will mitigate the problem, However,
the City has not done a modeled hydrologic or water guality assessment to determine if
this connection to Rose Creek would actually improve water circulation,

Given that swimming is available in other areas of Mission Bay that consistently have safer
water guality, provide an explanation for including this feature as preferred, rather than
contiguous wetland in the area.

Please explain how De Anza Matural and all alternatives will impact water quality in the
study area and Mission Bay in general.

NRS comments on DeAnzaNat GEIR 2023.04, 20.daox Page 2 of 10

$3-3:

S3-4:

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.

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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$3-5:

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.

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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$3-6:

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.

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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$3-7:

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
“pbalanced 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.

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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53-8

53-10

MRS comments oh DednzaMat GEIR 2023.04,20.doox

b. Habitat Restoration: The Natural Resources Management Plan {NRIMP] for Mission Bay
{2002, essentially unchanged since the 1990 version) remains the guiding document Tor
natural hahitat protection and restoration in Mission Bay, That plan lays out a vision for
preserving the co-existence of resilient natural habitats and human uses for 188 vears,

It specifically identifies the fill area currently occupied by Campland as the unique area of
Mission Bay where substantive saltimarsh habitat can be restored in a large, contiguous
area thatis the most beneficial for wildlife:
“h langar habitat hase allows an expansion of population necassary fo
counferbatance the negative impact of a progressively urhan inflvenca and fufire
threat of rising sca levels. Expansion of salt imarsh and upland hakitat is imporfant for
balznecing the negafive offect of pofontial futune Hses in sca lovel.

In spite of the urgent need to restore a hydrological connection between Rose Creek and
the Kendall-Frost Marsh/Northern Wildlife Preserve, none of the alternatives described in
the DEIR give any specific goals for the wetland restoration west of Rose Creek. The
following need to be added to the Preferred, Wetlands Optimized and Wetlands/Park
Optimized Plans:

a.  Specific population goals for the endangered species within the MHPA, including Belding's
Savannah Sparrow and Lthe Light-fooled Ridgway's Rail

b Specific goals in terms of acres of critical habitat for these species, with details of sediment
characteristics, plant community composition, and

< Specitic adjacency rules to protect the existing and future populations of these species,
including no, or anly shielded, lighting of recreation fields and other nearby land uses; no
vegatation or structures ta enhance avian predator success in the wetlands; sounds limited
to scientifically-contirmed sate limits; no polluted runeff or air pollution; and ne intrusions
ke flying objects or machines

d. Plans for coordinating with the UCSD Natural Reserve System to study and monitor these
populations (per the RNMPY

Furthermore, the emergent wetland is not homogeneous: cordgrass habitat required by

the light-Tooted Ridgway's rails occupies areas that are inundated for longer periods (i.e.
are at lower elevations) than areas domiseked by perennial pickleweeds {higher in the
rmarsh), which are lower than areas needed by the wandering skipper {the co-occurence

of high marsh saltgrass and Frarkenia). And threughout the wetland there is an intricate
network of deeper branched channels essential for water circulation and the functioning
of the ecosystern. Without a clear distinction between these areas, it is impossible to
assess 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, including
water guality improverments, sea level rise resiliency, endangered species support, etc,

Please map out the habitat types listed in Table 2-3 and describe the required underlying
sediment characteristics, pore-water salinity and inundation times for those planned to be
included in the habital restoration areas. Without these fundamental properties in place
there is no way to obtain the vegetation planned for; and without the reqguisite vegetation
there will be no wildlife.

Page 2of 10
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$3-9:

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.

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
developmentis 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.

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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Without these details in the Plans, the city is not fulfilling its legal responsibility to protect
5310 MSCP covered species. Furthermore, the DeAnza Natural Plan and its allernatives cannot
be analyzed with regard to whether they can actually provide habitat expansion. These
goals should be established in the final PEIR.

cont.

3. Wetland design. Contrary to this long-accepted principle of the need for an extensive
contiguous area of wetland habitat for it to be resilient, the DeAnza Natural Plan
ltagmenls the restored welland east of Rose Creel, confining it in places Lo strips of
wetland along Rose Creek around islands. There are no published literature or other
rmodels or studies cited in the Defnza Natoral Plan to support the concept that this
fragmented design will function in either the medium- or long-term as natural wetlands,
or provide the desired wildlife habitat, water quality improvements, or protection again
rising sea levels. This design flaw has five consequences:

a. The marsh will grow poorly ar net at all around the islands proposed in the DEIR, likely 53_1 1 .
creating a series of mudflats rather than wetland. Hence, the proposed acreage of
restored wetlands is likely overstated in the DeAnza Natural Plan

b.  Carbon sequestration within the wetland will be less than shown as expected in the
Defnza MNatural Plan

53-11 ¢ Recreational and educational values will be degraded over whal is planned since “low
cost” camping and propeosed walking trails will front on mudflats rather than on wetland
marsh. We note that the highest price camping lots at “Campland on the Bay” overlook
wetland.

d. Defnza Natural Plan gives no specific designs for tidal channels to be created inthe
wetland area west of Rose Creek, continuing the current situation where the marsh is
starved of freshwater and sediment. A better solution would be to design a channel
distributary network to come off Rose Creek at the site of present-day Campland on the
Bay so that at least some of the freshwater runoff, dissolved pallution and sediment
from Rose Creek can be delivered to the wetland west of Rose Creck.

e, The Preferred Plan minimizes both the length of tidal creeks and the ability of the
wetland to grow sufficiently to provide caver for larval fish. We have estimated that the
value of halibut alone raised in wetland channels the size of those envisioned by the
ReWild “Wildest™ Plan at nearly 51 rillion/year. The Preferred Plan forgoes much of this
benefit to recreational fisheries in San Diego.

Flease discuss the scientific evidence that a fragmented wetlands design such as De Anza s3_1 2.
Matural can function as a natural wetland and provide the benefits described above, in the *
short-, medium- or long-term.

The De Anza Matural Preferred plan continues the current situation of a channelized Rose
Creek that can and will eventually flood the Mission Bay Golf Course and Mission Bay High
g§3.12 School as well as private homes and apartment complexes in the area. The Plan is a missed
apportunity to pretect public and private infrastructure by de-channelizing Rose Creek into
a series of tidal distributary channels that would slow down floading of areas adjacent to
—] the creek due to the combination of storm surges, King tides and future sea level rise, The
53_13—[_ CA Coastal Act (Chapter 3] strongly favors such nature-based solutions 1o coastal flood risk.

=
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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.

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
developmentis 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.

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.

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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cont.
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53-14

5315

5316

In fact, section 30253 of the CA Coastal Act prohibits new coastal development from
raguiring “construction of prolective devices” [sea walls, ele.) Lo prevent erosion. In the
final PEIR, please include and analysis of how De Anza Natural and each Alternative meets
Objective 3 {“Incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience to climate
change and mitigate potential sea level rise impacts.”), specifically the flood risk to the
surrounding area and how each plan will mitigate that risk without the “construction of
protective devices” that the CA Coastal Act specifically prohibits,

Please compare the contribution of each alternative to supporting wetland-based
assive/educational recreation, fish production fishing opportunities, and sequesterin

carbon,

4. Sea level rise,

The DFIR does not identify any areas of littoral transition ecotone or uplands into which the
saltrmarsh can migrate to provide resiliency and preserve habitats, in spite of priority in the
MRIMP:
“Rising sea level wauld result in existing intertidal areas becoming subtidal areos; thereby,
creoting o need for existing uplond oreas being aveilakie to become future intertidal areas,
These megsures da pot canflict with existing recreational use or leaseholder octivities in Mission
Bay Park”,

This means that neither the DeAnza Natural Plan nor the alternatives can be assessed for their
resiliency. Please add these necessary details.

The DEIR does not analyze the impact of sea level rise. The City applied tor and received
funding from the Regional Water Cuality Control Board for this land use proposal through R9-
2020-0150 SEP,  In this funding arrangement the city agreed to include

“the estabiistenent of 80 aeres of edditiond functional wetlands flow-eid-Righ
wetland/solt marsh and mudfiats), in oddition 1o the {existing 40 acres corrently located
weithin the] Kendoli-Frost Macshy/Northern Wilidiife Preserve, of the Yeare 2100 based on
current models wtilized by the City for seo leve! rise projections”. [note the use of 40
acres of wetlands, not the 88 that the city is using for its planning.]

We request that the city includes appropriate sea level rise analyses for all the proposed
alternatives, as required by the RWQCE SEP, befare this plan is considered further,

5. Hydrology - Flooding. The DeAnza Matural Plan continues the current situation of a
channelized Rose Creek that can and will eventually flood the Mission Bay Golf Course and
IMission Bay High School as well as private homes and apartment complexes in the area,
particularly the Crown Point Villas and Cedar Shores. In the vicinity of the city's Northern
Wildlife Preserve Cxtension Parcel [directly south of Pacific Beach Drive), flooding already
occurs during the annual combination of high tides and heawy rainfall, and is exacerbated by
the Moyes Street storm drain outfall being below sea level, The Plan is a missed opportunity to
protect public and private infrastructure by de-channelizing Rose Creek into a series of tidal

NRS comments on DeAnzaNat GEIR 2023.04, 20.daox Page S of 10
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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.

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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S3-16:

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.

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.

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.
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53-19

§3-20

distributary channels that would slow down flocding of areas adjacent to the creek due to the
combination ol storm surges, King lides and fulure sea level rise.

[ The CA Coastal Act (Chapter 3) strongly favars such nature-hased solutions to coastal fload
risk. In fact, section 30253 of the CA Coastal Act prohibits new coastal development from
requiring “construction of protective devices” (sea walls, etc.) to prevent erosion, In the final
PEIR, please include and analysis of how De Anca Natural and each Alternative mests Objective
3 [“Incorporate climate adaptation strategies to increase resilience 1o climate change and
mitigate potential sea level rise impacts.”), specifically the flood risk to the surrounding area

the existing Mission Bay storm drain infrastructure, and how each plan will mitigate that risl
without the “construction of protective devices” that the CA Coastal Act specifically prohibits.

In addition, city agreed to use SEP funds to analyze the most extensive wetland alternative
described in the most comprehensive feasibility study, which is the Wildest alternative found in
the ReWild Mission Bay feasibility study. Therefore, please axplain why the Wetland Optimized
is not the Wildest plan, or one with greater wetland extent, and provide the resulting study, as
required by the RWOCHE.

6. Public Access, The CA Coastal Act requires that there be public access to the shoreline in any
new coastal development. In the De Anra Nalural Plan, however, part of the shoreline is
private lease-held land. The previous lease-holder was fined $750,000 by the California Coastal
Comrmission in Sept 2021 for restricting public access to the shoreline on these public trust
state tidelands. Instead of privatizing the shoreling, the plan should create open space with a
series of walking trails and boardwalks across the wetland to provide access to the

coast, Providing improved public access has numerous benefits including:

a. Asubstantial increase in property value in southern Pacific Beach adjacent 1o the
northern Mission Bay. We have estimated this increase in property value at over 5227
million dollars that comes from having unimpeded access Lo a welland and the coasl,

b. Creatinga public amenity in the form of a netwark of walking trails and boardwalks that
expose visitors to the educational and public health value of the wetland, While trails
are designed into the De Anza Natural Plan, these are directly adjacent to the “low-cost
camping” facility, reducing their value for the public to engage directly with wildlife,

Frivate control of the coast also does not fully meet Praject Ohjective 1in the DEIR, particularly
given the history of public exclusion by previous tenants. Why is privatization of the coast
included in the preferred plan?

{. Kumeyaay engagement
Project Objective 2 is to "Foster opportunities for members of local Tribal nations to
reconnect 1o De Anza Cove™. Please provide evidence of how the local Tribal nations have

provided input into the planning process. Please provide the evaluation by local Tribal
nations of how the Plan and sach Alternative meats Objective 2. If mermbers of the Tribal

hations have not been invelved in the planning or evaluation given Objective 2, please explain

NRS comments on DeAnzaNat CEIR 2023.04, 20.dao Page 6of 10
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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.

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.

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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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
lipay 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.
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who has the authority to evaluate Objective 2 and why the Tribal nations or their

representalives have nol been involved.

£3-20 We suggest that the following be options that should be evaluated by local Tribal nations

cont. a, Changing the De Anza name of the area from the Basque-Mexican adventurer to a
Kumeyaay-inspired name

b. Increase then scope of the nature interpretation center to a nature and Kumeyaay
culture interpretation center

8. Comprehensive planning

The NRMP describes Mission Bay as having 27 miles of shoreline, 15.6 miles for public use, and
2500 acres of open water, most of which is designated for recreational use. The park as a
whole has a significant amount of area for active recreation and very little for natural habitat
4% if mudflats and eelgrass beds are included],

The plan for northeast Mission Bay still suffers from a too-close focus on the project area,
23.21 without looking at the context. It does not emphasize the unique opportunities of this location,
recognized and emphasized in the NEMP, namely to expand wetlands around the only
remaining tidal marsh that conserves listed endangered species, where the major source of
fresh water enters the bay, and where restoration of culturally significant sites, green
infrastructure, and wildlife corridors up into the watershed along Rose Creek is possible,

Matural habitat is in critically short supply, with 88 acres [of 4500 total] found entirely in the
Kendall-Frost Marsh/Northern \Wildlife Preserve, We need to zoom out. The goal of "halance”
_ 1 should be examined across all of Mission Bay rather than the small area of the NE corner.
There is already significant acreage for active recreation in Mission Bay, Human uses that exist
nowhere else or are in short supply include: wetland science center; non-motorized boat
landing; blinds for studying shorebirds; clean water for fishing; mudflats where abundant
shellfish can he collected sustainably; native wetland habitat where useful plants can be
sustainably grown and harvested; quiet space for contemplation; sate overnight camping
outside in nature; and a place for building an ‘swoa (house) or a woe pour ha kwoiyo (tule boat],
The project should address these recreational and educational needs with a focus on the
inclusion of previously excluded groups of people and a 21st century perspective that values
human and environmental well-being.

53-22

[ 11 Technical details

a, The UCSD NRS Kendall-Frost Reserve building site (corner of Pacific Beach Drive and

Crown Point Drive) is labeled as “Regional Parkland” [pages 3-9, 8-61, 8-67, 8-69) This is
5323 nat accurate; this is the property of the University of California. The document refers to
the “Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve [KFMR/NWP)” throughout
[starting on p. 5-1], withoul acknowladging that the Kendall-Fros! Marsh Reserve is the
property of the University of California San Diege Natural Reserve System. Please
correct these errars.

NRS comments on DeAnzaNat GEIR 2023.04, 20.daox Page 7 of 10

$3-21:

$3-22:

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.

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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$3-23:

recreation amenities such as overlooks, pathways, and
picnic areas. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.

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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83-24

8325

53-26

53-30

MRS comments oh DednzaMat GEIR 2023.04,20.doox

b, p.3-2: The KFMR/NWP is described as approximately 82 acres of "mostly vegetated”
habilat. The KFMR {not including the upland] is 16 acres of interlidal marsh; the NWP is
approximately 24 acres for a total of appreximately 40 acres of emergent vegetated
wetland, That must mean that the remaining 48 acres comprises mudflats and eelgrass
beds, Please confirm and clarify throughout the PEIR document and the Plan itself,

. Figure 9: are the MHPA (black dotted line), and KFMR/NWP (the purple line) boundaries
just roughly drawn, er do they reflect actual rather arbitrary placements? For example,
anly the southern half of the NWP Preserve Extension Parcel is shown inside, [s this
intentional? If so, why?

The upland area of the UC property {included within the Project Arca red line, but
outside the purple line), is technically within the KFM Reserve. Please re-draw the
figures for consistency and correct the acreages and the conclusions based upon these,
the

d. Section 1.3.2 -- Responsible and Trustes Agencias
The statewide University of California Natural Reserve System [LUCNRS) is the Trustee
Agency with regard to the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve {NOT University of California
San Diego (UCSD). The San Diego office of the UCNRS is where official communications
need to be directed; please address all correspondence to: Kendall-Frost Marsh
Reserve, ¢fo Natural Reserve System, UC San Diege, 9500 Gilman Drive, Mail code 0116,
La Jolla, CA 92093-0116, nrs@ucsd.edu (N.B. Please do not send UC Natural Reserve
System communications to the UCSE Planning Office or elsewhere on the UCSO campus.
Doing so could delay or prevent appropriate communications.)
Furthermore, our office has been excluded from many meetings concerning this Plan
development in which our Trustee Agency status merits our inclusion, Please contact us
to discuss how to rectify this situation as this planning process progresses.

e, Biclegical Technical Report
The consultant has apparently mis-identified the seablite ohserved as Suoeda colifornico
[found further north in California) and failed to identify the rather abundant Sugedn
eslerod, i covered species, Please re-do the maps, lisls, impact analysis, and
conclusions to reflect this error,

f. Project boundary

The mouth of Roze Creel is a critical compaonent of this project and should be included
within the MHPA boundary since dredging is no longer required for boat navigation.

In the previous version of the Amendment description the "project” was the Defnza
550, and the remainder of what is now shown as the project was the study area. Then it
made sense to include the UC Regents' property in the study area, and to call the whale
effort a "programmatic EIR." Now, however, the former "study area” has became the
"project”, including the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve, We object ta the UC praoperty
being included without the involverent of the NRS. Furthermore, the Northern Wildlife

Page B of 10

$3-24:

$3-25:

$3-26:

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.

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.

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
(JCSan—Diego)-University of California Natural

Reserve System.

1.3.2.7 University of California Natural Reserve

System University of California,—San
Diego

UC-San-Diegoe 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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$3-27:

$3-28:

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 YC€-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.

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.

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 (lva 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
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$3-29:

$3-30:

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.

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.

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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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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Tounty of San Diego

AMY HARBERT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND QUALITY HEATHER BUONOMO, REHS
CIRECTOR OF EMVRONMEMTA. HEATH

CIRECTOR VECTOR CONTROL PROGRAM
5570 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 102, S&N DIEGD, GA 92123
Phone: (B56) 694-2888 Fax: (858) 5056785
e SDVector.com

April 14, 2023

Scott Sandel, Park Designer
Planning Department

9485 Acro Drive, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

Via e-mail: $§8andeli@sandiego.gov

COMMENTS ON TIIE DE ANZA NATURAL AMENDMENT TO TIIE MISSION BAY PARK
MASTER PLAN

Dear Mr. Sandel:
Thank you for the opporlunity to comment on the Drall Amendment and Draft Program
Tnvironmental Impact Report for the above referenced project. The County of San Diego Department
of Environmental Health and Quality (DEHQ) Vector Control Program (VCP) and Land and Water
L2-2 Quality Division (LWQD) have completed review of the proposed project and have comments as
noled below.

The VCP is responsible for the protection of public health through the surveillance and control of
—L_ mosquitoes that are vectors for human disease including West Nile virus (WNV). The VCP has the
following comments:

1 1. The VCP respectfully requests that the Draft Amendment and Dratt Program Environmental
Impact Report 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

L2-3 impacts. Specifically, ensure construction-related depressions created by grading activities,

vehicle tires, and excavation do not result in depressions that will hold standing water. In

addition, ensure drains, BMPs, wetland areas, stormwater caplure systems, and other
structures do not create a potential mosquito breeding source. Any area that is capable of
accumulating and holding at least *2 inch of water for more than 96 hours can support
mosquito breeding and development. Finally, if habitat remediation is required for the project,
J the design should be consistent with guidelines for preventing moscuito habitat ereation.

2. Please note, the VCP has the authority pursuant to state law and County Code to order the
abatement of any mosquito breeding that does occur cither during construction or after the
project is completed that is determined to be a vector breeding public nuisance. The VCP will

L2-4

“Environmental and public health through leadership, partnership and science”

L2-2:

L2-3:

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.

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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L2-4:

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.

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:

L2-6:

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.

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
Bivision, 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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L2-7:

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

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.
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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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Comment Letter L5: San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, May 5, 2023

L5

L5-1:

Water Boards

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
May 3, 2023 .

Attn: Heidi Vonblum

Planning Director

City of San Diege Planning Department
Q485 Asro Dr, M.S, 413

San Diego, CA $2123

Subject: De Anza Natural {Project), Draft Program Environmental Impact Repart
(DPEIR), SCH #2018061024

Dear Flanning Commission Staff:

The Californla Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (San Disgo
Water Board) received a Motice of Availability of a DPEIR from the City of San Diego
{Gity) for the subject Project pursuant tha California Enviranmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and CEQA Guidelings and submits the following comments. The San Diego Water
Board would like to thank the City for granting a two week extension to provide
comments on the DPEIR. The San Diego Water Board pravicusly submilled comments
in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOF) of the DPEIR in 2022

The San Diego Water Board appreciates the epportunity to comment on the DPEIR,
and fully supports the City's planning efforts to develop a De Anza Matural alternative
for the DPEIR that goes above and beyond the requirements of CEQA. By siudying the
expanded wetlands alternative to the same lsvel of detail as the City's proposed project,
the City Council and cammunity will better understand the long-term benefits of
maximizing the wetland acreage created in this unique area of Mission Bay.

In this letter we provide comments on the DPEIR, and first bring to your attention
shortcormings in the DPEIR analysis thal could trigger a substantial breach of a
stipulated setlemant order of the Water Board. As described below in Section 1, failure
to meet the Settlement Order’s terms could require the City to repay the State Water
Rescurces Control Board a substantial amount of the defemred lability.

GriesTe Ganml, cas [ Davs Gossan, LEEoimive ofFIces

2575 Rarthsica Drive, Sulte 100, San Diega, GA 92102-2700 | waw.saterbe aris.ca.qevizandiegs

This comment is introductory in nature with specific
comments to follow. Therefore, no further response is
warranted.
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L5-3

L5-4

Heidi Yanblurn -2- ay 3, 2023

SAN DIEGO WATER BOARD ROLE

The San Diego Water Board is charged with the protection of the Waters of the State of
California in the San Diege Region. Our Mission is to preserve, enhance, and restore
the quality of Callfarnia's water reseurces for the protection of the environment, public
health, and all beneficial uses. The San Diego Water Board is a responsible agency
under CEQA, and administers regulations established by the Faderal Clean Water Act
and the Califomia Water Code (Porter-CGologne Water Quality Controt Act). The San
Diego Water Board also administers regulations, plans, and policies establishad by the
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diage Region {Basin Plan) and the State Water
Resources Control Board to protect watersheds and their resources. The San Diego
Water Board administers these regulalions, in part, through issuance of water quality
certifications under Clean Water Act {CVWA) section 401, Implemantation of the Project
would result in the discharge of dredged or fill materials within VWaters of the United
States and Waters of the State and would require CYWA section 401 waler quality
certification.

San Diego Water Board staff are also charged with conducting review and oversight of
Settlermant Order No R9-2020-0150 and the Nertheast Mission Bay Wetand
Restoration Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP).

“on Seplember B, 2021, the San Diego Water Board adopted Resolution No. R9-2021-

0007 supporting the implementation of the 2021 Practlcal Vision. One focus of the San
Diego Water Board's 2021 Practical Vision! is o “Increase wetland area in the Region
and regulate projects that alter wetland, stream, and riparian areas considering the
affects to Tribal and underserved communities as well as Climate Change mitigation
and adaptation.” The restoration of Mission Bay wetlands is specifically identified in
Chapter 3 of the Practical Vision: Recover Stream, Wefland and Riparian Areas, which
seeks lo support and enceurage wetland resteration to achieve a meaningful net gain of
wellands in the San Disgo region, The Praclical Vision effors followed the Board's
stated suppart for the restoration of Mission Bay wetlands in Resolution R8-2015-0041,
Fesolution to Support Resforation of Aqualic Ecosystems in the San Diego Region ©

The comments listed below suppart the San Diego Water Board's mission, vision,
regulatory functions, and enforcement oversight obligations:

1. DPEIR Compliance with Settlement QOrder No. R9-2020-0150

On Qctober 21, 2020, the San Diego Water Board and the City entered intc a
Settlement Agreement and Stipulated Administrative Civil Liability (ACLY Order Mo,
RE8-2020-0150 (Order] In response to a §,750,734 gallon sanitary sewer overflow
to Tecolote Creek and Mission Bay. The Order stipulated the City pay a fine
totaling $2,541 874, with §1,250.000 in deferred liability if the City successfully
completed a Supplemental Envirormental Project (SEP).

! Tha Sgn Diego Water Board's 2021 Practical Visicn can be founs here Sgn Dieac YWatsr Board

Eractical Vision 2021
* Rezolution RE-205-0041 can ba feand here R8-2015-0041 pal {se.covt

L5-2:

L5-3:

L5-4:

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.

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.

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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Heidi Venblum -3-
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Atlashmant B of the Order detailzd the City's Martheast Mission Say Weliand
Resioration SEP. The City proposed a three-pronged appreaci, including
assessments, environmental restoratan, and protection to fusther the goals of
native habitat restoration In northeast Mission Bay in order to improve water quality
and bensficial uses by funding:

a. Additional analysis and study of an expandad restoration alternative for the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) of the De Anza Cove
Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan;

b. Technical studies to supplement the Mission Bay Park Improvement Plan PEIR
and Rose Creek Prellminary Enginsering Report; and

c. Planning and impiernentation of native habitat enhancement and restoration in
the Kendall Frost Reserve,

On page B of the SEP propesal, the City descrived the expandad restoration
alternative stating:

"This alternative would result in the establishment of 80 acres of additional
functional wetlands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats), in addition
to the Kendall-Frost MarshiMorthern Wildilfe Preserve, at the Year 2100 based on
current models ulilized by the City for sea leve! rise projections”

The current BPEIR fails to demonstrate whether and/or how the expanded
resteration atternative results in the establishment of 80 acres of additiona!
functional wettands at the year 2100, Additionatly, the DPEIR does not eddress
the issue of sea level rise over time and the resulting impacts 1o restored wetlands,
as required by the Crder. Failure ko provide a detailed sea level rise analysis is a
setiols omission and braach of the settiemant tarms and condilions, which could
sssllt in the San Diege Water Board seeking repayment of ihe deferred liabilty in
accordance with Paragraph 18.n of the Order.

2. Climate Resilisncy Analysis

The DPEIR states, "the low-risk aversion projections for San Diego are 3.6 feet by
the year 2100, and the medium-high risk projections are 7 faat by the year 2100..,
The project s a habitat restoration projest with recreational amenities. Future
planning efforts can consider phasing of adaptation strategies to account for
uncartainty around timing and extent of sea ievel rise. With implamentation of the
project. De Anza Cove is expected to experience lowered levels of inundation and
valgcities by 2100 compared o if the area s left in its cument state as a resull of
propased welland restoration activities, which would incraase resilience to sea
lzvel rise and coastal fliooding. Restored wetlands incr 1 by providing
an increased apgortmity for fiood flows to be diverted infe the new enhancement
areas cormpared with existing impervious conditions™ (DPEIR, Page 5.7-2}.

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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The DFEIR must analyze hoth the City's Preferred Alternative and the Wetland
Optimized Alternative utilizing the City's current sea level rise models over time.
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.
The analysis must provide assurances thal the Wetlands Optimized Alternative
wolld result In an additions 80 acres of additional wetlland as required by the
SEP.

The DPEIR should also describe the types of "adaptation strategies” that will be
considered in future planning efforls associated with sea level rise uncertainty.

Definition of a Wetland

Tie DPEIR should clearly define what constitutes a wetland. The DPEIR should
utilize Section 113.0103 of tha San Diego Municipal Code which defines
wetlands as indicated below:

“Wetlands are defined as areas which are characterized by any of the following
sonditions:

1. All areas persistently or periodically containing naturally occurring wetland
vegetation communities characteristically dominaiad by hydrophytic
vegetation, including but not limited to salt marsh. brackish marsh, freshwater
marsh, riparian forest, oak riparian forest. riparian woodlands, riparian scrub.
and vamal paals;

2. Areas that have hydric soils or watland hydrology and lack naturally occuring
wetland vegetation communities because human activities have removed the
historic wetland vegetation or catastrophic or recurring nalural events or
processes have acted to preclude the establishment of wetland vegetation as
in the case of salt pannes and mudflats;

3. Areas lacking wetland vegetation communities, hydric soils and wetland
hydrology due to non-penmitted filling of previously existing wetlands;

4. Areas mapped as weilands on Map No. G-713 as shown in Chapter 13,
Article 2, Division & (Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zong).

The BPEIR lacks sufficient detail o determine the amount of the various wetland
types {low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) and their associated
acreage. The DPEIR should:

a. Clearly map the location and extent of upland transition zones far beth the
Preferrad Altemative and the Wetland Optimized Alternative.

L5-6:

L5-7:

L5-8:

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.

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.

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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b. Clearly map the various wetland types and their associated acreages and
damonstrate how the Wetland Cptimized Afternative would maximize
implemantable wetland restoration with the astablishment of a minimudm of
80 acres of additionai functional wetlands at the Year 2100, based on
current modets utifized by the City for sea level rise projecticns.

¢. Ildentify any areas of weiland type conversion.

4. Eelgrass Designation as a Wetland

Tha DPEIR incorrectly lists eslgrass beds habitai as wetland habilst {Table 2-3}.
Eelgrass should be characterized as jusisdictional aquatic sesaurces (Table 2-8)
but they are net identified as webland habitats by any regulatory agency and need
to be identified, mitigated, and restored separately from wetlands.

it is not clear in the DPEIR if the eelgrass mitipation sites are inciuded in the
acreage caloulations for expanded marshland and wetiand craation. The DPEIR
should inciude a lable that summarizes acreages of each habitat type to be
included in the created wetlands and expanded marshland habitat at
impiemantation of the project. Ezlgrass mitigation and new open water areas
should e calculated sepaately from wetland creation acreages.

. Water Quality and Hydrology

The Clean \Water Act Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies idaniifies
Mission Bay at the mouth of Rose Creek as being impaired for eutrophicatian
and lead from upstream sources, and Mission Bay at De Anza Cove is isted as
impaired for Enfarococeus, fecal coliforn, and total coliform.,

The DPEIR states that "Water qualily design features are proposed along the
edges of active recreational arees. Proposed water quality detention basins
would be of differing sizes and would capture and treat stormwater before flowing
into Misslon Bay. New water quality detention basins would be located to treat
ihe entire project area in accordanca with local and state requirements.”

The Drafi PEIR should;
a. Discuss how the project will address 303(d) listed poliutants,
b. Discuss how the various water guality design featuras will ensure
protection of the existing and created baneficial uses within the project

arga.

The diagram for the Wetland Oplimized allemative proposeas a cut channel
through the boat to De Anza Cove creating a southam island.

L5-9:

L5-10:

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.

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

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
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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

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
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on the Tiering process. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section
15162.¢, “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-
specificinformation 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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The Draft PEIR should:

a. Provide a detailed hydrelogic analysis to show whether the proposed
channel will provide added flushing and water circulation benefits and
will not negatively affect the Kendall Frost reserve or impact its
beneficial uses.

b. Provide a detailed di ion of the malnt requirements this
channel will require, as regular dredging and other activities could
cause recurring and detrimental impacts o natural resources and
water guality In the cove and potentially require additional permitting
fram the San Diego Water Board, .

c. Provide an analysis of potential sedimentation to the cove from
upsiream sources and the potential need to dredge the cove.

d. Provide a nydrologic evaluation of whether a reducticn andior
relocation of the island could help improve circulation and access lo
water for all the areas.

e. Provide an evaluation of whether the southern island can be used in
the future for managed retreat to provide additional wetlands.

Balancing Recreation and Maximized Wetland Creation

The San Diego Water Board understands that the City seeks to find a balance in
praviding public recreation and the sustainabla managament of environmental
resources, Mission Bay Park is the largest aquatic park of its kind in the country.
It consists of over 4,235 acres in roughly equal parts land and water. Mission Bay
boasis 27 miles of shoreline. 19 of which are sandy beaches with eight locations
designated as official swimming areas. There are almost 14 miles of bikefwalking
paths along Mission Bay.

Mission Bay Park provides free public access and free parking year-round for
many uses including picnicking, lawn and water sports, on-water activities like
safiing, paddle boarding and kayaking, running, walking, cycling on paths and
trails and bird watching. Uses are supported with ma‘ntained landscaping and
lawns, trash removal, boat docks and launching facilities, restrooms, showers,
developed play areas, natural areas, rangar sernvices, and lifeguards.

In balancing the recreational needs, the San Diego Water Board supports
maximizing wetland creation opportunities on a scale that includas the entirety of
Mission Bay Park. Opportunities for public recreation of all types are abundant
throughout Mission Bay Park and the City as a whole, whereas viable
oppartunities for substantial wetland creation are limited, with tha vast majority

occurring within the project area.

L5-11:

L5-12:

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.

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

Heid! Yonblum -7 May 3, 2023 required.

Thank you for the opportunity to comiment on the DPEIR. The San Diego VWater Board
1513 looks forward to working alongside the City of San Disgo to restore vital wetlands to
Mission Bay. |f you need clarification or wish to discuss these comments, please contact

Christopher Means at christonher.means@waterboards ca.goy.

Respectfully, )

i - Digitally signed
Kel ly P b}l‘f Fl(e'llu'[}orsey
Dors,ey Da 22.05.02

; Jil 1?‘25 -07'0g
KELLY DORSEY, P.G.
Assfstant Executive Officer

[+

Chiara Clemente, San Diego Water Board, Chiars.Clemente@waterboards. ca.aov
Jerary Hazs, San Diego Water Board, Jeremy Haas@waterboards.ca.gov

Kali Balo, Cily of San Diego, Kbalo@sandiego gov

Andrew Meyer, ReWild Coalifion, meyer@audubon.org
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Comment Letter O1: Save Our Access, March 31, 2023

01-2

Sandel, Scolt

To: Mocre, Jordan

Subject: Fii; [EXTERNAL] De Anza Matural Amendment bo the Mission Bay Park Master Han
Date: Worday, fpril 3, 2023 8:26 114 4

From:

EIR comments

Scott Sandel

6152355204
ssandel@sandiego.gov

Frem: Scott <scott300@ earthlink.net>

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2023 12:06 Pi

To: Sandel, Scott <5Sandel@sandiegn. govs

Ce: Andrew Meyer <meyer@sandiegoaudubon.org=; John MciNab <johnamcnab@yahoo.com>;
David Kennedy DDS <davidkennedydds@gmall com>; Cameron Havlik
<cameron.j.havik@gmail.coms

Subject: [EXTERMNAL| De Anza Matural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan

**Thiz email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links inthis emailar
opening attachments. **

SOA ™

.
Save Our Access

Hello Scott,

Save Our Access (S0A] is 3 501 C3 non profit that addresses coastal access issues, including habitat
mitigation and water guality of recreational waters.

Please find below our initial draft EIR comments as a member of Audubon Rewild Mission Bay's coalition in
support of our Wildest alternative for wetland habitat restoration.

City of San Diego, RWQCB Failure to Address Bay Water Quality

Soon after the city took over Mission Bay State Park in 1950, itignored Bay
recreation and environment by dredging over 98% of Bay wetland habitat -

-- The City of San Diego then over-privatized the bay with six resort hotels,
SeaWorld,

Campland, and the De Anza Point mobile home park — illegal 60-year permanent
private housing double wides on public tidelands that demands mitigation.

-- The City installed in park east bay: South Shores garbage dump, a WWII So.
Shores

o1-1:

01-2:

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.

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 wunrelated 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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01-2
cont.

01-3

01-5

01-6

S

wetland-taking, leaking toxic military/industrial waste dump, a sewage treatment
pond Iacﬂlt) on husm Island and allowed total erosion of East Ski Island.

. instead of ever dddmg wetlands to filter bay pollution,
lhc City approved Dana Inn hotel lease ckpdﬂ\ll)ﬂ that bulldozed Sunset Point
Park, twice promoled a public-blocked expansion of the Bahia Resort Hotel
eudangering Bahia Point Park, and twice expanded SeaWorld's vast leasehold.
—Neither same-lessee Campland or DeAnza provided low cost park overnight
lodging.

East Mission Bay's Toxic Soup Impacts — MBMaster Plan re De Anza Point:
“Foremosl, the arca shall be used to improve bay water quality.”

1.) Projeet lead agent City ol San Diego and the RWQCB are the responsible
parties to finally clean up Mission Bay's TMDL status as a Clean Water Act
Section 303 (d) “impaired water body™ for coliform and heavy metals.

The two partics have vet to demonstrate a plan or progress to disimpair a
recreational water body visited by over 12 million residents and tourists vearly.
2.) Project site cast Mission Bay is a stagnant water body subject to non point
s0uUrce

[NPS] urban runoff from fully three urban watersheds. Just the Rose Creek
Walershed

dumps storm incidient urban runoff in river volumes into the bay

3.) Hast Mission Bay hosts the unlined. unremediated So. Shores “Mission Bay
Landfill™,

a toxic military industrial waste dump EPA-scored equal to the Stringfellow Acid
Pits

and which continues to leak into east Bay and San Diego River.

4.) Bast Mission Bay is immune to the strong Pacific Ocean tidal flushing action
that

west Bay enjoys.

San Diego State University hydrologist Dr. Richard Gersberg finds that the only
way

to ever disimpair east Mission Bay is to provide the scale of passive filtration by
wetland

plants adequate to the Bay's extreme pollutant loading:

— Increased contamination looms from new mandated watersheds' infill
development.

— Decreased wetlands due to sca level rise will further degrade cast Bay water
quality.

— Even if clean water were pumped in. benefit would be overwhelmed by runott
flows.

—Wildlife impacts: Low king tides reveal wholesale Bay invertebrate depletion, and
viable nesting sites of foraging endangered bird species has declined from 11 to 3.

01-3: 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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01-4:

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.

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 | 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 | 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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01-5:

01-6:

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.

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.

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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01-6

01-7:

cont The City has long ignored the Bay's ecology to expand commericial lessees.
In rejecting all three of Audubon ReWild's finding alternatives, the City denics the

01-7

extensive wetland restoration required.

The City EIR completely ignores Bay impairment and mitigation. Legal action or
resource reversion to the State that funded ReWild's Wildest lindings may be

required.

Scott Androws
Save Our Access
619 221-5947

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

02-1:

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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02-2:

02-3:

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.

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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cont.

Q024

025

P¥SL Comments ta Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Page 20t2

is PYSL's primary location for recreational soceer programs where all of aur soceer
games for children under 9 years old are played. The attached exhibit shows
PYSL's use of Bob McEvoy Field comprised of six youth figlds ranging in size from
30x 20 yards (for ages 6 and under) to 65 x 45 yards {for ages 9 and under).

It is for this reason the PYSL Board of Directors must share its comments on the
City's proposal and recognize two efforts are underway: 1) a proposed
amendment to the MBPMP titled De Anza Natural; and 2) a Draft PEIR to study
the potential impacts associated with the proposed amendment. On behalf of the
entire PYSL Board of Directors, this letter serves as our formal comments to the
Draft PEIR currently in circulation for public review. We will send our comments
on the proposed amendment under separate caver.

The demand for youth soccer continues to increase and has since the De Anza
MNatural process began over four years ago. Per our registration records, in 2019
PYSL served approximately 1,400 players camprised of 400 in our spring
recreational league, 700 in our fall recreational league, and 300 competitive
players as part of our Blast program. This year, we are on target to serve over
1,600 players comprised of approximately 470 in our spring recreational league,
750 anticipatad for our fall recreational league, and 400 campetitive players now
registerad in our 2023 Blast program. This is net the time to adopt changes to the
MBPWMP that would reduce active recreational field space for youth sports —
sports that cater to families of varying incomes and ethnicity. This is the time to
reinforce active, healthy lifestyles for children and access to youth sports
attainable for all of San Diega’s families.

The existing Active Recreation acreage is 62.6 acres (ac) per De Anza Natural
Figure 2-3. This is comprised of “Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields and
Golf Course” per the figure. Per De Anza Natural Figure 3, the Proposed Project
would remove 2.5 ac of Active Recreation area and reduce the total Active
Recreation to 60.1 ac. The reduction includes a direct land use change from
“Active Recreation” to "Uplands and Buffers” for a linear portion of the Bob
McEvoy Field east of Rose Creek — a space actively used by organized youth sports
including PYSL soccer programs.

De Anza Natural Figure 16b identifies the space referred to as Bob McEvoy Field
as "Existing Dedicated Athletic Fields” which runs adjacent to Rose Creek and has

02-4:

02-5:

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.

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.

This comment states that the PEIR does not sufficiently
disclose the conversion of “dedicated” active recreational
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Pags 3of 3

for many years. The Draft PEIR does not sufficiently disclose or explain the
conversion of "dedicated” Active Recreational field area [or “Play Fields” as also
referred to in De Anza Matural) to a non-recreational use (i.e., Upland Habitat).
Further, the Draft PEIR does not disclase or explain what actions would be
necessary on the part of the City to devest itself of any dedications intended to
maintain youth sports fields at this location. The Draft PEIR must provide this
information in a clear and transparent manner, including hackground on “existing
dedicated athletic fields,” intent of said dedicated fields, proposed actions
associated with the Proposed Project and said dedications, and sufficient analysis
and mitigation to compensate for the lass of field space and impacts on ather
facilities associated with the relocation of yauth sports.

Existing MBPMP Figure 14 (Recommendation 30) is clear that locations for
recreational facilities for use by organized sports in Mission Bay are allowed, but
extremely limited. The Recommendation reads “Given its unique water setting,
Mission Bay Park should not be targeted as a location for arganized soccer or
other league play beyond the existing facilities in Rebh Field and Pacific Beach
Playing Fields.” This is how the MBPMP currently reads. Note that Bob McEvoy
Field is the “Pacific Beach Playing Field” referenced in the Recommendation.

The Proposed Project and all Alternatives considerad in the Draft PEIR raduce the
size of Active Recreation space from Existing Conditions, fields currently used by
thousands of children at the Pacific Beach Playing Fields {i.e., Bob McEvoy Field) —
one of two locations deemed acceptable for organized youth sperts in all of
Mission Bay. However, the Draft PEIR does not disclose the impacts to existing
recreational facilities, yet impacts are reasonably foreseeable based on the
propased location of Uplands and Buffers in the Pacific Beach Playing Fields.
Further, the Draft PEIR does not mitigate the direct impacts to other recreational
facilities and/or new recreational facilities needed outside of the Mission Bay
Park. In lieu, the Draft PEIR concludes that options for joint use of the Missicn Bay
High School’s athletic fields could be considered.

One of the reasons PYSL can maintain low registration fees and offer youth soccer
to families of all income ranges is because of reasonable permit fees charged by
the City for use of Bob McEvoy Field. The conclusion that youth sports could
simply relocate to Mission Bay High School assumes this is a feasible option yet is
not supported by any analysis in the Draft PEIR. Further, the Draft PEIR does not

02-6:

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
02-3, 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.

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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Q2.3

P¥SL Comments to Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Pagz dof 3

provide any analysis of other locations for youth sports to relecate to, nor the
impact on such facilities. The reality is that use of Mission Bay High School's
facilities as the offset to the Proposed Project’s reduction in Active Recreation
would increase costs for 5an Diego's families desiring to play soccer with PYSL,
This is because use of Missian Bay High Schoal’s facilities are considerably mare
expensive than use of the City's field at Bob McEvoy. Further, Mission Bay High
School has a robust sports program and actively uses its facilities for its students
and school sports. This analysis is not provided in the Draft PEIR or disclosed. As
PYSL is a nonprofit organization, we do not carry large prefit margins and
intentionally keep cur registration costs low. However, if forced to relocate
programming to Mission Bay High Scheool, registration costs would neesd to
increase, and it is unknown what capacity San Diego Unified School District /
Mission Bay High School has for organized youth sports. This means barriers to
access for some families and less opportunities for use of Mission Bay for
arganized sports.

Because the Draft PEIR does not sufficiently describe or analyze this, it is unclear
how the Proposed Project and all of the Alternatives promotes the first Project
Objective 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.” Active Recreation is not Regional Parkland, yet the MBPMP
considers Active Recreation an important {yet limited) use in Mission Bay. The
Draft PEIR appears to consider “access” as one in the same. Yet it is not. Trading
Active Recreation acreage for Regional Parkland acreage decreases equitable
access to De Anza Cove for organized sports and will create barriers to access for
some San Diego families as a result.

The reduction in Active Recreation space would directly impact the westerly space
at Bob McEvoy Field dedicated for youth sports. Per the attached exhibit, PYSL
currently uses this area te facilitate four of six youth soccer fields. As a result, the
Proposed Project results in a direct impact on recreation and recreational
facilities; however, this is not disclosed in the Draft PEIR, nor is there an
enviranmental topic specific to Recreation described in the Draft PEIR. The Draft
PEIR must address Recreation head-an, explain the Existing Framework associated
with recreation in De Anza Cove, the background on dedicated sports fields at De
Anza, and analyze the Proposed Project and Alternatives’ impacts. It is evident
that the number of youths participating in outdoor sports is not declining but

02-7:

02-8:

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.

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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PY¥SL Comments to Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Pags 50f 3

continues to increase year after year. Since 2015, PYSL's annual registration was
1,400 players and we are on track to serve over 1,600 players in 2023, The Draft
PEIR insufficiently describes realistic facts associated with organized youth sports
to be impacted by the Proposed Project and all Alternatives considered.

The reduction in active recreation acreage is not sufficiently identified in the Draft
PEIR narrative but requires a reader to interpret various figures provided in the
Proposed Project. This is difficult to understand and can be confusing to the
public. The Draft PEIR must provide this information also in narrative and in a
clear and transparent manner (i.e., the reduction in active recreation acreage and
the reasons why) for the Proposed Project and all Alternatives considered in the
Draft PEIR.

The Environmentally Superior Alternative {Altarnative 1) is named “Enhanced
Wetlands/Optimized Parkland” and implies some type of balance batween
climate resiliency and improve park space; however, this is an improper and
misleading title as the Alternative results in a greater reduction of Active
Recreation space from 62.6 ac {Existing Conditions) to 52.6 ac [Alternative), a loss
in 10 acres. While the Alternative does increase Regional Parkland and Wetland
space, the reduction in Active Recreation is not sufficiently disclosed in the
project description and analysis, including land use consistency analysis with the
Recreation Element. Further, this Alternative does not sufficiently explain how a
10-acre reduction in Active Recreation (compared to Existing Cendition) or a 7.5-
acre reduction in Active Recreation {compared to the Proposed Project)
“Optimizes Parkland” as noted in the title of the Alternative. Based on the
proposed acreage summary, it is clear that Active Recreation is being traded with
increases in Regional Parkland and Wetlands in order to provide “Enhanced
Wetlands” and “Optimized Parkland” yet this is not sufficiently described in the
Draft PEIR and is confusing to the puhblic.

The Draft PEIR land use consistency analysis (PEIR, Appendix B) concludes the
Proposed Project is “Consistent” with Recreation Element Goal A and Policy RE-
A.3 regarding equitable access to parks and recreation facilities. Further, the
consistency statement states that “The praject wauld also retain existing active
recreational uses north of the project area.” For the reasons described herein, the
Draft PEIR’s conclusion of Consistency has not been sufficiently supported by facts
or appropriate analysis.

02-9: 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
Obijectives, 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.

02-10: 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 Vvisitor 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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PY¥SL Comments to Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Pagz 6of 3

The Draft PEIR fails to specifically describe impacts to Recreation as a separate
environmental topic. It is evident based on comments in the record that
Recreation be warranted a separate consideration of environmental analysis and
with CEQA Guidelines City's
supplemental CEQA Guidelines as they may exist}, By avoiding a specific section
on Recreation, the PEIR is missing a critical area of controversy and concern raised
repeatadly by members of the public gravely concernad with the loss of Active
Recreation due to De Anza Matural’s project description.

impacts consistent {notwithstanding  the

It is an incorrect statement as the project area “would also retain existing active
recreational uses north of the project area.” This is not true because the Proposed
Project proposes to reduce the Active Recreation acreage and provides no
guarantee that active recreation uses (existing baseline) will continus to be
maintained in the Proposed Project. Alsa note that this statement describes the
existing active recreational uses are north of the project area when in fact they
are directly in the project area. These issues must be addressed in the Draft PEIR
and the location of existing active recreational uses must be corrected.

The Praoposed Project reduces the active recreational acreaga from 62.6 acto 60.1
ac (or further ta 52.6 ac if the Envirenmentally Superior Alternative is ultimately
selected). This must be sufficiently disclosed and explainad in the Draft PEIR.

The Propased Project provides no guarantee that the "existing active recreational
uses” will be retained. Instead, when describing future “active recreation,” the
PEIR explains that “the combination and layout of recreation and athletic facilities
would be designed during the General Develapment Plan (GDP) process and at
the time of redevelopment and implementation of project enhancements, and
one or mare GDPs could cover different areas in the project area.” Contrary to the
conclusion in RE-A.3, this is not a guarantee that existing active recreational uses
will be retained. Note that the response to comments received during the NOP
process regarding active recreational concerns reference the reader to see the
response to RE-A.3. As described above, the PEIR's response ta RE-A.3 is not
sufficient. Further, the bulk of the RE-A.3 response generally focuses on
“enhancing recreational amenities...through the construction of multi-use
pathways with designated viewing areas and overlooks..[canstruct] a sandy
beach area, boat facilities, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, surface

02-11:

This comment states that the PEIR fails to specifically
describe impacts to recreation as a separate environmental
topic. Please refer to responses to comments 02-3 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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02-12:

02-13:

02-14:

02-15:

revisions to the PEIR to discuss Recreation as a separate
impact area are not warranted.

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 02-3, which
states that the Final PEIR has been revised so there would be
no net loss of active recreation acreage.

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 02-3, which states that
the project’s active recreation acreage has been revised so
there is no net loss.

This comment states that the PEIR provides no guarantee
that the “existing active recreational uses” will be retained.
Please refer to response to comment 02-3.

This comment states the response regarding RE-A.3 is not
sufficient. Please refer to response to comment 02-10.
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Cz2-15
cont.

02-16

0217

0218

0219

PY¥SL Comments to Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Pags 7 of 3

parking, and associated open space and camping facilities, such as picnic shelters
and restrooms.” These components are not active recreation as defined in the
Mission Bay Park Master Plan. These issues must be sufficiently disclosed and
explained in the Draft FEIR.

The Proposed Project extends the City's “lease area” west and into the existing
dedicated playing fields (see De Anza Figure 11); however, does not sufficiently
describe the associated (future) actions to result in new lease areas or the
potential impacts associated with new le2ase areas of existing, non-leased land in
Mission Bay Park {and in particular, Bob McEvoy Field). This must be disclosed,
explained and sufficiently analyzed.

The following environmental considerations must also be addressed in the PEIR
for the Proposed Project:

= Analyze the inclusicn of develepment requirements that guarantee a minimum
of 62.6 ac of active recreation must provided in the De Anza Natural
Development Criteria and reflected in the Proposed Project description.

= Revise the consistency finding associated with RE-A3 to a level of
insignificance with mitigation, and include a mitigation measura requiring the
De Anza Matural Development Criteria provide a minimum of 62.6 ac of active
recreation in order to ensure that active recreation uses in the project area
remain,

* Revise the consistency finding associated with RE-A3 to a level of
insignificance with mitigation, and include a mitigation measure requiring any
future General Develapment Plan {GDP) include a minimum of six youth-sizad
soccer fields ranging in size from 30 x 20 yards to 65 x 45 yards {reference the
attached exhibit).

" Revise the title of Alternative 1 (Enhanced Wetlands/Optimized Parkland) to
the e.g.,
Wetlands/Increased Regional Parklands/Decreased Active Recreation) to avoid
misleading the public. As written and with insufficient narrative or analysis,
Alternative 1 is misleading to the public as it further reduces active recreation
area from existing conditions by 10 acres and the Proposed Project by 7.5

clearly  describe Alternative’s  intentions Enhanced

02-16:

02-17:

02-18:

02-19:

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.

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 02-3. 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.

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 02-3 and 02-13. No further revisions to the PEIR
are warranted.

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
02-9. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.
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0218
cont.

0220

02-22

PY¥SL Comments to Draft PEIR for De Anza Natural
Pagz B of 3

acres. While the Alternative proposed to increase Regional Parkland, it
decreases Active Recreation and impacts access to the bay.

The Alternatives provided in the Draft EIR appear ta be ane in the same spirit
and do not provide a range of alternatives intended to feasibly attain mast of
the hasic ohjectives of the Proposed Project. In fact, of the six Project
Objectives listed in Section 5.2, only two of the six are specific to climate
adaptation, resiliency, and natural habitats within De Anza Cove. The other
four Objectives extand broadly beyond those objectives. However, in reading
the Alternatives as described, it appears that the motivation for the
Alternatives and the Proposed Project share a common theme of climate
resiliency, water quality, and habitat creation. This is not a reasonable range of
alternatives. If, for example, the Project Objectives were centrally focused on
water guality, habitat and climate change adaptation, then the altarnatives
provided in the Draft EIR appear to feasibly attain most of the Project
Objectives. The ohjectives include more than addressing water quality, habitat
and climate change adaptation (see for example Objectives 1, 2, 5 and ). Nate
that in every objective, Active Recreation is reduced considerably yet this
reduction is contrary to some of the Project Objectives {e.g., 1 and 5}, while
wetlands, uplands and buffers are enhanced.

Include a replacement alternative or fourth alternative that emphasizes
retaining or increasing the current Active Recreation area from existing
conditions [promotes Project Objectives 1 and 5 in particular), while still
leaving sufficient area for other priority uses including wetland, boat facilities,
and low-cost accommodation (promotes Objectives 2, 3, 4 and 6).

Provide a specific Recreation environmental topic section in the PEIR
consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Given the extent of areas
of concern raised in this correspondence and other correspondence and public
comment provided during the NOF scoping phase, it is evident that Recreation
be warranted a separate consideration of environmental analysis and impacts
consistent with CEQA Guidelines [notwithstanding the City's supplemental
CEQA Guidelines as they may exist). By avoiding a specific section on
Recreation, the PEIR is missing a critical area of controversy and concern raised
repeatedly by members of the public gravely concerned with the loss of Active
Recreation due to De Anza Matural's project description.

02-20:

02-21:

02-22:

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.

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 0O2-3,
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.

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 02-3, 02-6, and 02-11. No
revisions to the PEIR are warranted.
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02-23: 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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03-1:

03-2:

03-3:

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.

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.

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
developmentis 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

04-1:

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

05-1:

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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05-2:

05-3:

05-4:

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.

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.

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.
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05-5:

05-6:

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.

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.
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Comment Letter O6: Environmental Center of San Diego, April 18, 2023

06-1:

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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06-2:

06-3:

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.

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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06-4:

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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06-5:

environment, they would not meet most of the project
objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from further
consideration.

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

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

Page RTC-06-7



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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06-6:

06-7:

06-8:

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.

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 06-4.

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.

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
lipay 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.

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.

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.

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 06-12.
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06-14:

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.

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

07-1:

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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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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cont.

07-3

1

mobile home park to wetlands, removal of the developed areas of Campland, and
removal of the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club in favor of wetlands restoration.

Among the several alternatives presented in the DEIR, the Sierra club strongly
favors the “Wetlands Optimized Alternative” which is closest to Audubon Society’s
“wildest plan.” As stated in the DEIR “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/clubhouses, uplands, multi-use paths, wetlands,
and an Interpretive Nature Center” The “proposed project” is a good attempt at
conservation and would have several benefits. However, the “Wetlands Optimized
Alternative” has even greater benefits to sea rise resilience, greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction, water purification, active recreation, ecotourism, equitable access,
wildlife conservation, and habitat restoration. We urge the city to reconsider their
analysis and select the “Wetlands Optimized Alternative” as the preferred
alternative.

The DEIR needs to review the history of Mission Bay which historically was
wetland, marsh, and saltwater bay. It was human intervention that created a
recreational waterway with hotels, residences, boating, and recreation. The goal
should be to return as much of Mission Bay as is possible to its natural state
without disrupting many of its current uses. To achieve this goal, the Sierra Club
advocates adoption of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative as the eventual plan
for the rewilding of Mission Bay.

The “wildest plan” or the “Wetlands Optimized Alternative” would restore
important wild habitat, sequester carbon, protect against sea rise, provide
sanctuary for birds and other animals, and help improve water quality in Mission
Bay. It would also provide an important recreational opportunity for San Diegans
to visit and view native habitat.

Overall, the De Anza natural DEIR provides a good analysis for the potential to
rewild mission bay. That said, there are deficiencies in the DEIR that need to be
remedied before the final EIR is promulgated and the preferred alternative is
accepted.

07-3:

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
“pboot” 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
pointin 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.

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
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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.

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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07-6:

* Tribal Input is Lacking. Project objective 2 is to “Foster opportunities for

members of local Tribal nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove.” However,
the City of San Diego has not reached out to receive substantial input from
the Kumeyaay and other Indigenous partners. The City’s process for
working with Tribal nations must be improved. Reconnection requires
access to a natural environment of salt marsh plants, birds, wildlife, and
fish.

Movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. The
DEIR states that no mitigation measures are required for the environmental
issue “Would the proposed project interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, including
linkages identified in the MSCP SAP, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?”. Since lower Rose Creek supports native species and it is
affected by the preferred project as well as most alternatives, the potential
impact to native migratory fish must be evaluated.

Ecotourism is Underestimated. The DEIR fails to sufficiently analyze the
great recreational and tourism benefits of rewilding mission bay. The DEIR
erroneously states: “However, overall, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative
would reduce the amount of active recreational activities to approximately
49.9 acres compared to approximately 60.1 acres under the proposed 07-7:
project.” This analysis is incorrect because it fails to recognize the
substantial recreational value of the Wetlands alternative. The restored
Wetlands Optimized alternative will be a magnet for nature lovers,
students, birdwatchers, researchers, hikers, runners, kayakers, and
fisherman. The DEIR is biased toward motorized and developed uses of the
area and needs to be amended. As a result, the DEIR incorrectly concludes
that: “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.” The failure to fully consider hiking,
kayaking, fishing, birdwatching, research, jogging and biking leads to the
erroneous conclusion that a restored march would not have balanced
recreation. A revised EIR should fully consider the numerous recreational
uses of a maximally restored wild Mission Bay.

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 lipay 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 hations to reconnect to De Anza Cove.

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.

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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11

* Environmental Justice Issues. A more thorough analysis of environmental
justice issues is required. Restored wetlands would increase access for
underserved communities by providing opportunities for recreation,
education and research, as well as quality of life benefits. The DEIR needs to
include proposals to increase and restore access to the Mission Bay
Regional Park. While the Mission Bay Regional Park has 19 miles of sandy
beaches, there is no accessible tidal marsh habitat. The Wetlands Optimized
Alternative provides equitable access to recreational opportunities that
don’t exist at all in Mission Bay Regional Park.

* Value of the California Coast. The DEIR should include more on the overall
value of the California Coast and the strong support of the California Coastal
Commission to preserve some natural areas consistent with the California
Coastal Act. “The Coastal Act guides how the land along the coast of
California is developed or protected from development. It emphasizes the
importance of the public being able to access the coast, and the
preservation of sensitive coastal and marine habitat and biodiversity. It
dictates that development be clustered in areas to preserve open space,
and that coastal agricultural lands be preserved. It prioritizes coastal
recreation as well as commercial and industrial uses that need a waterfront
location.” The DEIR need to revisit the history and preservation of the
California coast with a greater emphasis on preservation of coastal and
marine habitat and biodiversity.

* Amelioration of Sea Rise. The DEIR is deficient in its analysis of the impacts
of climate change and sea rise that will directly impact Mission Bay and the
study area. It needs to examine the impact of sea rise on all of Mission Bay
including the study area at DeAnza cove. The DEIR fails to examine the
benefits of project in creating a large natural habit in De Anza cove to the
city’s Climate Action Plan. The Wetland Optimized Alternative will provide
maximum resiliency as future sea rise occurs. The DEIR should examine the
impact of the Rewild plans and the Wetlands Optimized Alternative on
mitigating the impact of sea rise.

* Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction. First and foremost, the natural habit of
the project would constitute a climate sink that would absorb carbon and
help the city meet its climate action goals. The DEIR states “with
implementation of the CAP, the City aims to achieve net zero GHG emissions

07-9:

07-10:

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.

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 0O7-3, 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.

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 Reportincludes 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 07-4
regarding the analysis of project alternatives.

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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07-13

by 2035.” But the DEIR suggests that the CAP will fall short of its climate
goals. The DEIR states: “However, additional reductions would be required
to achieve net zero emissions.” Thus, the city should adopt the most
extensive plan for rewilding mission bay that absorbs the maximum amount
of GHG to assist with the City’s climate action goals. The DEIR suggests the
proposed project would produce some short-term greenhouse gas
emissions but overall: “The proposed project’s GHG emissions would not
have a significant cumulative impact on the environment.” What the DEIR
fails to do is to calculate the carbon absorption effect of the project on GHG
amelioration. The DEIR needs to remedy this oversight. Moreover, because
the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would have more wetlands than the
proposed project the DEIR needs to assess the benefits to GHG reduction
and the climate action plan from a larger wetland alternative. Gradients of
GHG reductions are not fully analyzed in the DEIR. Clearly, a larger wild
marsh and upland area, as proposed in the Wetlands Optimized Alternative,
would absorb the most GHG and is the Sierra Club’s preferred alternative.

The DEIR maintains that the project will produce less GHG than the current
conditions. The DEIR states: “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.” “The project would
reduce development and vehicle trips compared to the existing baseline
condition and would therefore be consistent with GHG reduction goals.” But
the DEIR admits the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is the preferred plan
when it states that: “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.”

Thus, a revised EIR should reconsider the Wetlands Optimized Alternative as
the preferred alternative because it absorbs more GHG and produces less
GHG than the proposed project.

07-13:

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.

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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07-14

07-15

07-14:

« Cumulative Benefits to Rose Creek Watershed. Although the DEIR
mentions Rose Creek dozens of times, it fails to assess the benefits of
restored wetlands to the Rose Creek ecosystem which is a tributary of
Mission Bay and is located in the very heart of the proposed wetlands. Since
water quality improvement is the main goal of the Mission Bay Park Master
Plan for this area, water quality impairment of Rose Creek needs to be
addressed. Arestored marsh could reduce or eliminate the eutrophication
of the area that is mentioned in the DEIR. This analysis of the positive
impact of a project to surrounding ecosystems is required under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

The Sierra Club applauds the City of San Diego in making great strides toward the
preservation and restoration of Mission Bay. That said, the aforementioned
deficiencies in the EIR need to be remedied and the conclusion of the EIR should
recensider the Wetlands Optimized Alternative as the preferred alternative.

Dr. Peter Andersen, Vice Chairperson

Sierra Club San Diego Conservation Committee

Dr. Ron Askeland, Chairperson
Sierra Club San Diego Conservation Committee

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.

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

Page RTC-0O7-13



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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07-15: 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.

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Page RTC-0O7-16



Comment Letter O8: Friends of Rose Canyon,

April 19, 2023

08-1: 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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08-2: 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.

08-3: 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.

08-4: 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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08-5:

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 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.

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

Page RTC-08-3



08-5
cont.

08-6

Anza Natural plan fails to evaluate its proposals against the city’s own Climate Action Plan
goals.

+ The city's proposal [ails Lo analyze the recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting
Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem. Doing so would better balance and expand the
park's recreational offerings. All San Diegans, including our Kumeyaay neighbors and those in
underserved communities, will benefit with access to a vibrant tidal marsh

Sincerely,

Deborah Knight
Executive Director

08-6:

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.

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 09: J. Whalen Associates, Inc., on behalf of San Diego Mission

Bay Boat and Ski Club, April 19, 2023

09-1:

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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09-2:

09-3:

09-4:

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.

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.

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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09-5:

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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09-6:

09-7:

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.

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 09-5 regarding the environmental analysis
required for a PEIR. No revisions to the PEIR are warranted.
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09-8: 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.

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

Page RTC-09-6



09-9:

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 09-5. 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

010-1:

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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010-2:

010-3:

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.

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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010-4:

010-5:

010-6:

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.

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.

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

011-1:

011-2:

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.

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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011-3:

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.

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

012-1:

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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012-2:

012-3:

012-4:

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.

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.

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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012-5:

012-6:

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.

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.

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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012-7:

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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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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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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012-10: 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 09-1 through 09-9.
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Comment Letter O13: San Diego Natural History Museum, April 19, 2023

0131

From: hena Popper.

To: FLM PlanringCEQR

Ce: Judy Gradvch|

Subject: [EXTERNAL] De Area Matursl Amendwert to the Missicn Bay Park Master Plan DER - Comment
Dater Wechesday, April 19, 2023 4i28:29 P

Attachments: im3qz001.ang

1. Gradwohl commert on draft EIR for De #nza Matural Plan.gdf

*##This ernail carmne from an external source Be cautious about clicking on any links n this
ernail or epening attachments **

Hellc,

Please find attached a comment on the draft EIR for the city’s De Anza Natural Plan from Judy
Gradwohl, President and CEG, San Diego Matural Histery Museurn.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Regards,

Chena Popper

Proncuns: She/Her

Executive Assistant

SAN DIEGO
NATURAL HISTORY
MUSEUM

thenat

P £19.355.0218 {Gffice)
E cpopper @sdnhrm.crg

If we seem busy, it’s because we have millions of years of work to do. Find out what we’re up to.

Mailing address: P.G. Box 121390, San Diego, CA 92112-1290
Street address: 1788 El Prade, San Diego, CA 93101

013-1:
013

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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013-2:

013-3:

013-4:

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.

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.

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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013-5:

wetland habitat for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative
can persist under a 7 foot sea level rise scenario.

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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013-6:

013-7:

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.

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.

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

014-1:

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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014-2:

014-3:

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.

This comment summarizes the Amendment's low-cost
visitor accommodations land wuse 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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014-5

014-7

014-10

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP

Allorneysal Law

Scoll Sandel, Park Designer

Jordan Moaore, Senior Environmental Planner
April 20, 2023

Page 2

3 The Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Memorandum included as Appendix I
to the PEIR states at page 2, “A new channel connecting Rose Creek to the De Anza Cove water
area would be constructed at approximately Lilac Drive, creating a new island that would be
accessed by two new bridges.” We suggest that the statement be modified to say, “A new channel
connecting Rose Creek to the De Anza Cove water area gould be constructed...” We could not find
a similar reference to new bridges in the Master Plan Amendment or PEIR. We suggesta
clarification of the language Lo say, “A new channel connecting Rose Creek Lo the De Anza Cove
water area could be constructed...”

4 1T bridges are found Lo be required, please confirm whether such bridges are
intended as a means ol connecting the island to the mainland for the purpose of allowing water Lo
flow unobstructed from Rose Creek to promote newly ereated wetlands within and adjacent to De
Anza Cove.

5 There is no study provided that evaluates the efficacy of providing Rose Creek water
flow directly into the De Anza Cove area. Rose Creek often delivers contaminants into Mission
Bay. Those contaminants can adversely affect the swimming beaches contemplated and may
negatively impact the wetlands contemplated o the east. Additionally, Rose Creek delivers large
quantities of silt into Mission Bay. If this connection is considered, there should be an analysis of
the impact the silt will have on this conneetion and the potential need for ongoing maintenance and
clearing of the channel.

[ The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board requests a hvdrologic model
of the proposed new channel, but the PEIR does not include one. We agree that such analysis is
needed. An alternative to providing Rose Creek water to the contemplated wetland east of De Anza
Cove could be provided via a culvert along Grand Avenue or an underground culvert in the
proposed location of the channel. If directing Rose Creek water to the castern wetlands arca is
desirable, these should be evaluated as alternatives.

7 Rridges are very expensive and would render the planned future coastal
accommodations less affordable and less accessible to the public. We suggest that the Master Plan
Amendment and PEIR expressly allow the use of more cost-effective approaches addressed above.
If it is found that directing Rose Creek water to De Anza Cove is desirable, the alternative strategies
would dramatically improve pedestrian and vehicular mobility to and from the land to the south
while allowing channel water to flow to the desired locations. Tt would also provide for more
camping and improved rental income for the City of San Diego.

8. ‘The proposed Master Plan Amendment will result in a net decrease in recreational
opportunities and affordable visitor accommodations within the coastal zone. The alternatives
studied in the PEIR are more extreme in this regard. Will the public go elsewhere seeking
recreational opportunities and potentially overburden other existing coastal resources? Or might the
Master Plan Amendment simply result in fewer people having access to coastal resources? Neither

014-4:

014-5:

014-6:

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
014-3. 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.

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.

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.
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014-7.

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-014-4



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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014-8:

014-9:

in the PEIR, many future projects will undergo site-specific
CEQA review, which is the appropriate time to evaluate
site-specificimpacts. No revisions to the PEIR are required.

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
014-7. 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.

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 014-7. 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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014-10:

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.

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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014-11:

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.

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 014-10. 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 @ manner that minimizes disruption to active recreation
access. Please refer to responses to comments O14-3 and
014-7, which explain the City's GDP process and CEQA
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014-12:

014-13:

review of future projects. No revisions to the PEIR are
warranted.

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.

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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014-14:

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.

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 GrouF. on behalf of Audubon Society and
i

Coastal Environmental Rights Founda

0151

From: Livia Borak Beavdin

To: LM PlanningECe

Co Kristen Morthrog

Subject: [EXTERMAL] De Ares Matursl Amendment to the Mssion Bay Park Master Flan

Date: Thursday, &gl 20, 2023 10:26:32 A
imagel01.0m

Attachments:
Ludubon and CERF Comments, De &nza MNatural DEIR oo
Thila-11,2-9-9-21 Staff Recort odf

**This emal came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
emal or opening attachments **

Please find attached comments on the draft PEIR for the above-referenced project.

Thank you
~Livia

Livia Borak Beaudin (shelher)

Coast Law Group LL
1140 South Coast Highwery 101
Endinttas, Califomia 92024

tel 7B 942 8505 x118

fax P60.942.8515

"Like music and art, love of noture is a common language that can transcend political or secial
boundaries.” — Jimmy Carter

015-1:

[O15]

on, April 20, 2023

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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015-2:

015-3:

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.

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
asone 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

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

Page RTC-015-3



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.

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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015-5:

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
sighage 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.

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 lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Additional
Tribal consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 was also
conducted in April 2023. Please refer to response to comment
015-4 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.

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

Page RTC-015-9



015-6:

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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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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015-9:

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.

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 015-7.

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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015-10:

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.

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 015-3 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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015-12:

015-13:

015-14:

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.

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.

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.

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 015-11 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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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 1) and Diegan coastal sage scrub
(Tier Il) 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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015-17:

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.

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.

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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015-19:

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.

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.

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
015-3 and 015-4. 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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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - MATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

Th11.1 & 11.2

SAN FRANCISCQ, CA 84105
FAX (415) 504-5400
TDD (415) 597-5885

Staff: Rob Moddelmeg-SF
Staff Report:  8/26/21
Hearing Date: 9/9/21

STAFF REPORT: Recommendations and Findings for
Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-21-CD-01 and
Consent Administrative Penalty No. CCC-21-AP-01

Consent Cease and Desist Order No.: CCC-21-CD-01

Consent Administrative Penalty No.: CCC-21-AP-01

Related Violation File: V-6-19-0171

Violator: Campland, LLC and Nertheast MB, LLC

Project Location: State tidelands granted to the city of San Diego and

commonly known as: 1) Campland on the Bay, located
at 2211 Pacific Beach Drive (approximately 40 acres of
land and 5.5 acres of water space in Mission Bay Park,
as described in the April 25, 2017 lease between the
City of San Diego and Campland, LLC); and 2) Mission
Bay RV Resort, located at 2727 De Anza Road
(approximately 70 acres of land and 6 acres of water
space in Missicn Bay Park, as described in the July 1,
2019 lease between the City of San Diego and
Northeast MB, LLC), in the City of San Diego.

Violation Description: 1) placement of signs and other physical items of
development, including, but not limited to, signs
restricting access to the public and signs stating that the
Leased Tidelands are private property, 2) placement of
physical objects that blocked public access, including
storage of dumpsters, trailers, and beats in public
parking areas, and 3) undertaking other actions that
have the effect of impeding or discouraging public
access, including: use of private security guards and
fences that block andfor impede public access to
beaches, public parking areas, and public tidelands;

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

0O16-1:

016-2:

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.

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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016-3: 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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Anza Natural plan fails to evaluate its proposals against the city’s own Climate Action Plan

goals.
+ The city's proposal [ails Lo analyze the recreational and cultural opportunities of connecting
018-3 Mission Bay Park to a restored tidal ecosystem. Doing so would better balance and expand the
cont park's recreational offerings. All San Diegans, including our Kumeyaay neighbors and those in
' underserved communities, will benefit with access to a vibrant tidal marsh
Sincerely,
Deborah Knight

Executive Director
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Comment Letter O17: Friends of Rose Creek, April 20, 2023

017-1:

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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017-2:

017-3:

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.

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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017-4:

017-5:

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.

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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017-6:

(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.

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

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

Page RTC-O17-4



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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O17-8

FEriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR Page 3 of 9

Why were active and passive coastal dependent recreational activities not considered when
analyzing alternatives?

Why is non-coastal dependent active recreation prioritized over coastal dependent active
recreation in an aquatic park?

Project Goals and Aliernatives Analysis

The project goals that have been included are vague and do not provider criteria for determining
which of the analyzed alternatives adequately meet the project objectives.

Specifically, we have looked at the provided analysis eliminating the “ReWild Wildest™
alternative and will step through the problematic points now:

The rational for elimination of the “Wildest” plan is due to a limited analysis of Project Goals 1,
2 and 5 is not supported by the facts.

s [If adiversity of uscs is required in every corner of the park, the City is failing that
objective with the land allocaled (¢ Sea World, marinas, and holels where cerlain uses are
prioritized at the expense of other uses, interests, incomes and cultures. In order to create
a balance within the park as a whole, more nature-based experiences need to be created.
Currently all recreation types exist in a distributed fashion within the park. Therefore, we
believe that the same should hold true for nature-based aclivities.

Why is a diversity of uses required for the north east corner of Mission Bay Park when it is not
required for other areas such as Crown Point Shores and/or Sail Bay where no permanent
commercial leaseholds exist?

Tn regards to the project objectives, the City has precluded certain types of active and passive
recreational opportunities from its alternatives analysis. Therefore, we believe that the “ReWild
Wildest” alternative meets all the project goals.

The “Wildest™ alternative was climinated due to what we consider an inadequate analysis of
objectives 1, 2 and 5. Following is our analysis of the “Wildes(” allernalive against these three

objectives.

Reasons “Wildest” meets Project Object 1:

o All San Diego communities have experienced barriers to accessing salt marsh and tidal
wetlands for kayaking, fishing, bird watching, exploring natural coastal resources, and
harvesting of mud creatures due to the historic destruction of almost 4,000 acres of salt
marsh in Mission Bay Park.

017-7.

017-8:

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.

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.
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017-8
cont.

FEriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR Page 4 of 9

»  Wetlands provide opportunities for recreational experiences in a coastal salt marsh that
are not currently available in Mission Bay Park including kayaking/canoeing/stand-up
paddle boarding/bird and other wildlife watching — all coastal dependent activities.

* The California coastal salt marsh zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource within
the Coastal Zone that is of vital and enduring interest to all the people and exists as a
delicately balanced ecosystem per the California Coastal Commission.

*  The “Wildest™ plan provides new coastal-dependent active recreational opportunitics not
currently available in Mission Bay Park. Kayaking/paddle boarding in 4 sall marsh and
hiking in nature are all aclive recreation activities not readily available in Mission Bay
Park.

» Inorder to provide equitable access, salt marshes must be located in many accessible
spots of San Diego. Mission Bay Park has a level of public transit access that is not
available for many other salt marshes in the county.

How does the Draft PEIR address these points?

Why in the analysis are coastal dependent access and active recreation considered less-important
than non-coastal dependent active recreation?

Reasons “Wildest” meets Project Object 2:

*  De Anza Cove was a manulactured and artificial topography created alter local tribal
nations were excluded from their traditional villages and lifestyle in the areas of Mission
Bay and Pacific Beach.

* lor millennia, local tribal nations engaged with the salt marshes that once existed
throughout much of Mission Bay including the historic Rose Creek salt marsh near the
location of the village of “Wehap Maw.” The salt marsh plants, birds, wildlife, and fish
are what constitutes reconnection, not access to something that has only existed fora
short period of time.

s Local indigenous (ribes were excluded from their (raditional praclices by the destruction
of the historic Rose Creek wellands.

s Therefore, the “Wildest” plan best meets Object #2 as restores the habitat more closely to
how it had existed pre-European contact.

s ‘The City of San Diego should engage with local indigenous communities lo define for
themselves what “recomnnection’ looks like not inform these communities what or how
“reconnection” should occur.

How does the City of San Dicgo propose to incorporate the perspectives of local indigenous
communilies 10 define (he proposed allernatives and their desired aclivities within the space?

What outreach was done as part of the Draft PEIR and what outreach will be done before a Final
PEIR is completed?

How will the results of oulreach to local indigenous communilies modily the allernatives in the
PEIR?

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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017-8
cont.

Eriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR

Page 5 of 9

Reasons “Wildest” meets Project Object 3:

The City of San Diego’s Environmental Sensitive Lands (LSL) regulations specific that
the goal is o maximize physical and VISUAL public access Lo coastal resources.
However, the project objectives as wrillen do not give credit Lo allernatives thal provide
“visual public access.”!

Wetlands overlooks and kayaking in wetlands are types of “visual public access” that are
incorporated in the “Wildest” alternative.

We strongly urge the City Lo look al the types of aclivilies available with the park as a
whole and see that currently, nature orient opportunities are very limited. Mission Bay
Park already containg extensive beach access. A “beach™ is only one type of coastal
access and providing opportunities for other types of coastal access is critical to ensuring
Mission Bay Park serves as diverse a range of interests as possible.

Increasing the amount of lower, middle and upper wetlands as well as upland habitat
diversifies the types of both active and passive coastal-dependent recreational uses within
Mission Bay Park as a whole by providing opportunities for a wide variety of bhird
waltching, kayaking/stand-up paddle boarding, mud-flat exploring. shell-fish digging.
fishing, and nature-based exploration activities for visitors of all ages and cultures.

By increasing the acreage of natural habitats, more opportunities will be created for
coastal-dependent active (kavaking, walking ete.), passive (bird watching, exploring the
daily changes in the salt marsh,) and other nature based recreational activities without
threatening the sustainabilily of (hese natural habitats.

Grealer acreage of natural habitats provides more pecple access. Furthermore,
appropriately situated and raised boardwalks will allow land-based and mobility impaired
visitors (o explore nature up close and personal.

More wellands can lead Lo more robust fisheries that support all types of fishing activities
for people from a wide range of cultures, ages, and interests. Please include an analysis of
the current usage of Mission Bay Park for fishing and what percentage of those who fish
in Mission Bay supplement their diet with said fish. Many communitics are dependent on
[ishing o supplement their food sources.

Why is visual coastal access not part of the project objectives?

Why is there a requirement for this corner of Mission Bay Park to handle the types of uses
not required of all corners of Mission Bay Park? (Crown Point Shores and Sail Bay for
examples).

How will a smaller natural habitat footprint lead to a reduction in the number of visitors to
the natural habitat? Please provide an analysis of the alternatives with the average number of
daily visitors that can be sustained without damages to the resources.

Where is the analysis showing estimated increases of fish species by alternative?

! City of San Diego. 20220, Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations. Accessed April 2023,
hiips:fdocs.sundiego.govimunicode/MuniCode Chapler 14/Ch14An03Division0 1 pdl.

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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017-8
cont.

017-9

01711

Eriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR Page 6 of 9

Reasons “Wildest” meets project objective 6

s Strategy 5 of the Climate Action Plan emphasize multimodal transportation. llowever, 1n
the context of Mission Bay Park non-motorized walercrall and foot travel conslitule
sustainable multi-modal lravel.

Why is non-motorized watercrafl transportation excluded from the types of mulii-modal
transportation analyzed in an aquatic setting?

How does including non-motorized watercraft transportation change the analysis of the
sustainable alternatives against the objective 6 for the Wildest alternative?

Exclusion of Rose Creek in the analysis

The current tidal salt marsh in Rose Creck stretches from Mission Bay near the heal of the De
Anza “bool” upsiream o Garnel Avenue.

Because Rose Creek is the primary source of fresh water inflows into Mission Bay Park overall
and specifically in the northeast corner, how does the absence of analysis from the Draft PEIR of
Rose Creek’s water quality constrain the conclusions drawn in the Draft PEIR?

Please include an analysis of the Rose Creek lower salt marsh’s (what the City of San Diego
calls the “inlet” and which is downstream of Grand Avenue) and its relationship to the rest of
this project. Excluding the creek from the analysis ereates a huge gap in understanding how the
alternatives will engage with the fresh water inputs especially when the location of the proposed
wellands restoration is specifically situated to be at the source of fresh water inflows.

How does the Wildest alternative buffer downstream of the existing North Mission Bay Drive
preclude it from meeting the project objectives when the City’s preferred alternative also
includes a buffer along the existing lower Rose Creek salt marsh (what the City of San Diego
calls the “inlet.”). Please see Karin Zirk's attached comments to the Mission Bay Master Plan
Amendment.

Climate Action Plan (CAD)

According 1o the Draft PEIR, the “.. project also supports Strategy 5. Resilient Infrastructure and
Healthy Ecosyslems, identified in the CAP, as it includes the restoration and enhancement of
wetlands, which have been identified in the City's Climate Resilient 8D Plan as important
habitat to mitigate flooding, improve water quality, provide important habitat, absorb wave
energy, and minimize coastal erosion.”

However. in the alternatives analysis, no information is provided on how well each of these
alternatives fulfill this strategy.

Why does the Draft PEIR not include analysis of the alternatives in regards to Strategy 5 of the
CAP?

017-9:

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
lipay 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.

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 projectis
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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017-10:

017-11:

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.

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
017-8 for the rationale for the rejection of the “Wildest”
alternative.

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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017-11
cont.

017-12

01713

017-12:

FEriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR Page 7 of 9

How do cach of the alternatives address Strategy 5 of the CAP?

In tabular format please provide the metrics for [lood mitigation, waler quality improvement,
minimization of coastal erosion, and absorption of wave energy for each alternative considered
in the Draft PEIR (even those currently eliminated from consideration)?

Implementation and maintenance ¢osts in the alternatives analysis

As we all recognize, the City of San Diego does not have unlimited funding to support
maintenance of the natural lands currently under their jurisdiction, let alone newly restored
habitats. Therefore, it is eritical that not only the implementation costs are included as part of the
alternatives analysis, but also the estimated maintenance costs so that the public and elected
officials can make an informed decision.

The City of San Diego’s Climate Action Implementation Plan? (CAIP) requires an
“Implementation Cost Analysis for all climate action projects. Restoring seven hundred acres of
wetlands by 2035 is part of Strategy 5 of the Climate Action Plan. The Draft PEIR does not
include cost estimates for maintenance of any of the alternative’s natural habitat components.
‘Iherefore, there is no guarantee that the City will having funding lor (he aclive maintenance
identified in the Draft PEIR.

We respectfully request that cach alternative include annual maintenancee costs and funding
sources for required maintenance including the “Wetlands Optimized” and ReWild Mission
Bay's “Wildest” allernalive Lo prevent restored wellands from degrading due (o lack ol
maintenance funding.

The Draft PEIR should identify where and what type of hardened and natural shoreline
treatments are proposed for all the allernatives as this will impact the maintenance costs as well
as (he implementation costs.

017-13:

Relationship of the Draft PEIR to the project-specific development plans

The City of San Diego states this is a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact report and that
the land use development processes will be used to create detailed environmental analysis on a
project-by-project basis.

However, committing to a natural habitat design before full sea-level rise, water quality. and
erosion analysis has been done creates a significant challenge for this project. A subsequent
detailed analysis could determine that a complete or partial redesign of the arca might be
required in order to maintain 80 acres of salt marsh in 2100 per the City’s commitment (o the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

? See page 48 of
hiips:fwww sandiego.govisiles/defauli/files/drall_climale_aclion_implementalion_plan_022823.pdl

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.

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.
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01713
cont.

01714

FEriends of Rose Creek Comments on De Anza Natural Draft PEIR Page 8 of 9

This would not only require a redesign of the wetland and upland habitats but also a potentially
significant redesign of the active recreation and low-cost visitor accommodations acreage and
foot print. Therefore, it makes much more sense to provide at least the full wetlands analysis in
the Final PEIR including sea-level rise modeling, analysis of estimated quantiliable
improvements to water quality in Mission Bay Park, and an analysis of erosion caused by sea-
currents as well as motorized boat from the adjacent public boat launch ramp to determine these
impacts on restored wetlands both with and without hardened shoreline treatments.

In what order will the Cily of San Diego do (he details environmental analysis [or each of the
proposed land uses within the project area?

Tow will an iterative approach be applied to the wetlands design process?

Non-Coastal Dependent Active Recreation Uses

‘The Draft PEIR itself recognizes that there is a limited amount of space and many compeling
uses. However, if the goal of the De Anza Natural plan is to provide the highest number of
people the most opportunities for non-coastal dependent active recreation. then a density per
recreation hour per acre study needs to be done in order to prioritize those activities that serve
the most people per hour per acre in order (o provide the most hours of active land-based
recreation (o the general public.

Pleasc provide an analysis in the Final PETR of how many people per day per acre on a weekend
use the golf course, sports fields, and tennis courts to determine how to maximize non-coastal
dependent recreation in (he available space.

How will technical and acreage-based conflicts between the proposed land uses be resolved?

‘Which land uses will have priority?

How does the City propose to identify none-coastal dependent active recreation priorities within
the acreage dedicated to active recreation in the Draft PLIR?

How does the plan propose to handle an ilerative design approach?

How will commitments to low-cost visitor accommodations and land-based non-coastal
dependent active recreation be adjusted when the detailed wetlands restoration analysis is
completed?

How will the impacts of crosion on the different alternatives alter the wetlands footprint?
If erosion is significant. what is the plan for “managed retreat” of the low-cost visitor

accommodations and non-coastal dependent active recreation to allow the salt marsh to migrate
as necessary.

017-14:

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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017-15: 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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017-16:

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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Page 2 of 6 K. Zirk Comments on MBPMP Amendment/De Anza Nataral {continued)

In the 19505 and 1960s, the City of San Diego destroyed over 4,000 acres of nutrient rich habitat
for wildlife, migratory and local birds, as well as fish, and mud creatures that are at the bottom of
the food chain negatively impacting our fisheries. T am asking for a tiny portion of that to be
restored. Therefore, il is (ime o focus on wellands restoration in the northeast corner of Mission
Bay to restore a portion of the historic Rose Creek wetlands.

In regards to: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY?: Section I tourist attractions.

I take issue with the fact that low-cost visitor accommeodations are already being pitched as
recreational vehicles. Low-cost visitor accommodations can include vurts, cabins, and tent
camping as well as recreational vehicles. Please update this section as follows:

Overnight low-cost visitor accommodations are proposed as a potential use in De Anza Cove as
part of the De Anza Cove Natural plan, Figure 14a At this location, guests of the low-cost visitor
accommodations would enjoy water access for birdwatching, cbserving nature, recreational
opportunities and non-motorized watercraft rentals.

017-16
cont. As an aside, elsewhere in this plan, it is indicated that the area near the low-cost visitor
accommodations may not be suitable for swimmning due to poor water gualily. See section 26
where “swimming” is crossed out. Also see recommendation 53: Existing Swimming Areas
where it states “Suitability for swimming will be monitored.”

Recommendation 26: Relocation of Campland.

The Mission Bay Master Plan and the California Coastal Commission call for low-cost visitor
accommodations. This amendment seems to conflate Campland with the Tow-cost visitor
accommodations under Recommendation 25. Please remove references to Campland
“relocation” and focus on low-cost visitor accommodations.

There are conflicts in the MBPMP amendment with the Draft PETR. In the Draft PEIR, a 200-
foot buffer along Rose Creek is identified. Yet in the MBPMP amendment , under item 25, it
identifies a 100-foot buffer/public use zone. Furthermore, in Figure 8 it identifies a 300-foot
public use zone. Again, all references to the buffer along Rose Creek need (o be harmonized to
avoid confusion in the future. Also, allowable uses within this buffer need to be harmonized as
all these references are vague and ambiguous.

The buffer public use zone should preclude hardscape, active recreation, picnic tables and other
uses that could potentially cause poltution in Rose Crreck or disturbance to birds and other
wildlife. The bufter zone should be off-limits to animals, motorized and non-motorized vehicles,
and electromic music. This area should be planted with local natives to provide upland habitat
adjacent to the lower Rose Creek salt marsh (that is located downstream of Grand Avenue).
Please adjust the MBPMP amendment to conform to the Draft PEIR.
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Page 3 of 6 K. Zirk Comments on MBPMP Amendment/De Anza Nataral {continued)

In this same section, the bullet point starting with “Active Recreation,” there is unclear language.
This bullet point seems to be discussing the northeast corner of Mission Bay Park. However, it
references “West Mission Bay Drive,” which is located is on (he southern end of Mission Bay
Park. It is unclear if the amendment is mixing plans for two separate areas of the park or if this
should read “North Mission Bay Drive,” which is the access road to the golf course and the San
rego Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club. This paragraph should be clarified.

Also under ltem 25: De Anza Natural Development Crileria.

The MBPMP amendment states that “De Anza Natural shall not be developed to the detriment of
existing and/or future adjacent habitat areas. I'oremost in consideration should be the extent to
which the area can contribute to the Park’s water quality.”

However, the Draft PEIR seems to be in conflict with this statement as it is laying out land uses
that may preclude development of future adjacent habitat areas due to the lack of modeling done
in the Draft PEIR. (See comments from the I'riends of Rose Creek on the Draft PEIR.)

T am extremely disappointed to see the emphasis on retaining the De Anza Peninsula. Itis subject
017-16 to extreme erosion without hardened shorelines.

t.
con “The section called “NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN is wholly inadequate and should
reference appropriale sections from the City of San Diego’s Parks Master Plan. Specifically. the
following sections should be incorporated:

a. C8R2: Improve the quality of habitat in City parks through best practices that support
native threatened and endangered species and habitats and consider climate change
impacts on species habitat range/ location.

b. CSR6: Incorporate best practices in the design of parks and selection of plant
materials to reduce environmental impacts and promote native, drought-tolerant,
resilient landscapes. Prohibit planling species on the California Invasive Plant
Couneil’s list of invasive plants for southern California in parks.

¢. CO3: Manage resource and open space parks for their contributions to ameliorate
climate change effects.

d. COY: Where feasible, allow access to nature and open spaces, in concert with the
goals and policies of the Multiple Species Conservation Program and Subarea Plan
guidelines.

¢. ACT: Consider using the Kumeyaay language and eulturally appropriate images or
symbols when naming and renaming recreation facilities, parks, and open space.

f.  ACS: Consider the Kumeyaay historic use of plants and traditional plant names when
developing habitat revegetation and restoration plant palettes and interpretive signage
along public trails and pathways.

. ACS: Consider the Kumeyaay cultural connection to the land and surrounding
environment when developing recreational facilities, parks, and open space.
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Page 4 of 6 K. Zirk Comments on MBPMP Amendment/De Anza Nataral {continued)

h. CSR1: Collaborate with agencies that manage public lands, conservation
stakeholders, and community advocates to protect sensitive natural and cultural
resources, while providing compalible recreational access and ouldoor opportunities.

i CSR2: Improve the quality of habital in City parks through best practices that support
native threatened and endangered species and habitats and consider climate change
impacts on species habitat range/ location.

J. CSR7: Increase opportunities for people 1o interact regularly with green spaces,
water, and other natural environments — especially in higher density arcas.

k. CSR16: Increase, expand, and manage the network of habitat patches and wildlife
corridors for rare, threatened, and endangered species and the vegetation communities
that are projected to be impacted by climate change.

. CS8R 20: Develop new and upgrade existing parks that support environmental
development patterns that protect and preserve natural landforms, public and private
open space, wildlife linkages, sensitive species, habitats, canyons, and watersheds.

m. CSR 21: Preserve San Diego’s rich biodiversity and heritage through the protection
and restoration of open space and wetlands resources, including coastal waters,
canyons, creeks, riparian wetlands, and vernal pools.

017-16 n. CSR 27: Maximize opportunitics to restore native habitat and enhance biodiversity in
cont. parks and open space lands.

0. CSR 30: Promote the awareness and value of wetlands, waterways, and restored
landscapes in developed parks as well as open spaces.

In regards to item v. Wildlife habitats, please change the wording in the first bullet point by
removing “A large sallwaler marsh that enlarges the Northern Wildlife Preserve” to “A large
sallwaler marsh with 80 acres of sall marsh remaining in the year 2100 that enlarges the Northern
Wildlife Preserve....” in order meet the agreement with the Regional Water Quality Control
Board under the SEP.

In regards to item vii: Access and Circulation.:

This item indicates a raised boardwalk or path should be constructed under Ingraham Street to
connect Sail Bay with Crown Point. This path was completed 20 years or more ago.

Under Recommendations: 13. Northern Habitat Area:

Please add kayaking and standup paddle boarding to the list of proposed active recreation
opportunities. These are very popular activities in Mission Bay Park.

One popular definition of “active recreation™ is as follows:

Aclive recrealion. is defined as aclivitics engaged in for the purpose of relaxation,
health and wellbeing or enjoyment with the primary activity requiring physical
exertion, and the primary focus on human activity.
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Comment Letter O18: Handa Ornithology Lab, April 20, 2023

018-1:

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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018-2:

018-3:

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.

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-

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

Page RTC-018-2



018-4:

level environmental documents to determine the significance
of project GHG emissions.

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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C18-4
cont

018-5

0186

018-7

anthropogonic strossas, allowing for inland migration of coastal wotlands as sca-lovel rises, active
management lo preserve wetland hyvdrology. and a wids range ol olher managemenl and restoration
oplions. (Burkeil and Kusler 2000)

The City of San Disgo [alls short with their proposal for wetland restoration in the De Anza Natural Plan
as the acreage of wetland restoration should adequately plan for wetland loss anticipated in the future with
SI.R. Current scientific models such as 1/SGS CoSMoS§ should be usced as a guide to plan for adequate
amount of wetlands in the future with anticipated Sea Level Rise. Consequences for inadequate planning
for maximum extent of wetlands will be dire and will threaten axtirpation of endemic species of concern
such as the Statc and Federally Fndangered Tight-footed Rideway’s Rail Rallis obsolens levipes and
State Endangered Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi vulnerable to habitat
loss in the arca with sca level rise. that only inhabit mid and high level marsh as these species will have
nowhere to go once these arcas are gone. Please consider the science and multiple current events that
should elevate the urgency to our situation with Climate Change. Meaningful action is needed to restore
the maximum amount of wetland possible with De Anza Natural, as we are running out of time to address
Climate Change. Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,

Lesley Handa
ITanda Ornithology Lab

RETERENCES

Burkett, V. and Kusler, 1., 2000. Climate change: Potential impacts and interactions in wetlands of the
uniled siales 1. JAWRA Joumal of the American Waler Resources Association, 36(2}, pp.313-320.

Schuerch, M., Spencer, T, Temmacrman, 8., Kirwan, ML, Wolff, C., Lincke, >, McOwen, C.1,
Pickering, M.D., Reel, R.. Valeidis, A.T. and ITinkel, J., 2018. Tufure response ol global coastal wellands
to sca-level risc. Navure, 561(7722), pp.231-234.

018-5:

018-6:

018-7:

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.

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.

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

019-1:

019-2:

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.

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.
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019-4

018-5

Mission Bay Youth Field Association
Office of the Secretary

1271 Missouri Street

San Diego, CA 92109

April 20, 2023
City of San Diego, Planning Department
Atten: Ms. Jordan Moare
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

SUBJECT: DE ANZA COVE AMENDMENT TO THE MISSION BAY MASTER PLAN
Re: Impact, Protection and Preservation of the Bob McEvoy Youth Athletic Fields
Dear Ms. Moore,

The Mission Bay Youth Field Association requests that provisions within the De Anza Cove
Amendment to the Mission Bay Master Plan be revised to “preserve, protect and enhance the

current Athletic Area uses”. Please gwve serious consideration lo reducing the width of the
proposed uplands habitat along the east side of the Bob McEvay Youth Athletic Fields as necessary
to protect this valuable youth asset. This small revision will allow the City to avoid a costly and
contentious General Development Plan re-arrangement of the entire Athletic Area, which will result in
significant impacts to all of the current users

The Mission Bay Youth Field Association (MBYFA), whose membership includes the Mission Bay
Youth Baseball (MBYB) league, the Mission Bay Girls Softball (MBGS) league and the Pacific Youth
Soccer League (PYSL) collectively operate, maintain and utilize the Bob McEvoy Youth Athletic
Fields (Youth Fields) subject to a Preferential, Non-Exclusive Use and Occupancy Permit with the
City of San Diego.

These organizations operate exclusively at the Bob McEvoy Youth Athletic Fields (Youth
Fields), maintain them and provide continuous year-round service to between 500 and 600
youth athletes between the ages of 6 and 16. The 8-acre community and regional field complex
accommodates athletes across a broad area of our City including the La Jolla, Pacific Beach, Mission
Bay, Clairemont, University City, North Park and Central San Diego communities. MBYFA has no
other facility from which it operates.

The Youth Fields include three (3) youth baseball fields, one (1) youth softball field, a concession and
bathroom facility with supporting features. These fields were constructed by Bob McEvoy with
donated funds on land leased to Youth Fields by the City of San Diego for the purpose of
supporting youth sports. The field's entry monument notes its dedicafion on May 11t 1958 with
the words “Constructed For our Youth”

There is one baseball field each for Pinto league players (7-8 years old), Mustang league players (9-
10) years old and our Bronco & Pony League (11-14) players. There is one (1) softball field which
accommodates girls from the ages of 6 years old through 16 years old All four (4) out-fields are
shared by both boys and girls soccer when baseball and softball is not occurring. In the winter softball
and soccer share the softball field and the lights which allows play to occur after sunset.

019-3:

019-4:

019-5:

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.

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.

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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019-6:

019-7:

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 019-2.

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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019-8:

019-9:

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 019-2.

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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019-10:

019-11:

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
019-2. The PEIR has been revised to ensure no net loss of
active recreation use acreages.

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 020: Renascence Project, April 20, 2023

020-1:

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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020-2:

020-3:

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.

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

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

Page RTC-020-3



020-4:

020-5:

020-6:

project objectives. Thus, they have been eliminated from
further consideration.

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.

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.

This comment asks about the long-term maintenance and
budget requirements that may be needed to keep new

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

Page RTC-020-4



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.

020-7: 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.
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020-8:

020-9:

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.

This comment reiterates the desire for maximum wetland
restoration and discusses Kumeyaay engagement and
accessibility. Please refer to response to comment 020-8
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 020-4 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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020-10:

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 lipay 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 020-7), the
project would include an Interpretive Nature Center, which
would foster opportunities for members of local Tribal
nations to reconnect to De Anza Cove.

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-specificimpacts 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.

020-11: 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 020-3 that
discusses the Rewild alternatives.
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Comment Letter O21: ReWild Coalition, April 20, 2023

021-1:

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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021-2:

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.

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

Page RTC-021-2



021-3:

021-4:

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.

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.

021-5: 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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021-6:

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.

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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021-7: This comment states that the PEIR provides no recognition
of lipay-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 lipay 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.

021-8: 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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021-9:

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.

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.

021-10: 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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021-11:

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 021-10 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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021-12:

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
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021-13:

021-14:

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.

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 021-12 regarding the PEIR's water
quality analysis and GDP process. Please refer to response
to comments 021-8 and 021-10 regarding the project
objectives.

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 lipay Nation of
Santa Ysabel. Additional Tribal consultation pursuant to AB
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021-15:

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.

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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021-16: This comment disagrees with the PEIR conclusion that the

021-17:

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 021-12 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.

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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021-18:

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 021-12 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.

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.
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In response to this comment, PEIR Table S-4, Summary of
Significant Environmental Impacts has been revised as

Table S-4. Summary of Signi Envii Impacts
Issue | Results of Impact Analysis | Mitigation | Impact Level After Mitigation
Land Us
Would the proposed project | Implementation of the project would not conflict with No mitigation measures required. Less Than Significant
conflict with the the enviranmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of
environmental goals, the City's General Plan or other applicable land use
objectives, or guidelines of | pian or reguiation, including the MBPMP, Land
a General Plan or Development Code, 2021 Regional Plan, CAP, Ciimate
Community Plan or other | Resilient SD Plan, Califomia Coastal Act, Mission Bay

applicable land use plan or | Natural Resources Plan, Pacific Beach Community
regulation and as a result, | Plan and Local Coastal Plan, or Balboa Avenue Station

cause an indirect or Area Spacific Plan and, as a Tesult. cause an indirect
secondary or secondary impact. Impacts would be

impact? Iess than significant

Would the proposed project | Implementation of the project would not lead to the No miligation measures required No Impact

lead to the development or | development or conversion of General Pian or
conversion of General Plan | Community Plan designated Open Space or Prime
or Community Plan Farmiand o a more infensive land use, resulting in a
designated open space or | physical division of the community. No impact would
prime farmiand to a more | oceur

intensive land use, resulting
in a physical division of the:

community?
Would the praposed project | Implementation of the project would not conflict with No mitigation measures required Lesc Than Significant No Impact
conflict with the provisions | the provisions of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan or

of the City's Multiple ather approved local, regional, or state Habital

Species Conservation G fion Pian b polenial)

Program (MSCF) Subarea | signifisant-No impact would occur

Pian or other approved

Iocal, regional, or stale

habitat tion plan?

Would the proposed project | The projectis not located in an airport influence area, | No miligation measures required No Impact

resultin land uses which | and implementation of the project would not result in

are not compatible with an | Iand uses that are not compatibie with an adepted
adopted Airport Land Use | ALUCP. No impact would occur.

Compabiiity Plan
(ALUCR)?

021-19: 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 021-12 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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021-20: 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 021-19
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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021-21:

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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021-22:

superior alternative. No revisions to the PEIR are
warranted.

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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021-23:

021-24:

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 | 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.

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 021-22 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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021-25:

baseline for the project. No revisions to the PEIR are
warranted.

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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021-26:

021-27:

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.

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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021-28:

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 projectis 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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021-29:

021-30:

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.

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 021-28 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 notidentify 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.

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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021-31:

021-32:

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.

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.

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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021-34:

021-35:

021-36:

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.

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.

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 021-30.

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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021-38:

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 021-31.

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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021-39:

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 021-6 regarding the GDP process. No
revisions to the PEIR are warranted.

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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021-41:

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.

The comment states that a new project objective to
improve water quality should be added to the PEIR. Please
refer to responses to comments 021-4 and 021-10.

This comment states that the Draft PEIR objectives are
insufficient and need to be revised. Please refer to
responses to comments 021-8 and 021-9. 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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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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021-44:

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 021-8.

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 021-32 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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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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021-47:

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.

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 021-21.

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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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 021-44 that
discusses the ReWild Alternative, 021-8 that discusses the
project objectives, 021-31 that discusses sea level rise, and
021-30 that discusses the City’s Climate Action Plan
Strategy 5.
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021-50:

021-51:

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.

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.

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 021-9 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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| amaly

Te<hnical Review Memomndam %or the Sw Anzs Habarsl Amecdment ta the Misson Bxy Park Mester Pan Drak Progmem S-viranmentsl Imasst Repert, Sch
EFE R

provided in the 2023 Mission Bay Park Master Plan Amendment (I
Bay i designated as parkland, active reerealion, open beach, or play lelds, whils a minority is designated as
wotland habitat. A laree portion of the desipnated wotld habitat that is included is the San Diceo River
Fliudway. which mnecled from Mission Bay. Also, note that the San Thzge River downstreamn of W,
Mlizsion Bayv Bridee is designated as wetland habital, but is actually mestly “open water™, Tand use decizions
should b bazed on an asecsament of acreapes of land vse tvpes for the cntire Mission Bay Park as well as an

re 1), mest ol the perimeter of Mission

and assessment ol land use by land use Lype.

[71.1.2 Active Recreation

Ihe current Land Use map vaderestimates the availability of gpace for active necreation that already exists in
Mlission Bay. The PEIR delines active reerealion as activities imcloding “land-hassd active recreational pursuits,
including sand volleyhall, over-the-ling, walking, bicveling, and in-linefroller skati g =41 Figure 2 showws
that there are sipnificant arcos of Mission Bay that could bc considored active rocreation and mnt ars not shown
v the Land Use map, including playlields. wallkingbiking palhs, and Tease area @ i
World, Quivira Basin, and Miszion Bayv Yacht Club, The City of San Dicge's wal
milcs of bl paths along Mission Bay.™ The PEIR also states that “ropional pakdand suppom activitics such as
pienicking. kitellying, Frishee throwing. inlormal sports. walking, jogging. bicyeling, and in-lingroller skating™

(psv 2-4). By this definition, all of the regional parkland could be considered active recrcation arcas, Thare are also

it portions of Mission Bay that could be considered open water active reercation. 1he land use map and
should include all types ol active recreation or the entire park.

021-52: 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 021-9 that
summarizes the project boundary. It is not intended to
designate recreation across all of Mission Bay.
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021-54

Technics Review Memorandam for the Cw Anza Hahosl Amecdment to te Mission Bay Pars Mester Slar Dmd Progrem Snvirenmentsl Impset Reperl, Sch
A EDGHO2D

“T1.2 Wetlands Provide Recreation Opportunities

The City has the epportunity fo provide a varicty of recreation options heyond what is shewn as active recraation
in the proposed project. In the area planmed a3 “active reercation”™ on the ite plan. the project proposes to use the
ypace Jor athletic Iields wmd courts and potentially retain the existing goll’ course. The planned active recreation
options, including the existing golf course, are not coastal-dependent uses as defined and required by the Coastal
Act, By prioritizing and increasing habitat restoration in the project arca. the arca can provide diverse recreational
vppeirtunilies Thal are currently not available in the entire Mission Bay Park. including kavaking and birding in or
near wetland arcas, The PEIR. describes the cxpanded marshland'habitat and upland (dune, sage) and buffer arcas
as places for rocreational opportunitics in Scetion 3.2.1.2, bur docs not connt these arcas as active reercation.
Tamiling the delinition ol active reereation Lo land-hased aclivitizs wives the impression that the creation ol
habitat will reduze reereation in the project arca, Howaver, maximizing the restored habitat within the project
arca would better meat objective 3 (diversify active and passive rececational vses) by providing significant
reerealional opporlunilies, including kayaking and walking paths o cheerve wildlile, thal ars coaslal-dependent
| wses curently lacking in hission Bay Park,

" T2. Sea Level Rise and Climate Change Considerations

Al 691 reguires agencies managing Slate Tidelands, including the City ol San Diego, W proactively plan Lor sea
level rise, As a result, the City prepared a State Tands Sea Tevel Rise Valnerahility Assessment (TCF 2017),
Section 3.4 of the MELR states that the *I'ELR proprammatically addresscs the civirontnental impacte of fituns
implementation ol the project using realistic, worsl-vase assumplions and establishes a miligation strategy thal
would apply to futwes improvements, ™ However, the plan set forth by the City in the PETR docs not ingluds a
discussion of a long-torm resilicncy plan tat accounts for futrs projected sea lovel 1iso and docs not reforence
Lhe ity s Sea Tevel Rise Vulnerability Assessment.

2.1 Sea Level Rise Resiliency

The project arca is valnerablz to futwes sea lovel rise, In the Citv’s Seca Level Rise Vulnerability Asscssment (ICF
20190, 1CF vsed U8, Geologic Services (USGE) data to map sea level rise around Mission Lay, as shown in
Figure 3. & xoomed in version of the T8GS data for 6.8 lzet ol vea level rive with a 100-vear ylom [or Lhe
project arga is shown in Figure 4 (oS3 o5 v3.0; Barnard of al. 2008). It should be noted that these maps do not
show extrane Rose Creel discharge, which will have additional tleoding impacts.

In both Section 5.7.3.1 and Appendiz 1. the PEIR ions: “With impl
Anya Cove is expecled i experiznce lowersd levels of inundation and velocities by 2100

iom of the Proposed Project, De
A 11 i the area

T
is left in its current state, as a result of proposcd wetland restoration activitics, which would increase resilicnss to
seu level vise and coastal Dooding.” However, the report does not includs o sea level vise assessment nor

discussion ol impacts due e potenlial adaplation strategies thal will be needed Lo protect developed areas, such as
s walls, rovetments, or borms, Without a sca level visc asscesment, it is not possibls to asscss the impacts of the

projecl even al the program level.

021-53: 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 021-9 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.

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 021-31.
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021-55:

This comment states that in accordance with the SEP
required by the RWQCB, the PEIR must fully analyze an
expanded restoration alternative that will resultin 80 acres
of wetland by the year 2100. Please refer to response to
comment 021-31. 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.

021-56: 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 021-17.
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cont.

Technical Review Memomndam %or the Sw Anze Haharsl Amecdment ta she Misson Bxy Park Mester Pan Drak Progem S-viranmentsl Imasst Repert, Sch
EEE

“luture grading and excavation quanlities ars currently unknown™ The PEIR provides a cut’ [l estimate ol

HT3. 880 cubic vards, but il is unclear 1o whal elevations the wetland and upland habitals would he Glled. & e/
balanes analysis should be inchided to show the prajost can create wetland habitat and create resiliont
development. Alternatively, prlential wir quality, gresnhouse gas emissions. trallic and other impacts associated

_ | with hringing in additional fill te the sitz should be evaluated in the PETR.

“T?2.4 Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Sequestration

021-57

021-58

The City of San Dicao sccks to achicve a poal of net zero GHOG cmissions by 2033 (City of San Dicgo 20220, The
Clity™s Climate Action Plan (CAP;, 2022) identilizs a restoralion Largel o 230 acres ol sall marsh Tand by 2030 1o
provida resiliency, air quality, and public health benefits, and T acres by 20035,

“ational and international crganizations, as well a5 state and federal agencics, have become inereasingly
inrerested in exploring the carbon storage and scquestration capacitics of wetlands, cspocially salt marshes,
mangrirves, and seagrass beds (see lor example Smardon 2019). Peer-reviewed seientilic Tieralure has
demonstrated the sreat significance of these ceosystems for both carbon sequestration and storage (Pendleton ot
al. 2012 Pourquecan <t al. 2012). To meet the goals of the CAIL the City should consider maximizing wetland
resloralion in the project arza as vall marsh restoration provides climale benzlits. The “Wildest™ and Wellands
Optimized altematives would provide more carbon sequestration benefits compared to the proposed project by
providing more wetlands and better meet project objective 3 (mitigate potential sea level rise impacts).

3. Public Access

In Seetion ¥.3.2.3. the PEIR says “the Wetlands Optimized Altenative would not meet projoct ebjectives 1and 6
bevause, compared Lo the propased projeet, it would nol as [wlly provide equitable acesss or enhance the public
accass of De Anza Cove,” Currently, the only public aceess fo wetlands in Mission Bav is during Love Your
Wetlands Day at kendall Frost Marsh, which ocenrs onee a vear. and during the UC San Dicge Natural Rescrve
Syslem and San Diego Audubon’s Wander the Wellands program, lor two hours Lwice a manth. A Jence around
the site keops the public out during the rest of the vear, While public sccess to wetlands cortainky should be
balanced with protection of the habitar, wetlands are a unique coastal landscape that are corrently restrieted in
Mlizsion Bay [or almosl all San Diegans. Public access Lo wetlands can include walkways by the shoreline ol the
wetland, blinds to enhanes opportimitics to obsarve wildlife, some boardwalks tuoweh the wetlands and a kayak
trail for access at higher tides. as described in the “Wildest™ Alternative desian m the ReWild Mission 12ay
Feuloralion Feasibilily Sludy Reporl (2018). By creating more wellands, beth the Wellands Oplimized
Altemative and the “Wildest™ Alternative provide greater opportunity for all communitics to access this unique
habitat and enhance public access in Mission [3ay.

Additiomally, Section £.3.2.3 notes that increasing wetlands “would result in a reduction in low <ot visitin pugst
acenmmislations and open heach wses.™ Ax discussed under the Tand Tse Considaralioms section, Lhe project
shounld be considered in the context of hission Baw as a whole, Mission Bay Pack s extensive beach avcas for
publiv access: therelore creation of more wetlinds rather than public beach areas should be considered a benelil.
nal a negative, The City should eonsider adjusting the Wellands Optimized allernative o increase the low-cost
wigitor guest accommodations and remov all or portions of the golf course, which iz not a coastal dependent use

while prioritizing wetlands in order o meet project ehjectives 1 and 6. Sanilarly, while the ReWild oplions do not

021-57: This comment states that to meet the goals of the CAP, the

021-58:

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.

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 021-32 and 021-46. 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 021-49 and 021-51.
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imclude details om the developmnent that could ocewr in the project area, the “Wildest™ allernative provided
T area o low,

L visilor guesl Lalioms

021-58

4. Impacts to Water Quality

The Mission Bay Masler Plan Amendment {2023 alales thal an imporlant eomzideration ol the project area
“shonld be the extent to which the arca can contribute to the ack’s water quality.” Duc to the high importanes of
water guality to the project, the project should melude an additional ebjective te enhanee water guality and waler
cireulalion within De Anea Cove.

The PETR explaing thal pollulant 1 through aclivilies will he adidressed through a SWEFP
and the implementation of construction best management practices (BNUs). Potential long-term pollutats wonld
b addressed through project area and source control BMPs. A SWOMP would be prepared o ensure that runolT
is adeguately caplured andior treated. However, the PETR dees not include a discussion of the polenlial impacts Lo
watar quality associated with the ereation of 2 channe] that connects Rose Crecls to De Anza Cove, A water
vireulution study will be an impurtant nexl step 1o st e channel and determing whether the channg] will make
the water quality in De Anva Cove measurably worse.

021-60

021-61

021-62

5, Impacts to Eelgrass

A wignilicant amount of new welland habital shewn on the sile plan requites the [T ol open waler in exisling

celarass bods, The PELR describes the placement of fill to raise clevations for marsh habitat a¢ the creation of new

welland habital. A more aceurats desoription would be the conversion ol habital from eelprass o wetland. The

PETR addresses the removal of eelarass habital and describes the San Tiego Biological Guidelines {3TRG)

required mitigation ratio of 211, where 1:1 mitigation minst oconr within Mission Bay. However, the PELR docs

nul melude a deseription of where and how eslgrass hubital will be mitigaled nor an assssanent ol the potential
impacts of such mitigation,

6. Tribal Nation Reconnection Opportunities

The PLIR does not deseribe how any allernative would or would nit mest objective 2 (foster apportumities for
membens ol local Tribal nalions o reconnect). Tn Szetion 8.3.2.3, the PRETR slales that “The Wellands Oplimired
Altemative would meet project objective 2 by fostering opportinitics for members of local Tribal nations to
recommeet o e Anza Cove” Nowever, in Section 8.2.1.2 the PEIR states that the ReWild alternatives “would
nal lnster opporlunities [or members ol Tocal Tribal nations o reconnect n Te Anea Cove,™ bul with no
cxplanation of how this conclusion was reached. At the program Ievel, there is still an opportunity to work with
Lribes Lo adjust any ol the project allernatives Lo provide opportunities Lor inbal recommestion. AL this point. there
is i justification for climinating the ReWild allernatives hased on ohjective 2.

7. Conclusions

The PEIR should include specilic eriteria lor delermining whether an allernalive mesls a project objective or nol.
For cxample, in the PEIR, thers is no basis spoeificd for detcrmining whether a project alternative meats or docs
nol meet the project objectives related to land ose (vbjectives 4 and 33 and which project oljective tkes priority.
The PEIR slates “the Wetlands Optimived Alemative would nol Tully implemenl project objeclive 5, s aclive

and passive reercational nees would be further radwesd™ (pp. 8-43). Pollowing this logic, the proferred altemative

021-59:

021-60:

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 021-12.

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
channelis not currently available; therefore, preparation of
awater circulation study would be premature. No revisions
to the PEIR are warranted.

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 021-23. 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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would not meet project objective 4 bevawse restoration ol habitats would be reduced compared o the Wetland
Optimized Allemative and the “Wildest™ Allernalive. As discussed above, given the larger contesd ol Mizsion
Bay Patk, achicving praject obijcetive 4 should talee precedenes over achicving praject objective 3,

Table 1 provides a summary of the Proposed Project. Wetlands Optimized Alteraative, and “Wildeat” Altemative
s They relate o the project objectives.

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

1 ritiaat] red .
Mission Bay. if _

Further details on eelgrass mitigation would be
determined as part of the City's GDP process.

021-61: 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.

021-62: 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 021-32.
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Table 1. Relationship of Proposed Project, Wetlands Cpéimized Alternative, and ReWild "Wildest" Alternative to Project
Objectives
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Attachment A. Sea Level Rise Technical Assessment
To assess whether the Wetlands Optimized alternatioe wonld nwect the SEP nsquirenient of 80 acnes of wetland by
210K, LS A purfommed o techmcal analysis of projocted abitat change 1., habiat svelubiong and resiliuney with

lulurs e level e

Sea Level Rise Projections and State Guidance
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Comment Letter 022: San Diego Outrigger Canoe Club, April 20, 2023

022-1:

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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022-2:

022-3:

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.

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 projectis 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.

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

Page RTC-022-3



022-3
cont.

1

022-4

022-5

The analysis is not sufficient to identify incompatibilities with the geals of the Amendment,
because it does not identify SDOCC's ongoing water dependent use with a 38-year history in the
area. While SDOCC’s uses are not cited within the plan, CEQA addresses existing conditions of
a planning or project area. As SDOCC's 38-year existing use was not included in the
Environmental Setting chapter or Environmental Baseline subsection of the PEIR, the analysis in
section 5.1.3.1.bfails to adequately identify or address impacts to existing water-dependent uses.
Furthermore, section 5.1.3.1.g of the PEIR states:

g. California Coastal Act The CCA requires projects within the Coastal Overiay
Zone fo be consistent with standards and policies addressing public access,
recreation, marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial
development The proposed project includes an LCP Land Use Plan that
requires approval by the City and certification by the California Coastal
Commissi Appendix B di that the project would not confiict
with the CCA because the project would provide recreational cpportunities
and public access to the shoreline and would include low-cost visitor guest

»dations, i with the policies of the CCA. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

As stated in the PEIR, the project is consistent with the California Coastal Act because it provides
recreational opportunities and public access to the shoreline; however the PEIR fails to mention
that the project also eliminates a long-term, ongoing, low-cost, water dependent recreational
opportunity by eliminating the storage and launching area for SDOCC. Therefore, the plan and
project cannot be consistent with the California Coastal Act without the inclusion of either onsite
facilities or protected alternatively sited storage and launching access. Please note that boat
launching ramps, steep berms, docks, or areas with riprap cannot be considered as alternative
sites

Section 3.3.1.3 Circulation and Access states:

b. Watercraft Access 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. The existing boat ramp along the western
bank of Rose Creek would be removed for shoreline “witding” with nature-based
designs and BMPs. Non-motorized personal watercraft would have access on
De Anza Cove at the Boat Facilities/Clubhouse location identified on Figure
3-1, Site Plan). No changes to land use are proposed for the existing boat ramp
that is southeast of the project area and is easily accessed from Interstate 5. The
layout of the proposed boat facility could be designed during a GDF process for
the greater De Anza Cove area or as a separate, more focused GDP process for
the De Anza Cove boat facility.

022-4: 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 022-
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 022-3 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 EIRon
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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022-5:

022-6:

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
022-3. 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.

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 022-5.
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Comment Letter 023: Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association, April 20, 2023

023-1:

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 021, Rewild Coalition. No
further response is warranted.
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023-2:

023-3:

023-4:

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.

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.

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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Qz23-7

The city's Climate Action Plan calls for 700 acres of restored tidal marsh by 2035. The ReWild “Wildest"”
plan provides the city with one of the best ways to achieve this goal, but the draft PEIR for the De Anza
Matural plan inaccurately dismiszes the ReWild propasal by summarily concluding it fails to meet project
objectives,

The city's proposal fails ta analyze the recreational and cultural oppartunities of connecting Mission Bay
Park to a restored tidal ecosystem, Doing so would better balance and expand the park's recreational
afferings. All San Diegans, including our Kumeyaay neighbars and those in underserved communities,
will benefit with access to a vibrant tidal marsh.

Specific Comments

Page 5-2. Project Objectives. These "objectives” are written as general project goals rather than project
objectives, They are too vague to be used for the purpose of effectively developing the proposed
project and evaluating the potential alternatives to the proposed project. The objectives should provide
clear, more specific components for each objective, The objectives must also reflect and include relevant
requirements and commitments for this portion of Mission Bay Regional Park, such as providing “Alarge
saltwater marsh that enlarges the Northern Wildlife Reserve is proposed west of Rose Creek adjacent to
the existing Northern Wildlife Preserve, and along Rose Creek and where the creek merges with Mission
Bay."” las specified in the March 2022 Draft De Anza Cove Matural Amendment]. Similarly, the City has
cammitted, pursuant to its RWOCE grant funding {R9-2020-0150 SEP), to create an “expanded wetland
alternative [that] would maximize impler ble wetand r reflective of existing teasibility
studies for Mission Bay..." Each of the objectives must be rewritten to provide at least that level of
clarity and specificity,

Page 5-7. Environmentally Superior Alternative. The PEIR states that the "Mo Project/Mo Build
Alternative” is the environmentally superior alternative because it “would avoid ground disturbance that
could resultin impacts to subsurface archaeclogical resources or Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), and
wiould reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts on historical, archacological, and TCRs.”
However, the PEIR also states that this alternative would not meet all of the project objectives, and in
Chapter & that analyzes the alternative, it identifics numerous area for which impacts would be greater
than the proposed project —and other alternatives. [As we stated above, those must be more clear,
specific, and address environmental, recreational and all other relevant commitments for the project
area.]. Therefore, it cannot be the 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. See our comments
an the alternatives section.

Page 5-9, et saq. (Table 5-4).

023.0 | #  Under Land Use {MSCP), the impact analysis is stated: “lmpacts would be potentially

significant.” but then no mitigation measures are identified and the impact level after mitigation

023-5:

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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023-6:

023-7:

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.

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.

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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023-8:

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
resultin 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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023-9:

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.

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:
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0239
cont,

023-10

Qz23-11

02312

Q2313

is "Less than Significant,” If the results of the impact analysis in the Land Use section of the PEIR
faund no significant impacts, then this summary text needs to be correctad.

Under Biological Resources [Page 5-19), the Lexl stales “Would the proposed project interfere
b ially with the
and Tound that it would not and proposed no miligation. Because the project and most

t of any native resident ar migratory fish or wildlife spacies..."

alternatives would affect a portion of lower Rose Creek, which supports native species, it would
appear thal polentially significant impacts could result, which would necessitate mitigation
measures, MM BIO 5.3-2 through KK BIO 5.3-5 wauld appear to reduce those potential
impacts bo less than significant, and the text should be reflect the potential impacts and the

application of those mitigation measures,

The Greenhouse Gas Emission section found no potential impacts because the propased project
would conform to City, regional and state climate plans, However, the proposed project, and
any similar project, will eventually involve construction and significant carthmoving, dredzing,
and filling that will have at least termporary elevated GHG emissions. How or whether
conformance to those plans weould resu