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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 2025 Regional Plan (the proposed Plan) was distributed
for public review on August 26, 2025, for a 49-day public review period that ended on October 13, 2025. The Draft
EIR and all appendices were available for review online at https://www.sandag.org/regional-plan/2025-regional-
plan; at SANDAG offices located at 1011 Union Street; San Diego, California 92101; and at the San Diego Central
Library located at 330 Park Boulevard, San Diego, California 92101. The Central Library facilitates inter-library
transfers upon request by a member of the public to provide access to local libraries. Ona case-by-case basis, the
San Diego Central Library can also digitize documents and transfer them to other libraries. No such requests were
made of the Central Library with respect to the Draft EIR, nor were any requests made of SANDAG with response
to providing access to the Draft EIR during the public comment period.

A total of 217 comment letters and website comments were received during the public review period. Table 1
below provides a list of all comments received, including the name of the public agency, organization, individual
that submitted the letter and the date of the letter. Each comment letter also has been assigned an identification
number in Table 1.

In this appendix, each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is aligned side-by-side with the response(s)
to the letter. Where comments provide multiple comments, each comment is identified with a bracket and an
identifying number in the margin of the comment letter. All comment letters received on the Draft EIR were
evaluated for significant environmental issues and written responses to comments on environmental issues were
prepared. In addition to comments related to environmental issues, several of the comment letters submitted on
the Draft EIR also include individual comments on the content of the Plan itself that are not related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Those comments were responded to and referred to the Plan as necessary. For ease of
reference, the responses to comments on the Regional Plan is included as Appendix Nw2 to the Final EIR below.

LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Table 1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter received,
the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.

Table 1 List of Commenters
Letter No. Commenter Date
AGENCIES
A-1 US Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 9/30/2025
A-2 City of Carlsbad 10/10/2025
A-3 California Coastal Commission 10/13/2025
A-4 Land Use and Environment Group Office, County of San Diego 10/13/2025
A-5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 10/13/2025
A-6 California Department of Toxic Substances Control 10/15/2025
A-7 North County Transit, San Diego Railroad 10/17/2025
ORGANIZATIONS
B-1 Barrio Logan College Institute 9/18/2025
B-2 Smart Mobility 10/8/2025
B-3 The San Diego River Park Foundation 10/10/2025
B-4 Sierra Club San Diego Chapter 10/13/2025
B-5 Friends of Rose Canyon 10/15/2025
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Letter No. Commenter Date
INDIVIDUALS
C-1 Jamason, Paul 9/24/2025
C-2 Perdon, Albert 10/6/2025
C3 Hampson, Mike 10/8/2025
C-4 Kurlan, Lucas 10/14/2025
C-5 Brian Hoffman 8/27/2025
WEBSITE COMMENTS

W-1 Clytie Koehler

W-2 Lilian V

W-3 Blanca Roldan

W-4 Jeannette Aguilar

W-5 Joana del Prado

W-6 Veronica Martinez

W-7 Beatriz Arballo

W-8 Marisela Moreira

W-9 Maria Mendoza

W-10 Talpa Valenzuela

W-11 Sara Guzman

W-12 Maria Armenta

W-13 No name given

W-14 Carolina Paez

W-15 No name given

W-16 Jose A. Cruz

W-17 No name given

W-18 No name given

W-19 Juanita Lopez

W-20 No name given

W-21 Leticia Zepeda

W-22 Luisa Mendez

W-23 No name given

W-24 No name given

W-25 No name given

W-26 Luis Alatorre

W-27 Juana Ortiz M.

W-28 Rosy S. Torres

W-29 Narayan Gopinathan

W-30 No name given

W-31 No name given

W-32 No name given

W-33 No name given

W-34 Marisol Rodriguez
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Letter No. Commenter Date
W-35 Jorge Barrios
W-36 Ana Chavarria
W-37 Irma Zepeda
W-38 Wendy Barrientos
W-39 No name given
W-40 No name given
W-41 Ana Ramos
W-42 No name given
W-43 Griffin Howell
W-44 No name given
W-45 Tate Keller
W-46 Peter Lingat
W-47 Jonathan Rosen
W-48 Timothy Moses
W-49 James Krakowski
W-50 No name given
W-51 Zach Woods
W-52 Travis
W-53 No name given
W-54 Teague Sangster
W-55 Megan Nguyen
W-56 No name given
W-57 Joseph Hajjar
W-58 Laura Redo
W-59 Adam Carlin
W-60 No name given
W-61 Jillian Quint
W-62 No name given
W-63 Aiden Tabrizi
W-64 No name given
W-65 No name given
W-66 Thomas Waldmann
W-67 Ryan Newton
W-68 Peighton Lende
W-69 Peighton Lende
W-70 Karen Frazier
W-71 Hsuan Hung Lin
W-72 Callie Fleckner
W-73 Tyler Nelson
W-74 Stephen
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Letter No. Commenter Date
W-75 Andrew Hanna
W-76 Janelle Mendoza
W-77 No name given
W-78 Lexie H
W-79 No name given
W-80 No name given
W-81 No name given
W-82 No name given
W-83 Miles Wakeham
W-84 McGarrah Wilson
W-85 Sofia Carrasco
W-86 ML
W-87 Eric Limonadi
W-88 No name given
W-89 No name given
W-90 No name given
W-91 No name given
W-92 No name given
W-93 No name given
W-94 No name given
W-95 No name given
W-96 No name given
W-97 No name given
W-98 No name given
W-99 No name given
W-100 No name given

W-101 No name given
W-102 Irma Serna

W-103 Blanca Roldan
W-104 Charito Arana
W-105 Tung Tran

W-106 No name given
W-107 Cecy Boisson
W-108 Pcasas@ csbcs.org
W-109 Norma Avila
W-110 Aurora Kolbe
W-111 No name given
W-112 No name given
W-113 Gail Friedt

W-114 hom.alyssa@gmail.com
W-115 Marissa Acosta
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Letter No. Commenter Date
W-116 Casey Heintz
W-117 Anisah E
W-118 Isaac Caballero
W-119 Emma Smith
W-120 Maria Mendoza
W-121 Ana Contreras
W-122 Anita Mendoza
W-123 No name given
W-124 Martha Zepeda
W-125 Aurora Nidome
W-126 No name given
W-127 Maria Hernandez
W-128 Ernestina Ramirez
W-129 Brenda Hernandez
W-130 Tina Lawson
W-131 Curran Walton
W-132 No name given
W-133 Miranda
W-134 No name given
W-135 Vanessa Ramirez
W-136 No name given
W-137 No name given
W-138 ajro21@icloud.com
W-139 No name given
W-140 Walter Wittel
W-141 Yosuf Mansour
W-142 No name given
W-143 No name given
W-144 Marina Varano
W-145 Cassie Berta
W-146 Carly Keen
W-147 Morgen Ruby
W-148 No name given
W-149 Vicky Bond
W-150 Joel Rodiel
W-151 Alexa Lewis-Rosenfeld
W-152 Kate Walker
W-153 No name given
W-154 Madelyn Hodge
W-155 Basil Aruin
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Letter No. Commenter Date
W-156 Lisa Celeste
W-157 Richard Stakelum
W-158 No name given
W-159 No name given
W-160 No name given
W-161 No name given
W-162 Patricia Rojano
W-163 Giovanna Ballesteros
W-164 Aldo Jimenez
W-165 Charito Arana
W-166 No name given
W-167 Mackenzie Kerwin
W-168 Susan Patch
W-169 Mary
W-170 No name given
W-171 Chris Geremia
W-172 Adriana Mora
W-173 No name given
W-174 Marcos Sigala
W-175 No name given
W-176 No name given
W-177 Yolanda Araujo
W-178 No name given
W-179 No name given
W-180 No name given
W-181 No name given
W-182 No name given
W-183 Michael Hamilton
W-184 Thomas Shober
W-185 Kimball Banwell
W-186 Elijah Walulik
W-187 No name given
W-188 Sophia Perez
W-189 Oscar Leija
W-190 No name given
W-191 Mikha Alcantara
W-192 Jacob Ryan
W-193 No name given
W-194 Sami Ryan
W-195 Francis Redublado
W-196 No name given
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Letter No. Commenter Date
W-197 Simon Andrews
W-198 Cindy Pencek
W-199 Nastassia Patin
W-200 Nicholas Tchiprout

GLOBAL RESPONSES

Several comments raised similar issues. Rather than responding individually, global responses have been
developed to address the comments comprehensively. SANDAG has prepared the following Global Responses
dealing with common themes raised in the comment letters:

» Global Response 1: EIR Evaluates a Reasonable Range of Alternatives,

» Global Response 2: Mitigation Measures that Other Agencies “Can and Should” Implement,

» Global Response 3: Construction and Operations Impacts to Special-Status Species and Wildlife Movement, and
» Global Response 4: Funding and Financial Constraints.

The text of each Global Response is provided below. Individual responses reference the Global Response number
when all or part of a response is included within a Global Response (e.g., “Please see Global Response 17).

Global Response 1: EIR Evaluates a Reasonable Range of Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

Comments assert that the range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR does not meet the California Environmental
Quality Act’s (CEQA's) requirement to evaluate a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that would
avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant environmental impacts. Alternatives suggested in Draft EIR
comment letters include scenarios aligned with the San Diego County General Plan and uses, and rural mobility
strategies; an alternative similar to Alternative 2 that excludes "zombie road projects” and supports larger and
more-timely investments in transit and non-motorized travel; alternatives that reduce GHG emissions, discourage
urban sprawl, and benefit public transit through a variety of measures; and alternatives that exclude three specific
projects alleged to be harmful to biodiversity.

As explained below, the EIR does evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives that achieve most of the basic
project objectives, that are potentially feasible, and that reduce the proposed Plan’s significant impacts, as
required by CEQA. The discussion also explains why the EIR was not required to consider four alternatives
suggested by commenters, described below.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR EIR ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requirements for alternatives are described in the EIR, Section 5.1 (page 5-1). In summary, Section
15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project,
or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives.”
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Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines state the following:

» An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An
EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. Among the factors that may be used to
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic project
objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. [Section 15126.6(a), (c)].

» “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. [Section 15364]. Factors taken into account
when addressing the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, other plans or regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries. [Section 15126.6(f)].

Also, CEQA case law provides that an EIR must discuss alternatives to a project in its entirety but is not required to
discuss alternatives to each particular component of a project. See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa
Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 957,993.

RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

As discussed in Chapter 5, "Alternatives Analysis,” of the EIR, three alternatives to the proposed Plan were
evaluated in detail. In addition to the No Project alternative, the alternatives evaluated in detail included an
alternative that consists of a land use pattern with more focused growth in areas with available multimodal
transportation, higher parking pricing than what is included in the proposed Plan, and speed reductions on
arterials and freeways not included in the proposed Plan (Alternative 2), as well as an alternative with a land use
pattern that concentrates growth in areas with available multimodal transportation, higher parking and managed
lane pricing, and free transit (Alternative 3). The three alternatives evaluated in detail are described in EIR

Section 5.2 (pages 5-2 through 5-5).

They are as follows:

» Alternative 1: No Project;

» Alternative 2: Focused Growth, Higher Parking Pricing, and Arterial and Freeway Speed Reductions; and
» Alternative 3: Focused Growth, Higher Parking and Managed Lane Pricing, and Free Transit.

EIR Section 5.5 (pages 5-6 to 5-9) explains why four other alternatives considered by SANDAG were not evaluated
in detail in the EIR, because they did not meet most of the basic project objectives, they failed to reduce any of the
proposed Plan’s significant impacts, they were infeasible, they were similar to the proposed Plan or alternatives
already evaluated in detail., and/or they were alternatives for individual project components. The rejected
alternatives were the La Playa Plan; Accelerated Plan Implementation; Focused Growth/ Higher Parking Pricing,
and Road Usage Charge; and the Wolford Brief.

ALTERNATIVES RESPONSIVE TO PUBLIC CONCERNS EXPRESSED DURING SCOPING

As the EIR explains (p. 5-1), SANDAG listened to public input expressed during the EIR scoping process and used it
to develop a reasonable range of alternatives. Public input requested alternatives that reduce GHG emissions, air
quality impacts, biological resource impacts, land use impacts, and vehicle miles travelled (VMT). The action
alternatives selected for detailed consideration incorporate many of the major transportation investments and
policy options that commenters suggested, such as providing more compact land use patterns, substantially
lowering transit fares, and increasing parking costs.

Notably, alternatives do not need to be environmentally superior in all respects to the proposed Plan. Courts have
noted that for complex projects with a wide scope, “it is practically impossible to imagine an alternative that would
provide substantial environmental advantages in all respects” (Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App.
4th 523).
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FEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN DETAIL

The feasibility of alternatives is considered twice in the CEQA process. At the outset, the EIR considered a
reasonable range of alternatives that are "potentially feasible” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). At the
conclusion of the EIR process, the decision-makers (in this case the SANDAG Board of Directors) make final
determinations as to the feasibility of alternatives, considering information in the EIR, additional information in the
Final EIR and elsewhere in the administrative record, and policy factors. (See Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3).)

This final determination of feasibility may include policy considerations. Where the feasibility of alternatives
evaluated in the EIR is dependent upon changes in existing laws, regulations, or funding patterns for
transportation improvements, the SANDAG Board must consider the likelihood that such changes will occur within
the time frame for implementation of relevant elements of the proposed Plan.

ABILITY OF DRAFT EIR ALTERNATIVE TO REDUCE PROPOSED PLAN’S
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

As shown by EIR Table 5-3, Alternatives 2 and 3 each reduce several of the proposed Plan’s significant impacts, as
required by CEQA. As discussed in EIR section 5.4, Alternatives 2 and 3 achieve meaningful reductions in the
proposed Plan’s significant impacts to GHG emissions, VMT, air quality, and biological resources. For example,
Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce impacts to sensitive habitats by avoiding and minimizing growth and
transportation projects in these areas through the adoption of a more compact land use pattern that limits growth
in previously undeveloped areas, relative to the proposed Plan. While these impacts would remain significant, they
would be reduced relative to the proposed Plan, such that Alternative 2 would offer substantial environmental
advantages. Among the range of alternatives analyzed, Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior alternative.

ALTERNATIVES SUGGESTED BY COMMENTERS

Alternatives suggested by commenters include, but are not limited to:
» Scenarios aligned with the San Diego County General Plan land uses, and rural mobility strategies

» An alternative similar to Alternative 2 that excludes “zombie road projects” and supports larger and more-
timely investments in transit and non-motorized travel (“zombie road projects” are road projects alleged to no
longer have a rationale and to be inconsistent with SB 743 VMT metrics);

» Alternatives that reduce GHG emissions, discourage urban sprawl, and benefit public transit through a variety
of measures;

» Alternatives that improve the connectivity and function of preserves and wetlands; and,

» Alternatives that exclude three specific projects alleged to be harmful to biodiversity.

Scenarios Aligned with the San Diego County General Plan

A commenter suggests that the proposed Plan should be aligned with buildout of the San Diego County General
Plan. The Series 15 model used of for the proposed Plan is aligned with and incorporates the County’s parcel-level
land use assumptions. Therefore, the proposed Plan is consistent with the County’s adopted General Plan
assumptions. Please refer to response to comments A-4.11, A-4.13, A-44.17, and A-4.26 for more detailed
responses related to the growth and land use assumptions used in the Series 15 model for the proposed Plan. As
such the proposed Plan is consistent with the County General Plan land uses. Therefore, a new alternative aligned
with the County’s General Plan Land Uses is not required.
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Alternative 2 that Excludes “Zombie Road Projects” and Supports More and Earlier Transit
and Non-motorized Travel

A commenter suggests that an alternative to Alternative 2 be considered that focused growth, high parking,
arterial and freeway speed reductions, and excludes “zombie road projects” such as programmed freeway and
managed lanes projects. Response to comment B-2.33 provides a more detailed response to the specific of this
suggested alternative. In summary, with regards to the zombie road project, there are no new general purpose
freeway lanes in the proposed Plan. However, there are two interchanges with general purpose lane connections.
Additionally, the proposed network analyzed in the EIR includes managed lanes and managed land connectors. As
further discussed in response to comment B-2.33, the improvements for SR94/125 interchange and I-5/SR78
interchange both are necessary improvements for either safety or help reduce environmental impacts such as
improved air quality. For managed lanes, where possible, the proposed Plan repurposes general purpose lanes or
existing right of way to accommodate new managed lanes rather than constructing new roadway. Most of the
proposed Plan managed lane and managed lane connector projects serve existing or planned transit. Eliminating
those projects would reduce the scope of transit and limit the effectiveness of transit in reducing VMT and other
impacts of the proposed Plan.

The majority of project funding comes with constraints. SANDAG does not have the discretion to move funds
designated for roadway projects to fund transit or active transportation investments. Similarly, SANDAG cannot
take funds designated by the funding agency for roadway projects and utilize them to advance phasing of transit
projects. See Global Response 4 for a discussion of funding constraints for the proposed Plan.

This alternative was not included for detailed evaluation in the EIR for several reasons. First, this suggested
alternative is a variation of Alternative 2. which includes many components of the suggested alternative; CEQA
does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. Second, this
alternative is legally infeasible because federal transportation law requires the proposed Plan to include system-
level estimates of costs and revenue sources to adequately operate and maintain the Federal-aid highways [23
CFR 450.324(f)(11)(i)]. Third, it is financially infeasible because funding source constraints limit the ability of
SANDAG to reprogram significant funds allocated to roadway projects to earlier transit investments. Lastly, an EIR
need not evaluate in detail alternatives that would not substantially lessen the proposed project's significant
environmental impacts, and there is no evidence that this alternative would substantially lessen the proposed
Plan's VMT, GHG, or other environmental impacts.

Alternatives That Reduce GHG Emissions, Discourage Urban Sprawl, and Benefit Public Transit
A commenter suggests that the EIR failed to include alternatives that reduced GHG emissions, protcete4d
biodiversity, and reduced vehicle trips. In summary, the commenter requests the removal of general purpose lanes
and interchanges; removal of new managed lanes and managed connectors; elimination of high GHG emissions
and sprawl-inducing projects; expand public transit; expanding bus rapid transit; redirecting funding to expand
active transportation; and building complete streets. Please refer to responses to comment B-4.5 through B-4.14
for a direct response to each suggestion.

The EIR did include alternatives that substantially reduced GHG emissions, biological impacts, and VMT. As
discussed in the EIR, page 5-5, Alternative 2 would decrease impacts to greenhouse gas emissions and biological
resources compared to the proposed Plan. (EIR, pp. 5-5, 5-18 to 20 [describing decreased impacts to biological
resources], 5-26 to 29 [describing decreased impacts to GHG emissions.]) Both Alternatives 2 and 3 analyzed in
the EIR include a land use pattern with more focused growth in areas with available multimodal transportation.
The focused growth reduces the footprint of the plan area and focuses growth in urban areas, which reduces
sprawl and decreases impacts such as biological resources, greenhouse gas emissions, etc.

The commenter's suggested alternatives are alternatives to individual components of the proposed Plan; an EIR
must discuss alternatives to a project in its entirety but is not required to discuss alternatives to each particular
component of a project. See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4" 957,993.
Some elements of these alternatives are already incorporated into the proposed Plan, and some of these
alternatives are considered infeasible (see responses to comments B-4.5 through B-4.14 for details). The
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commenter provided no evidence that the proposed alternatives would substantially lessen the proposed Plan’s
significant impacts. For these reasons, these alternatives need not be added to the EIR for detailed evaluation.
Further, a hypothetical alternative that combined all these suggestions into one alternative would share similar
defects regarding overlap with the proposed Plan, infeasibility, and no evidence of substantially lessening the
proposed Plan’s significant impacts.

Alternatives That Improve Connectivity and Function of Preserves and Wetlands

A commenter requests that SANDAG include prioritization of projects and alternatives that have the opportunity
to improve the connectivity and function of regional preserves and wetlands. For example, it mentions
opportunities to reduce impacts on Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon a part of the San Diego Rail Realignment Project.

As discussed in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the EIR the impact on biological resources were analyzed at a
programmatic level based on the best available information. The EIR describes several mitigation measures to be
implemented during the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory permitting process that mitigate impacts on
sensitive vegetation communities and regulated aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through 1e for
Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species (Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). Additional
analysis will be conducted on a project-specific level under CEQA, including project-specific impact analysis of
biological resources and identification of mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will be refined and
implementation methods identified, as required by CEQA, the local jurisdictions, and wildlife agencies on a project-
specific level. Response to comment A-1.10 provides a more detailed response to the commenter's suggestion.

The comment does not provide any specific measures other than for one example project, and the proposed
mitigation measures in the EIR already provide for the protection of connectivity and function of preserves and
wetlands. Therefore, no new alternative for detailed evaluation has been added to the EIR in response to this
comment.

Exclude Three Specific Projects Harmful to Biodiversity
A commenter requests that the following three projects be removed from the proposed Plan that are harmful to
the biodiversity:

» Double-tracking of the LOSSAN rail corridor through Carroll Canyon, and
» Transit center at Nobel Drive and [-805.

Managed lane connectors at the SR 52/1-805 interchange and widening the I-805 bridge over Rose Canyon.
Responses to comments B-4-12 through B-4.14 provide detailed responses to proposed removal of the specific
projects. Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” under significance criteria BIO-1 and BIO-2 discusses impacts of
transportation network improvements to sensitive habitats and species and mitigation measures (BIO-1a through
BIO-1e and BIO-2a through BIO-2¢) are identified to minimize the impacts. The proposed Plan is a long-range
transportation plan covering a 25-year time horizon and the entire San Diego region; specific details concerning
project level mitigation for potential impacts to sensitive species for the projects referenced in this comment (as
well a no project alternative) will be evaluated during project-level environmental review. Additionally, there is no
evidence the removal of the three projects suggested in this comment would substantially lessen the proposed
Plan’s significant biological impacts. In addition, the commenter’s suggested alternatives are alternatives to
individual components of the proposed Plan; an EIR must discuss alternatives to a project in its entirety but is not
required to discuss alternatives to each particular component of a project. See California Native Plant Society v.
City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4" 957,993. Thus, the commenter's alternative does not need be included
for detailed evaluation in the EIR.
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Global Response 2: Mitigation Measures that Other Agencies “Can and
Should” Implement

INTRODUCTION

The EIR prepared for the proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR. “Second-tier projects” that would implement
the Plan include site-specific transportation network improvements and development projects. Many EIR
mitigation measures for second-tier projects recognize that agencies other than SANDAG (e.g., local governments,
transit districts, and the California Department of Transportation [Caltrans]) are responsible for implementation
and recommend that that such agencies “can and should” implement them.

Comments asserted that these mitigation measures lack enforcement mechanisms. Comments state that there is
no guarantee these agencies will actually implement these mitigation measures, question whether they will be
imposed on second-tier projects, and recommend that, to the extent SANDAG has any discretion over awarding
funds for such projects, SANDAG must require the mitigation measures as conditions of approval. Some
comments asserted that “can and should” is discretionary language and makes the mitigation measure non-
enforceable, and that SANDAG should mandate implementation of mitigation measures for its own projects and
for other agencies implementing projects under the Regional Plan electing to tier CEQA review to the Regional
Plan EIR.

As discussed in the EIR (page 4-4), SANDAG is responsible for implementing those mitigation measures within its
responsibility, jurisdiction, and statutory authority. Mitigation can also include measures that are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(2)). In many instances,
mitigation measures included in the EIR that would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of the
proposed Plan fall under the responsibility and jurisdiction of other implementing agencies, such as cities, the
County, Caltrans, public transit agencies, or other special districts. In other words, SANDAG will not be the lead
agency for the majority of the second-tier projects that implement the proposed Plan. Because other project
agencies would be responsible for certain mitigation measures identified in this EIR, SANDAG in its CEQA findings
has stated that those measures, if feasible, can and should be adopted by those other agencies (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091(a)(2)). Details, including timing and the responsible implementing t agencies, as well mitigation
monitoring and reporting procedures will be provided in a separate Mitigation Monitoring and reporting program
(MMRP) that the SANDAG Board of Directors will consider for approval in conjunction with approval of the
proposed Plan.

EIR MITIGATION APPROACH

When CEQA findings are adopted, SANDAG will commit to those mitigation measures that are within its
responsibility and jurisdiction by making the finding that its mitigation measures “have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project” (Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1); CEQA Guidelines Section 15092(a)(1)).
As discussed in the EIR (page 4-4), for second-tier transportation projects, SANDAG will implement mitigation
measures for those projects that SANDAG directly approves or carries out as the CEQA lead agency or where
discretionary TransNet funds are used (emphasis added).” Thus, SANDAG does mandate implementation of
mitigation measures for “its own projects,” where SANDAG is the CEQA lead agency. Further, when using
discretionary TransNet funds, which support TransNet grant programs funding local agency capital projects,
SANDAG will require as a grant condition CEQA compliance, including the implementation of all feasible EIR
mitigation measures that are applicable to the project type being funded. (see EIR p. 4.4) Where SANDAG acts as a
pass-through agency for funding, it is the funding agency’s responsibility to place conditions on grant funding;
SANDAG has no authority to condition these pass-through funds. Therefore, the assertion from comments that
“can and should” language is unenforceable and should be removed is not accurate, because SANDAG would

T SB 1703 consolidated the region'’s transit capital construction with SANDAG from the two transit operators. SANDAG also coordinates with
Caltrans as the lead agency for highway projects. Local jurisdictions construct arterial and local roadway projects.
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require CEQA compliance or enforce these measures by requiring them as grant conditions for transportation
projects whenever it has discretionary authority to do so.

When SANDAG makes “can and should” findings at the end of the CEQA process, there is no further requirement
that SANDAG find that mitigation measures that are solely within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
agency have been incorporated into the project (Public Resources Code Section 21081; CEQA Guidelines Section
15091(a)(2)). Nevertheless, as discussed below, it is reasonable to expect that the other agencies will implement
the mitigation measures assigned to them, and any mitigation measures incorporated into project-specific CEQA
documents are required to be enforceable.

Regarding second-tier documents prepared by agencies implementing projects under the Regional Plan that tier
CEQA review to the Regional Plan EIR, CEQA already requires these agencies to incorporate feasible mitigation
measures in the Program EIR to later activities in the program. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(3).) Although
second-tier lead agencies routinely implement the types of mitigation measures assigned to them during project
design, CEQA review, and/or project construction, the EIR recognizes that, due to project- or site-specific
circumstances, it may not be feasible for individual lead agencies to implement all of the “can and should”
mitigation measures listed for a particular significant impact; in this case, the Regional Plan EIR’s programmatic
mitigation measures still meet CEQA requirements. However, in this case the later project-specific CEQA review,
the Regional Plan EIR could not be used as a first-tier Program EIR for the significant impact proposed for
mitigation.

The EIR (pages 4-3 through 4-4) describes the general approach to the mitigation measures in the EIR.

“The EIR includes three broad types of mitigation measures: (1) plan- and policy-level mitigation measures
assigned to SANDAG; (2) mitigation measures for transportation network improvements and programs,
assigned to SANDAG and other transportation project sponsors; and (3) mitigation measures for
development projects implementing regional growth and land use changes, which local jurisdictions
implement.”

"While the EIR provides as much detail as needed in the mitigation measures to evaluate their ability to
avoid or substantially lessen impacts, some flexibility must be maintained to present mitigation
approaches for impacts occurring under different circumstances. Many of the mitigation measures include
lists of mitigation actions that can be implemented in connection with individual future transportation and
development projects that would implement the proposed Plan; development projects would be
undertaken under the land use authority of local governments. These individual future projects will occur
over a wide and diverse geographic scope over the 30-year time span addressed in the proposed Plan.
Some will require approvals from multiple public agencies, each with different legal, regulatory, or other
authority relevant to the proposed Plan. Although generally feasible for many projects, the mitigation
actions may not be feasible for specific projects because the nature of individual future projects,
resources, legal authority of the approving agency or agencies, physical circumstances of the project, and
local policy considerations for all future projects implementing the proposed Plan will vary widely. In each
case, the lead agency (and any responsible agencies) for an individual project will have to determine
which mitigation actions are specifically applicable to the project, and the degree to which the
recommended mitigation actions can feasibly be implemented based on project-specific circumstances.”

Transportation Project Mitigation

SANDAG has limited authority to approve individual second-tier transportation network improvement projects in
the RTP. Many individual transportation projects in the RTP would be implemented by Caltrans and local
governments. For example, Caltrans would implement most of the managed lane projects, and local governments
would implement the arterial projects shown on Figures 2-9 through 2-11 of the EIR. As required by CEQA and
agency-specific CEQA procedures (e.g., the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference (Caltrans 2025a)), these
agencies routinely implement the specified types of mitigation measures during project design, CEQA review,
and/or project construction (see SER Chapter 39 - Incorporating Environmental Commitments into Design), and
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the EIR has made a preliminary determination that these mitigation measures are feasible and effective. Therefore,
it is reasonable to expect that these agencies will implement them. Additionally, SANDAG is the direct source of
funding (versus a pass-through agency) for TransNet grant programs funding local agency capital projects and so
will require as a grant condition CEQA compliance, or the implementation of all feasible EIR mitigation measures
that are applicable to the project type being funded.

Land Use Plan and Project Mitigation

SANDAG has no authority to adopt local land use plans or approve local land use projects that will implement the
SCS. SB 375 specifically provides that nothing in SB 375 supersedes the land use authority of cities and counties,
and that cities and counties are not required to change their land use plans and policies, including general plans,
to be consistent with an RTP/SCS (Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K)). Local governments are the main
agencies responsible for mitigation of the impacts of land use plans and projects that implement the SCS, and
SANDAG has no concurrent authority to mitigate the impacts of land use plans and policies. Local governments
routinely implement the specified types of mitigation measures during project design, CEQA review, and/or
project construction, and the EIR has made a preliminary determination that these mitigation measures are
feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that local governments will actually implement them.

Two recent, relevant examples of local government (Midway Rising Specific Plan Subsequent EIR and Port Master
Plan Update Final Program EIR) implementation of mitigation measures similar to EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-3b
and AQ-3c, addressing diesel particulate emissions from second-tier land use projects, are provided below.

» MM AIR 5.9-2: Construction Equipment Emissions Standards. Prior to issuance of a grading permit for
each phase of construction, the construction contractor shall submit verification that the on-site diesel
construction fleet shall include at least 50 percent equipment with engines that meet, at a minimum, the Tier 4
Final California Emissions Standards, satisfactory to the City of San Diego Development Services Department’s
Mitigation Monitoring Coordination staff. Alternatively, additional electric-powered equipment may be used,
such that at least 50 percent of the construction fleet meets or exceeds Tier 4 Final California Emissions
Standards for particulate matter emissions (City of San Diego 2025).

» MM-AQ-3: Implement Diesel Emission-Reduction Measures During Construction of All Future PMPU-
Consistent Projects. To reduce ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions during construction of future development
under the proposed PMPU, the project proponent shall implement the following measures during
construction of the project, and shall provide verification to the District, prior to commencement of
construction activities. Prior to the commencement of future construction activities, the project proponent
shall submit a list of equipment to be used and the equipment’s specifications (model year, engine tier,
horsepower) to the District to ensure the construction equipment is consistent with the following
requirements. No changes shall be made to the list of equipment without the District’s prior approval. Within
30 days after the completion of construction, the project proponent/operator and/or its contractor(s) shall
provide written evidence to the District that the construction was consistent with the following requirements.

e For all construction activities, equip all off-road diesel equipment engines over 25 horsepower with EPA
Tier 4 or cleaner engines unless Tier 4 construction equipment is not commercially available (defined
below) within 100 miles of the project site. The project proponent shall submit written evidence to the
District prior to commencement of construction activities that Tier 4 or cleaner equipment shall be used,
or that Tier 4 or cleaner equipment is not available for use during the entire duration of that project's
construction period beyond 2025. The provided evidence shall include details of the project proponent’s
effort to secure Tier 4 or cleaner equipment, including suppliers contacted and their responses, subject to
the District's concurrence.

e Use renewable diesel fuel in all heavy-duty off-road diesel-fueled equipment. Renewable diesel fuel must
meet the most recent ASTM D975 specification for Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel and have a carbon intensity no
greater than 50 percent of diesel with the lowest carbon intensity among petroleum diesel fuels sold in
California.
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e Use zero or near-zero emissions equipment in lieu of diesel- or gasoline-powered equipment where such
zero or near-zero equipment is commercially available. Commercially available means available within 100
miles, for purchase or lease by the project proponent or any contractors that may be retained by the
project proponent.

e Use diesel particulate filters (or the equivalent) if permitted under manufacturer’s guidelines for on-road
and off-road diesel equipment. (San Diego Unified Port District 2023.)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation

Draft EIR comments criticized the Draft EIR's approach to GHG emissions mitigation for second-tier projects.
Comments also provided suggestions for specific mitigation measures to be implemented for second-tier projects.
Responses to specific suggestions are provided in the responses to individual comments.

The EIR's GHG mitigation measures meet CEQA requirements, in that they are feasible, enforceable, and help
reduce the proposed Plan’s significant impacts; they also have sufficient performance standards. The program-
level mitigation measures (GHG-4a, 4b, and 4c) were not qualified for effectiveness in the EIR, as their
effectiveness would be determined by the specific nature, scale, and timing of funded projects.

The EIR (pages 4.8-42 and 4.8-47) explains the EIR’s general approach to GHG mitigation. "Many features
currently included in the proposed Plan (e.g., the SCS, increased transit, and active transportation
investments) have the effect of reducing GHG emissions that might otherwise occur. Mitigation measures
presented in this section are additional feasible GHG reduction measures not included in the proposed
Plan that SANDAG has committed to implement for its projects and which other transportation project
sponsors can and should implement for their projects.”

"While SANDAG has the authority to implement the mitigation measures it has committed to, it has no
legal or jurisdictional authority to require other transportation project sponsors or local jurisdictions to
implement mitigation measures for specific projects for which they have responsibility and jurisdiction. As
explained in the Analysis Methodology under Chapter 4, mitigation can include measures that are within
the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency. SANDAG in its CEQA findings may find that
those measures assigned to other agencies can and should be adopted by those other agencies (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091(a)(2)).”

VMT Mitigation

Draft EIR comments criticized the Draft EIR’s approach to VMT mitigation measures. Comments also provided
suggestions for specific mitigation measures to be implemented for second-tier projects. Responses to specific
suggestions are provided in the responses to individual comments.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 requires that mitigation measures be feasible, enforceable, and capable of
reducing or avoiding a significant environmental impact, and the EIR's VMT mitigation measure meets these
requirements. The EIR’s VMT mitigation measures also have sufficient performance standards. CEQA does not
require that the effectiveness of every mitigation measure be quantified as suggested by comments. However,
lead agencies must support with substantial evidence in the record the mitigation will be effective. CEQA allows
for measures to be incorporated into plans that will set the policy framework for later projects implementing the
plans.

Biological Resources Mitigation

Commenters criticized the Draft EIR's approach to biological resources mitigation for second tier projects.
Comments also provided suggestions for specific mitigation measures to be implemented for second-tier projects.
Responses specific suggestions are provided in the responses to individual comments.

The EIR's biological resources mitigation measures meet CEQA requirements, in that they are feasible, enforceable,
and help reduce the p[reopposed Plan’s significant impacts. As explained in EIR Chapter 4, "Environmental Impact
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Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages 4-1 to 4-2) and the EIR Mitigation Approach section above, this EIR analyzes
impacts of the proposed Plan at the same level of detail as the proposed Plan and does not analyze the project-
specific impacts or proposed mitigation measures for individual projects. Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of
the EIR appropriately identifies mitigation measures meeting CEQA requirements at a programmatic level.

Global Response 3: Construction and Operations Impacts to Special-
Status Species and Wildlife Movement

INTRODUCTION

Commenters expressed concern about project construction and operations impacts to special-status plants and
wildlife and habitat and questioned the adequacy of the EIR’s biological resources mitigation measures and
determinations regarding level of significance after mitigation measures. Comments also suggested additional
biological resources mitigation measures. Other comments recommended updating the status of special status
species. Operational impacts on biological resources are addressed on a project-specific level during consultation
with the wildlife agencies.

Further, commenters also expressed concerns about the adequacy of the EIR’s wildlife movement impact analyses
and mitigation measures. Commenters asserted that the EIR limited certain wildlife corridor linkages found in
additional data sources, and recommended these be added to the Final EIR.

Some Draft EIR comments recommended that the EIR present additional detailed information on the biological
resources environmental setting or impacts. However, a lead agency is not required to perform all research or
studies requested by Draft EIR comments. An EIR need not provide all the information reviewers request, as long
as the EIR, when looked at as a whole, reflects a good faith effort at full disclosure. [CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)].

As explained below, the EIR addressed mitigation of operational impacts and fully evaluated impacts to special
status species and provided feasible mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts on these species,
consistent with CEQA requirements. Similarly, the EIR fully evaluated impacts to wildlife movement and provided
feasible mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts, consistent with CEQA requirements.

Mitigation of Operational Impacts

While SANDAG plans, designs, and constructs regional transportation network improvements, ownership of these
facilities transfers to the operating agency (a local city, San Diego County, or a state agency) once they are built.
After that transfer, it is the responsibility of the operating agency to preserve and maintain it, including
implementing any needed project-specific mitigation for operation and maintenance impacts. However, certain
EIR mitigation measures for biological resources include operational and maintenance measures. For example,
consistent with Mitigation Measure BIO-1b, “"SANDAG shall, and other implementing agencies can and should,
design compensatory mitigation to result in the conservation, establishment, or creation of self-sustaining
sensitive natural and native communities, replacing the lost habitat or habitat value as required to offset those lost
from project implementation. Otherwise, mitigation measures would include the requirement for and financing of
long-term conservation and management requirements of the mitigation projects.” Similarly, consistent with
Mitigation Measure BIO-1e, SANDAG shall, and other implementing agencies can and should, “[p]rohibit planting
or seeding of invasive plant species that appear on the most recent version of the California Invasive Plant Council
(Cal-IPC) California Invasive Plant Inventory, including the development of an integrated invasive plant control
plan describing protocols and enforcement schedules for maintenance, construction, and emergency activities
working within and moving between important habitat areas.”
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Impacts to Special-Status Species were Evaluated Consistent with CEQA Requirements

As discussed in Section 4.4, "Biological Resources,” of the EIR (Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2), implementation of the
proposed Plan’s regional growth and land use change as well as transportation improvements and programs
would affect a variety of federally or state-listed plant and animal species, and non-federally listed special-status
plant and animal species, including species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS, and the habitat of these special-status species
(please refer to Table 4.4-2, in Section 4.4 of the EIR) that have the potential to occur in the San Diego Region due
to the presence of suitable habitat (please refer to Table 4.4-3, in Section 4.4 of the EIR). Impacts to special-status
plant and animal species are discussed below.

On August 13 and 14, 2025, the California Fish and Game Commission designated the federally listed Quino
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) as a candidate species under the California Endangered Species
Act. The CDFW treats candidate species as protected during the status review time. This change was reflected in
the Table 4.4-3 of the Final EIR. Furthermore, Table 4.4-3 of the EIR was revised to response to the a comment
from USFWS and now includes the updated status for four species proposed for federal listing: 1. western
spadefoot is proposed threatened for Southern distinct population segment; 2. southwestern pond turtle is
proposed threatened; 3. monarch butterfly is proposed threatened; and 4. California spotted owl is proposed
endangered for the coastal southern California distinct population segment.

Direct impacts to special-status species and their habitats would occur where potential habitat exists and
intersects with the individual project footprint. As discussed in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the EIR, the
impacts on biological resources were analyzed at a programmatic level based on the footprint developed for the
proposed Plan, and available information of occurrences and distribution of biological resources. Avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures were identified accordingly to achieve substantial reductions to impacts.
As described on page 4.4-67 through page 4.4-78 of the EIR, project-specific focused surveys and analysis for
special-status species and their habitats would need to be conducted when project-level detail is available, to
quantify impacts. Project-specific impact analysis of biological resources would also include the identification of
project-specific mitigation measures as required in mitigation measures for Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2.

Special-status species impacts were evaluated programmatically using both available regional GIS data and
qualitative methods. The impact analysis described for the regional growth and land use change was based on the
biological conservation policies in the regionally adopted NCCPs and included impact calculation within and
outside of conservation boundaries per provisions identified in the respective adopted conservation plans. GIS
layers were developed for transportation improvements project footprints (see the definition provided in Section
4.4.4, "Environmental Impacts and Mitigation,” of the EIR, describing road, transit and bikeway footprints, and
“Transportation Network Improvements and Programs” in the analysis methodology for Impact BIO-1), and
analyzed using available GIS data on species occurrences (including databases queried from US Fish and Wildlife
Service, California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), County of San Diego SanBIOS, and the San Diego
Management and Monitoring Program (SDMMP)) and federally designated critical habitats.

Direct impacts to specific species occurrence data points were not quantified because this information is not
uniformly reliable as it only reports species actually encountered and omits species potentially present in locations
that were never surveyed or haven't been included in the any of the source databases. However, Appendix D-7 of
the EIR identifies qualitatively whether special-status species would potentially be affected by the proposed Plan.
This method provides a conservative estimate of impacts on special-status species because it uses the assumption
that suitable habitats within 500 feet of identified projects would be occupied by special-status species, which is
not always the case and can only be verified on a project-specific basis.

The degree of specificity required in an EIR corresponds to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying
activity (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). The proposed Plan EIR is a programmatic document, and specific details
concerning project-level impacts and mitigation will be evaluated during project-level environmental review.
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Impacts to Special-Status Species were Mitigated Consistent with CEQA Requirements

By 2035 and 2050, regional growth, land use changes, and transportation network improvements under the
proposed Plan would significantly impact special-status species and their habitats. Although adherence to existing
laws, regulations, and programs outlined in Section 4.4.2, “"Regulatory Setting,” would help reduce these impacts,
the EIR concludes they nevertheless are significant. Ground-disturbing activities associated with both land use
changes and transportation improvements are expected to result in substantial adverse changes to species
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW
or USFWS, as well as their habitats.

The Draft EIR described several mitigation measures to be implemented during the project-specific CEQA review
and regulatory permitting process that mitigate impacts on sensitive vegetation communities and regulated
aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species
(Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). These mitigation measures are:

» BIO-1a Implement Design, Minimization, and Avoidance Measures for Sensitive Natural Vegetation
Communities and Regulated Aquatic Resources. See EIR description of this mitigation measure for a detailed
list of measures that would be considered.

» BIO-1b Provide Compensatory Mitigation. See EIR description of this mitigation measure for a detailed
description of the compensatory mitigation approach.

» BIO-1c Prepare a Habitat Restoration Plan. See EIR description of this mitigation measure for a detailed
description of restoration plan contents.

» BIO-1d Prepare Habitat/Long-Term Management Plans. See EIR description of this mitigation measure for a
detailed description of management plan contents.

» BIO-1e Implement Best Management Practice to Avoid Indirect Impacts. See EIR description of this mitigation
measure for a detailed description list of measures that would be considered.

» BIO-2a Implement Design, Minimization, and Avoidance Measures for Special- Status Animal Species. See EIR
description of this mitigation measure for a detailed list of measures that would be considered.

» BIO-2b Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Special-Status Plant Species. See EIR description of this
mitigation measure for a detailed description of the compensatory mitigation approach.

» BIO-2c Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Special-Status Animal Species. See EIR description of this
mitigation measure for a detailed description of the compensatory mitigation approach.

As explained in the EIR (page 4.4-78), implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through BIO-1e and BIO-2a
through BIO-2¢, would reduce impacts to special status species and their habitats (impact BIO-2). However, there
is no assurance that these mitigation measures would be implemented for all projects or be equally effective due
to the wide variety of circumstances, complexity of some sites, and complexity of impacts on special status
species. Therefore, this impact (BIO-2) would remain significant and unavoidable. See Global Response 2 for
further explanation of why programmatic EIR mitigation measures may not apply to every second-tier project, and
how they would be enforced.

Also, commenters suggested that SANDAG consider additional mitigation measures for special status species
impacts. Please see responses to individual comments regarding each of the suggested mitigation measures.

Impacts to Wildlife Corridors were Evaluated and Mitigated Consistent with CEQA
Requirements

The EIR provides a thorough and comprehensive discussion of impacts on wildlife corridors in Impact BIO-3
beginning on page 4.4-78. Direct effects include the permanent conversion or fragmentation of habitats resulting
from and from installation of project infrastructure, specifically linear projects such as new roadway and transit
construction, adding bridges and lanes, and widening the infrastructure corridor. Indirect construction effects
would include changes in increase in human presence (noise, lights, etc.), changes in hydrology, habitat
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abandonment, and temporary shifts in foraging patterns or territories. A paragraph was added to the BIO-3 on
page 4.4-78 stating the following:

Impacts to wildlife movement may occur through reducing connectivity and thereby reductions in gene
flow that would lead to inferior genetic diversity and population fitness. Habitat fragmentation due to
creating impermeable barriers to wildlife movement could also result in direct mortality, increased
vulnerability to stochastic events or extreme conditions, decreased ability to recover from disturbance
events, decreased resiliency to climate change, and population loss due to blocked access to critical
habitats (Spencer et al. 2010).

The impact analysis considered available information on wildlife movement, linkages, and corridors in San Diego
County. Information contained in the Las Californias Binational Conservation Initiative and Pacific Flyway did not
contain quantitative data, and were analyzed qualitatively. Quantitative GIS data from adopted HCPs core and
linkages data layers and the Southern California Climate Resilient Connectivity Linkage Network developed by
SDSU were included in the impact analysis. Regarding inclusion of linkages in the draft North and East County
HCPs, some of these linkages were included in the database that was used for the EIR impact analysis and are
embedded in the map depicted on Figure 4.4-15. No published wildlife corridors or linkages identified in the
approved HCPs were omitted.

As discussed on p. 4.4-81 of the EIR, wildlife corridor impacts for regional growth and land use change were
analyzed by broadly reviewing the locations of regional growth and land use change, and qualitatively assessing
impacts on wildlife movement corridors. The EIR identified impacts on wildlife corridors that occur in areas that
would experience extensive land use change and development. Wildlife usually moves across large expanses of
the landscape, and site-specific information may overlook comprehensive movement corridors and connections.
Therefore, mapped movement corridors from regional datasets, including the MSCP and MHCP Multi-Species
Linkages models and SDSU's Southern California Climate Resilient Connectivity Prioritized Linkage Network, were
overlaid with the GIS layers for those areas that would be converted to developed land uses for each horizon year.
This overlay is used to qualitatively and quantitatively identify where potential conflicts with mapped wildlife
corridors could occur and may overestimate impacts on wildlife movement because of the coarse-scaled
modeling data.

For transportation network improvements, as described on page 4.4-79 of the EIR, regional corridor impacts were
quantitatively analyzed by overlaying the transportation network footprint on the MHCP and MSCP core and
linkages data and modeled wildlife movement network of the Southern California Climate Resilient Connectivity
Linkage developed by SDSU. The impact analysis using the MHCP cores and linkages data (Table 4.4-11 of the
EIR), included the gnatcatcher stepping stones identified in the data layer and in the City of Oceanside’s Draft
MHCP Subarea (see page 4.4-36). The impact analysis using the MHCP cores and linkages data (Table 4.4-11 of
the EIR), included the gnatcatcher stepping stones identified in the data layer and in the City of Oceanside’s Draft
MHCP Subarea (see page 4.4-82). Subsequently, the intersection of the transportation network improvements with
mapped wildlife movement corridors described in Section 4.4.1, "Existing Conditions,” were reviewed to calculate
where potential conflicts with mapped wildlife corridors could occur. The discussion identifies specific regional
corridors that occur in areas with transportation network improvements for each horizon year and quantifies the
acreage that could potentially be impacted by the transportation network improvement program'’s linear projects.
On a programmatic level, almost the entire planned transportation network could potentially affect regional
wildlife corridors and linkages. It is understood that this is conservative approach as actual project-specific wildlife
crossings is an overestimation of impacts to wildlife movement from the proposed Plan’s transportation network
improvement.

The majority of arterials are existing roads in highly urbanized areas and do not cross canyons or riparian areas
that provide movement corridors for wildlife. Bikeways would have relatively little impact on corridors because
most are within or directly adjacent to developed areas. However, the planning of new rail corridors, double
tracking, and relocation of rail corridors through undeveloped areas, and the construction or widening of transit
projects may significantly affect the movement of wildlife species. Widening of existing roads or interchanges
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would not necessarily cut off wildlife movement corridors because bridges that would be widened would likely be
designed to allow for continued wildlife movement. However, they may make existing crossings less attractive for
use by wildlife species, and the greater width may lead to additional highway mortality for terrestrial and avian
species that attempt to cross transportation corridors at grade. Projects such as the SR-52/1-805 interchange
would include a review the feasibility of project designs that would facilitate wildlife movement, as discussed in
the avoidance and minimization measure BIO-3a: Facilitate Wildlife Movement.

Direct impacts to modeled wildlife movement corridors and linkages from the linear transportation network
projects are presented in Table 4.4-12. Considering both direct and indirect impacts of both regional growth and
land use change, and transportation network improvements, the EIR concluded that the proposed Plan would
interfere substantially with fish and wildlife movement, wildlife corridors, and nursery sites.

As discussed in Measure BIO-3a of the EIR (page 4.4-84 through 4.4-8684), project-specific impacts of the project
on wildlife movement would be mitigated during planning, design, and project-level CEQA review of
transportation network improvements or development projects. Measures included in mitigation measure BIO-3
(Facilitate Wildlife Movement) address design considerations to facilitate wildlife movement and connectivity on a
project-specific level based on best available studies, including wildlife movement studies, and before-after-
control-impact-studies and shall include corridor widths and wildlife crossing structures design, including:

» Incorporate wildlife movement and corridor planning data when planning and siting projects, including large
landscape patches and buffers, limiting night-time trail use and noise and light pollution, use native species
for landscaping, and install physical barriers to prevent human and predator entry to transportation
infrastructure.

» Design wildlife movement crossings following the latest scientific information, including designing,
constructing and maintaining undercrossings and wildlife overpasses (restricted to wildlife use only). In
response to a Draft EIR comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-3a’'s measures for fish migration impacts, were
revised and strengthened.

» Consistent with the California Ecosystems Protection Act (AB 1788), ban the use of anticoagulant rodenticides
near open space, conserved lands, and areas identified as core, linkages, wildlife corridors, or other
connectivity areas.

As explained in the EIR (page 4.4-86), implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3a would reduce impacts to
wildlife movement) (Impact BIO-3). However, there is no assurance that these mitigation measures would be
implemented for all projects or be equally effective due to the wide variety of circumstances, complexity of some
sites, and complexity of impacts on them. Therefore, this impact (BIO-3) would remain significant and
unavoidable. See Global Response 2 for further explanation of why programmatic EIR mitigation measures may
not apply to every second-tier project, and how they would be enforced.

Also, commenters suggested that SANDAG consider further additional mitigation measures for wildlife movement
impacts. Please see responses to individual comments regarding each of the suggested mitigation measures.

Global Response 4: Funding and Financial Constraints

Comments were received on the EIR suggesting that the 2025 Regional Plan (proposed Plan) project funding be
modified to expand and accelerate implementation of transit projects and eliminate roadway projects. Comments
asserted that expenditures in initial years are much more certain than expenditures in later years, and
recommended that transit projects be implemented earlier to provide greater assurance they would be funded,
with dedicated funding. They also asserted that future revenue streams, especially after 2035, are uncertain.

As part of maintaining, operating, and improving the San Diego region’s transportation system, SANDAG manages
and distributes funds from dozens of revenue sources at the federal, state, and local levels as described in
Appendix | of the proposed Plan. Federal sources of revenue include Federal Transit Administration discretionary
funds, Federal Highway Administration funds, and funds from other sources. State revenues include Road
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Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funds, State Highway Operations and Protection Program funds, and
funds from other sources. Local sources of revenue include TransNet funding, Managed Lanes tolls, farebox
revenues, and general local funds from other sources. Funding under California Senate Bill 1 (Beall 2017) provides
additional funds through a gas tax increase and other new fees, however, those revenues are primarily dedicated
to a backlog of existing operations and maintenance projects. All of these funds come with constraints which are
noted in Appendix | of the proposed Plan; they are typically tied to projects with certain modes of transportation,
and they cannot be interchanged. Restrictions from funding sources may specify how funds must be used on
certain modes of transportation and how they are distributed.

There are also regulatory constraints on when money becomes available during the lifespan of the proposed Plan,
meaning funding programs typically are approved or collected on an annual basis and much of the funding
cannot be advanced. In addition, some funding stays with SANDAG and some is distributed directly to other
agencies to maintain, operate, and rehabilitate the transportation network. For instance, federal formula funds
such as Federal Transit administration (FTA) Section 5307 or Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)
funds are apportioned annually. SANDAG can make assumptions about how much can be anticipated in the future
based on historical data but has no ability to advance any project(s) that need the funding in years prior to
apportionment. Other funds that SANDAG cannot advance and redirect to transit include funds going to other
agencies, such as the State Highway and Protection Program (SHOPP) funds, which are managed by the California
Transportation Commission and are used for safety, operations, and rehabilitation projects on the state highway
system by Caltrans.

In accordance with federal fiscal constraint requirements (23 USC Section 134(i)(2)(E)), the Funding and Revenue
Appendix (Appendix |) for the proposed Plan identifies how much money SANDAG expects will be reasonably
available to support our region’s surface transportation investments over the proposed Plan planning horizon.
Historically, regional plans have been drafted with the assumption that some combination of 30-plus revenue
sources will pay for implementation. The proposed Plan’s financial plan includes both a traditional core revenue
forecast comprising existing local, state, and federal sources, and a separate forecast of more innovative, but
reasonably available, sources of revenue to implement a program of improvements to keep freight and people
moving. The current financial plan will continue to meet the necessary milestones to implement the proposed
Plan.

Federal and State laws require SANDAG to develop a regional plan built on reasonable assumptions of the
revenues that will be available during the period covered by that plan (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23
CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)). New funding sources are revenues that do not currently exist or that may require additional
steps before the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) or transit agency can commit such funding to
transportation projects (CTC 2024). Strategies for ensuring their availability must be identified and future revenues
may be projected based on historical trends, including consideration of past legislative or executive actions (CTC
2024) (). The level of uncertainty in projects based on historical trends is generally greatest for revenues in the
“outer years” (10 years or more) of an RTP.

The total revenue identified from potential revenue sources for the 2025 Regional Plan exceeds the total cost
estimates presented in the 2025 Regional Plan’s Appendix H: Cost Estimation Methodology. The revenue sources
described in Appendix | reflect best estimates of what may reasonably be collected from various sources. Table 1.4
of Appendix | identifies strategies for assuring the availability of new funding sources. Some of the sources require
local, state, or federal legislation to pass before going into effect; others require voter approval. SANDAG is
committed to seeking new local funding in addition to pursuing state and federal funding opportunities. Where
new funding sources are assumed, the starting dates of those sources are shown as the base year. For existing
revenue sources that are assumed to continue, those base year assumptions are 2024. The San Diego region has
always excelled at leveraging state and federal funds to maximize the potential of every dollar generated locally.
However, state and federal transportation funding has declined in recent years; the federal gas tax has not
changed since 1993, and fuel tax receipts have declined due to increased vehicle efficiencies. Recent cuts to
federal funding and changes in federal funding priorities have created additional funding challenges.
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SANDAG complied with these restrictions and conditions in developing the proposed Plan. As explained, SANDAG
cannot redirect funding in a manner inconsistent with these constraints. SANDAG is also limited by what funding
types are available and when they are available. Therefore, SANDAG cannot advance transit projects earlier in time
without available funding for which transit projects are eligible. Draft EIR comments do not identify any specific
major funding sources available for funding eligible transit projects in the early plan years that SANDAG has
overlooked.

To safeguard the possibility of implementing projects for which funding hasn't been identified at present, the
proposed Plan includes an unconstrained project list found in Table A.7 of Appendix A to the proposed Plan,
which includes expanded rail projects, such as the Purple Line expansion, along with additional Rapid and other
projects. SANDAG will continue to pursue funding sources for these projects and will look to advance and
implement these projects if funding sources can be identified, with additional environmental reviews as needed.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The written individual comments received and the responses to those comments are provided below. The
comment letters and website comments are reproduced verbatim in their entirety as page images. No edits have
been made to the original comments, and spelling, grammatical, and other errors have been retained.
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Agency Letters
Comment Letter A-1: U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Comment Letter A-1: U.S Fish and Wildlife Service

vﬂﬁ“\f‘f P United States Department of the Interior
§ U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250

Carlsbad, California 92008

S

Syt

4, (5
FReH 3, \°

In Reply Refer to:
2025-0151992-CEQA-SD

September 30, 2025

Kirsten Uchitel

Senior Planner

San Diego Association of Governments
1011 Union Street, Suite 400

San Diego, California 92101

Attention: regionalplanEIR{@sandag. org
Subject:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2025 Regional Plan,
San Diego County, California

Dear Kirgten Uchitel:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Draft Envirenmental Impact
Report (EIR; SANDAG 2025a) for the San Diego Association of Government’s (SANDAG)
2025 Regional Plan (proposed Plan, SANDAG 2025b) in San Diego County, California. The
comments provided in this letter are based on information provided in the Draft EIR, cur
knowledge of sensitive and declining species and habitats, and our participation in regional
censervation planning efforts.

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats. The Service has legal respensibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The
Service is also responsible for administering the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act),
as amended {16 U.8.C. 1531 ef seq.), including habitat conservation plans (HCP) developed
under section 10(a)(1) of the Act.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

San Diego Association of Government has prepared the Draft EIR in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) to analyze the significant environmental impacts
of the Plan, which 1s an update to San Diego Forward: The 2021 Regional Plan, adopted in
December 2021, and subsequently amended in October 2023 by the SANDAG Board of
Directors. The proposed Plan updates the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) for the San
Diego region and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS). The Plan includes a blueprint for a regional transportation system to serve existing and

Response A-1.1
Thank you for the US Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) review of

the Draft EIR and participation in the environmental review process.

Detailed responses to USFWS' comments are provided below.

Response A-1.2

The summary of the proposed project description is acknowledged.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, and no
further response is required.
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A12
Cont.

A13

Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 2

projected workers and residents within the San Diego region up to the year 2050, The Plan
includes the following objectives

1. Focus population and employment growth in mobility hubs and existing urban areas
to protect sensitive habitat and natural resource areas.

2. Provide transportation investments that support compact land development patterns
and reduce vehicle miles traveled.

3. Meet greenhouse gas emissions targets established for the San Diego region by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB).

4. Provide transportation investments and land use patterns that promote social equity.
5. Provide transportation investments and land use patterns that improve air quality.

6. Provide multi-modal access to employment centers and key destinations for all
communities.

7. Enhance the efficiency of the transportation network for moving people and goods
through the deployment of new technologies.

As required by Senate Bill (SB) 375, the regional transportation plan includes an SCS intended
to align regional transportation, housing, and land use planning to attain regional greenhouse
gas (GHG) emission reductions from passenger vehicle use established by the CARB. The Plan
would implement an updated Regional Active Transportation Network, Complete Cerridors,
and transit investments including rail, light rail, streetcar, a variety of bus options, an Airport
Transit Connection, and pricing strategies for transit, Flexible Fleets, and parking throughout
San Diego County.

Service Comments

We offer the following comments on the Draft EIR to assist SANDAG in avoiding and
minimizing the Plan’s potential impacts on sensitive resources:

General Comments

1. SANDAG has been a leader in the development and implementation of regional HCPs
in San Diego County. The proposed Plan is an opportunity for SANDAG to continue
in that leadership role by supporting the completion of the remaining HCPs and the
establishment of regional funding to support implementation of those plans. We
recommend that the proposed Plan be updated to include the need to complete and fund
finalization and implementation of San Diego's regional HCPs, including incentives for
Jurisdictions to complete their HCPs and a commitment to address the full need for
regional funding. These actions would help offset cumulative impacts associated with
regional growth and transportation projects outlined in the proposed Plan.

Response A-1.3

The commenter suggests that the proposed Plan be updated to
include the need to complete and fund finalization and
implementation of San Diego's regional HCPs to offset cumulative
impacts associated with the Plan. This comment primarily relates to
the content of the proposed Plan.

As stated in 2025 Regional Plan Appendix Q: Regional Habitat
Conservation Vision, SANDAG will continue to coordinate the
discussion around how the region can obtain the funding necessary
to provide the local jurisdictions’ share of the regional habitat
conservation plans. Historically, regional habitat conservation plans
all envisioned that funding would be provided by multiple sources: a
third from new development, a third from state and federal sources,
and a third from local jurisdictions. Each local jurisdiction that is
signatory to the conservation plan and the Implementing Agreement
with the Wildlife Agencies that provides the legal “take”
authorizations identified in the conservation plan is obligated to fund
local costs for land conservation, acquisition, management, and
monitoring. Identifying a regional funding source would provide a
means of helping to offset the costs to local jurisdictions.

The TransNet Extension Ordinance and Expenditure plan include a
provision that SANDAG would act on a regional funding measure to
meet the long-term requirements for implementing habitat
conservation plans in the San Diego region to be considered by the
voters no later than four years after passage of the TransNet
Extension. Along with transit operations and stormwater
management, regional funding for habitat conservation was included
in a 2016 ballot measure to assist the region in meeting its
underfunded infrastructure needs. The 2016 bond measure, referred
to as Measure A, failed to achieve the 2/3 voter approval needed for
its adoption. leaving the option of regional funding for habitat
conservation in question.

SANDAG continues to support and facilitate regional habitat
conservation planning. The proposed Plan includes a near-term
action to "complete the Regional Habitat Conservation Assessment,”
which will establish the needs and costs to complete the habitat
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conservation plans, and identify possible funding pathways SANDAG has and will
continue to work with the local jurisdictions and state and federal agencies, to
direct its mitigation efforts to maximize the build out of the regional habitat
conservation preserve while meeting all the necessary regulatory permitting
requirements. In addition, SANDAG will continue to facilitate regional dialog
around impediments and challenges in the planning and implementation of
habitat conservation plans.

Finally, please note that the proposed Plan’s cumulative impacts related to
conflicts with regional conservation plans are not significant. See EIR pages 4.4-
93 and 4.4-94. Therefore, no mitigation measures to reduce these cumulative
impacts are required.

The 2025 Regional Plan
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Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 3

2.

We recommend that the Draft EIR include an analysis of the potential effects to all the
regional HCPs, not just the permitted plans. The conservation design (i.c., preserves
and habitat linkages) has been completed for all the Natural Community Conservation
Planning Program (NCCPYHCPs throughcut San Diego County.

The proposed Plan includes improvements to the railroad corridor, including double
tracking the existing Los Angeles to San Diego (LOSSAN) corridor and purchase of
additional Coaster train sets (SAN260 in Table 2-11 of the Draft EIR and Table A.5 in
the proposed Plan) to allow for more frequent commuter rail service throughout San
Diego County. The Federal Railroad Authority (FRA) completed a programmatic
Environmental Tmpact Statement (EIS) for the LOSSAN railroad corridor
improvements in 2007, which included double tracking, replacing bridges, and
increasing train frequency. As part of this planning effort, the Service completed
section 7 consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.), with the FRA, SANDAG, and the North County
Transit District (NCTD) to address potential impacts to federally threatened and
endangered species from railroad operations and double tracking through Marine Corps
Base Camp Pendleton, consistent with the Programmatic EIS (FWS-SDG-4123.2).
However, consultation was never completed to address railroad operations through the
remainder of the San Diego County LOSSAN corridor. Since the programmatic EIS
was finalized, SANDAG has been spearheading efforts to complete the double tracking
of the entire railroad corridor through San Diego County to improve rail service times
and frequency. However, because SANDAG does not have oversight of railroad
operations, subsequent consultations for individual double tracking projects have not
addressed the potential effects to federally listed species that may result from railroad
operations and increased train frequency.

On August 5, 2022, the Service completed consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) to address the effects of issuing a permit to SANDAG for
construction of the Batiquitos Lagoon Double Track (BLDT) Project. As part of the
biological opinion for the BLDT Project (FWS-SD-22-002078-S7-F; BLDT BO), the
Service analyzed the effects of projected increases in train frequency on the nesting
colonies of the California least tern [Stersnila antillarum browni, least tern] at
Batiquitos Lagoon, which was considered to be an indirect effect of deuble tracking
projects along the LOSSAN corridor. The BLDT BO concluded that existing railroad
operations result in decreased least tern reproductive productivity at Batiquitos Lagoon,
and projected increases in train frequency are likely to result in addition reductions
in productivity.

During the BLDT consultation process, SANDAG and the Corps determined that the
Federal action was limited in scope to the issuance of a permit for construction of the
project and did not include railroad operations and maintenance. In addition, NCTD,
which owns and operates the railroad corridor, and Federal agencies [FRA and Federal
Transit Administration (FTA)], that frequently provide funding through grants for
railroad operations and maintenance and/or serve as the National Environmental Policy

Response A-1.4

This comment requests that the Draft EIR analyze regional HCPs that
have not been permitted. The biology section (pages 4.4-45 and 4.4-
46) regulatory setting describes the status of the draft North County
and East County MSCPs. However, the CEQA analysis considers
potential conflicts with only adopted HCPs, not draft HCPs,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G question IV.e and
Section 15125(d)(e)). See also Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista
(1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1146 (CEQA does not require EIRs to
analyze impacts of a project on unadopted conservation plans. With
regards to the analysis of NCCPs, the biology section (pages 4.4-45
and 4.4-46) regulatory setting describes the status of the draft North
County and East County MSCPs. However, the Impact BIO-4 impact
analysis considers potential conflicts with only adopted HCPs
consistent with CEQA guidance (see CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
question L.E and Section 15125(d)(e)). See also Chaparral Greens v.
City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1146 (CEQA does not
require EIRs to analyze impacts of a project on unadopted
conservation plans).

Response A-1.5

The comment provides an overview of the Section 7 consultation
process so far for the LOSSAN rail improvement projects, which will
continue to be projects as part of the proposed Plan. The commenter
also summarizes past consultation between USFWS, U.S Army Corps
of Engineers, and SANDAG regarding the construction of the
Batiquitos Lagoon Double Track Project and its effect on the
California least tern. The comment does not directly address the
adequacy of the EIR.

However, the Draft EIR described several mitigation measures to be
implemented during the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory
permitting process that mitigate impacts on sensitive vegetation
communities and regulated aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures
BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species
(Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). For example,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of
the Draft EIR states that early coordination with the wildlife agencies
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and the respective local jurisdictions would be conducted to design alignments

that avoid sensitive resources and preserved lands, in this case by FRA and NCTD.

Also, Mitigation Masure BIO-2a lists measures that would be undertaken during
project-level CEQA-review and permitting to reduce both construction and
operations impacts to special status animal species, including federally listed
species. The Impact BIO-2 programmatic analysis concludes that the plan may
result in significant impacts to federally listed species, including California least
tern.

The degree of specificity required in an EIR corresponds to the degree of
specificity involved in the underlying activity (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146).
The proposed Plan is a programmatic document, and specific details concerning
project-level impacts and mitigation will be evaluated during project-level
environmental review and permitting. Moreover, the EIR prepared for the
proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR. Second-tier projects that would
implement the Plan include site-specific transportation network improvements
and development projects. As part of the implementation of the proposed Plan,
individual projects that are part of the Plan would be subject to project-specific
environmental review and any regulatory permitting and consultation
requirements. The lead agency may identify additional feasible mitigation
measures for implementation at that time.
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A-1.5
Cont.

A-16

Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 4

Act (NEPA) lead for improvements to the LOSSAN corridor, declined to participate

in the BLDT consultation. The effects of increased train trips on the least tern were
summarized in our BLDT BO, and conservation measures included in the BO are
anticipated to offset many of the impacts associated with the reduction in least tern
productivity. However, because FTA, FRA, and NCTD determined they were not
required to consult under section 7 of the Act and declined to participate in the BLDT
consultation, any incidental take of least terns resulting from the existing operations and
increases in train frequency was not exempted in the BLDT BO. We reiterated in a
letter to the FRA, FTA, and NCTD (2022-0002078-S7-TA, dated August 5, 2022), that
any existing and future incidental take of least terns due to operations of the railroad
should be permitted through section 10 of the Act with non-Federal operators of the rail
(primarily NCTD), or exempted through consultation with a Federal agency (FTA
and/or FRA) pursuant to section 7 of the Act. Our letter also noted that if FTA or FRA
provide funding that contributes to train operations that run through Batiquitos Lagoon,
purchase of new trains, or maintenance activities that may affect the least tern or other
federally listed species, FTA and/or FRA (as appropriate) should consult with the
Service pursuant to section 7 of the Act

Based on the information provided in the proposed Plan, SANDAG and NCTD plan to
increase train frequency by purchasing two additional train sets with matching Federal
funds. Therefore, we recommend that SANDAG work with NCTD and the Federal
agencies anticipated to provide funding for double track construction and/or railroad
operations to consider the programmatic impacts associated with railread operations
and double tracking throughout San Diego County, and coordinate with the Service on
the best approach to address potential impacts to federally listed species.

The Draft EIR concludes that even after implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures, Regional Growth and Transportation Network Improvements will likely
result in significant impacts to sensitive natural communities and wetlands (BIO-1),
sensitive and listed species and designated critical habitat (B10-2), and wildlife
movement corridors (BIO-3).

The minimization measures proposed rely heavily on minimizing and mitigating
impacts and should place more focus on avoiding impacts to sensitive and listed species
and their critical habitats during project planning. The proposed Regional Rail 398 and
598 projects in Appendix D-6 of the Draft EIR include significant impacts to wetland
habitat (91.6 acres by 2035 and an additional 66.7 acres by 2050). The Draft EIR should
include more details about where these impacts are anticipated to occur and what
alternatives have been evaluated to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive habitats.

We recommend that SANDAG and other project spensors pursue opportunities to
remove or improve existing infrastructure that was built in sensitive areas, such as the
coast highway and railroad bridges and berms that span most of the coastal lagoons.
The presence of these bridges and berms have contributed te significant hydrological
damage to coastal lagoons, many of which now require significant and costly

Response A-1.6

The comment notes that as the proposed Plan would increase train
frequency, the commenter suggests working with USFWS, other
federal agencies and NCTD to address programmatic impacts
associated with railroad operations and double tracking though the
County to federally listed species. The comment does not directly
address the adequacy of the EIR. The EIR evaluated transit
improvement project footprints (including LOSSAN, see Section 4.4.4
on page 4.4-56) and impacts of transit projects, including the double
tracking project (page 4.4-81-4.4-82 and 4.4-83). However, please
see response to comment A-1.5. Impacts to federally listed species,
including the California least tern, were considered in Impact BIO-2
of the EIR and early coordination with the wildlife agencies is
included in the mitigation measures, see Mitigation Measure BIO-1a,
which includes early coordination with the wildlife agencies and the
respective local jurisdictions to design alignments that avoid sensitive
resources and preserved lands; consultation with the wildlife
agencies for transit projects, such as individual projects under the
LOSSAN program, would occur on a project-specific level rather than
programmatically. Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a lists measures
that would be undertaken during project-level CEQA-review and
permitting to reduce both construction and operations impacts to
special status animal species, including federally listed species.

Moreover, the EIR prepared for the proposed Plan is a first-tier
Program EIR. Second-tier projects that would implement the Plan
include site-specific transportation network improvements and
development projects. As part of the implementation of the
proposed Plan, individual projects that are part of the Plan would be
subject to project-specific environmental review and any regulatory
permitting and consultation requirements. The lead agency may
identify additional mitigation measures as applicable for
implementation at that time.

Response A-1.7

The summary of impacts under BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 associated
with the proposed Plan is acknowledged. The comment does not
address adequacy of EIR, and no further response is required.
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Response A-1.8

The comment requests that SANDAG evaluate alternatives to avoid impacts to
sensitive species and habitats associated with proposed Regional Rail 38 and 598
projects. As discussed in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR
impacts on biological resources were analyzed at a programmatic level based on
available information. Impacts were analyzed based on the programmatic
footprint developed for the 2025 Regional Plan, and mitigation measures were
identified accordingly that achieve substantial reductions to impacts.

The Draft EIR described several mitigation measures to be implemented during
the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory permitting process that mitigate
impacts on sensitive vegetation communities and regulated aquatic resources
(Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status
species (Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). For example,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a specifically lists several impact avoidance measures to
be considered by SANDAG and other project proponents such as conducting
early coordination with the wildlife agencies and the respective local jurisdictions
to design alignments that avoid sensitive resources and preserved lands. During
the site identification and project design process, to the extent feasible, Bio
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a also includes prioritizing the least environmentally
constrained site and selecting a design that avoids and minimizes impacts on
biological resources and NCCP lands and maintains habitat integrity. Also,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2a lists measures that would be undertaken during
project-level CEQA-review and permitting to reduce both construction and
operations impacts to special status animals species, including federally listed
species Mitigation measures would be refined and implementation methods
identified on a project-specific level. Please also refer to Global Response 3
regarding the EIR's approach mitigation measures for biological sources.

The EIR prepared for the proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR. At this
programmatic level, site-specific information such as impacts to wetlands, has
been evaluated at a programmatic level based on the proposed Plan’s footprint
and best available wetland data. Project-specific impacts to wetlands need not be
determined at this level. Second-tier projects that would implement the Plan
include site-specific transportation network improvements and development
projects. As part of the implementation of the proposed Plan, individual projects
that are part of the Plan would be subject to project-specific environmental
review providing more detail than the Program EIR. The lead agency may identify

additional mitigation measures as applicable for implementation at
that time to ensure compliance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

With regards to alternatives, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range of
alternatives that reduce impacts as compared to the proposed Plan
in Chapter 5, “Alternatives.” An EIR need not consider alternatives to
an individual component of a project, just alternatives to the
proposed project as a whole. See California Native Plant Society v.
City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4t 957, 993.

Response A-1.9

The commenter recommends that SANDAG remove or improve
existing infrastructure that was built in sensitive biological areas such
as the coast highway and railroad bridges and berms that span most
of the coastal lagoons. It notes specific problems with impacts from
existing bridges on San Elijo Lagoon saltmarsh vegetation. Initially, it
is important to note that SANDAG has taken steps in coordination
with the San Elijo Lagoon manager to address the condition of the
saltmarsh vegetation, and it has significantly improved. SANDAG is
continuing implementation of these efforts with the lagoon manager.

The Draft EIR describes several mitigation measures to be
implemented during the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory
permitting process that mitigate impacts on sensitive vegetation
communities and regulated aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures
BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species
(Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). For example,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a which specifically requires early
coordination with the wildlife agencies and the respective local
jurisdictions to design alignments that avoid sensitive resources and
preserved lands. Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a lists measures that
would be undertaken during project-level CEQA-review and
permitting to reduce both construction and operations impacts to
special status animal species, including federally listed species.
Mitigation measures would be prioritized and further developed on a
project-specific level when the design features have been developed,
and alternatives have been evaluated. Moreover, the EIR prepared for
the proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR. Second-tier projects
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that would implement the Plan include site-specific transportation network
improvements and development projects. As part of the implementation of the
proposed Plan, individual projects that are part of the Plan would be subject to
project-specific environmental review and any regulatory permitting and
consultation requirements. The lead agency may identify additional mitigation
measures as applicable for implementation at that time.
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A-1.9
cont.

A-1.10

A1

A112

Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 5

management interventions to maintain water quality and tidal connections. This
problem has become most evident at San Elijo Lagoon, which experienced a complete
die-off of saltmarsh vegetation in 2025 due to the presence of existing bridges near the
mouth of the lagoon and lack of adequate funding to support the maintenance needs of
the inlet following the lagoon enhancement project.

‘We recommend that SANDAG include more comprehensive measures in the Final EIR
that requires future transportation projects to consider how existing infrastructure can
be redesigned or realigned to reduce impacts to coastal lagoons and open space areas,
such as removing existing berms and building bridged causeways over wetlands
realigning transportation corridors away from open space areas and preserves, and
designing new projects to be co-located with existing development and transportation
corridors. For example, SANDAG has the opportunity to remove much of the railroad
alignment from Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon as part of the San Diego Rail Realignment
Project, which would allow for enhancement of the lagoon’s hydrology, marsh habitat,
and populations of sensitive and listed species such as the light-footed Ridgway’s rail
(Rallus obsoletus levipes). Tn the Final EIR, we encourage SANDAG to include
prioritization of projects and alternatives that have the opportunity to improve the
connectivity and function of regional preserves and wetlands.

Specific Comments

5.

6.

Table 4.4-3, Listed and Candidate Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the
San Diego Region, page 4.4-15:

a.  Please be advised that the Federal listing status for the following species should
be updated:

1. Western spadefoot is proposed threatened for Southern distinct population
segment.

ii.  Southwestern pond turtle is proposed threatened.
iii.  Monarch butterfly is proposed threatened.

iv.  California spotted owl is proposed endangered for the coastal southern
California distinct population segment.

Figures 4.4-4 through 4.4-8, Federally and State-Listed Species, pages 4.4-19 to 4.4-23;

a.  Titles of these figures should be revised to include “Known Occurrences of” to
clarify that these figures are based on documented detections of sensitive species,
but do not include all potentially occupied areas.

Response A-1.10

The commenter recommends that SANDAG include more
comprehensive measures in the EIR that require future transportation
project to consider how existing infrastructure can be redesigned or
realigned to reduce impacts to these sensitive areas as well as
prioritize projects and alternatives that would improve connectivity
and function of regional preserves and wetlands. For example, it
mentions opportunities to reduce impacts on Los Pefiasquitos
Lagoon a part of the San Diego Rail Realignment Project.

Please see Global Response 3, which explains why the biological
resources mitigation measures identified in the EIR comply with CEQA
requirements. With respect to future transportation projects, the
degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree
of specificity involved in the underlying activity (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15146). As a programmatic document encompassing the
entire region, the proposed Plan EIR does not analyze or mitigate
project-specific impacts of future transportation projects.

The Draft EIR described several mitigation measures to be
implemented during the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory
permitting process that mitigate impacts on sensitive vegetation
communities and regulated aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures
BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species
(Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). For example,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a includes several impact reduction
measures, including "During the site identification and project design
process, to the extent feasible, prioritize the least environmentally
constrained site, and select a design that avoids and minimizes
impacts on biological resources and NCCP lands, and maintains
habitat integrity." Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a lists measures that
would be undertaken during project-level CEQA-review and permitting
to reduce both construction and operations impacts to special status
animal species, including federally listed species. For example, the
recent NCTD's Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Bridge Replacement Project
addressed impacts on and provided mitigation for special-status
species and their habitat, such as the federally endangered light-
footed Ridgway's rail and coastal salt marsh. Furthermore, SANDAG
considered the hydrological and biological functions of San Dieguito
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Lagoon in the widening of Interstate 15 and designed a wider bridge span to
accommodate the lagoon'’s future functions. It is therefore expected, as anticipated
in Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through 2c¢, that future projects in this lagoon would
also reduce impacts to biological resources. In addition an alternative incorporating
the commenter’s suggestions need not to be added to the EIR for detailed
evaluation for the reasons explained in Global Response 1.

Response A-1.11
In response to the commenter’s request to update federal listing status, the text
on EIR page 4.4-15 has been revised as follows:

Out of the 37 species, sixseven species are categorized as candidate
species (threefour federal and three state candidates)-ineluding-the
federal-candidates, Species proposed for federal listing as threatened
include monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), southwestern pond turtle

(Actinimeys pallida), and western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii) in the

southern distinct population segment. The California spotted owl (Strix
occidentalis occidentalis) is proposed to be listed as federally endangered
for the coastal southern California distinct population segment. Critical
habitats for the federal candidate species have not yet been designated.
CDFW has declared candidate species status for state listing for—and-the
statecandidates Crotch’'s bumblebee (Bombus crotchii), western
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia ssp. hypugaea), and mountain lion

(Puma concolor)-¢riticat-habitats-forthe federal-candidate-species-have
notyetbeen-designated. Figures 4.4-4 through 4.4-8 illustrate the results

of regional database information for federally and state-listed wildlife
species in the San Diego region.

In addition, Table 4.4-3 of the EIR has been revised to reflect these updates.

Response A-1.12

In response to the commenter’s request the titles of Figures 4.4-3 through 4.4-8
have been revised to include "Known Occurrences of” as suggested by this
comment.
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Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 6

Figure 4.4-15 Regional Wildlife Movement Corridors, page 4.4-34:

a.  The regional linkages identified in the North County MSCP and Focused
Conservation Areas identified in the East County Plan should be included in
Figure 4.4-15 and described in the text.

Natural Community Conservation Planning Program and Habitat Conservation Plans;
San Diego Gas and Electric Subregional NCCP, page 4.4-49:

a.  Please be advised that the Service finalized the permit for the San Diego Gas and
Electric HCP amendment on October 20, 2023.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a, Implementation Design, Minimization, and Avoidance
Measures for Special-Status Animal Species, page 4.4-75;

a This measure includes proposed minimization measures for Operations and
Maintenance of transportation projects, including minimizing impacts from
lighting, conducting vegetation clearing and maintenance outside the nesting
season, and minimizing impacts from noise, We recommend that the Final EIR
include an analysis of current practices and procedures for conducting operations
and maintenance within transportation rights-of-way (ROWs). Projects that
include native habitat restoration within transportation ROWs and temporary
impact areas should also update maintenance procedures within those areas to
avoid ongoing habitat clearing and indiscriminate herbicide application. If
ongoing and proposed ROW maintenance is incompatible with the presence of
native habitat, any impacts associated with project impacts within the ROW
should be considered permanent rather than temporary

Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, Facilitate Wildlife Movement, page 4.4-84:

a.  This mitigation measure recommends using modeling, adopted HCPs/NCCPs,
and other studies to identify wildlife corridors. We recommend also including
information from HCP/NCCPs that have not yet been adopted to identify
wildlife corridors.

We recommend that SANDAG prioritize advanced planning to acquire properties that
can be restored and censerved to provide appropriate mitigation for project impacts to
the specific habitat types and sensitive species listed in Appendices D-6 and D-7.
Conservation to offset transit-related projects should be coordinated with regional
planning efTorts and the regional NCCP/HCPs and subarea plans to prioritize
conservation of high-quality habitat that is at risk of development and would not be
compatible with the regional growth and transit connections envisioned in the Plan.

The proposed Airport Transit Connection Project should be planned to limit additional
noise and visual disturbance to the California least tern (Stermuia antiliarum browii,
least tern) nesting site at the San Diego International Airport. Least terns nest in the

Response A-1.13

The comment requests revisions to Figure 4.4-15 to include data
from the draft North County MSCP and East County Plan. These
linkages were included where they occurred as a dataset in the SDSU
climate resilient wildlife movement model that was used for the EIR
impact analysis. Mitigation Measure BIO-3a calls for identifying
project-specific wildlife migration corridors when second-tier
projects implementing the proposed Plan are evaluated. When
second-tier projects are evaluated in the future, information in draft
HCPs may be considered as part of "best available information”
already included in this mitigation measure.

Response A-1.14

The EIR revisions requested related to the reference to the San Diego
Gas and Electric Subregional NCCP were made. The date of the
Services' approval of the SDG&E HCP on page 4.4-49 of the EIR was
revised from November 16, 2023 to October 20, 2023.

Response A-1.15

The comment requests that mitigation measure BIO-2a be revised to
include minimization measures for operations and maintenance of
transportation projects. Operational impacts on biological resources
are addressed and would be mitigated as part of project-specific
CEQA review It should be noted that while SANDAG plans, designs,
and constructs regional transportation network improvements,
ownership of these facilities transfers to the operating agency (a local
city, San Diego County, or a state agency) once they are built. After
that transfer, it is the responsibility of the operating agency to
preserve and maintain it. However, certain EIR mitigation measures for
biological resources include operational and maintenance measures.
For example, consistent with mitigation measure BIO-1b, “SANDAG
shall, and other implementing agencies can and should, design
compensatory mitigation to result in the conservation, establishment,
or creation of self-sustaining sensitive natural and native
communities, replacing the lost habitat or habitat value as required to
offset those lost from project implementation. Otherwise, mitigation
measures would include the requirement for and financing of long-
term conservation and management requirements of the mitigation
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projects.” Similarly, consistent with mitigation measure BIO-1e, SANDAG shall, and
other implementing agencies can and should, “[p]rohibit planting or seeding of
invasive plant species that appear on the most recent version of the California
Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) California Invasive Plant Inventory, including the
development of an integrated invasive plant control plan describing protocols and
enforcement schedules for maintenance, construction, and emergency activities
working within and moving between important habitat areas.”

The comment also requests that the EIR include an analysis of current practices
and procedures for conducting operations and maintenance within
transportation rights of way. However, these existing practices and procedures
are part of the existing conditions baseline and are not directly related to impacts
of the proposed Plan.

Response A-1.16

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure BIO-3a_include information from
HCP/NCCPs that have not yet been adopted. When second-tier projects are
evaluated in the future, this information may be considered as part of "best
available information” already included in this mitigation measure. The following
text has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-3a: "When second-tier projects
are evaluated in the future, information and linkages identified in draft HCPs may
also be considered as part of best available information.” Please also see
response to comment A-1.13.

Response A-1.17

The comment requests that SANDAG prioritize advanced planning to acquire
properties that can be restored to provide for mitigation for project impacts.
Notably, preservation of natural habitat land is already a component of the
proposed Plan. In 1987, San Diego County voters approved TransNet, a half-cent

sales tax to fund a variety of transportation improvements throughout the region.

The TransNet Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP) was created as part of the
TransNet Extension Ordinance to provide advanced mitigation for transportation
infrastructure improvement projects and programs identified in the Regional
Transportation Plan. The intent is to satisfy the mitigation requirements for these
projects comprehensively rather than on a project-by-project basis to maximize
opportunities for acquiring land early and restoring habitats. In turn, this funding
enables SANDAG to help implement regional habitat conservation plans by
targeting key acquisition areas for conservation, management, and monitoring.

The TransNet EMP is unique to the San Diego region and it provides
a critical source of funding to protect open space and preserve
natural habitats. To date, the program has helped acquire and/or
restore more than 9,215 acres of native habitats within the region
with a total value of about $164 million, in part by leveraging $33.2
million from conservation partners. (2025 Regional Plan Appendix Q,
Q.5). SANDAG has in the past, and will continue as funds allow, to
work with the local jurisdictions and state and federal agencies to
provide funding assistance with conservation land acquisitions to
facilitate transportation project mitigation requirements and
implement the local NCCPs. Please also see Response A-1.3.

Response A-1.18

In response to this comment. Table D-7-4; has been revised to
identify potential impacts to California least tern as requested by the
comment. Regarding reduction of project impacts from the Airport
Transit Connection Project on the California least tern, please see
Global Response 3, which explains why the biological resources
mitigation measures identified in the EIR comply with CEQA
requirements. With respect to future transportation projects, the
degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree
of specificity involved in the underlying activity (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15146). As a programmatic document encompassing the
entire region, the proposed Plan and its EIR does not analyze or
mitigate project-specific impacts of future transportation projects.

The Draft EIR described several mitigation measures to be
implemented during the project-specific CEQA review and regulatory
permitting process that mitigate impacts on sensitive vegetation
communities and regulated aquatic resources (Mitigation Measures
BIO-1a through 1e for Impact BIO-1), and on special-status species
(Mitigation Measures 2a through 2c for Impact BIO-2). For example,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2a includes measures to avoid and mitigate
for noise impacts on sensitive and special-status species.
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Response A-1.19
Thank you for your comments. SANDAG looks forward to future
coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Kirsten Uchitel (2025-0151992-CEQA-SD) 7
A118 sandy ovals adjacent to Taxiways B and D on the southwest side of the airport runway.
" Table D-7-4 of the Draft EIR should list the least tern as a potentially impacted species
Cont. which may occur within 500 feet of the Airport Transit Connection project area.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. If you have any questions regarding
this letter, please contact Lauren Kershek! or Sandra Hamilton?.
Sincerely,
SUSAN Db
WYNN Date: 2025.09.30 14:55:40
A119 0700

for Jonathan Snyder
Acting Field Supervisor
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Comment Letter A-2: City of Carlsbad

A-21

A-22

A23

A-24

A-25

A-26

A2T7

A28

Comment Letter A-2: City of Carlsbad

( City of
CaKrlsbad

QOctober 10, 2025

San Diego Association of Governments
1011 Union Street, Suite 400

San Diego CA 92101

Via: regionalplan@sandag.org

RE: CITY OF CARLSBAD COMMENTS ON THE REGIONAL PLAN DRAFT EIR
Dear SANDAG:

The City of Carlsbad appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the 2025 Regional Plan. This
is an important plan for this region and will guide the next phase of growth for the member agencies of
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). An effectively designed and implemented
regional transportation plan would help ensure improved transportation options for the area residents,
businesses, and other community members; meaningful reductions in greenhouse gas {GHG) emissions,
and improved quality of life as we grow our communities.

QOur comments focus on clarifying how regional forecasts translate to subregional outcomes, reconciling
mode share assumptions with modest population growth, and ensuring the analysis reflects on-the-
ground conditions in North County. We also request added transparency on modeling inputs and
historic trends so member agencies can verify assumptions and coordinate effectively on
implementation.

1. Request for Subregional Mode-5plit Detail
The Program EIR presents regionwide travel demand projections by mode (e.g., Table 4.16-5 and
Table 4.16-6) but does not distinguish how these trends vary across subregions. For cities in North
County, such as Carlsbad, understanding whether projected growth in transit, vehicle, bicycle, and
pedestrian trips is consistent with local land-use plans and transportation investments is important.

We request that the final EIR:

« Provide subregional forecasts of traffic growth and mode share for key subareas {for example:
North County, Central County, East County, South County).

+ Show absolute and percentage changes in daily trips for all major modes (auto, transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian) between the baseline and each horizon year.

» Relate these subregional results to planned projects and land-use assumptions so local agencies
can better understand how the Regional Plan’s investments are expected to influence travel
behavior within their jurisdictions.

* Include a summary of historic trends in traffic volumes and mode shares over the past decade so
that member agencies can evaluate whether the forecasted growth by mode is cansistent with
existing data and therefore reasonable.

This added level of geographic and historic detail will help member agencies evaluate whether the
Regional Plan’s assumptions and environmental analysis accurately reflect the travel behavior
expected in their own communities.

Transportation & Community Development Departments
1635 Faraday Avenue | Carlsbad, CA 92008 | 442-329-2600 t

Response A-2.1

The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and
does not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis included in the EIR.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response A-2.2

SANDAG appreciates the City of Carlsbad's participation in the
environmental review process. Please refer to subsequent responses
below for detailed responses to your comments. This is not a
comment on the adequacy of the EIR. As such, no further response is
required.

Response A-2.3

The comment is an introductory statement for the detailed
comments attached to the letter. Please refer to subsequent
responses below for detailed responses to comments.

Response A-2.4

The comment requests that the EIR provide subregional forecasts of
traffic growth and mode share for subareas of the region. The
proposed Plan encompasses the entire San Diego Region and
accordingly, the EIR identifies and analyzes the impacts of the
proposed Plan at the regional level. As explained in EIR Chapter 4,
“Environmental Impact Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages 4-1 to 4-2),
this EIR analyzes impacts of the proposed Plan at the same level of
detail as the proposed Plan and does not analyze the project-specific
impacts of individual projects. Project specific and site-specific details
of subsequent transportation and land use projects will vary widely.
When a first-tier Program EIR is prepared, “leaving project-specific
details to subsequent EIRs when specific projects are considered” is a
proper approach to CEQA tiering (In re Bay Delta [2008] 43 Cal. 4th
1143, 1174).

Subregional forecasts of traffic growth and mode share for subareas
of the region are not included in the EIR.As requested by the City of
Carlsbad, SANDAG provided the land use input at the parcel level
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and the forecast output at the MGRA level to Carlsbad, as well as the Series 15
Land Use Input Review and the list of Carlsbad’s submissions (comments, points,
and polygons) with review notes to Carlsbad, on July 21, 2025. SANDAG also met
with the City of Carlsbad on October 30, 2025, and discussed this comment. For
these reasons, no changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.5

The comment requests that the EIR show absolute and percentage changes in daily
trips for all major modes between the baseline and each horizon year. The absolute
changes in daily trips for all major modes (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian)
between the baseline and each horizon year are displayed in Table 4.16-6 of the
EIR. The percentage change in trips can be calculated independently based on the
data provided in Table 4.16-6 of the EIR. See also Response A-2.4. For these
reasons, no changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.6

The comment requests that the EIR relate subregional results to planned projects
and land use assumptions. As discussed in Response A-2.4, the proposed Plan
encompasses the entire San Diego region and accordingly, the EIR identifies and
analyzes the impacts of the proposed Plan at the regional level. Specific analysis
of individual facilities and land use changes is not within the scope of the EIR. As
explained in EIR Chapter 4, “"Environmental Impact Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages
4-1 to 4-2), this EIR analyzes impacts of the proposed Plan at the same level of
detail as the proposed Plan and does not analyze the project-specific impacts of
individual projects. Project specific and site-specific details of subsequent
transportation and land use projects will vary widely. When a first-tier Program
EIR is prepared, “leaving project-specific details to subsequent EIRs when specific
projects are considered” is a proper approach to CEQA tiering (In re Bay Delta
[2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1174). For these reasons, no changes to the EIR are
required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.7

The comment requests that the EIR provide a summary of historic trends in traffic
volumes and mode shares over the past decade. A variety of historical data
relevant to traffic volume and mode share was used to develop ABM3 and model
the proposed Plan (see Appendices F and M, 2025 Regional Plan). However, the
EIR is required to analyze the impacts of the proposed Plan by comparing the
proposed Plan horizon years (2035 and 2050) to the 2022 baseline. Historic

trends of traffic volumes and mode shares are not relevant to
analyzing the potential future impacts of the proposed Plan under
CEQA. See also Responses A-2.15, and A-2.17. For these reasons, no
changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.8

The comment expresses the opinion that the geographic and historic
detail requested in comment A-2.7 would help member agencies
evaluate whether the Regional Plan’s assumptions and environmental
analysis accurately reflect the travel behavior expected in their own
communities. As referenced in Responses A-2.4, A.-2.6, and A-2.7, the
proposed Plan encompasses the entire San Diego region and,
accordingly, the EIR identifies and analyzes the impacts of the
proposed Plan at the regional level. The EIR is required to analyze the
impacts of the proposed Plan by comparing the proposed Plan
horizon years (2035 and 2050) to the baseline (2022) of the proposed
Plan. Historic trends of traffic volumes and mode shares are not
relevant to analyzing the potential future impacts of the proposed
Plan under CEQA. See also Responses A-2.15, A-2.16, A-2.17, and A-
2.18. For these reasons, no changes to the EIR are required in
response to this comment.
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City of Carlsbad Comments on the 2025 Regional Plan Draft EIR
October 9, 2025
Page 2

A28
Cont.

A-2.9

A-2.10

A-2.11

A-2.12

A-2.13

Without this information, the forecasts appear overly optimistic and may overstate the
effectiveness of the proposed alternatives.

. Freeway and Regional Corridor Improvements

Request that the Regional Plan support the City's request to prioritize the I-5/SR-78 interchange
project. While the transportation section identifies congestion at key interchanges and evaluates
VMT using

SANDAG’s ABM3 model, the EIR should specifically:
e Identify the I-5/SR-78 interchange as a major VMT and safety hotspot, and
e Evaluate whether delays at this location undermine regional VMT-reduction goals.

Please clarify whether the analysis accounts for spillover traffic currently diverting to local arterials
to bypass this interchange.

. Context-Sensitive Transit Pl

The Regional Plan / EIR recommends regional transit expansion and smart intersection features but
doesn’t clearly explain cr evaluate how the required changes on local streets such as transit signal
priority or bus-only lanes would impact local traffic conditions. The EIR should examine how
measures such as sighal pre-emption or lane reallocation could affect traffic operations in suburban
corridors Iike Carlsbad’s. This would help clearly identify any secondary impacts and address the
city’s request for early coordination and clarification.

. Flexible Fleets and Microtransit

The City of Carlsbad continues to request that the Regional Plan evaluate technologies that can
improve transit efficiency in suburban areas where fixed-route service is inefficient and fails to meet
community travel needs, including previously recommended options such as microtransit and
neighborhood shuttles. While the EIR identifies VMT reduction as a significant and unavoidable
impact under CEQA, it does not assess how shifting low-ridership bus routes to flexible fleet services
could help cut VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. Such an analysis would suppart the city’s
recommendation to prioritize cost-effective transit solutions for lower-density areas.

. Active Transportation and Freeway Interchange Barriers

The EIR should address how the Regional Plan will address freeway interchanges as significant
barriers to safe walking and biking, particularly I-5 crossings in Carlsbad. While it highlights regional
bikeway expansion and Vision Zero safety strategies, it does not evaluate these interchanges as
critical gaps in the active transportation network. The analysis should identify these locations and
assess mitigation strategies such as interchange improvements or grade-separated crossings to
improve safety and connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists.

. Greenhouse Gas Inventories and Modeling

The Regional Plan and EIR use a mix of emissions models, specifically EMFAC2017 and EMFAC2021.
Section 4.8.4 states that “[t]he 2022 inventory and projections report takes into account existing
laws, regulations, pregrams, and policies in effect as of April 2025 to project future GHG emissions
out to 2035 and 2050”; with the 2022 greenhouse gas inventory relying on EMFAC2017 for its
inputs, some of these laws, regulations, programs, and policies would not have been incorporated

Response A-2.9

The comment requests that the proposed Plan prioritize the I-5/SR-
78 interchange. This is a comment on the proposed Plan and is not a
comment on the adequacy of the EIR. As such, no further response is
required.

The comment states that the EIR should identify the I-5/SR-78
interchange as a VMT and safety hotspot and evaluate whether
delays at this location undermine regional VMT reduction goals. As
discussed in Responses A-2.4 and A-2.6, the EIR does not use
subregional metrics for its analysis as the analysis area for the
proposed Plan encompasses the entire region. Accordingly,
quantification of localized VMT emissions is unnecessary and would
be inconsistent with the scope of the proposed Plan and the scale of
VMT impacts analyzed in the EIR.

The comment also requests clarification on whether the modeling of
the proposed Plan accounts for spillover traffic diverting on to local
roadways from the I-5/SR-78 interchange. As discussed in Responses
A-2.4 and A-2.6, specific analysis of individual facilities and land use
changes is not within the scope of the EIR. As explained in EIR
Chapter 4, "Environmental Impact Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages 4-1
to 4-2), this EIR analyzes impacts of the proposed Plan at the same
level of detail as the proposed Plan and does not analyze the project-
specific impacts of individual projects. Project specific and site-
specific details of subsequent transportation and land use projects
will vary widely. SANDAG and Caltrans are actively working on the I-
5/SR 78 interchange/arterial improvements project (CC081), which is
identified in the proposed Plan’s 2035 implementation phase.
Additionally, SANDAG met with the City of Carlsbad on October 30,
2025, and discussed this comment. For these reasons, no changes to
the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.10

The comment suggests that the EIR should examine how measures
like signal pre-emption or lane reallocation could affect traffic
operations in suburban corridors like Carlsbad'’s to identify secondary
impacts and address the City of Carlsbad'’s request for early
coordination and clarification.
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As discussed in Responses A-2.4 and A-2.6, the proposed Plan encompasses the
entire San Diego region and accordingly, the EIR identifies and analyzes the
impacts of the proposed Plan at the regional level. As explained in EIR Chapter 4,
"Environmental Impact Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages 4-1 to 4-2), this EIR
analyzes impacts of the proposed Plan at the same level of detail as the proposed
Plan and does not analyze the project-specific impacts of individual projects.
Project specific and site-specific details of subsequent transportation and land
use projects will vary widely. When a first-tier Program EIR is prepared, “leaving
project-specific details to subsequent EIRs when specific projects are considered”
is a proper approach to CEQA tiering (In re Bay Delta [2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143,
1174). The EIR prepared for the proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR.
“Second-tier projects” that would implement the proposed Plan include site-
specific transportation network improvements such as transit signal priority or
bus-only lane projects. As part of the implementation of the proposed Plan,
individual projects under the Plan are subject to environmental review in
compliance with CEQA, and any site-specific existing conditions, impacts and
required mitigation measures would be identified during that process.

Additionally, as per California Senate Bill SB 743, “automobile delay, as described
solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment.”
Based on the legislative intent of SB 743, the focus of SB 743 is on long-term
VMT reductions through land use planning and smart growth, which is consistent
with the analysis of the proposed Plan in the EIR. As such, the proposed Plan EIR
appropriately does not include analysis or impact assessment of the proposed
Plan’s effect on roadway or signal operations. For these reasons, no changes to
the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.11

This comment expresses support for microtransit and neighborhood shuttles to
improve transit efficiency in suburban areas. This is not a comment on the
adequacy of the EIR. As such, no further response is required and no changes to
the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.12

This comment states that the EIR should address how the proposed Plan
addresses freeway interchanges as barriers to safe walking and biking and assess
mitigation strategies such as improvements or grade separated crossings to

improve safety and connectivity. As discussed in Responses A-2.4, A-
2.6 and A-2.9, specific analysis of individual facilities and land use
changes is not within the scope of the EIR. As explained in EIR
Chapter 4, "Environmental Impact Analysis Approach,” (EIR pages 4-1
to 4-2), this EIR analyzes impacts of the proposed Plan at the same
level of detail as the proposed Plan and does not analyze the project-
specific impacts of individual projects. Project specific and site-
specific details of subsequent transportation and land use projects
will vary widely. SANDAG and Caltrans worked together to identify
regional-level improvement and safety projects for the proposed
Plan. In addition, Caltrans facilitates a State Highway Operation and
Protection Program (SHOPP) for the region, which identifies safety
and operational improvements for the freeways, including state
owned assets such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Each Active
Transportation project intersecting Caltrans right of way specifically
within conventional freeway segments assumes these improvements,
either grade separated (Off-Street Bikeway) or within the
under/overpass interchanges (On-Street Bikeway).

The proposed Plan also includes a Vision Zero program, which is a
national campaign to eliminate all traffic-related deaths and serious
injuries by focusing on policies and the redesign of streets to create a
transportation system that is safe for everyone. Vision Zero utilizes
crash data to identify safety issues and recommend solutions,
develop a regional safety policy, further construct the regional bike
network and build out jurisdictions’ complete streets networks, and
fund educational programs. SANDAG met with the City of Carlsbad
on October 30, 2025, and discussed this comment. For these reasons,
no changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.13

The comment states that the Regional Plan and EIR use varying
versions of the EMFAC model and requests additional information on
the version used for the GHG inventory. The EIR uses the GHG
inventory developed for the proposed Plan (Appendix G, 2025
Regional Plan) for its analysis. EMFAC17 was used for federal air
quality conformity analysis for the proposed Plan (Appendix C, 2025
Regional Plan) and, for consistency, was also used in the
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development of the GHG inventory for the proposed Plan. EMFAC14 was used for
the SB375 analysis for the proposed Plan at the direction of the California Air
Resources Board (CARB). EMFAC21 was used to estimate mobile source emissions
for the EIR air quality analysis. A fuller explanation of the rationale for using
multiple versions of EMFAC is provided in Sections 4.8.2 and 4.8.4 of the EIR. See
pp. 4.8-29 - 4.8-30 analyzing Impact GHG-1 for a discussion of the use of
EMFAC17 in the EIR and pp. 4.8-35 analyzing Impact GHG-2 for a discussion of
the use of EMFAC14 in the EIR. See Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” for a discussion of
the use of EMFAC21 in the EIR. The comment also requests clarification regarding
which laws, regulations, programs, and policies were incorporated into the
modeling assumptions. To clarify, the GHG inventory and projections only
account for existing laws, regulations, programs, and policies in effect as of
December 2017 to project future GHG emissions out to 2035 and 2050. The
erroneous reference in the Draft EIR to April 2025 as the effective date for laws,
regulations, programs, and policies that were incorporated into the analysis has
been corrected to December 2017. The updated text in the proposed Final EIR is
consistent with the information shown in Appendix G to the proposed Plan, 2022
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and Projections for the San Diego Region,
on p. G.9. As requested in the comment, the footnotes to Tables 4.8-7 and 4.8-8
have been updated to reflect use of EMFAC17 as well as the December 2017
cutoff date for laws, regulations, programs, and policies incorporated into the
analysis.
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A-2.13
Cont.

A-2.14

A-2.15

A-2.16

A-2.17

A-2.18

A-2.19

City of Carlsbad Comments on the 2025 Regional Plan Draft EIR
October 9, 2025
Page 3

into the modeling assumptions. Since multiple modeling years are used, please clarify which
modeling year was used when data is presented. For example, Table 4-8.7 shows a decrease in total
greenhouse gas emissions in the San Diego region between 2022 and 2035 due to “implementation
of statewide fuel efficiency programs"; by including a reference in this table as to which EMFAC year
was used, readers would be able to extrapolate which statewide programs were included in the
projections.

Mitigation Measure GHG-4b would revive an important service that SANDAG previously provided to
its member agencies. While the preparation of any greenhouse gas inventory at no cost would be
useful for any local jurisdiction, preparing these on a more frequent basis (e.g., every two years)
would greatly support the work of SANDAG’s member agencies. If SANDAG is proposing to collect
greenhouse gas reduction measure information biannually, which would theoretically include
transportation data, greenhouse gas inventories should be prepared at the same cadence.

. Appendix M: Mode Share Forecasts and BRT/Rapid Ridership Assumptions

The mode share forecasts in Appendix M appear inconsistent with the region’s projected populaticn
and housing growth. Chapter 4.14 shows regianal population increasing by only 3.4% from 2022 to
2050, with housing up 16.4% and jobs up 10.6%. In contrast, the transportation forecasts show
much larger shifts in travel behavior:

e Transit (peak-period work trips) doubles from 1.4% in 2022 to 2.9% in 2050.

o Bike/walk trips (all trips) increase by more than 20% (from 16.2% to 19.9%).

« Drive-alone trips fall by 5 percentage points for peak work trips (84.5% —> 79.0%) and 3

points for all trips (48.0% > 44.8%).

These shifts are disproportionately large compared to modest population and housing growth, and
lack historic precedent in the San Diego region.

The forecasts also appear to overestimate Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)/Next Gen Rapid ridership. Daily
boardings are projected te groew from ~29,000 in 2022 to more than 250,000 by 2035 and over
400,000 by 2050. Such grewth is unlikely given historic declines in bus ridership, limited population
growth, and the absence of comparable mode shifts in peer regions,

To evaluate these assumptions, we request that SANDAG provide:
1. Historic mode share trends (auto, transit, bike/walk, carpool) for the past 10-20 years.
2. Historic Rapid/BRT ridership data and peer-region examples used to demonstrate the basis
for the projected growth.
3. Clarification on whether additional factors {e.g., visitor travel, cross-border trips, or other
external demand) are included, and how those trips would realistically shift to non-auto
modes.

If you have any questicns related to comments on the transportation network, please contact Tom
Frank, Transportation Director/City Engineer, at Tom.Frank@carlsbadca.gov.

Response A-2.14

The comment expresses the opinion that Mitigation Measure GHG-
4b would revive an important service that SANDAG previously
provided to its member agencies. It also expresses the opinion that
preparing greenhouse gas inventories every two years would greatly
support the work of SANDAG's member agencies. As described on
page 4.8-48 of the EIR, Mitigation Measure GHG-4b includes the
collection of greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction measure information
on a biannual basis, which would include the collection of data from
local jurisdictions. A biannual cadence would not be appropriate for
GHG inventories, which often require the collection of emissions data
across multiple sectors including electricity generation and use,
natural gas, industrial processes, as well as transportation over the
course of one year to properly estimate GHG emissions. The
preparation of GHG inventories for member agencies every four
years as specified in Mitigation Measure GHG-4b would achieve
SANDAG's objective to support the monitoring of local Climate
Action Plans (CAP), GHG reduction plans, and the San Diego Regional
Climate Action Roadmap and would enable local jurisdictions to
prepare regionally consistent CAPs and participate in regional CAP
monitoring efforts. After adoption of the proposed Plan, SANDAG
will formalize its Climate Action task force and will coordinate with its
member agencies on the development of climate planning services
under Mitigation Measure GHG-4b.

For the reasons stated above, no changes to the EIR are required in
response to this comment.

Response A-2.15

The comment states that the mode share forecasts in Appendix M
are inconsistent with the population and housing forecasts in
Chapter 4.14, Population and Housing. While population and
housing forecasts are inputs in ABM3, ABM3 also includes data and
assumptions described in more detail below and in Appendix M of
the 2025 Regional Plan. For these reasons, the percentage increases
across regional population, housing and job projections vary from
the percentage shifts in regional mode share. As a result, the mode
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share forecasts in Appendix M are not inconsistent with the region’s projected
population and housing growth.

The travel behavior forecast provided by SANDAG ABMS3 uses a variety of data as
inputs, including the 2022 Household Travel Behavior Survey (HTS2022) - the latest
household travel survey conducted for SANDAG — which uses smartphone-based
travel diaries as the primary means of travel data collection. HTS2022 surveyed
2,800 households in San Diego County. The survey asked all households with
smartphones to participate using the smartphone-based GPS travel diary and
survey app (rMove) for one week and accommodated participating households
without smartphones by allowing them to complete their one-day travel diary

online or by calling the study call center. (Appendix M, 2025 Regional Plan at M.72).

In addition, model validation compares base year 2022 model outputs to
independent data, not used to estimate or calibrate model parameters, to ensure
that the model is ready to be used for forecasting. Estimated traffic volumes from
the model are compared with traffic counts and estimated transit ridership is
compared with observed transit boardings. SANDAG maintains a traffic count
database that is assembled from various sources: Caltrans Performance and
Measuring System (PeMS) tool counts, Caltrans District 11 State Highway Traffic
Census Counts, and arterial counts from local jurisdictions, among others.
Average weekday traffic was derived from PeMS daily counts collected over Fall
2022 — the most reliable count data source for model validation. SANDAG
modeling staff went through an extensive effort to create a new PeMS inventory
with 564 counts in 2022 which is an improvement over 498 counts in 2019. The
new count inventory was built based on observed five-minute data rather than
the one-hour data used in the previous count inventory. This improvement
provides more accurate observed count inventory for validating traffic flow of
each ABM time of day. Combined with other count inventories, the final count
inventory has 1,594 counts available for validating traffic flow of main lane
freeway. Estimated transit boardings from the model are validated against 2022
daily transit ridership obtained from transit agencies in the region.

SANDAG performed roadway validations at regional, subregional (Major
Statistical Areas), and highway corridor levels, sesgmented by time of day and
roadway facility types and by road type and volume group. Overall validation
results were satisfactory without unexpected results.” (Appendix M, 2025
Regional Plan, M.74.)

The population and housing forecasts in the EIR are based on the
Series 15 Growth Forecast (Appendix F, 2025 Regional Plan), which is
integrated into the ABM3 model run outputs that are presented in
Appendix M to the EIR. At the regional level, SANDAG's forecast
framework is built around three core components: population,
housing, and jobs. During the model development phase, SANDAG
held a series of peer review panels (PRPs) comprised of both
SANDAG staff and external experts, including demographers and
economists. These panels reviewed the forecast model framework,
key assumptions, and model outputs. The feedback provided by the
PRPs was essential in refining the models and assumptions used in
the forecast. At the subregional level, the subregional allocation
model used in forecasting population considers multiple factors,
including housing capacity, proximity to employment centers, and
shorter travel times, as well as each area’s demographic
characteristics and how they are expected to evolve. Areas in the
region with larger employment centers and stronger connections to
the transportation network are more attractive in the model for
absorbing growth and thus increasing future population growth.

For the population forecast, as explained in Appendix F of the
proposed Plan, “Regional Growth Forecast with Sustainable
Communities Strategy Land Use Pattern”:

One of the key models influenced by the PRPs’ feedback was
the Cohort Component Model (CCM), which serves as the
primary model used to project population changes. The CCM
integrates detailed assumptions related to fertility, mortality,
and migration, which are the key drivers of population change.

Based on PRP recommendations, the forecast incorporates
assumptions that reflect a trend of declining fertility, stable
mortality rates, and migration patterns anticipated to align
with historical averages over time and taper off near the
forecast's horizon year. These adjustments align with
national demographic trends and account for the lingering
effects of COVID-19, which has slowed population growth in
the region. Despite uncertainties posed by COVID-19 and
climate change, the PRP supported a stable mortality
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scenario, noting that advancements in healthcare and healthier lifestyles
continue to drive modest gains in life expectancy. Consequently, the
forecast projects a slower population growth rate compared to previous
forecasts. The population forecast also highlights the shift in the drivers
of population growth. Historically, natural change (births minus deaths)
was the primary contributor to regional population increases, but this
trend has been slowing. As Figure 2-2 [cited in the comment] illustrates,
both natural change and net migration (the difference between in-
migrants and out-migrants) have been declining since 2010. By 2030,
natural change is projected to drop below net migration, meaning that
net migration will become the primary driver of population growth.
These trends reflect broader national patterns of lower birth rates and
aging populations.

Throughout the peer review process, various migration scenarios were
presented, with a recommended approach based on a return to historical
averages from 1991-2020. PRPs suggested that factors such as regional
job growth, housing vacancy rates, and the State’s annual population
estimates influence net migration. As regional employment rises, vacancy
rates fall, and the State’s population increases, net migration for the
region is projected to climb through the mid-years of the forecast. Over
time, as these trends slow, and with the State's population growth
expected to turn negative, net migration is forecasted to decrease,
ultimately turning negative by the forecast's horizon.

In summary, the slowing population growth can be attributed to a
combination of declining natural growth (births minus deaths) and
fluctuating net migration. Although net migration initially increases, it
begins to decline around 2030 and cannot fully compensate for the
continued decrease in natural growth. As a result, the population forecast
reflects a smaller starting population due to pandemic-related losses and
aligns with slower-growth expectations in both state and national
projections from the California Department of Finance and U.S. Census
Bureau, respectively. (Appendix F, F.3-4.)

For the housing forecast, as explained in Appendix F of the proposed
Plan, “"Regional Growth Forecast with Sustainable Communities
Strategy Land Use Pattern”:

Between 2022 and 2050, the San Diego region is expected to
grow by approximately 113,000 people, reflecting slower
growth than previous forecasts due to shifts in migration
patterns and declining birth rates. Despite this slower
population growth, the region’s existing housing shortages
will continue to drive demand for housing and job
opportunities, leading to the addition of approximately
203,000 housing units and about 234,000 jobs by 2050.
(Appendix F, F.2.)

The housing forecast is developed using a household
formation model that applies headship and vacancy rates.
The forecast assumes that headship rates (the share of the
population identified as heads of households) will gradually
return to historical levels, specifically those observed
between 2005 and 2009, by 2050. Vacancy rates are assumed
to stabilize at healthy levels, with 5% for renters and 2% for
homeowners. These assumptions, which were informed by
feedback from Peer Review Panels, lead to a projection of
202,819 additional housing units by 2050. This faster housing
growth relative to population growth is expected to help
reduce overcrowding in the region and aligns with housing
trends observed in statewide forecasts. Additionally, the
forecast assumes smaller household sizes due to shifting
demographics and increased housing availability. (Appendix
F, F.6.)

For the reasons stated above no changes to the EIR are required in
response to this comment.

Response A-2.16

The comment states that the travel behavior shifts reflected in
Appendix M of the EIR are disproportionately large and lack historical
precedent. See Response A-2.15.
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Response A-2.17 The comment states that Appendix M overestimates Rapid
ridership, citing ridership of 29,000 in 2022, more than 250,000 in 2035, and over
400,000 in 2050. The comment further states that this growth is unlikely. The
comment correctly states Rapid daily boarding in the proposed Plan for 2022 and
2035, however, it misstates ridership for 2050, which is 261,000 in the proposed
Plan. The 400,000 daily ridership referenced in the comment is the 2050 ridership
under EIR Alternative 3 (Appendix M, M-6).

SANDAG ABMS3 uses a variety of data as inputs to forecast travel behavior,
including the 2022 Household Travel Behavior Survey (HTS2022) - the latest
household travel survey conducted for SANDAG — which uses smartphone-based
travel diaries as the primary means of travel data collection. HTS2022 surveyed
2,800 households in San Diego County. The survey asked all households with
smartphones to participate using the smartphone-based GPS travel diary and
survey app (rMove) for one week and accommodated participating households
without smartphones by allowing them to complete their one-day travel diary
online or by calling the study call center. (Appendix M, M.72).

In addition, model validation compares base year 2022 model outputs to
independent data, not used to estimate or calibrate model parameters, to ensure
that the model is ready to be used for forecasting. Estimated transit boardings
from the model are validated against 2022 daily transit ridership obtained from
transit agencies in the region. (Appendix M, 2025 Regional Plan, M.74). See also
Response A-2.15. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR and, as such,
no further response is required.

Response A-2.18

This comment requests that SANDAG provide historic mode share trends for the
past 10-20 years, historic Rapid ridership for data and peer region example
supportive of the projected ridership growth, and clarification on whether the
modeling includes visitor travel, cross-border trips and other external demands
and how those demands would realistically shift to non-auto modes. See
Responses A-2.7, A-2.8, and A-2.15. In addition, see Appendix M to the proposed
Plan for a discussion of the approach used in modeling external demands,
including visitor travel and cross-border trips.

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR. As such, no further response is
required and no changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-2.19

SANDAG would like to thank the City of Carlsbad for their comments
on the EIR and for their participation in the environmental review

process.
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City of Carlshad Comments on the 2025 Regional Plan Draft EIR
October 9, 2025
Page 4

T A

TOM FRANK
Transportation Director/City Engineer

cc: Geoff Patnoe, City Manager
Cindie McMahon, City Attorney
Sheila Cobian, Assistant City Manager
Tim Lyons, Assistant City Attorney
Gary Barberio, Deputy City Manager, Community Services
Paz Gomez, Deputy City Manager, Public Works
Mike Strong, Assistant Community Development Director
Eric Lardy, City Planner
Nathan Schmidt, Transportation Planning and Mobility Manager
Jason Geldert, Engineering Manager
Robert Efird, Principal Planner
Scott Donnell, Senior Planner
Katie Hentrich, Senior Program Manager
Alex Pattersan, Assistant Planner
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Comment Letter A-3: California Coastal Commission
Response A-3.1

Letter A-3: California Coastal Commission

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESCURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GoverNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO DISTRICT OFFICE

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103

SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-4402

VOICE (81g) 767-2370
FAX (619) 767-2384

October 13, 2025 SENT VIA EMAIL ONLY

San Diego Association of Governments
1011 Union Street
San Diego, Ca, 92101

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for SANDAG 2025 Regional Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

This comment summarizes the project objectives and benefits and
does not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis included in the EIR.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response A-3.2

The comment requests that the EIR analyze consistency of the
proposed Plan with relevant certified Local Coastal Programs, updated
sea level rise guidance, and possible impacts to coastal resources such
as public access. Consistency of the proposed Plan with relevant Local
Coastal Programs is analyzed in Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,”
of the EIR. As described in Section 4.11, local coastal programs are
components of local general plans and include specific sea level rise
guidance such as identifying the areas at greatest risk of inundation

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the SANDAG 2025 Regional Plan fecinn’ : H .
(Plan) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). This 2025 plan is an update to San .baSGd on the Coastal ComrT.]ISSIOI’? S sea !evel rse gwdance, relevant
Diego Forward: The 2021 Regional Plan (the 2021 Regional Plan) as amended in October infrastructure and communlty reS|I|ency |mprovements are prepared
2023 by the SANDAG Board of Directors (the Amended 2021 Regional Plan). The ST . . .
A-31 | proposed 2025 Plan updates the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) for the San Diego by local JUFISdICtIOhS. Impact LU-2 in Section 4.11 analyzed conflicts
region and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy with land use plans, policies, and regulations, including local coastal
(S8CS). The Plan aims to make travel safer and more efficient, while offering new transit .
options and more opportunities for active transportation. California Coastal Commission programs and concluded the regional growth and land use change
staff (staff) commend SAN_DAG fqr its commitment to fur_th_er prioritize safety and mo_blhty and transportation network improvements and programs would not
for non-automobile users, increasing the efficiency of existing roadways, and improving A ' ! .
transit opportunities in San Diego County. conflict with local coastal programs. The EIR reviewed sea level rise
Given the California Coastal Commission’s mandate to protect coastal resources through prOJect|ons and pOtentlal |mpacts associated with sea level rise within
planning and regulation of the use of land and water within the Coastal Zone, we request the climate change analyses that are included the EIR’s Chapter 4
A-3.2 | that the Final EIR analyze consistency of the Plan with relevant certified Local Coastal . . .
Programs (LCPs), updated sea level rise guidance, and possible impacts to coastal environmental setting sections for the affected resources.
resources such as public access.
Regarding the commenter’s point about inconsistency with the Coastal
Several provisions of the Coastal Act work together to require that new development 9 . g , P . . y . .
address sea level rise and coastal erosion risks without the use of shoreline protective Commission’s Updated sea level rise gwdance and p055|b|e |mpacts to
devices (armoring). Thus _aprin(_:\pal concern of the Coastal Commission is ensuring that coastal resources such as pu blic access, the EIR prepared for the
new coastal infrastructure is designed to avoid or adapt to the effects of sea level rise for ) . K " ) R N
the expected life of the infrastructure, as described in the Commission’s 2021 Critical proposed Plan is a first-tier Program EIR. “Second-tier projects” that
a3 Infrastructure Guidance and 2024 Updated Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance. would implement the proposed Plan include site—speciﬁc
' The Plan does not include a comprehensive evaluation of how sea level rise would impact transportation network improvements and development projects. As
existing and planned essential regional infrastructure. Appendix R of the Plan, Resilience . . T .
and Stormwater, describes flooding, wave run up, storm surge, peak high tides, and part of the implementation of the proposed Plan, individual projects
coastal hazards, but does not refer to or properly address sea level rise; please revise to under the Plan are subject to environmental review in compliance with
address sea level rise planning specifically. CEQA. A it o ot diti . ¢ d red
. ANy site-specitic existing conaitions, impacts and require
mitigation measures pertaining to coastal resources and compliance
with the Coastal Commission’s updated sea level rise guidance would
be identified during that process as applicable.
The 2025 Regional Plan
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Response A-3.3

The comment requests that the Plan be updated to include an evaluation of how
sea level rise would impact existing and planned regional infrastructure. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. As such, no further response
is required. The proposed Plan addresses a number of elements that promote a
resilient future, including coordinating with other entities in the region to prepare
our communities for the impacts of natural hazards to improve the resilience and
reliability of the transportation system. Appendix R of the proposed Plan has
been revised to include the following language describing SANDAG's Regional
Resilience Framework:

Adaptation involves taking actions that manage risks and reduce impacts,
which over time contribute to a more resilient community. In the San
Diego region, adaptation planning focuses on how to best adapt to the
coastal storm surge, increased flooding, landslides, extreme
temperatures, and wildfires. Adaptation planning builds capacity to
better prepare our communities for these impacts and work towards a
resilient region. SANDAG has prepared a Regional Resilience Framework
that aims to simplify, unify, and streamline the adaptation planning
process for the San Diego region.

The Regional Resilience Framework provides step-by-step guidance to
adaptation planning, resilience tools for practitioners, and relevant resources for
local jurisdictions, including preparation for extreme heat, sea level rise, and other
natural hazards influenced by climate change.

Appendix R of the proposed Plan has also been revised to include the following
language describing SANDAG's Shoreline Resilience program:

The San Diego region's beaches and shoreline provide recreational
opportunities and are a vital component of the economy while also
providing protection from coastal flooding. SANDAG promotes coastal
resilience though it's Shoreline Preservation Strategy which focuses on
strategies to adapt to environmental hazards such as storm surge
through shoreline management. For almost 30 years, SANDAG has
monitored the status of the coastal sand sources to identify areas of
significant erosion. This monitoring has led to the strategic decision to
undergo two regional beach nourishment projects that have placed over
3.6 million cubic yards of sand in critical erosion hotspots. Funded in
partnership with federal, state and local governments, this solution

provides a natural way to protect critical infrastructure and
housing, while promoting recreation and natural resource
protection. A third regional beach nourishment project is in
the planning phase.

SANDAG and Caltrans developed the San Diego Region Coastal Sea
Level Rise Analysis Report (2016) describing future scenarios for sea
level rise along the region’s coastline based on the latest scientific
guidance. The report offers design water level guidance for local
projects, an adaptive management strategy, and general
recommendations for construction along the North Coast

Corridor (NCQ).

In 2021 SANDAG completed the Holistic Implementation of
Adaptation and Transportation Resilience Strategies (HIATRS) project,
which supports local jurisdictions transitioning from planning to
implementing their climate change mitigation and adaptation work.
HIATRS developed the following resources to assist local planning
staff and decision-makers as they implement climate adaptation
strategies: Prioritization Tool and Guidebook (providing a toolkit to
help local jurisdictions prioritize implementation of adaptation and
transportation resilience strategies); Equity-First Approach to Climate
Adaptation Guidance (providing resources for local jurisdictions to
ensure that adaptation measures are equitable for all in their
communities); and Economic Guidance for Climate Adaptation:
(providing guidance to help local jurisdictions consider the economic
implications of adaptation strategies).
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Octoker 13, 2025
Page 2

If the Plan recommends infrastructure improvements that are likely to be flooded or
perpetually inundated in the next 75 to 100 years, then the Plan should also describe and
analyze potential adaptation measures that would minimize adverse impacts to coastal
resources and enhance public access to the coast. Staff notes that any such projects
moving forward in the Ccastal Zone will need to comprehensively analyze and address
sea level rise through project siting, design, and mitigation consistent with the findings of

Response A-3.4

The comment suggests that the Plan describe and analyze potential
adaptation measures that would minimize adverse impacts to
coastland resources and enhance public access to the coast if
infrastructure improvements from the Plan are likely to be flooded or
perpetually inundated. This comment does not address the adequacy
of the EIR. As such, no further response is required. See Response A-
3.3. Also, SANDAG agrees that projects moving forward within the

A34 | \he DEIR that the San Diego region may experience sea level rise of up o 1.3 feet by 2050 Coastal Zone would need to comprehensively analyze and address
and 6.7 feet by 2100 (California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, : : e H s : :
2024). Even so, the Plan should at a minimum describe generally and acknowledge the sea level rise thl’OUgh pI‘O_]eCt Sltmg’ deSIQn’ and mltlgatlon' Appendlx
threat of sea level rise to vulnerable existing and future infrastructure. We do appreciate a R of the proposed Plan has been revised to include a discussion of
recommended Implementation Action 2.4.5 to: "Update SANDAG coastal resilience , . .. . .
policies and strategies, and initiate a beach sand replenishment project to protect critical SANDAG's shoreline resilience program, Military Installation
coastal infrastructure” and Commission staff are eager to work with SANDAG on Resilience Plan. and Regional Resilience Framework. In addition, text
developing these strategies. ! .9 » - ) ) !

was added to Appendix R to specifically describe work being

We are pleased to see the planned extension of the California Coastal Trail via . . . .

A3S construction of Coastal Rail Trail projects through several north county San Diego cities. Completed on the LOSSAN Rail Reallgnment PI’OJeCt.

e Altogether, the 2025 Plan sets the stage for important multimodal improvements and . . . . . .
significant coastal access improvements. SANDAG also incorporates resilience solutions into its rail
Although the DEIR refers to the realignment of the LOSSAN tracks through Del Mar by DrOIECtS: like the LOSSAN Rail Realiqnment Proiect that aims
2035, Figure 2-17, shows the future alignment remaining in place on the blufftep in 2035. H iahili ; hili
Please revise figures throughout the document to reflect SANDAG's realignment planning tO- |mpr9ve safety, rellabllltv_and operational ﬂe?(ll?lll_tv_ of the
efforts, or at a minimum include a footnote for clarity. Given the accelerating effects of rail corridor bv double tracklnq the segment, minimizing
climate change and sea level rise and the fragility of the Del Mar coastal bluffs, ongoing isks f | floodi d bluff . d idi
protection of the LOSSAN tracks in-place would fail to minimize risks from coastal hazards risks from coastal flooding an UlT erosion and providing
and would continue to require new and expanded bluff stabilization and shoreline for qreater track Capacrtv and enab“nq increases in Service.
protective devices which would result in significant impacts to public access and

A-36 recreation, visual resources, biological resources, and the natural sand transport system.
More specifically, protection of the existing alignment and double-tracking in place would Resgonse A-3.5
require approximately 1.5 miles of new seawalls on the beach which would encroach K . X . 5 . A
directly upon valuable beach space, limit natural biuff erosion, and prohibit the landward This comment recognizes the inclusion of the California Coastal Trail
migration of the shoreline through natural erosion and sea level rise. Over the long-term, . . '
this substantial expansion of bluff stabilization infrastructure and shoreline protective in the proposed Plan. SANDAG appreaates the commenters support
devices would likely result in the permanent loss of the beach in this portion of Del Mar. for the p|anned extension of the California Coastal Trail and the
For these reasons, it is important that the 2025 Regional Plan continue to acknowledge . . . . L.
planning for realignment by 2035. construction of Coastal Rail Trail projects. This is not a comment on
The SANDAG Regicnal Plan Network Explorer tool does not show connections that are the adequacy of the anaIySIS included in the EIR. As SUCh' no further
currently planned for the westbound/eastbound State Route 56 and response is required.
northbound/southbound Interstate 5 interchanges, and the website says these projects
A-37 | remain unfunded. The missing interchanges at these freeway transitions contribute to
significant freeway traffic and prolonged vehicle idling times within the ecologically Resgonse A-3.6
significant Los Pefiasquitos Lagocn watershed, which is already a designated impaired .
waterway. If these interchange connections are not included in the Plan, please provide The comment notes that Flgure 2-17 of the Draft EIR shows the
5 alignment of the LOSSAN rail segment through the City of Del Mar
remaining along the blufftop in 2035. SANDAG issued an updated
Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the LOSSAN Rail Realignment
Project on May 16, 2024, describing the project as follows:
The 2025 Regional Plan
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SANDAG proposes to improve resiliency and reliability of the segment of
the San Diego Subdivision within the cities of Del Mar and San Diego
where the rail line runs along a terrace on the eroding coastal bluffs. This
includes double tracking the alignment between the future Special Events
Platform that will be constructed as part of the San Dieguito Double
Track Project in the City of Del Mar and the north end of Sorrento Valley
in the City of San Diego. The improved resiliency and double tracking of
the alignment would reduce reliability risks caused by bluff erosion and
provide greater track capacity for trains that use the corridor, enabling
projected increases in service and minimizing conflicts with pedestrians.
The Project may include removal of existing stabilization infrastructure,
consistent with the CCC's conditions of approval for the Del Mar
stabilization projects.

SANDAG is currently preparing a Draft EIR for the LOSSAN Rail Realignment
Project and the possible alternative alignments will be studied in further detail in
that project-specific environmental process. A footnote has been added to the
description of North County Subregion projects at page 2-73 to clarify the status
of that