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FINAL DOCUMENT – MARCH 28, 2019: 

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 CEQA Section 15088.5, minor revisions and 
clarifications to the document – which are shown in strikeout/underline format in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the Draft PEIR in the Final PEIR – 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 LOCATION: 

Fiesta Island is located in the eastern half of Mission Bay Park. To the east of Fiesta Island is 
Interstate 5 (I-5) and the railroad tracks. Just north of the Fiesta Island Road causeway is a 
small cove and the outfall of Tecolote Creek into Mission Bay. Further north, to the east of 
Fiesta Island, across the water, East Mission Bay Drive runs north-south and is adjacent and 
parallel to I-5. To the southwest and south of Fiesta Island is SeaWorld San Diego and the 
Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute. To the south and southeast of Fiesta Island is South 
Shores Park. 

Fiesta Island includes approximately 470 acres and 6 miles of shoreline. Fiesta Island is 
connected to the mainland only by the Fiesta Island Road causeway which intersects East 
Mission Bay Drive. Sea World Drive is the primary thoroughfare that provides access to East 
Mission Bay Drive, I-5 to the east, and the beach communities to the west. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project is an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (Master Plan) to 
update the land uses and vision for Fiesta Island.  The proposed project includes maps, 
diagrams, and supporting policy recommendations in the Master Plan that will guide future 
improvements to the approximately 470-acre planning area in four subareas.  The proposed 
project includes two options, Option A and Option B, with different elements in one of the 
four subareas, the Southwest Subarea. 
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The project includes recommendations for Island-wide improvements to recreation facilities, 
access and circulation, changes to parking, construction of soft-surface trails and paved 
multi-use paths linking different areas together, grading and landscaping, habitat 
improvements, water quality improvements, eelgrass bed plantings, enhancements to 
directional signs, and utilities upgrades.  

Proposed roadway improvements include the realignment of Fiesta Island Road between the 
North Subarea and the Central Subarea, and a realignment in the Southeast Subarea; new 
crossover roadways between the North Subarea and the Central Subarea, and between the 
Central Subarea and the Southeastern Subarea; new roadway segments in the interior of 
Fiesta Island; a change in the one-way travel direction on Fiesta Island Road from 
counterclockwise to clockwise; a widening of the causeway onto Fiesta Island; the 
construction of a roundabout at the entrance to Fiesta Island; and enhancement of the 
existing roadway.  

Fiesta Island improvements are discussed within four subareas: 

North Subarea: The North Subarea would remain preserved habitat and a habitat buffer area 
with recreation limited to use of the perimeter roadway and permitted beach areas for 
swimming, fishing, and parking. Along the northern side of the crossover roadway there 
would be a small area for nature viewing and wildlife observation. The existing least tern 
nesting site, berm, and fencing surrounding it would remain. A wetland habitat area would 
be expanded adjacent to the least tern nesting site. Dredging is planned to occur on both the 
western and eastern side of the island to support new wetland habitat and improve water 
circulation by creating a channel that cuts through the Island. 

Central Subarea: Planned improvements in the Central Subarea include relocating the 
existing sand management area (currently in the Southeast Subarea). The unimproved land 
surrounding the sand management area would be enhanced through the creation of a habitat 
preserve, sand dune habitat, and native vegetation plantings. No changes are planned to the 
existing San Diego Youth Aquatic Center and the Fiesta Island Youth Camp, except an 
existing habitat area is identified within the northern portion of the lease area. Creation of 
new berms is planned to provide wind protection and arena seating as part of the sand 
recreation area. The sand arena used for recreational events is also identified as a location 
for an emergency large animal shelter. New sand volleyball courts and other sand-oriented 
recreation facilities would be created in the expanded sand recreation area. 

Southeast Subarea: Planned improvements to the Southeast Subarea include two active 
recreation parks, plazas and public restrooms, a group day use and primitive camp area, 
public parking areas, playgrounds, public art, ADA shore access at Enchanted Cove and 
Hidden Anchorage, an expanded fenced habitat, and wetland restoration. Creation of large 
habitat preserve is planned to the west of the realigned Fiesta Island Road and north of the 
southern shore of the Southeast Subarea. Wetland restoration would occur in the water near 
the outfall of Tecolote Creek, on the north side of the causeway, and would include a portion 
of the beach on the Island. The remaining land area would be revegetated with coastal 
landscape habitat allowing for passive recreation uses, trails, and the multi-use path. 

Southwest Subarea – Option A: Option A for the Southwest Subarea includes a fenced off-
leash dog park and shoreline park. New developed facilities are also planned as part of the 
dog park, including a small dog fenced off-leash area, a dog special event area, a special 
event obstacle course, and a canine competition staging area. Other facilities for the dog park 
would be created as part of the improvements, such as a series of fences and double-gates to 



Page 3 of 8 
 

help contain off-leash dogs. A new parking lot would also be constructed as part of the 
developed dog park facilities. Recreational trails would be enhanced throughout the fenced 
off-leash dog area. 

A new roadway that extends south to a public parking area with trailer spaces would provide 
access to a non-motorized boat storage, nearby beach watercraft storage areas, and shore 
launching area for non-motorized watercrafts. Adjacent to the boat storage, a plaza, a 
playground, a lifeguard tower, and public restrooms would all be located next to a supervised 
swimming beach along with ADA shore access as well as a pier, ramp, and floating dock. The 
existing Stony Point least tern nesting site would remain, as would the existing seasonal 
closure fencing and buffer. Eelgrass restoration is planned off the southeast shore of Stony 
Point. 

Southwest Subarea – Option B: Option B for the Southwest Subarea includes a fenced off-
leash dog park and shoreline park. New developed facilities would include a proposed small 
dog fenced off-leash area. Other facilities for the dog park would be created as part of the 
improvements, such as a series of fences and double-gates to help contain off-leash dogs. 
Recreational trails would be enhanced throughout the fenced off-leash dog area. A view 
pavilion, plaza, and seating are also proposed as part of the trail improvements. Two new 
parking lots would also be constructed, one near the new developed dog park facility and one 
near Hidden Anchorage Bay adjacent to Fiesta Island Road. The existing Stony Point least 
tern nesting site would remain, as would the existing seasonal closure fencing and buffer. 
Eelgrass restoration is also planned off the southeast shore of Stony Point. 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan - Fiesta Island Amendment is available on the Planning 
Department’s website at: 

http://fiestaislandamendment.com/ 

 
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. 

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego’s 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. 

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has 
prepared a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The analysis conducted identified that the 
Fiesta Island Amendment could result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
Transportation/Circulation (Vehicular Traffic Circulation), and less than significant impacts 
with implementation of mitigation measures related to Biological Resources (Sensitive 
Species, Sensitive Habitats, Wetlands, Migratory Corridors, Conservation Planning 
[Environmental Plans], and Edge Effects). All other impacts analyzed in the Draft PEIR 
would be less than significant. 

  

http://fiestaislandamendment.com/
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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 at the Planning Department, located at 9485 
Aero Drive, San Diego, CA 92123, 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 Department of Fish & Wildlife (32) 
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39) 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (44) 
State Clearinghouse (46A) 
California Coastal Commission (47) 
California Air Resources Board (49) 
California Transportation Commission (51) 
California Department of Transportation (51A) 
California Department of Transportation (51B) 
Native American Heritage Commission (56) 
State Lands Commission 
 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Air Pollution Control District (65) 
County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use (68) 
County Water Authority (73) 
  
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Office of the Mayor (91) 
Council President Montgomery, District 4 
Council President Pro Tem Bry, District 1  
Councilmember Campbell, District 2 
Councilmember Ward, District 3  
Councilmember Kersey, District 5 
Councilmember Cate, District 6  
Councilmember Sherman, District 7 
Councilmember Moreno, District 8 
Councilmember Gómez, District 9 
 
Office of the City Attorney  
Corinne Neuffer, Deputy City Attorney 
 
 
Planning Department 
Mike Hansen, Director 
Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director 
Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director 



Page 5 of 8 
 

Laura Black, Deputy Director 
Heidi VonBlum, Program Manager 
Sara Osborn, Senior Planner and Project Manager 
Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner 
Elena Pascual, Assistant Planner 
Jordan Moore, Assistant Planner 
Samir Hajjiri, Senior Traffic Engineer 
Christine Mercado, Associate Traffic Engineer 
Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner 
Susan Morrison, Associate Planner 
Betsey Miller, Development Project Manager III 
Holly Smit-Kicklighter, Associate Planner – MSCP  
 
Development Services Department 
Peter Kann, Development Project Manager I 
Mehdi Rastakhiz, Associate Engineer – Civil  
James Quinn, Senior Engineer Geologist 
Brian Panther, Solid Waste Inspector III – Local Enforcement 
Meghan Cedeño – Associate Traffic Engineer 
 
Parks and Recreation Department 
Andrew Field, Director 
Jeff Van Deerlin, Program Manager 
Stacy McKenzie, District Manager 
 
Environmental Services Department  
Lisa Wood, Program Manager 
 
Fire-Rescue Department 
Larry Trame, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Fire and Life Safety Services (79) 
San Diego Fire – Rescue Department Logistics (80) 
 
Police Department 
Jason Zdunich, Police Officer II 
 
Transportation & Storm Water Department 
Victoria Kalkirtz, Senior Planner 
Mark Stephens, Associate Planner 
 
Public Works Department 
Sean Paver, Senior Planner 
 
Real Estate Assets Department 
Cybele Thompson, Director 
 
Economic Development Department 
Cody Hooven, Director 
Tanner French – Senior Traffic Engineer 
 
Libraries  
Central Library (81A) 
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Clairemont Branch Library (81H) 
Pacific Beach Taylor Branch Library (81X) 
 
City Advisory Boards or Committees 
Wetlands Advisory Board (91A) 
 
Other City Governments 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115) 
San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 
 
School Districts 
San Diego Unified School District (132) 
 
Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
Metropolitan Transit System (112) 
San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 
Metropolitan Transit System (115) 
The San Diego River Park Foundation (163) 
Sierra Club (165) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
Mr. Jim Peugh (167A) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
Endangered Habitats League (182) 
Endangered Habitats League (182A) 
San Diego River Conservancy (168) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179) 
Carmen Lucas (206) 
South Coast Information Center (210) 
San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
Clint Linton (215B) 
Frank Brown, Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217) 
San Diego Archaeological Society Inc. (218) 
Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution (225A-S) 
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee (248) 
Clairemont Town Council (257) 
Linda Vista Community Planning Group (267) 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375) 
Mission Bay Park Committee 
 P. Robinson 
 K. Konopasek 
 D. Potter 
 C. Hedgecock 
 D. Walter 
 G. Ingolia 
 W. Earley 
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 R. Anderson 
 J. Greene 
Fiesta Island Dog Owners (FIDO)  
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 
 

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

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

 
(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental 

document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses 
are incorporated herein. 

 
 

 
 
        March 28, 2019       
        Date of Final Report 
 
 
Analyst:  Rebecca Malone, AICP 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 

Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final PEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft PEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the Draft PEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 

and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft PEIR for the Mission Bay Park Master 

Plan – Fiesta Island Amendment Draft PEIR during the public review period, which began December 7, 2018, 

and closed January 21, 2019. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 

Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated 

Draft PEIR comprise the Final PEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes CEQA requirements and content of  this Final PEIR.  

Chapter 2, Response to Comments. This chapter provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 

commenting on the Draft PEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 

individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has been 

reproduced and assigned a letter (A-AZ, B-BI, C-Z). Individual comments have been lettered within each 

comment letter and is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  

Chapter 3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR. This chapter contains revisions to the Draft PEIR text and figures 

as a result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 

and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the Draft PEIR for public review.  



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

1. Introduction 

Page 1-2 PlaceWorks 

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the Final PEIR. 

City of  San Diego staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the 

type of  significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 

significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, none of  this 

material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 

environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring 

recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 

public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  Draft PEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 

document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 

effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional 

specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is determined 

in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 

perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 

responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need 

to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 

EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 

and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 

significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency and 

trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 

responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 

comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 

recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 

agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 

The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this Final PEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to 

the legal standards established for response to comments on Draft PEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  San Diego) to evaluate comments 

on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the Draft PEIR 

and prepare written responses. 

This chapter provides all written responses received on the Draft PEIR and the City of  San Diego’s responses 

to each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 

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

PEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the public 

review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

A State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit January 23, 2019 2-5 

AA Kathy Archibald January 11, 2019 2-9 

AB Kimberly Bond January 13, 2019 2-13 

AC Nik Hawks January 13, 2019 2-17 

AD Ryan Llewellyn January 14, 2019 2-21 

AE JK Yamo January 14, 2019 2-25 

AF Katy Bendel Daniels January 14, 2019 2-29 

AG Chad Nelson January 15, 2019 2-33 

AH Spencer Martin January 16, 2019 2-37 

AI Chris Hjerling January 16, 2019 2-41 

AJ Jim Bloom January 16, 2019 2-45 

AK Bonnie Nickel January 16, 2019 2-49 

AL Caltrans January 17, 2019 2-53 

AM Susan Walter January 17, 2019 2-57 

AN Susan Lathe January 18, 2019 2-61 

AO Walt Spencer January 18, 2019 2-65 

AP Kathy Parrish January 20, 2019 2-69 

AQ Judie Lincer January 20, 2019 2-75 

AR Debra Madden January 20, 2019 2-79 

AS Jean Spengel January 20, 2019 2-83 

AT James Gonzales January 20, 2019 2-93 

AU Franklin Howard January 20, 2019 2-97 

AV Christine Harris January 21, 2019 2-101 

AW Carolyn Chase January 21, 2019 2-105 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

AX Gary Cannon January 20, 2019 2-115 

AY San Diego Chapter CNPSSD and San Diego Audubon Society January 21, 2019 2-125 

AZ Nancy Seelert January 21, 2019 2-137 

B Peter Holmes December 7, 2018 2-141 

BA Karen Riggs-Saberton January 21, 2019 2-145 

BB Christine Thomas January 21, 2019 2-161 

BC Susan Juhl January 21, 2019 2-165 

BD Ben Nicholls January 21, 2019 2-169 

BE DeLano and DeLano (on behalf of FIDO) January 22, 2019 2-173 

BF Brian Bender January 22, 2019 2-187 

BG Don Gross January 21, 2019 2-191 

BH CDFW January 25, 2019 2-197 

BI San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. January 20, 2019 2-205 

C Erin Sweeney December 7, 2018 2-209 

D Rick Kamen December 7, 2018 2-213 

E Karen Tremain December 7, 2018 2-217 

F Ed Lima December 8, 2018 2-221 

G Carrie Kirtz December 10, 2018 2-225 

H Lauren Kahal December 10, 2018 2-231 

I Melissa Chavarro December 10, 2018 2-235 

J Chelsea Gastelum December 10, 2018 2-239 

K Ashley Whittke December 10, 2018 2-243 

L Sarah Gerhard December 10, 2018 2-247 

M Susanne Slater December 17, 2018 2-251 

N Viejas Tribe December 19, 2018 2-255 

O Dave Thompson December 22, 2018 2-259 

P Carolyn McClain January 2, 2019 2-263 

Q Mike Dicerbo January 3, 2019 2-267 

R Sarah Shreves January 3, 2019 2-271 

S Annemarie Keating January 3, 2019 2-275 

T Ashley Berg January 4, 2019 2-279 

U Cheance Adair January 8, 2019 2-283 

V Michael Candra January 8, 2019 2-287 

W Faye Sherman January 9, 2019 2-141 

X Clifford Weiler January 11, 2019 2-295 

Y Denise Meisner January 11, 2019 2-299 

Z No Name Not Dated 2-303 
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2.1 MASTER RESPONSE FOR PROGRAM EIR 

The proposed project would modify the current parks plan to match either the plan recommended for action 

by the Mission Bay Parks Committee in 2002 shown as Plan A, or the modified version of  Plan A that has a 

larger fenced off-leash dog park shown as Plan B in the PEIR. Both the existing Fiesta Island Plan and the 

proposed project, retain the park as public open space. The modified plans are considered conceptual, and in 

the case of  Plan A, developed after considerable public outreach between community groups; a statistically 

valid random telephone survey of  over 800 households; two public workshops; regularly scheduled and 

advertised public meetings with the Mission Bay Planners (an advisory group sanctioned by City Council which 

included the Mission Bay Park Committee); and regular meetings with a steering committee composed of  

directors and management staff  from key City of  San Diego Departments. 

Fiesta Island is man-made, largely from dredging operations used to create Mission Bay. As explained in Section 

5.2 Biological Resources, much of  the flora and fauna on the island are non-native species and in some instances 

considered invasive. With the exception of  the youth camp area, there has been no formalized planting on the 

island. As explained in Section 5.2 Biological Resources, prior to any ground disturbance a number of  project-

specific technical studies are required. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-6 address surveys for sensitive 

habitat, least tern, avian species, and marine mammals. Because of  the nature of  biological resources, it is 

essential that these surveys occur as close to the time of  construction as possible. As stated on Page 5.2-3 of  

the PEIR, and in every mitigation measure, detailed surveys will be required prior to any ground disturbance. 

The mitigation measures in the PEIR, coupled with the City’s Land Development Code, will ensure that detailed 

biological analysis will occur during the appropriate time and prior to any construction. As mitigation measures, 

they will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) establishing the City’s 

commitment to completing the measures prior to construction. The MMRP also provides public information 

on the implementation of  each measure.  

At this time there are no detailed construction documents, funding mechanisms, or engineering studies for any 

future improvements that would be needed to inform a detailed technical review of  biological resources on the 

island. The regulatory process is such that it is likely that future improvements will actively attempt to avoid 

wetlands, and/or impact of  sensitive species. Fortunately, the island is large enough, and has sufficiently diverse 

habitat as shown in Section 5.2 Biological Resources, that adjustments in future improvements can be made to 

avoid sensitive habitats.  

Mitigation measures are developed consistent with project impacts and best management practices. As both 

the timing, location, and design of  future improvements is unknown, the detail of  how mitigation will occur is 

also unknown. These details will be determined at the time of  project-level CEQA analysis and with mitigation 

strategies developed with applicable federal, state, and local agencies as more future project details are 

developed.  

Section 15146 of  the CEQA Guidelines allows for the degree of  specificity found in the PEIR when detailed 

project information is not known. As it is possible that several years will elapse before some of  the future 

improvements are made, mitigation is needed to ensure that any future work would conduct new biological 
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studies. Section 15152(c) of  the CEQA Guidelines allows for tiering of  project-level documents from a 

conceptual document such as the PEIR.  

15152. TIERING 

(a) “Tiering” refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one 

prepared for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower 

projects; incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating 

the later EIR or negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project. 

(b) Agencies are encouraged to tier the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but 

related projects including general plans, zoning changes, and development projects. This approach can 

eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and focus the later EIR or negative declaration on 

the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review. Tiering is appropriate when the 

sequence of analysis is from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to an EIR or 

negative declaration for another plan, policy, or program of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR or 

negative declaration. Tiering does not excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably 

foreseeable significant environmental effects of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis 

to a later tier EIR or negative declaration. However, the level of detail contained in a first tier EIR need 

not be greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed. 

(c) Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning 

approval, such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area plan or community plan), the 

development of detailed, site-specific information may not be feasible but can be deferred, in many 

instances, until such time as the lead agency prepares a future environmental document in connection 

with a project of a more limited geographical scale, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate 

identification of significant effects of the planning approval at hand. 

As required by CEQA, the PEIR evaluated environmental impacts with sufficient detail to identify the potential 

for future impact, and establish appropriate mitigation measures. The City’s development review process, land 

development code, and applicable state, federal, and local regulations, will ensure that future environmental 

review will occur. 
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A. Response to Comments from State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, dated January 23, 2019. 

A-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. The City 

appreciates the comment letter from the State Clearinghouse.  

A-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. The City 

appreciates the comment letter from the State Clearinghouse.  
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AA. Response to Comments from Kathy Archibald, dated January 11, 2019. 

AA-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AA-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AB. Response to Comments Kimberly Bond, dated January 13, 2019. 

AB-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AB-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AB-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AC. Response to Comments from Nik Hawks dated January 13, 2019. 

AC-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AC-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Alternative storage and facilities locations are not a component of  the proposed project.  

AC-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AC-4 Project alternatives were analyzed in Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the 

PEIR. The Council is open to select either Option A or Option B, or another option at 

the time the project is considered. 
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AD. Response to Comments from Ryan Llewellyn, dated January 14, 2019. 

AD-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AD-2 It is assumed that the commenter is referring to “Active Recreation” area when referring 

to “park” areas. It is not clear why the commenter believes that adding additional Active 

Recreation areas would set a precedent for future development of  Fiesta Island. See 

Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed 

project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to 

individual environmental review.   

AD-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-24 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-25 

LETTER AE – JK Yamo (1 page) 
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AE. Response to Comments from JK Yamo, dated January 14, 2019. 

AE-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AF – Katy Bendel Daniels (2 pages) 
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AF. Response to Comments from Katy Bendel Daniels, dated January 14, 2019. 

AF-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AF-2 The commenter is correct that the beach area is in a tidal zone. Final design, including 

grading of  the project area, has yet to be determined. State, federal, and local construction 

regulations would require the retention and/or treatment of  storm water through the 

implementation of  Best Management Practices (BMPs). Additionally, as described in 

Impact 5.2-6, in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, as part of  the City’s MS4 requirements, 

developed and paved areas must prevent the release of  toxins, chemicals, petroleum 

products, exotic plant materials, and other elements that might degrade or harm the 

natural environment or ecosystems processes.  

AF-3 1. The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.   

2. See response to AF-2, above.  

3. See response to AF-2, above.  

AF-4 See response to AF-2, above.  

AF-5 The commenter is referring to Option A. The comment does not address the adequacy 

of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER AG – Chad Nelson (1 page) 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-34 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-35 

AG. Response to Comments from Chad Nelson, dated January 15, 2019. 

AG-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AG-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AG-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AH – Spencer Martin (1 page) 
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AH. Response to Comments from Spencer Martin, dated January 16, 2019. 

AH-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AI – Chris Hjerling (1 page) 
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AI. Response to Comments from Chris Hjerling, dated January 16, 2019. 

AI-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AI-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AI-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AI-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AI-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AI-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AJ – Jim Bloom (1 page) 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-46 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-47 

AJ. Response to Comments from Jim Bloom, dated January 16, 2019. 

AJ-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AK – Bonnie Nickel (2 pages) 
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AK Response to Comments from Bonnie Nickel, dated January 16, 2019. 

 

AK-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. See 

Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed 

project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to 

individual environmental review.   

AK-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  

AK-3 See response to AK-2, above. 

AK-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AK-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER AL – Caltrans (2 pages)  
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AL. Response to Comments Caltrans, dated January 17, 2019. 

AL-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AL-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  

AL-3 See response to AL-2, above.  

AL-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AM. Response to Comments from Susan Walter, dated January 17, 2019. 

AM-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AM-2 See Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the PEIR. The only differences between Options A 

and B are in the Southwest Subarea. There would not be a specific location designated for 

manually operated watercraft in the northern half  of  Fiesta Island, but nonmotorized 

watercraft can be launched from any accessible shoreline, except where in conflict with 

specified natural habitat areas. Nonmotorized watercraft can be launched from the 

Southwest Subarea under both Option A and Option B.  
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AN. Response to Comments from Susan Lathe, dated January 18, 2019. 

AN-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AN-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AO. Response to Comments from Walt Spencer, dated January 18, 2019. 

AO-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AP. Response to Comments from Kathy Parrish, dated January 20, 2019. 

AP-1 Option A includes a larger Dog Activity Park as well as additional active recreation area 

around a playground in the Southwest Subarea. Option B has Coastal Landscape in these 

areas. Active recreation is intended for flat, turfed, open areas suitable for active play.  

AP-2 Construction impacts discussed in Section 5.1 of  the PEIR are considered conservative. 

The air quality difference between Option A and Option B relating to the construction 

of  a boat house and small segment of  roadway would not change the numbers shown in 

Tables 5.1-4 and 5.1-5. It is reasonable to assume that less construction, including less 

roadway, would also result in fewer emissions. However, it is also reasonable to assume 

that a boat house might be constructed elsewhere on the island and would need an access 

roadway. The PEIR took a conservative approach to the air quality analysis in order to 

provide as much flexibility for future design as possible. 

AP-3 Table 5.2-6, Potential Impacts to Jurisdictional Water and Wetlands, Acres Option A and 

B, has been revised to reflect the correct number (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, 

of  this FEIR). This revision does not change the findings of  the PEIR; therefore, no 

further response is necessary.  

AP-4 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. The project would not result in physical 

improvements within the tsunami inundation zones, as described in Section 5.5, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, of  the PEIR. Any future improvements to Fiesta Island would be 

reviewed on a project-specific basis.  

 Sea level rise is being addressed through other regional documents as the issue affects the 

entire coastline. The improvements mentioned by the commenter are designed to get wet, 

and endure storm surges, large waves, etc., in contrast to restrooms or storage areas. 

AP-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AP-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AP-7 Option A will not completely eliminate off-leash access to the southern shoreline, but it 

would be reduced compared to Option B.  

AP-8 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  As provided throughout the PEIR, Option A 

would result in greater improvements than Option B, and therefore, would result in greater 

environmental impact.  
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AQ. Response to Comments from Judie Lincer, dated January 20, 2019. 

AQ-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AQ-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.    

AQ-3 See response to AQ-2, above.   

AQ-4 See response to AQ-2, above.   

AQ-5 See response to AQ-2, above. 

AQ-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AR. Response to Comments from Debra Madden, dated January 20, 2019. 

AR-1 The commenter is correct in that the addition of  playground, boat launch and storage, 

and swimming beach would result in a higher likelihood for added trash and food waste 

in the area. However, as provided in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, no impacts would 

occur to the two California least tern preserves as a result of  operation of  Option A or 

Option B. Additionally, implementation of  mitigation measure BIO-3 for both Option A 

and Option B would reduce impacts to the California least tern during construction of  

any future improvements that requires clearing, grubbing or grading, or active wetland 

creation/restoration adjacent to the MHPA, California least tern preserves, or coastal salt 

marsh habitats during the City’s general avian breeding season of  February 1 to September 

15.  

AR-2 See response to AR-1, above.  

AR-3 The proposed improvements in the Southwestern portion of  the island are not within a 

proximity to the least tern habitat such that they would have a direct impact.   

AR-4 Section 5.10 of  the PEIR, Public Utilities, states that proposed water connections would 

follow the Fiesta Island Road loop and connect to the northern part of  the island, and 

the southeastern and southwestern subareas. See also Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master 

Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level 

analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to individual environmental 

review.  

AR-5 The environmental impacts associated with grading under Option A are discussed in 

Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the PEIR. Import of  new sand would be 

addressed for its environmental impacts at the project level, if  proposed to be 

implemented. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains 

that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site 

would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AR-6 While the current island is used as a sand management area, the sand is trucked onto and 

off  of  the island for use elsewhere. There are no plans, and nothing in the project 

description, that would suggest the use of  coarse grain sand on the island. If  this were to 

be required by a future improvement, the CEQA analysis for that improvement would 

need to address any impact.  

AR-7 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   
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AS. Response to Comments from Jean Spengel, dated January 20, 2019. 

AS-1 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

Erosion impacts are discussed in Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the PEIR. 

Future development per the proposed project would be required to adhere to the 

requirements of  the City’s Drainage Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual, 

which require installation of  low-impact development (LID) practices, such as 

bioretention areas, pervious pavements, etc., which would improve surface drainage and 

not exacerbate flooding or cause erosion.  

 Impacts to flora and fauna as a result of  project construction are discussed in Section 5.2, 

Biological Resources, of  the PEIR. Implementation of  mitigation measures BIO-1 through 

BIO-5 would result in less than significant impacts to biological resources.  

AS-2 The environmental impacts of  Option A related to construction of  the road are discussed 

in the following sections of  the PEIR: air pollution is discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality 

and Odor; soil pollution is discussed in Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality; noise 

impacts are discussed in Section 5.7, Noise; and visual impacts are discussed in Section 

5.12, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. With implementation of  mitigation measures 

AQ-1 and AQ-2, impacts as a result of  roadway construction under Option A would be 

less than significant.  

 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development in the Southwest 

Subarea, such as the swimming beach, playground, or non-motorized watercraft storage, 

would be subject to individual environmental review.   

AS-3 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

 Both Option A and Option B retain the Least Tern Preserves and habitat buffer in the 

Northern Subarea and the Southwestern Subarea.  

 While the current island is used as a sand management area, the sand is trucked onto and 

off  of  the island for use elsewhere. There are no plans, and there is nothing in the project 

description that would suggest the use of  coarse grain sand on the island. If  this were to 

be required by a future improvement, the CEQA analysis for that improvement would 

need to address any impact.  

 See response to AS-2, which discusses environmental impacts as a result of  construction 

and operation of  the proposed roadway in the southwest portion of  the island under 
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Option A, including noise and visual impacts. However, as discussed in Section 5.9, 

Transportation/Circulation, under Option A, there would be impacts to Sea World Drive 

from Friars Road to East Mission Bay Drive, East Mission Bay Drive from Sea World 

Drive to Fiesta Island Road, Fiesta Island Road from East Mission Bay Drive to Fiesta 

Island Loop. As indicated by the levels of  service shown in Tables 5.9-10 and 5.9-11 of  

the PEIR, development under Option A or B would not result in a significant contribution 

to significant impacts under weekday conditions, but would significantly contribute to 

significant impacts to certain segments under weekend conditions. While implementation 

of  Mitigation Measures TRANS-1, TRANS-2, and TRANS-3 would increase capacity of  

the affected roadways, these measures are not recommended based on the City’s need to 

consider transportation improvements on a comprehensive Citywide basis, which includes 

a focus toward shifting mode shares to active transportation, consistent with City plans 

and policies promoting active modes of  transportation. Therefore, these impacts would 

remain significant and unavoidable.  

AS-4 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

AS-5 See response to AS-3, above, and see Section 5.9, Transportation/Circulation, which analyzes 

project-related traffic increases as a result of  buildout of  Option A or Option B. 

AS-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AS-7 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AS-8 See response to comment AS-3, above.  

AS-9 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA or the 

project.  

AS-10 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Alternative storage and facilities locations are not a component of  the proposed project. 

Project alternatives were analyzed in Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the 

PEIR.  

AS-11 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AS-12 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AS-13 See Table 3-2, Comparison of  Proposed Changes, in Chapter 3 of  the PEIR for proposed 

changes in land uses compared to existing conditions for Options A and B. The 

construction of  the boat house and access roads, cuts through a part of  the fenced off-

leash shown in Option A, but does not preclude off-leash areas on the east side of  the 

access area. As shown in Option A there would be connectivity between the two areas.  
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AS-14 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. With implementation of  Option A, the 

amount of  trailer parking and storage and open parking would be determined prior to the 

time in which the proposed improvements would be constructed.  

AS-15 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  With implementation of  Option B, the 

amount of  trailer parking and open parking would be determined prior to the time in 

which the proposed improvements would be constructed.  

AS-16 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AS-17 As provided in the Fiesta Island Amendment, active recreation areas include a variety of  

land-based active recreational pursuits in Mission Bay Park, such as sand volleyball, Over-

the-Line, walking, cycling, and in-line skating. The active recreation areas include “turf ” 

to support these uses. However, because the environmental impacts of  the proposed 

project are being evaluated with a Program EIR, the exact amount of  turf  area will be 

determined prior to development of  improvements in the active recreation area.  

AS-18 See response to AS-17, above. The picnic areas would be separated from the off-leash 

area, but could be oriented toward off-leash areas.  

AS-19 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AS-20 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AS-21 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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AT. Response to Comments from James Gonzales, dated January 20, 2019. 

AT-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AT-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AU. Response to Comments from Franklin Howard, dated January 20, 2019. 

AU-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AU-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AV. Response to Comments from Christine Harris, dated January 21, 2019. 

AV-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AW. Response to Comments from Carolyn Chase, dated January 21, 2019. 

AW-1 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. The PEIR analyzed proposed improvements 

to Fiesta Island; analyzing alternate locations for the PWC/paddler facilities in any other 

location is not part of  the proposed project and therefore was not analyzed in the PEIR. 

The statement in the Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, that Option A is the 

proposed project has been removed. See Chapter 3 of  the FEIR, Revisions to the Draft 

PEIR.  

AW-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-3 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

AW-4 As described in Impact 5.2-6, in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, as part of  the City’s MS4 

requirements, developed and paved areas must prevent the release of  toxins, chemicals, 

petroleum products, exotic plant materials, and other elements that might degrade or harm 

the natural environment or ecosystems processes. In addition, in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines, future development will be analyzed for its potential for impacts 

related to hazardous materials release.  

AW-5 A “cap” and perimeter road is not addressed in the Amendment or within the PEIR for 

either Option A or B. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which 

explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at 

the site would be subject to individual environmental review.   

AW-6 As discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality and Odor, Phase I construction would require 

approximately 357,000 cubic yards of  soil export and 216,000 cubic yards of  soil import. 

It is not clear what the commenter is referring to as the “new non-tidal beach” in Option 

A, but imported sand would be used for beach-related improvements. Additionally, as 

discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, under Options A and B the island would be 

recontoured to support the intended activity. As stated in response AW-1, the PEIR is a 

Program-level analysis, and proposed shoreline changes will be finalized prior to 

implementation of  improvements to shoreline and beaches.  

AW-7 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-8 The Notice of  Availability of  the Draft PEIR was available for public review from 

December 7, 2018, through January 21, 2019 at the City of  San Diego Planning 

Department, 9485 Aero Drive, MS 413, San Diego Ca, 92123 and online on the City 

website ( https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa). The City sent out an 

https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa
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email notification to those that commented on the Notice of  Preparation. The comments 

received during the Draft PEIR public review period are addressed throughout this FEIR. 

Changes to the Draft PEIR are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, of  this 

FEIR.  

AW-9 The City has updated the link to Figure 26 (b). This figure is legible in the published Draft 

EIR and the comment does not impact the adequacy of  the PEIR; therefore, no further 

response is necessary.   

AW-10 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AW-11 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AW-12 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  Options A and B do not identify a specific 

number of  parking spaces or what specific parking types would be allowed; Chapter 3, 

Project Description, describes that six parking lots would be proposed under Options A and 

B, although Option A would have a greater area designated for parking spaces. Proposed 

parking lot improvements would continue to comply with City of  San Diego parking 

standards. As stated in response AW-1, the PEIR is a program level analysis, and square 

footages of  pervious and impervious surfaces at the site would be determined as the 

improvements are built-out; an approximate comparison of  the proposed uses is included 

in Table 3-2, Comparison of  Proposed Changes, in Chapter 3 of  the PEIR.  

AW-13 There is no design for the improvements on the island. Currently the perimeter roadway 

is constructed to drain over the beach and into Mission Bay. The proposed project would 

re-grade the roadway to direct stormwater into the island to reduce both the potential for 

pollutants to enter the bay, but also to reduce the potential for beach erosion from the 

road.  See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that 

the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would 

be subject to individual environmental review. 

AW-14 There are no design documents or planting plans for the island or the dog park area. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a habitat / sensitive plan species survey prior to any 

ground disturbance. Foxtails are not a plant of  environmental concern for CEQA, and 

the management or removal of  them from the island would be part of  a future 

development plan. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which 

explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at 

the site would be subject to individual environmental review.   

AW-15 The commenter is correct in that relocating PWC facilities to a different location is not 

analyzed in the Draft PEIR because it is not within the scope of  the project.  
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AW-16 See response to AW-15, above. The comment does not address the PEIR as it relates to 

CEQA.  

AW-17 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-18 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-19 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-20 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-21 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AW-22 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AX. Response to Comments from Gary Cannon, dated January 20, 2019. 

AX-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

AX-2 The email from Frank Landis of  the California Native Plant Society is included as PDF 

page 78 of  Appendix 1-2 of  the PEIR and the comment letter is included as an attachment 

to the email. The email from Dolores Duarte of  the California Department of  Fish and 

Wildlife is included as PDF page 79 of  Appendix 1-2 of  the PEIR and the comment letter 

is included as an attachment to the email.  

AX-3 The Federal Government shutdown did not begin until after the start of  the public review 

period (starting December 7, 2018). Federal agencies have submitted their comments on 

the subject PEIR within the public review period.  

AX-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. See 

response to AX-1 for discussion of  notice distribution and stakeholder involvement.  

AX-5 See Table 5.6-2, Mission Bay Park Master Plan Consistency Analysis, in Section 5.6, Land Use, 

which evaluates the proposed Options A and B for consistency with the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan. The proposed project Options were prepared in accordance with the goals 

and objectives of  the Mission Bay Park Master Plan.  

AX-6 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-7 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-8 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-9 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-10 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-11 See response to comment AX-5, above.  

AX-12 The proposed project includes a Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan that requires 

approval from the City, and certification by the California Coastal Commission for 

consistency with the California Coast Act. Appendix 5.6-1 of  the PEIR compares the 

proposed project to the policies of  the LCP Land Use Plan and determined that the 

proposed project would be consistent with the policies.  

AX-13 See Section 3.3, Project Objectives, of  the PEIR, which identifies “improve water quality by 

reducing erosion along the existing perimeter roadway” and “improve water quality by 

providing hydraulic connectivity under the existing causeway” as project objectives. See 

Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, which determined that the project would result in 

a less than significant impact to water quality. Future development per the proposed 

project would be required to adhere to the requirements of  the City’s Drainage Design 
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Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual, which require installation of  low-impact 

development (LID) practices, such as bioretention areas, pervious pavements, etc., which 

would improve surface drainage and not exacerbate flooding or cause erosion.  

 Future development projects that could occur per the proposed project would have the 

potential to change pollutant discharges. However, as future development in accordance 

with the proposed project occurs, applicable NPDES permit requirements would require 

the retention and/or treatment of  storm water through the implementation of  BMPs. 

Future development would be required to demonstrate how pollutants such as various 

trace metals (e.g., copper, lead, zinc, and mercury), fecal coliform bacteria, low dissolved 

oxygen, phosphorus, and total dissolved solids that could be associated with future 

development would be treated to prevent discharge into receiving waters. As mentioned 

in Impact 5.5-1, the island’s perimeter road would be re-contoured to alter storm water 

drainage flows into the island as opposed to allowing the water to flow to the beach and 

bay, and a bioswale of  variable width would be created to capture the storm water. This 

proposed feature would decrease pollutant discharge to Mission Bay from Fiesta Island.  

Under current storm water regulations in the City, all projects requiring approvals are 

subject to certain minimum storm water requirements to protect water quality. Types of  

storm water BMPs required for new developments include site design, source control, and 

treatment control practices. Storm water BMPs would reduce the amount of  pollutants 

transported from a future proposed development project to receiving waters. Subsequent 

projects implemented in accordance with the proposed project would be subject to 

existing regulations in place at the time projects are implemented. Thus, implementation 

of  the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact related to water 

quality.   

AX-14 See response to AX-13, above.  

AX-15 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AX-16 See Figures 6a and 6b in Appendix 5.2-1, Biological Technical Report, which shows areas 

of  permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands and water on the project site.  

AX-17 Figure 2-3 is a rendition of  the adopted Fiesta Island Concept Plan and was included to 

improve the visibility of  plan details compared to the image of  the adopted plan. The 

Figure included in the PEIR is in error and the original has been included in Chapter 3, 

Revisions to the Draft PEIR, of  this FEIR.  

AX-18 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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AY. Response to Comments from San Diego Chapter CNPSSD and San Diego Audubon Society, 

dated January 21, 2019. 

AY-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

AY-2 The Draft PEIR evaluated the potential environmental impacts from development that 

could occur under the Amendment. The PEIR conservatively assumed that the 

proposed project would recontour much of the Island to support the planned uses. The 

act of recontouring the Island would result in the removal of existing vegetation. To 

address such impacts, any future improvements would be required to prepare a detailed 

mitigation plan for biological resources on the Island pursuant to Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1. Wetlands impacts are discussed in Impact 5.2-3 and addressed through 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6. See also Section 2.1 of the FEIR, Master Response for 

Program EIR. 

AY-3 See Response AY-2, above, and Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, 

which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future 

development at the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-4 See Response AY-2, above. Per Mitigation Measure BIO-1, prior to any construction or 

grading activities, the City shall prepare a mitigation plan in accordance with the 

requirements of  the City’s Biology Guidelines, MSCP Subarea Plan, and Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines.   

AY-5 The commenter is correct in that there is a calculation error in Table 2-4 of  the PEIR. 

See Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, which resolves the calculation. This calculation 

does not impact the findings of  the PEIR as they relate to biological resources.  

AY-6 Biological mapping was conducted in 2002, and verified during preparation of  the PEIR. 

The nature of  biological resources is that they are constantly changing. As construction is 

not considered as part of  the PEIR, more detailed analysis will occur at the time plans are 

developed. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains 

that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site 

would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-7 The Least Tern sites will not be affected by the proposed project as shown in the project 

description and described throughout the PEIR. 

AY-8 See Response AY-2, above. Per Mitigation Measure BIO-1, prior to any construction or 

grading activities, the City shall prepare a mitigation plan in accordance with the 

requirements of  the City’s Biology Guidelines, MSCP Subarea Plan, and Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines.  The mitigation plan for the development of  park features near the 

least tern areas would address the removal of  invasive plants and the protection of  the 

least tern habitat. 
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AY-9 Landscaping guidelines of  the Mission Bay Master Plan may apply, or may be modified by 

future project proposals. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, 

which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future 

development at the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-10 See response to comment AY-9. 

AY-11 See response to comment AY-9. 

AY-12 There are no design documents or planting plans for the island or the dog park area. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a habitat / sensitive plant species survey prior to any 

ground disturbance. Foxtails are not a plant of  environmental concern for CEQA, and 

the management or removal of  them from the island would be part of  a future 

development plan. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which 

explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at 

the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-13 See response to comment AY-9. 

AY-14 See Response AY-2, above. Per Mitigation Measure BIO-1, prior to any construction or 

grading activities, the City shall prepare a mitigation plan in accordance with the 

requirements of  the City’s Biology Guidelines, MSCP Subarea Plan, and Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines.   

AY-15 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-16 There are no commercial areas on the island, nor are any proposed with the project. See 

Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the PEIR. Future improvements may result in noise 

associated with events on the island; however, the existing island also generates nose 

during special events. Isolated in Mission Bay, with few sensitive receptors and no adjacent 

residential uses, the PEIR concluded that noise impacts would be less than significant. See 

Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed 

project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to 

individual environmental review. 

AY-17 Fiesta Island was not considered a wildlife corridor because it is isolated from the 

mainland with a single access through a paved causeway. Avian species are considered in 

the PEIR in Section 5.2, Biological Resources. Mitigation measures have been included in the 

PEIR to ensure that future construction does not impact migratory birds.  

AY-18 As an existing public open space area, the proposed project is not changing the existing 

land uses. Greenhouse gas emissions for this amendment are evaluated in Section 5.4 of  
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the PEIR. The proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at 

the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-19 See response to comment AY-18. 

AY-20 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

AY-21 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 
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LETTER AZ – Nancy Seelert (1 page) 
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AZ. Response to Comments from Nancy Seelert, dated January 21, 2019. 

AZ-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER B – Peter Holmes (1 page) 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-142 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-143 

B. Response to Comments from Peter Holmes, dated December 7, 2018. 

B-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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BA. Response to Comments Karen Riggs-Saberton, dated January 21, 2019. 

BA-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-4 Section 5.7, Noise, includes analysis of  the potential noise impacts from construction and 

operation of  the Project. Noise impacts from both Option A and Option B are less than 

significant.    

BA-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-6 Please see Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-2, which provides a comparison of  

proposed changes and identifies other natural areas of  the island including habitat and 

least tern preserves, coastal landscape, and wetlands habitat.  

BA-7 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-8 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-9 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-10 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-11 The City appreciates the efforts made by the commenter. However, observations from a 

single day do not constitute the average operations seasonally or annually, nor do they 

provide a comparison of  weekday versus weekend conditions.  

BA-12 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-13 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. As a 

public agency all future improvements would be required to comply with the American 

With Disabilities Act (ADA). Compliance with the ADA is not a CEQA issue. The project 

does not propose the removal of  trees. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for 

Program EIR, which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and 

future development at the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

BA-14 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-15 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-16 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   
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BA-17 As described in Impact 5.2-6, in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, as part of  the City’s MS4 

requirements, developed and paved areas must prevent the release of  toxins, chemicals, 

petroleum products, exotic plant materials, and other elements that might degrade or harm 

the natural environment or ecosystems processes. In addition, in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines, future development will be analyzed for its potential for impacts 

related to hazardous materials release.  

BA-18 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

BA-19 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-20 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. Special events that would draw large crowds 

or could noticeably contribute to the ambient noise environment would be subject to the 

City’s Noise Element Policy NE-H.1 of  the General Plan, and are required to comply with 

the City’s Special Events Ordinance.   

BA-21 See response to BA-20, above.  

BA-22 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-23 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-24 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-25 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BA-26 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-27 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BA-28 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. Project 

alternatives were analyzed in Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of  the PEIR.  

BA-29 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER BB – Christine Thomas (1 page) 
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BB. Response to Comments from Christine Thomas, dated January 21, 2019. 

BB-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER BC – Susan Juhl (2 pages) 
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BC. Response to Comments from Susan Juhl, dated January 21, 2019. 

BC-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BC-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER BD – Ben Nicholls (1 page) 
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BD. Response to Comments from Ben Nicholls, dated January 21, 2019. 

BD-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER BE – DeLano and DeLano (on behalf  of  FIDO) (9 pages) 
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BE. Response to Comments from DeLano and DeLano (on behalf  of  FIDO), dated January 22, 

2019. 

BE-1 The commenter summarizes case law on the interpretation and function of  CEQA. The 

commenter states that the project description is inadequate. The identification of  Option 

A in Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Projects, as the Proposed Project has been 

removed in the FEIR. Options A and B were analyzed at the same level in the PEIR and 

the City Council will be able to adopt either. Chapter 3, Project Description, is a thorough 

description of  the Amendment and provides an accurate account of  the project analyzed 

in the PEIR. 

See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

BE-2 The commenter cites case law regarding the requirements of  an EIR and its purpose. The 

comment does not cite a specific issue with the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to 

CEQA; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

BE-3 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. Additionally, Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of  

the PEIR provides a mitigation framework for projects developed pursuant to the 

Amendment. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-6 require surveys, mitigation 

plans, and other specific measures that are required prior to any construction or grading 

activities for development of  projects pursuant to the Amendment.  

BE-4 See response to BE-3, above. 

BE-5 See response to BE-3, above. 

BE-6 See Impact 5.3-2 in Section 5.3, Geologic Conditions. Impacts from erosion would be less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. 

BE-7 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

BE-8 Impacts associated with grading and construction activities are discussed in Section 5.5, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, which determined that the project would result in a less than 

significant impact to water quality. Future development per the proposed project would 

be required to adhere to the requirements of  the City’s Drainage Design Manual and 

Storm Water Standards Manual, which require installation of  low-impact development 

(LID) practices, such as bioretention areas, pervious pavements, etc., which would 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-184 PlaceWorks 

improve surface drainage and reduce impacts from erosion to below a level of  

significance. 

BE-9 Existing GHG emissions are found in Table 2-7 on page 2-43 of  the PEIR. Operational 

emissions are compared to existing emissions on Table 5.4-1 of  the PEIR.  

BE-10 The island is sufficiently sized to provide parking for all planned uses. Parking is not a 

CEQA issue provided the parking of  cars do not affect the surrounding area. As the 

proposed project is an island in Mission Bay with a single access point, and parking exists 

both on the island and at the access point, there is no way for parking for events on the 

island to impact adjacent uses. It is also reasonable to assume that future uses would be 

developed with parking as shown in Chapter 3, Project Description. See also Section 2.1 

of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed project is 

a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to individual 

environmental review.   

BE-11 The proposed project includes a Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan that 

requires approval by the City, and certification by the California Coastal Commission 

(CCC). Appendix 5.6-1 of  the PEIR compares the proposed project to the policies of  the 

LCP Land Use Plan and determined that the proposed project would be consistent with 

the policies. 

BE-12 The proposed project is a Program-level EIR. New development proposed on Fiesta 

Island would be subject to review for consistency with the LCP Land Use Plan and the 

Coastal Act. The commenter does not provide a connection of  how Option A would 

result in an interruption of  the recreation area in the Southwest subarea. 

BE-13 Dedicated leases on Fiesta Island would continue to comply with the San Diego City 

Charter. Any future leases proposed on Fiesta Island would also have to continue to 

comply with the Charter. The comment is not a CEQA issue; therefore, no further 

response is necessary. See also Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, 

which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future 

development at the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

BE-14 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. Further, vehicle speeds on the Island are, at 

most, 25 miles per hour and vehicle volumes would be low. Thus, noise from vehicular 

traffic on the Island would be below the City’s Significance Threshold for both Options 

A and B. 

BE-15 See Section 5.7, Noise, of  the PEIR.  
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BE-16 See Subsection 5.7.5, Cumulative Impacts, of  Section 5.7, Noise. “Noise Compatibility” was 

meant to provide context for Fiesta Island, which is situated in an area with freeway traffic 

noise and motorized watercraft noise. 

BE-17 See response to BE-16, above.  

BE-18 As indicated by the levels of  service shown in Tables 5.9-10 and 5.9-11 in Section 5.9 of  

the PEIR, development of  either Option A or Option B would not result in a significant 

contribution to significant impacts under weekday conditions, but would significantly 

contribute to significant impacts to certain segments under weekend conditions. While 

implementation of  Mitigation Measures TRANS-1, TRANS-2, and TRANS-3 would 

increase capacity of  the affected roadways, these measures are not recommended based 

on the City’s need to consider transportation improvements on a comprehensive Citywide 

basis, which includes a focus toward shifting mode shares to active transportation, 

consistent with City plans and policies promoting active modes of  transportation. See 

pages 5.9-16 through 5.9-17 for discussion of  level of  significance after mitigation.  

 Additionally, as indicated by the levels of  service shown in Tables 5.9-12 of  the PEIR, 

implementation of  either Option A or Option B would significantly contribute to 

significant impacts at two study intersections under weekday and weekend conditions. 

While implementation of  Mitigation Measures TRANS-4 option ‘b’ and TRANS-5 would 

increase capacity of  the affected intersections and mitigate the vehicular impacts, these 

measures are not recommended based on the City’s need to consider transportation 

improvements on a comprehensive Citywide basis, which includes focus toward shifting 

mode shares to active transportation, consistent with City plans and policies promoting 

active modes of  transportation. See pages 5.9-19 and 5.9-20 for discussion of  level of  

significance after mitigation.  

BE-19 Cumulative mobility impacts are discussed in Subsection 5.9.4.2, 2050 Plus Project, in 

Section 5.9 of  the PEIR.   

BE-20 The impact analysis of  Section 5.9, Transportation/Circulation, was prepared under the 

assumption that the circulation and one-way travel direction on Fiesta Island Road is being 

reversed to accommodate roadway improvements, some of  which would have two-way 

traffic flow. Also, by reversing the traffic direction to clockwise, bicyclists are now able to 

ride along the interior of  the roadway and there would be a reduction in vehicle and bicycle 

turning conflicts. 

BE-21 See Appendix 5.6-1, Local Coastal Program Consistency Analysis, which addresses Coastal Act 

Section 30253(d).  

BE-22 Section 5.10 of  the PEIR, Public Utilities, states that proposed water connections would 

follow the Fiesta Island Road loop and connect to the northern part of  the island, and 

the southeastern and southwestern subareas. See also Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master 
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Response for Program EIR, which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level 

analysis, and future development at the site would be subject to individual environmental 

review. Future development that would require water and wastewater infrastructure would 

be required to comply with City and state requirements, and would be evaluated under its 

own environmental review. 

BE-23 See response to BE-22, above.  

BE-24 As provided in Impact 5.12-3 of  the PEIR, grading needed for future development would 

result in visual character that would be similar to existing conditions, consisting largely of  

landscaping, trails, and paths. As such, the impact would be less than significant and no 

mitigation would be required. 

BE-25 The comment does not address a specific CEQA issue.  

BE-26 Environmental impacts were analyzed for both Option A and Option B, as they were 

described in the Chapter 3, Project Description. Separate analysis for each option was 

provided in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis. Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for 

Program EIR, which explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and 

future development at the site would be subject to individual environmental review.   

BE-27 The project site encompasses Fiesta Island. No significant environmental impacts or 

mitigation measures were associated with the location of  the proposed water craft 

elements. Therefore, alternatives that consider moving one component of  the proposed 

project (motorized watercraft elements) to other areas within Mission Bay were necessary 

to eliminate or reduce an identified significant impact, therefore relocation of  a single 

project element was not required in the PEIR.  

BE-28 See response to BE-27, above.  

BE-29 See response to BE-27, above.  

BE-30 See response to BE-27, above. Impacts associated with grading and coastal resources 

would be reviewed on a project-specific basis, if  necessary, with future proposed 

development.  

BE-31 See response to BE-27, above.  

BE-32 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   
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BF. Response to Comments from Brian Bender, dated January 22, 2019. 

BF-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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BG. Response to Comments from Don Gross, dated January 21, 2019. 

BG-1 See Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, which determined that the project would result 

in a less than significant impact to water quality. Future development per the proposed 

project would be required to adhere to the requirements of  the City’s Drainage Design 

Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual, which require installation of  low-impact 

development (LID) practices, such as bioretention areas, pervious pavements, etc., which 

would improve surface drainage and not exacerbate flooding or cause erosion.  

BG-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

BG-3 See response to BG-2, above.   

BG-4 See response to BG-2, above.   

BG-5 Existing conditions information is provided in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, of  the 

PEIR. Estimates for changes in slope and shoreline are approximations based on 

program-level analysis. The commenter is also not clear what their environmental concern 

is. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

BG-6 See response to BG-2, above.    

BG-7 See response to BG-2, above. 

BG-8 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BG-9 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

BG-10 The commenter provides a hand-marked up version of  the proposed Fiesta Island 

Concept Plan, Option A. The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it 

relates to CEQA.  
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BH. Response to Comments from CDFW, dated January 25, 2019. 

BH-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BH-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

BH-3 All project mitigation measures will be applied, as appropriate, to future development 

projects on the island consistent with the proposed project. 

BH-4 Mitigation ratios will be as adopted by the City or required by the relevant development 

permit. 

BH-5 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. The project-specific review would develop the 

mitigation plan referred to by the commenter. 

BH-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

BH-7 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

BH-8 Comment noted. See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which 

explains that the proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at 

the site would be subject to individual environmental review. 

BH-9 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

BH-10 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. 

BH-11 The requirement for baseline surveys is included in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 

5.2-7 of  the PEIR.  
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BI. Response to Comments from San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., dated January 

20, 2019. 

BI-1 The comment states that the San Diego County Archaeological Society agrees with the 

analysis in the PEIR that the project would not result in a significant impact to cultural 

resources.   
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C. Response to Comments from Erin Sweeney, dated December 7, 2018. 

C-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER D – Rick Kamen (1 page) 
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D. Response to Comments from Rick Kamen, dated December 7, 2018. 

D-1 Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-1, Fiesta Island Concept Plan – Option A, and 

Figure 3-2, Fiesta Island Concept Plan – Option B, provide graphics of  the proposed 

project options.  
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E. Response to Comments from Karen Tremain, dated December 7, 2018. 

E-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER F – Ed Lima (1 page) 
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F. Response to Comments from Ed Lima, dated December 8, 2018. 

F-1 The current adopted layout is included as Figure 2-3, Adopted Fiesta Island Concept Plan, 

in Chapter 2 of  the PEIR.  
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G. Response to Comments from Carrie Kirtz, dated December 10, 2018. 

G-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it pertains to CEQA.  
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H. Response to Comments from Lauren Kahal dated December 10, 2018. 

H-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it pertains to CEQA. 

H-2 As the proposed project results in the largest off-leash dog park in the region, regardless 

of  whether Option A or Option B is chosen, it is unlikely that dog owners would travel 

further afield to find even larger dog parks. Potential impacts that are based on the 

potential actions of  future park users are too speculative for consideration in the PEIR. 

H-3 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   

H-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it pertains to CEQA.  
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I. Response to Comments from Melissa Chavarro, dated December 10, 2018. 

I-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER J – Chelsea Gastelum (2 pages) 
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J. Response to Comments from Chelsea Gastelum, dated December 10, 2018. 

J-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

J-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.  The City’s Parks and Recreation Department 

would continue to be responsible for monitoring and upkeep of  parks in the City.  

J-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

J-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

J-5 The project does not differentiate between professional and recreational cyclists use of  

the proposed multi-use paths on the island.  

J-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

J-7 Dog and human interaction safety is not a CEQA issue, and is an existing condition on 

Fiesta Island. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

J-8 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

J-9 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

J-10 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-242 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-243 

LETTER K – Ashley Whittke (1 page) 
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K. Response to Comments from Ashley Whittke, dated December 10, 2018. 

K-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

K-2 Traffic as a result of  the proposed project is discussed in Section 5.9 

Transportation/Circulation. See response to comment H-2. 

K-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER L – Sarah Gerhard (1 page) 
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L. Response to Comments from Sarah Gerhard, dated December 10, 2018. 

L-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

L-2 Traffic as a result of  the proposed project is discussed in Section 5.9 

Transportation/Circulation. See response to comment H-2. 

L-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER M – Susanne Slater (1 page) 
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M. Response to Comments from Susanne Slater, dated December 17, 2018. 

M-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

M-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER N – Viejas Tribe (1 page) 
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N. Response to Comments from Viejas Tribe, dated December 19, 2018. 

N-1 See Chapter 8, Effects Found Not to be Significant, which determined that given that the 

project site was heavily disturbed during hydraulic dredging and land creation, and because 

a records search returned negative results, implementation of  the project would not result 

in impacts to tribal cultural resources.  

N-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review.   
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LETTER O – Dave Thompson (1 page) 
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O. Response to Comments from Dave Thompson, dated December 22, 2018. 

O-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

O-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER P – Carolyn McClain (1 page) 
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P. Response to Comments from Carolyn McClain, dated January 2, 2019. 

P-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

P-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

P-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER Q – Mike Dicerbo (2 pages) 
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Q. Response to Comments from Mike Dicerbo, dated January 3, 2019. 

Q-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER R – Sarah Shreves (1 page) 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-272 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-273 

R. Response to Comments from Sarah Shreves, dated January 3, 2019. 

R-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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S. Response to Comments from Annemarie Keating, dated January 3, 2019. 

S-1 See Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, which analyzed the Existing Condition 

alternative. The Existing Condition Alternative did not meet most of  the basic project 

alternatives, and is therefore less desirable than the proposed project.  

S-2 See response to S-1, above. The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as 

it relates to CEQA.  

S-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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LETTER T – Ashley Berg (2 pages) 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-280 PlaceWorks 

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

2. Response to Comments 

March 2019 Page 2-281 

T. Response to Comments from Ashley Berg, dated January 4, 2019. 

T-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  
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LETTER U – Cheance Adair (1 page) 
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U. Response to Comments from Cheance Adair, dated January 8, 2019. 

U-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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V. Response to Comments from Michael Candra, dated January 8, 2019. 

V-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

V-2 See Section 2.1 of  the FEIR, Master Response for Program EIR, which explains that the 

proposed project is a Program-level analysis, and future development at the site would be 

subject to individual environmental review. Additionally, see Section 5.10, Public Utilities, 

which addresses water supply. 

 V-3 See Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the PEIR, which analyzes project-related 

impacts to water quality. Future development per the proposed project would be required 

to adhere to the requirements of  the City’s Drainage Design Manual and Storm Water 

Standards Manual, which require installation of  low-impact development (LID) practices, 

such as bioretention areas, pervious pavements, etc., which would improve surface 

drainage and not exacerbate flooding or cause erosion.  

V-4 See Section 5.1, Air Quality and Odor, and Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of  the 

PEIR, which address increased emissions from projected increase in vehicles as a result 

of  project implementation. As shown in these sections, air quality and GHG emissions 

impacts from both Options A and B would be less than significant. 

V-5 See Section 5.7, Noise, of  the PEIR, which addressed project-related noise estimated for 

the proposed improvements. Future development would be subject to additional 

environmental impact analysis (see response to V-2, above.)  

V-6 As provided in Section 5.10, Public Utilities, the project would not result in a significant 

impact to water use. Future development would be required to comply with construction 

and design criteria outline in the City’s Water Design Guidelines, as well as other applicable 

City, state, and federal regulations.  

V-7 See response to V-2 and V-3, above.  

V-8 See response to V-2 and V-4, above.  

V-9 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA.  

V-10 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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W. Response to Comments from Faye Sherman, dated January 9, 2019. 

W-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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X. Response to Comments from Clifford Weiler, dated January 11, 2019. 

X-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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Y. Response to Comments from Denise Meisner, dated January 11, 2019. 

Y-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-6 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-7 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 

Y-8 The comment does not address the adequacy of  the PEIR as it relates to CEQA. 
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Z. Response to Comments from No Name, dated Not Dated. 

Z-1 Comment letter Z is the same as comment letter Y. Please see responses to Y1 – Y8, 

above. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter contains revisions to the PEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 

prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 

of  PEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This chapter also includes additional mitigation measures 

to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements 

included in the PEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any impact 

significance conclusions as disclosed in the PEIR. Changes made to the PEIR are identified here in strikeout 

text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 PEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the PEIR. 

Page 5.2-19, Section 5.2, Biological Resources. Table 5.2-6 has been updated to clarify a calculation of  total impacts 

to waters in response to Comment AP-3.  

Table 5.2-6 Potential Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands, Acres Option A and B 

Habitat 

Option A Option B 

Permanent Temporary Total Permanent Temporary Total 

Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands 

Southern coastal salt marsh 0.55 0.66 1.21 0.55 0.66 1.21 

Impacts to Waters  

Saltpan/mudflats 0.50 3.03 3.53 0.50 3.03 3.53 

Open Water 0.04 10.21 10.25 0.00 10.21 10.21 

Eelgrass beds 0.04 10.21 10.25 0.00 10.21 10.21 

Beach 0.08 5.75 5.83 0.07 5.75 5.82 

Total 
0.66 29.2 

29.86 
19.61 

0.57 29.2 29.77 

Total, Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands 
1.21 29.86 

31.07 
29.86 

1.12 29.86 30.98 

Source: Alden 2017. 
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Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. Figure 2-3 has been replaced to show the Adopted Fiesta Island Concept Plan, 

and to clarify that they represent the same adopted Fiesta Island Concept Plan in response to Comment AX-

17.  

 



M I S S I O N  B A Y  P A R K  M A S T E R  P L A N  –  F I E S T A  I S L A N D  A M E N D M E N T  F I N A L  P E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N  D I E G O  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

 

March 2019 

Page 2-25, Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. Table 2-4 has been updated to clarify a calculation of  total impacts 

to wetland and upland habitats in response to Comment AY-5.  

Table 2-4 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers Onsite 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Type Tier 

Acreage 

Outside MHPA Inside MHPA Total 

Wetland Habitats 

Southern coastal salt marsh NA 1.78 0.05 1.83 

Southern coastal salt marsh disturbed NA <0.01 -- <0.01 

Saltpan/Mudflats NA 3.63 1.06 4.69 

Open water  NA 21.05 0.89 21.94 

Beach NA 84.57 10.01 94.58 

Subtotal 111.03 12.01 123.04 

Upland Habitats 

Southern foredunes I 5.5 0.0 5.5 

Diegan coastal sage scrub II 12.7 0.0 12.7 

Disturbed Land  IV 298.1 43.3 341.4 

Urban/Developed/Ornamental IV 36.7 1.8 38.5 

Subtotal 353 45.1 398.1 

Total 464.03 57.11 521.14 464.03 

Source: Alden 2017 

 

 

Page 8-6, Chapter 8, Effects Found Not to be Significant. The second paragraph in the Tribal Cultural Resources 

section has been revised as follows: 

Although much research has been conducted within and in proximity to both ethnohistoric villages, the project 

area is within a portion of  Mission Bay Park that was dredged to create the landform now known as Fiesta 

Island using hydrologic fill from the old False Bay bottom. The project area in its current form consists of  

dredged fill and sand dunes which now support recreational land uses and Least Tern nesting sites. Based on a 

review of  relevant source information obtained during records searches of  the California Historical Resources 

Information System (CHRIS) and the Sacred Lands File maintained by the NAHC, Native American cultural 

resources that could be listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register of  Historical Resources, or listed 

in a local register of  historical resources were not identified within the project area, and no known human 

remains have been encountered within the project site. Additionally, California Native American tribes culturally 

affiliated with the project area were notified of  the proposed project in accordance with both SB 18 and AB 52 

and, as of  the date of  this document, no formal requests for consultation have been received on this project.  

Consultation in accordance with SB 18 and AB 52 was conducted with the Iipay Nation of  Santa Ysabel and 

Jamul Indian Village of  California attended the consultation for AB 52.  The project scope was discussed, and 

no further consultation was required. The consultation resulted in the following policy recommendation to 
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include native plants for the dual purpose of  restoration and cultural/historic educational engagement. “Plant 

native plants as part of  habitat restoration or revegetation activities within disturbed areas.  Consider using 

plants native to the area that would have been gathered historically by members of  the local Kumeyaay village 

to promote opportunities for educational engagement and public participation in historic preservation and 

enjoyment of  cultural resources.” The consultation has been completed and requirements for notification in 

accordance with CEQA have been satisfied. Please note, however, that pursuant to SB 18, a notice of  the San 

Diego City Council hearing will be mailed/emailed to all tribal groups identified by the NAHC for this project. 

 

Page 9-13, Chapter 9, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The first sentence in Section 9.9, Option A Vs. Option 

B, has been revised to remove “While Option A is the proposed project” in response to Comment AW-1. 
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