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Appendix A

Notice of Preparation (NOP)



San Diego Unified Port District
P.O. Box 120488
San Diego, California 92112-0488
(619) 686-6283

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
of a
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PROJECT TITLE: Port Master Plan Update (UPD #EIR-2017-035)

APPLICANT: San Diego Unified Port District

LOCATION: Port of San Diego (All Planning Districts)

REFERENCE: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15082(a), 15103,
15375

The San Diego Unified Port District (District) will be the lead agency for preparing a program
environmental impact report (PEIR) for the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU or proposed project).
The District is soliciting input and feedback from various agencies, stakeholders, and the public
pertaining to the scope and content of the environmental information that will be included in the
PEIR. For certain agencies, this may be germane to statutory responsibilities in connection with
the proposed project. An agency may need to use the proposed project’'s PEIR when considering
its permit or other approval for the proposed project. The project description, location, and
possible environmental effects are contained in the attached materials.

Because of time limits mandated by state law, your comments should be sent at the earliest
possible date but no later than 30 days after receiving this notice. Comments regarding
environmental concerns will be accepted until 4:30 p.m. on Monday, May 1, 2017, and
should be mailed to San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port, 3165 Pacific
Highway, San Diego, CA 92101 or emailed to: mmedel@portofsandiego.org.

A public scoping meeting and open house regarding the proposed PEIR will be held on
Wednesday, April 12, 2017, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the San Diego Unified Port District
Administration Building, Training Room, 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101.

For questions about this Notice of Preparation, please contact Mayra Medel, Senior Planner, at
(619) 686-6598.

Date: March 30, 2017
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
of a
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
for the
PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

(UPD #EIR-2017-035)

Publication of this Notice of Preparation (NOP) initiates the San Diego Unified Port District’s
(District’s) compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Port Master
Plan Update (PMPU or proposed project). The NOP is the first step in the preparation of the program
environmental impact report (PEIR). It describes the proposed project and is distributed to
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, cooperating federal agencies, and the general public. As
presented in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15375, the purpose of the NOP is “to solicit guidance
from those agencies as to the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in
the EIR.” Additionally, opportunities to comment on the Draft PEIR will be available during public
circulation. The District is the CEQA lead agency, and also the project applicant/proponent.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The planning area of the PMPU encompasses approximately 2,403 acres of land’ and 3,535
acres of water. The PMPU would provide the official planning policies of the District consistent
with the general statewide purpose, for the physical development of the tide and submerged lands
(District Tidelands) conveyed and granted in trust to the District, as well as acquired uplands. In
accordance with the California Coastal Act? (Coastal Act) and Port Act,® the PMPU would:

e Control the allowable land and water uses within the District;
List known “appealable” projects;* and

¢ Include goals and policies that would implement the broad policies of the Coastal Act, as well
as shape the characteristics of development, coastal access, recreation, and environmental
conservation throughout the District’s jurisdiction.

The PMPU would contain six elements that would apply across District Tidelands, covering the
following areas:

e Land and Water Use o Natural Resources

" This includes approximately 670 acres of land that is currently leased to San Diego International Airport.
2 The Coastal Act is codified in California Public Resource Code § 30000 et seq.

3 The Port Act is codified in California Harbors and Navigation Code Appendix 1. (Available at
https://www.portofsandiego.org/document/about-port-of-san-diego-documents/747 3-san-diego-unified-
port-district-act-revised-2016/file.html or the Office of the District Clerk.)

4 Coastal Act §§ 30711 and 30715.
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¢ Mobility ¢ Resiliency and Safety
e Coastal Access and Recreation e Economic Development

Additionally, the planning area would be divided into 10 Planning Districts (PDs):

PD 1: Shelter Island

PD 2: Harbor Island

PD 3: Embarcadero

PD 4: Working Waterfront
PD 5: National City Bayfront

PD 6: Chula Vista Bayfront

PD 7: South Bay

PD 8: Imperial Beach Oceanfront
PD 9: Silver Strand

PD 10: Coronado Bayfront

Each PD would reflect the land and water use designations established by the Land and Water
Use element, have location-specific policies, and describe proposed appealable projects.

The PMPU would also contain sections that would describe the regulatory process and
implementation for projects, and the plan’s relation to, and compliance with, the Coastal Act.

PROJECT LOCATION

The area of San Diego Bay (Bay), encompassed by the historic mean high-tide line, comprises
approximately 14,951 acres of filled and submerged lands and an existing shoreline stretching
approximately 54.01 miles. These historic tideland areas are owned, controlled, or held in trust
by the federal government, the State of California, the County of San Diego, the cities of
San Diego and Coronado, and the District.

The planning area for the PMPU is the entirety of the District’s jurisdiction, including acquired
upland parcels, which amounts to approximately 2,403 acres of land and 3,535 acres of water in
and around the Bay and along the Imperial Beach oceanfront. Figure 1 shows the project location
and Figure 2 shows the planning area.

The District is surrounded by the incorporated cities of San Diego, National City, Chula Vista,
Imperial Beach, and Coronado, all of which conveyed or granted tidelands and submerged lands
to the District in accordance with the Port Act.® The city of San Diego, which is the largest city in
the region, covers approximately 372.4 square miles and is home to an estimated population of
approximately 1.37 million residents. National City is 5 miles south of downtown San Diego, with
an area of approximately 9.2 square miles and an estimated population of approximately 60,000
residents. Chula Vista is the second-largest city in San Diego County, with an area of
approximately 52 square miles and a population of approximately 258,000 residents. Chula Vista
is 7.5 miles from downtown San Diego. The city of Imperial Beach is a beach community in the
southwestern corner of San Diego County. It encompasses approximately 4.5 square miles and
has a population of approximately 27,000 residents. Across Bay from downtown San Diego, the
city of Coronado encompasses approximately 14 square miles and has a resident population of
24,000.

5 Pursuant to Port Act, the District’s land use and management authority and police powers supersede
those of these cities.
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BACKGROUND
Port Act

On December 18, 1962, the state legislature created the District with the enactment of the Port
Act and charged the District with management of certain tidelands and submerged waters of the
San Diego Bay. The District holds these areas in trust for all of California to promote and
implement commerce, navigation, fisheries, recreation, and ecological preservation on the
granted lands consistent with the uses specified in Section 87 of the Port Act. Section 19 of the
Port Act specifies that the Board of Port Commissioners (Board) shall draft a port master plan
(PMP) for harbor and port improvements and for the uses of all the tidelands and submerged
waters which are conveyed to the District. The existing PMP and the proposed PMPU, if adopted,
satisfies this obligation.

Coastal Act

Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act applies to the District and specifies the required contents of a port
master plan. In summary, the PMPU must include:

e Proposed land and water uses where known;

o Projected design and location of land and water areas, berthing, navigation ways and systems
intended to serve commercial traffic;

o Estimated effects on, and mitigation for, biological resources and water quality;

e Proposed list of “appealable” projects in sufficient detail to determine their consistency with
Chapter 3 policies; and

o Provision for adequate hearings and public participation in the District planning and
development decisions.®

The PMPU must also comply with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act for “appealable” projects;
uses that support such projects and other designated wetlands, estuaries, and recreational areas;
and Chapter 8 policies of the Coastal Act for the remaining types of uses, projects, or
development.” The PMPU would implement the Coastal Act and the applicable policies within the
District.

Port Master Plan

The existing PMP was prepared in 1980 and certified by the California Coastal Commission (Coastal
Commission) on January 21, 1981. It is the primary document that governs land and water uses within
the District’s jurisdiction. The PMP is organized into four sections: (l) Introduction, (Il) Planning Goals,
(1) Master Plan Interpretation, and (IV) Precise Plans. Section |l establishes planning goals and
related policies that pertain to development and operation of lands within the District’s jurisdiction.
Section Il provides additional land use objectives and criteria that apply to specific land use types,
including commercial, industrial, recreation, conservation, military, and public facility uses. Section IV

identifies 10 PDs, each of which is guided by a Precise Plan that guides future development.

Existing land and water uses within the study area can be generally divided into six categories:
Commercial, Industrial, Public Recreation, Conservation, Public Facilities, and Military. Commercial

6 See Coastal Act § 30711. “Appealable” projects are listed in Section 30715 of the Coastal Act.
7 Coastal Act §§ 30700, 30711, 30715.
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uses comprise approximately 15 percent of the planning area at present and include a variety of
allowed uses, such as commercial recreation, airport-related commercial, marine sales and services,
and commercial and sport fishing on the landside and berthing uses such as commercial fishing,
marine services, and recreation on the waterside. Industrial uses comprise approximately 24 percent
of the planning area at present and include aviation-related industrial, maritime services/industrial
uses, and marine terminal uses on the landside and specialized and terminal berthing on the
waterside. Public recreation uses constitute approximately 19 percent of the planning area at present
and include open space, park/plaza, golf course, and promenade on the landside and open bay on
the waterside. Conservation uses comprise approximately 28 percent of the planning area at present
and include wetlands and habitat replacement on the landside and open bay and estuary on the
waterside. Public Facilities comprise 11 percent of the planning area at present and include harbor
services, city pump station, and streets on the landside and navigation corridor, anchorage, and
harbor services on the waterside. Finally, Military uses comprise three percent of the planning area
at present and include the Navy Fleet school on the landside and navy berthing on the waterside.

The PMPU would be the first comprehensive update of the PMP in the District’s history. In 2013, the
District initiated a multi-faceted integrated planning effort that includes a comprehensive update to
the PMP, which is discussed below under “Project Description.” The Board previously accepted the
Port Master Plan Update Assessment Report: Vision Statement and Guiding Principles (August
2014)® and the Integrated Planning Port Master Plan Framework Report (November 2015),° which
set the stage for development of the PMPU. In addition, extensive public outreach and stakeholder
involvement helped to form the basis for preparation of the PMPU. If approved by the Board and
certified by the Coastal Commission, the PMPU will implement the 30-year planning vision by
addressing allowable land and water uses, coastal access, mobility, economic development, safety,
and natural resources, among other topics.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves a comprehensive update to the existing PMP to provide goals and
policies, as well as land and water uses, consistent with the Port Act and Public Trust Doctrine,
for the physical development and conservation of District Tidelands. The PMPU would be
composed of Baywide elements, which are described below.

Planning Elements

The existing PMP includes planning goals that are applicable to the entirety of the District’s
jurisdiction; however, these planning goals are not categorized by topics and are not divided into
elements. The PMPU would include six Baywide elements with goals and policies that pertain to
the topic addressed in each element. These Baywide elements are summarized below.

The Land and Water Use Element would establish land and water use designations that include
descriptions of each type of land and water use, as well as supportive policies and guidance for
all land and water uses within District Tidelands. The District proposes to consolidate the existing
PMP uses and allow for a variety of primary and secondary uses under each land and water use.

8 Available at https://www.portofsandiego.org/document/planning-projects/8014-vision-statement-and-
guiding-principlesf/file.html and the Office of the District Clerk. The Port Master Plan Update Assessment
Report: Vision Statement and Guiding Principles is hereby incorporated by reference.

9 Available at https://www.portofsandiego.org/document/planning-projects/7961-integrated-planning-
framework-report/file.html and the Office of the District Clerk. The Integrated Planning Port Master Plan
Framework Report is hereby incorporated by reference.
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The purpose of this element is to designate land and water uses allowed within the District to
achieve a complementary range of uses Baywide and establish functional areas for private
development, District facilities and operations, coastal access and recreation, as well as
conservation open space. Environmental justice and greenhouse gas emissions reduction
policies may also be included in this element.

Goals and policies to further attain a balanced, multi-modal transportation network and provide
for the efficient movement of goods/cargo, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians would be
established in the Mobility Element. This element would guide future Baywide mobility, multi-
modal facilities and road designs, transit facilities, mobility hubs, travel demand management,
parking, rail corridors for freight and other goods movement, and ferry and water taxi access.
Greenhouse gas emissions reduction policies may also be included in this element.

The Coastal Access and Recreation Element would establish goals and policies that address
opportunities to enhance public coastal access and recreational opportunities, including the
provision of lower cost visitor and recreational facilities. This element would also include goals
and policies addressing environmental justice. Public coastal access will be discussed in terms
of land connections, shoreline access, water access, views to the Bay, and wayfinding and
signage. Recreation will be discussed in terms of activating public spaces, including parks and
pavilions. The “Green Necklace,” a comprehensive and continuous public and coastal access
system, will also be addressed in this element.

The primary objective of the Natural Resources Element would establish goals and polices
regarding the conservation, development compatibility, and utilization of natural resources. This
element will discuss the existing natural resources, including habitat and marine resources, and
contain policies related to the minimization and mitigation of impacts on, and conservation and
enhancement of, those areas. Goals and policies addressing mitigation banking may also be
included in this element.

The Resiliency and Safety Element would establish resiliency strategies related to climate
change and its effects, seismic and geologic hazards, and flooding (although not required under
Section 30711 of the Coastal Act). It would also provide goals and policies related to adapting to
impacts from climate change, including such items as coastal flooding. Environmental justice and
greenhouse gas emissions reduction policies may also be included.

Policies to improve economic viability through the provision of balanced employment and
development opportunities, attraction and retention of businesses, and promotion of fiscal
strength and stability will be contained within the Economic Development Element.
Environmental justice and greenhouse gas emissions reduction policies may also be included in
this element. Although not required by Section 30711 of the Coastal Act, this element is important
to the District as it currently does not collect taxes to develop and maintain public amenities on
District Tidelands; instead, the District pays for public amenities through its revenue stream.

10 1t is proposed that the PMPU will include exceptions or alternatives for a continuous Green Necklace at
certain locations based on factors such as safety and security, the physical characteristics of a location,
and the existence of sensitive resources (species, habitat, etc.).
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Planning Districts

The PMPU planning area would consist of 10 PDs. The PDs, as proposed, have been reorganized
according to geographic location and renamed in a logical order that will accommodate the end
users of the PMPU. The PDs also include redefined sub-district areas to simplify the numerous
planning sub-areas currently contained in the PMP. Each PD would have its own planning
framework (e.g., land use, water use, coastal access, mobility, conservation, etc.) and policies. In
addition, each PD would be divided into sub-districts and include a list of projects that would be
appealable to the Coastal Commission. Each PD and its sub-district are briefly described below,
and Figure 3 shows their respective proposed locations.

1. The Shelter Island PD is a narrow strip of land, approximately 1 mile long and less than 0.1
mile wide, that extends off the Point Loma peninsula via Shelter Island Drive. Proposed uses
along Shelter Island include hotels, restaurants, and yacht- or marine-related businesses.
Fishing piers and boat launches are also located at various points along Shelter Island. The
proposed sub-districts are West Shelter Island and East Shelter Island.

Within the Shelter Island PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following proposed
land and water uses (and potentially others): Commercial Fishing, Marine Sales & Services,
Recreation Open Space, Visitor-Serving Recreation Commercial, Commercial Fishing
Berthing, Marine Services Berthing, Recreational Berthing, and Sportfishing Berthing. The
PMPU may also allow for realignment of roadways within this PD.

2. Similar to the Shelter Island PD, the Harbor Island PD is a narrow strip of land, approximately
1.5 miles long and 317 feet wide, that extends off the San Diego mainland via Harbor Island
Drive. Harbor Island includes hotels, restaurants, and marinas in the inlets between Harbor
Island and the mainland of San Diego. Other uses include yacht- and sailing-oriented retail
shops (e.g., charter companies, sport fishing outlets) and publicly accessible shoreline parks.
The Harbor Island PD includes San Diego International Airport, although this area is not under
the land use authority of the District while the current lease is in effect.' The proposed sub-
districts are West Harbor Island, East Harbor Island, and the Airport.

Within the Harbor Island PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following proposed
land and water uses (and potentially others): Recreation Open Space, Visitor-Serving
Recreation Commercial, Recreational Berthing, and Institutional Berthing. The PMPU may
also allow for realignment of roadways within this PD.

3. Spanning the length of the bayfront within the downtown San Diego area, the Embarcadero
PD begins at Laurel Street to the north (just south of San Diego International Airport) and ends
roughly at Park Boulevard, southeast of the Convention Center and north of the Tenth Avenue
Marine Terminal (TAMT). The Embarcadero is an active waterfront area. Harbor Drive, which
runs the length of the Embarcadero, provides vehicular access and on-street parking for uses
along the Embarcadero. The proposed sub-districts within this PD are North Embarcadero,
Central Embarcadero, and South Embarcadero. The proposed North Embarcadero sub-
district along North Harbor Drive includes large parcels of land that have been dedicated to
the Solar Turbines facility, just south of the airport, as well as hotels, restaurants, and public
parks. Waterside uses in the proposed North Embarcadero sub-district include maritime

" Pursuant to Senate Bill 1896, the District transferred to the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
(Authority) via lease(s) land necessary to operate the San Diego International Airport (Airport); land use
authority for the leased land was also transferred to the Authority. However, the District retains trusteeship of
this land, and at such time that the term of the lease(s) expires, land use authority of the leased land shall
revert to the District.
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museums, merchant ships, cruise ship terminals, commercial fishing boats, and pleasure
craft. The proposed Central Embarcadero sub-district consists primarily of Seaport Village, a
waterfront shopping and dining complex, and Embarcadero Marina Park North. Uses within
the proposed South Embarcadero sub-district include restaurants, the San Diego Convention
Center, and public parks. Marinas occupy the inlet created by the two L-shaped segments
that form Embarcadero Marina Parks North and South. Three high-rise hotels are also located
along the waterfront in the South Embarcadero area.

Within the Embarcadero PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following proposed
land and water uses (and potentially others): Commercial Fishing, Visitor-Serving Recreation
Commercial, Recreation Open Space, Commercial Fishing Berthing, Industrial & Deep Water
Berthing, and Recreational Berthing.

4. The Working Waterfront PD extends along Harbor Drive from TAMT south to the city of San
Diego’s border with National City (Division Street). Formerly referred to as the TAMT PD, it is
proposed renamed to address the regional significance of the terminal land and water
facilities. This PD is proposed to be divided into three sub-districts: TAMT, Cesar Chavez
Park, and Harbor Drive Industrial. The TAMT is a maritime cargo facility that is managed with
multiple tenant leaseholds and open/covered terminal spaces for handling diverse cargos.
Cesar Chavez Park was developed in cooperation with San Diego's Barrio Logan community;
this park offers a recreational pier, picnic and playground areas, a soccer field, and open
space for active play. The BAE Systems, Continental Maritime of San Diego, CP Kelco, and
General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) compose the Harbor
Drive Industrial sub-district. This PD is anticipated to include uses and policies that support its
continuation as a water-dependent marine industrial area with supporting recreational uses.

Within the Working Waterfront PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following
proposed land and water uses (and potentially others): Marine Terminal, Maritime Services &
Industrial, and Industrial & Deep Water Berthing. The proposed intensification would consider
growth allowed by approved plans for this PD.

5. The National City Marine Terminal (NCMT), related industrial uses, areas located within the
National City Balanced Land Use Plan area, and Navy berthing space compose the National
City Bayfront PD. Pepper Park is sited at the southernmost extent of Tidelands Avenue,
approximately 0.45 mile from the edge of the Bay. The National City Aquatic Center, operated
by the District, is also located in this PD. Pier 32 Marina, east of the aquatic center, is adjacent
to the Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuge, which is farther to its east. The proposed
sub-districts include Navy Berthing, North Corridor, Marina, and NCMT.

Within the National City Bayfront PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following
proposed land and water uses (and potentially others): Marine Terminal, Maritime Services &
Industrial, Recreation Open Space, Visitor-Serving Recreation Commercial, and Industrial &
Deep Water Berthing. The PMPU may also allow for realignment of roadways within this PD.

6. The Chula Vista Bayfront PD includes the adopted Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan area,
which allows a variety of uses, such as hotel, retail, restaurant, and other uses that lie outside
the District’s jurisdiction. Currently, large portions of the Chula Vista Bayfront are dedicated to
wildlife reserves and marshes. Other uses include public parks, marinas, a recreational
vehicle campground, a salt works operation, and a boat repair facility. The proposed sub-
districts include Sweetwater District, Harbor District, and Otay District.

Within the Chula Vista Bayfront PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following
proposed land and water uses (and potentially others): Conservation Open Space, Recreation
Open Space, Maritime Services & Industrial, Visitor-Serving Recreation Commercial,
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Conservation/Inter-tidal, Recreational Berthing, and Industrial & Deep Water Berthing. The
PMPU may also allow for realignment of roadways within this PD. The proposed intensification
would consider growth allowed by approved plans for this PD.

The South Bay PD includes the southernmost portion of the Bay and land adjacent to Imperial
Beach. The area is characterized primarily by open water and large expanses of land that are
planned for conservation purposes. The proposed sub-districts include Habitat Conservation
and Pond 20.

Within the South Bay PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following proposed
land and water uses (and potentially others): Conservation Open Space, Visitor-Serving
Recreation Commercial, and Conservation/Inter-tidal.

Characterized by a substantial length of ocean shoreline and open ocean, the Imperial Beach
Oceanfront PD includes the approximately 1,300-foot-long Imperial Beach Pier—a publicly
accessible pier that provides a promenade and fishing opportunities. A restaurant is located
at the end of the pier. There are no proposed sub-districts within this PD.

Within the Imperial Beach Oceanfront PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the
following proposed land and water uses (and potentially others): Visitor-Serving Recreation
Commercial.

Similar to the Imperial Beach Oceanfront PD, the Silver Strand PD is characterized by a
length of shoreline, although its shoreline is bayside. This PD includes existing private-use
marinas east of Silver Strand Boulevard/State Route 75. This PD, which is adjacent to Silver
Strand State Beach, also includes a hotel resort off Coronado Bay Road. The proposed sub-
districts include State Park Basin, Park Basin Crowne Isle, and Grand Caribe Isle/South Cays.

Within the Silver Strand PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following proposed
land and water uses (and potentially others): Conservation Open Space, Recreation Open
Space, Visitor-Serving Recreation Commercial, and Recreational Berthing.

The Coronado Bayfront PD is characterized by shorelines, parks, and water-oriented uses
adjacent to Coronado. Uses along the north coast of the Coronado Bayfront include Naval Air
Station North Island and single- and multi-family residential uses that front the Bay along 15t
Street between Alameda Boulevard and A Avenue. Commercial uses are concentrated toward
the eastern end of the north bayfront, including the Ferry Landing Marketplace, which offers
a number of restaurants and small boutique or tourist-oriented shops. Public open spaces
along the north bayfront include Bayview Park at | Avenue and 1%t Street, Centennial Park at
Orange Avenue and 1% Street, and Coronado Ferry Landing Park at B Avenue and 1% Street.
Land uses along the east shore of the Coronado Bayfront include a marina, boat rentals, yacht
clubs, hotels, Coronado Municipal Golf Course, high-rise condominiums, a community center
and public parks, and Naval Amphibious Base Coronado. The proposed sub-districts of this
PD include North Coronado and South Coronado.

Within the Coronado Bayfront PD, the PMPU may allow for intensification of the following
proposed land and water uses (and potentially others): Visitor-Serving Recreation
Commercial and Recreational Berthing.

The PMPU will be in compliance with the Coastal Act. Section 30711 of the Coastal Act identifies
the required contents of a PMP. In accordance with Section 30711(a)(4) of Chapter 8, the PMPU
will contain a project list for “appealable” projects in each PD. “Appealable projects,” defined in
Section 30715 of the Coastal Act, must be described with sufficient detail to be able to determine
their consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Accordingly, the PMPU will provide
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policies and development parameters to demonstrate consistency with Chapters 3 and 8 of the
Coastal Act for “appealable projects” as well as Chapter 8 policies for non-appealable projects.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The PEIR will address the following potential project-related and cumulative environmental effects
of the proposed project:

e Aesthetics and Visual Resources e Hydrology and Water Quality
e Air Quality and Health Risk e Land Use and Planning
e Biological Resources (Marine and e Noise and Vibration
Terrestrial)
e Cultural Resources (Archaeological e Population and Housing
and Built Environment)
e Geologic Hazards and Soils e Public Services and Recreation
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions and e Transportation, Circulation, and
Climate Change Parking
e Hazards and Hazardous Materials e Utilities and Energy Use

The PEIR will also address any other potential impacts identified during the NOP process. The
PEIR will include mitigation measures (if significant impacts are identified) and a reasonable range
of alternatives as well as the additional mandatory sections required by CEQA. A mitigation
monitoring and reporting program will be prepared to ensure implementation of mitigation.

The Initial Study/Environmental Checklist is attached.

COMMENTS

This NOP is available for a 30-day public review period that starts on Thursday, March 30, 2017,
and ends at 4:30 p.m. on Monday, May 1, 2017. Comments regarding the scope and content
of the environmental analysis included in the PEIR should be mailed to:

San Diego Unified Port District
Planning and Green Port
Attn: Mayra Medel
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

or emailed to mmedel@portofsandiego.org

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

A public scoping meeting and open house to solicit comments on the scope and content of the
PEIR for the proposed project will be held on Wednesday, April 12, 2017, from 5:30 p.m. to
7:30 p.m. at the San Diego Unified Port District Administration Building, Training Room,
3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101.

The District, as lead agency pursuant to CEQA, will review the written public comments received
during the scoping period to determine what issues should be addressed in the PEIR.
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Other opportunities for the public to comment on the environmental effects of the proposed project
include:

= A minimum 45-day public review and comment period for the Draft PEIR, and
= A public hearing for the Board to consider certification of the PEIR.

For questions regarding this NOP, please contact Mayra Medel, Senior Planner, at (619) 686-
6598.

ATTACHMENTS

Figure 1 — Project Location

Figure 2 — Project Boundaries

Figure 3 — Planning Districts
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San Diego Unified Port District

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ALUCP
ARB
Bay
CAL FIRE
CAP
Ccc
CEQA
CMP
County
CWA
District
DOC
EIR
GHG
HPD
INRMP
MHPA
MRZ
MSCP
OES
PM10
PM2.5
PMP
PMPU
RAQS
SANDAG

SDAPCD

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

California Air Resources Board

San Diego Bay

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Climate Action Plan

California Coastal Commission

California Environmental Quality Act

Congestion Management Program

County of San Diego

Clean Water Act

San Diego Unified Port District

California Department of Conservation
environmental impact report

greenhouse gas

Harbor Police Department

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
Multi-Habitat Planning Area

Mineral Resource Zone

Multiple Species Conservation Program

County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services
particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or smaller
particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or smaller
Port Master Plan

Port Master Plan Update

Regional Air Quality Strategy

San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego Air Pollution Control District

Port Master Plan Update
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

March 2017
ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

SDIA
SIP
SR-
TIA
TMA
USACE

VHFHSZ

San Diego International Airport
State Implementation Plan

State Route

transportation impact analysis
transportation management area
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

very high fire hazard severity zone

Port Master Plan Update

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

March 2017
ICF 00517.16



Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

10.

Project Title:
Lead Agency Name and Address:

Contact Person and Phone Number:
Project Location:

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Port Master Plan Designation:

Zoning:
Description of Project:

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval
Is Required:

Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Mayra Medel, Senior Planner, (619) 686-6598

The planning area for the PMPU is the entirety of the San
Diego Unified Port District’s (District’s) jurisdiction,
which consists of 2,403 acres of land and 3,525 acres of
water in and around San Diego Bay and along the
Imperial Beach oceanfront that the State Legislature has
conveyed to the District to act as trustee for their
administration. See Figures 1, 2, and 3 of the NOP for the
project location and boundaries.

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Existing land and water uses within the study area can
be generally divided into six categories: Commercial,
Industrial, Public Recreation, Conservation, Public
Facilities, and Military.

No separate zoning; see Port Master Plan Designation

The PMPU, if approved, would provide the official
planning policies and land use designations—consistent
with the California State Constitution, Public Trust
Doctrine, Port Act, and the California Coastal Act—for
the physical development of the tidelands and
submerged lands conveyed and granted in trust to the
District.

The PMPU study area is bordered by the City of San
Diego to the north, northeast, and east; the Cities of
National City and Chula Vista to the east; the City of
Imperial Beach on the south; and the City of Coronado,
the U.S. Naval Air Station North Island, and the Pacific
Ocean to the west. See Figure 1 of the NOP.

e (alifornia Coastal Commission: certification of the
PMPU.

Port Master Plan Update
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

March 2017
1 ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below could be affected by this project (i.e., the project would
involve at least one impact that is a “potentially significant impact”), as indicated by the checklist on

the following pages.
X Aesthetics [] Agriculture and Forestry X Air Quality
Resources

X Biological Resources Cultural Resources X Geology and Soils

X Greenhouse Gas X] Hazards and Hazardous Hydrology and Water
Emissions Materials Quality

Land Use and Planning [ ] Mineral Resources X Noise

X Population and Housing [X] Public Services X Recreation

X Transportation and [] Tribal Resources X utilities, Service
Traffic Systems, and Energy

X] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O
O

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have an impact on the environment that is “potentially
significant” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards and (2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis, as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.

[ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required.

/QT&G‘»\ [t ﬁ;/r[,. P March 30, 2017

Signdture Date
ason H. Giffen San Diego Unified Port District
Printed Name For

Port Master Plan Update 2 March 2017

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

ICF00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects such as the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained if it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an environmental impact report
(EIR) is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated” applies when
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less-than-Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level.

Earlier analyses may be used if, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
EIR or negative declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief discussion should
identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where earlier analyses are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, when appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
I Aesthetics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a X ] ] ]
scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, X ] ] ]
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
along a scenic highway?
C. Substantially degrade the existing visual X ] ] ]
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light X ] ] ]
or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) study area includes all of the
lands located in the San Diego Unified Port District’s (District’s) jurisdiction. A scenic vista is
generally defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the
benefit of the general public. There are numerous public areas within the study area that could be
considered scenic vistas as they provide views of the San Diego Bay (Bay), San Diego-Coronado Bay
Bridge, and Downtown San Diego. The proposed project would update the existing Port Master Plan
(PMP) to include updated planning policies for the physical development of the tidelands and
submerged lands that constitute the District’s jurisdiction. These would specifically include a
comprehensive update to the land and water use designations and the list of projects appealable to
the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The PMPU would include designated vista points and view
corridors coupled with policies designed to protect and/or enhance views from these designated
areas. However, it may also eliminate existing vista points, and subsequent projects implemented in
accordance with the PMPU could have impacts on an identified vista point or view corridor.
Therefore, impacts on scenic vistas would be potentially significant, and further analysis in the EIR is
warranted.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings along a scenic highway?

Potentially Significant Impact. The San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge (State Route [SR-] 75) is the
only state-designated scenic highway within the study area. It spans the Bay to connect the City of
San Diego to the City of Coronado. The bridge provides a panoramic view of the study area and the
surrounding area, including downtown San Diego, the Pacific Ocean, Coronado, Point Loma, and the
South Bay. Additionally, the bridge is a landmark around the Bay, and views of the bridge from
portions of the study area may also be significant. The PMPU would not propose to alter the bridge
itself; therefore, aesthetic impacts from direct modification to the bridge would not occur. It is
possible that future projects implemented using the PMPU may result in changes to other scenic

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

resources within the study area. Therefore, the impact on designated scenic highways and scenic
resources, more generally, would be potentially significant. Further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area includes a multitude of developed land uses,
including, but not limited to, marine terminals and marine-related industrial uses, hotels, restaurants
and retail stores, open space, and recreational areas. Moreover, the concentration and location of
land uses vary from planning district to planning district. The proposed project entails an update to
the existing PMP that would include updated planning policies for the physical development of the
study area, including updated land and water use designations. As such, it is reasonably foreseeable
to assume the PMPU could intensify existing development in certain areas. Intensification of
tidelands from subsequent projects, implemented in accordance with the policies and requirements
of the PMPU, would have the potential to degrade the existing visual character or quality of the study
area. Therefore, impacts on visual quality would be potentially significant, and further analysis in the
EIR is warranted.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area includes numerous uses that provide existing
sources of light and glare. Some examples of existing light sources within the study area include
marine terminals and marine-related industrial activity, commercial uses such as hotels and
restaurants, and public recreational areas that include promenades and parks. Sources of glare
within the study area are typically from existing buildings and transportation-related lighting. The
PMPU includes several elements, and some would potentially include policies that promote energy-
efficient lighting and discourage the use of highly reflective building materials that result in
substantial amounts of glare. However, subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the
PMPU would have the potential to result in new sources of light or glare within the study area.
Therefore, impacts on light and glare would be potentially significant, and further analysis in the EIR
is warranted.

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

In determining whether impacts on agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts on
forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forestland, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project, the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project, and the forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in the forest protocols
adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the Project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance L] L] L] X
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract?

[
[
[
X

c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause |:| |:| |:|
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d. Resultin the loss of forestland or conversion
of forestland to nonforest use?

X

[
[
[
X

e. Involve other changes to the existing ] ] ]
environment that, because of their location or
nature, could result in the conversion of
Farmland to nonagricultural use or the
conversion of forestland to nonforest use?

X

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

a.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

No Impact. The study area is an entirely urbanized area where there are no farmlands or agricultural
resources. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department
of Conservation (California Department of Conservation [DOC] 2017), the study area is classified as
Urban and Built-Up Land and does not contain any Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. As such, there is no potential for any actions associated with the PMPU to convert
agricultural resources to nonagricultural uses. No impact would occur, and no further analysis in the
EIR is warranted.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The study area is an entirely urbanized area where there are no farmlands or agricultural
resources. The study area is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land, there are no parcels within the
study area zoned for agricultural use, and there is no Williamson Act contract for any parcels within
the study area (DOC 2013). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning
for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no impact would occur. No further analysis in
the EIR is warranted.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The study area is entirely urbanized. No land zoned as forestland or timberland exists
within the boundaries of the study area. No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this topic
in the EIR is warranted.

Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to nonforest use?

No Impact. No forestland or timberland exists within the boundaries of the study area. Approval of
the proposed project would not result in a loss of forestland or the conversion of forestland to other
uses. No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this topic in the EIR is warranted.

Involve other changes to the existing environment that, because of their location or nature,
could result in the conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or the conversion of forestland
to nonforest use?

No Impact. No agricultural land, forestland, or timberland exists within or near the study area that
could be converted from Farmland to nonagricultural use or from forestland to nonforest use. No
impact would occur, and no further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
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San Diego Unified Port District

Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
IIL. Air Quality Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

When available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may
be relied upon to make the determinations below.
Would the project:

a.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?

X
[
[
[

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

X
[
[
[

Result in a cumulatively considerable net

increase in any criteria pollutant for which the & L] L] L]
project region is in nonattainment for an

applicable federal or state ambient air quality

standard (including releasing emissions that

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial X ]
pollutant concentrations?

[
[

Create objectionable odors that would affect a
substantial number of people? X L] L] o

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is required,
pursuant to the federal and state Clean Air Acts, to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which
the County of San Diego (County) is in nonattainment (i.e., 0zone, particulate matter 10 microns in
diameter or smaller [PM10], and particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or smaller [PM2.5]). The
most recent SDAPCD air quality attainment plans are the 2016 Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS)
and the 2002 and 2012 ozone maintenance plans. The RAQS outlines SDAPCD’s plans and control
measures to attain the state air quality standards for ozone, while the 2002 and 2012 maintenance
plans include the SDAPCD’s plans and control measures for attaining the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for ozone. The 2016 RAQS forecasts future emissions and determines the
strategies necessary for the reduction of stationary-source emissions through regulatory controls.
The federal Clean Air Act also mandates that the state submit and implement a State Implementation
Plan (SIP) for local areas that fail to meet those standards. California Air Resources Board (ARB)
mobile-source emissions projections and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) growth
projections are based on population and vehicle trends as well as land use plans developed by local
agencies.

The PMPU will be the governing land use document for physical development of tidelands and
submerged lands that are under the jurisdiction of the District. Development on these lands that
could end up being greater than what is currently anticipated by the ARB and SANDAG would
potentially lead to air emissions that are not accounted for in the applicable air quality plans.

Port Master Plan Update March 2017
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San Diego Unified Port District

Therefore, the PMPU will be evaluated for consistency with the RAQS and SIP, which will be analyzed
in the EIR.

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project entails an update to the existing PMP and, as such,
would not directly result in any construction activities or operational air quality emissions. However,
reasonably foreseeable subsequent projects implemented under the PMPU would have the potential
to result in emissions as a result of their construction and operation. Consequently, the project has
the potential to indirectly contribute to a violation of an air quality standard or an existing or
projected air quality violation. This issue area will be analyzed in the EIR.

¢. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment for an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The San Diego Air Basin is in nonattainment for ozone at the federal
and state level (8-hour standard) and is in nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 at the state
level (1-hour standard). As mentioned in IIl.b., although the project would not directly result in any
construction activities or operational air quality emissions, reasonably foreseeable subsequent
projects implemented under the guidance put forth in the PMPU would have the potential to result in
emissions as a result of their construction and operation. These potential indirect impacts of the
PMPU would potentially result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants,
including those for which the region is in nonattainment. Further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are people most affected by air pollution:
children younger than 14, the elderly older than 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and
chronic respiratory diseases. These receptors are considered to be present at residential areas,
hospitals, daycare facilities, elder-care facilities, elementary schools, and parks. Several sensitive
receptors are present throughout the study area. An air quality technical study will be conducted to
evaluate short-, medium-, and long-term pollutant emissions and concentrations associated with the
reasonably foreseeable development associated with the PMPU. The study will determine if the
proposed project has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

e. Create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people?

Potentially Significant Impact. According to ARB’s CEQA Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, land
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting facilities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
fiberglass molding facilities. Although it is not expected that any of these types of facilities would be
proposed by the PMPU, there is the potential that uses are proposed that have the potential to emit
odors. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and this topic will be analyzed further in
the EIR.
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IV. Biological Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands, as defined by

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marshes,
vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.), through
direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
to protect biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

X

[

[

[
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a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological resources analysis will be prepared as part of the EIR
that will detail existing conditions and potential impacts from reasonably foreseeable development
that could occur under the PMPU. The study area contains marine and upland habitats that support
sensitive or special-status species (San Diego Unified Port District 2017a). Upland habitats can
include coastal scrub, created bay fills, and river mouths. Ruderal lands supporting grasslands and
saline flats are also present along the coastal strand environment. Marine habitat present within the
study area includes subtidal vegetated habitat, open water, intertidal flats, sandy beach, and marshes.
Reasonably foreseeable development, consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would
potentially result in impacts on sensitive species. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant
and further analysis in the EIR will be provided.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially Significant Impact. As previously noted under IV.a., the study area contains riparian
habitat and other sensitive natural communities. In addition, the study area contains eelgrass, which
is a rooted aquatic plant that inhabits shallow, soft-bottom habitats in quiet waters of bays and
estuaries as well as sheltered coastal areas. It can form dense beds that provide substrate, food, and
shelter for a variety of marine organisms. Eelgrass beds are considered “special aquatic sites” under
the Clean Water Act (CWA). Reasonably foreseeable development, consistent with the PMPU should it
be approved, would potentially result in impacts on riparian or sensitive natural communities.
Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.),
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Potentially Significant Impact. Wetlands, as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
are present within the study area as coastal salt marshes, the largest of which are along the
unarmored shorelines of south San Diego Bay (San Diego Unified Port District 2017a). A small
amount of freshwater and brackish marsh, as well as riparian scrub, occurs along the mouths of the
creeks and rivers that enter the Bay and the wetlands of the Tijuana Estuary. The largest of the San
Diego Bay wetlands include the Sweetwater River, Otay River, Chula Vista Wildlife Reserve, South San
Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and Telegraph Creek. Reasonably foreseeable development,
consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would potentially result in impacts on federally
protected wetlands. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the
EIR is warranted.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area does not provide any terrestrial movement corridors
as it is entirely urbanized (San Diego Unified Port District 2017a). Moreover, no marine mammal,
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reptile, or fish migratory corridors occur within the study area. However, some marine fish species,
such as anchovy, sardine, and topsmelt likely move into and out of the Bay for spawning, nursery, and
foraging. The southern portions of the Bay, including the South San Diego Bay National Wildlife
Refuge and South Bay Salt Ponds, provide stopover habitat for migrating waterfowl and shorebirds.
San Diego Bay and the Imperial Beach shoreline, like all of California, is within the Pacific Flyway.
Several whale species migrate along the coast of California, including the California gray whale
(Eschrichtius robustus). Reasonably foreseeable development, consistent with the PMPU should it be
approved, would potentially result in impacts on wildlife spawning, nursery, and foraging, including
stopover habitat for migrating waterfowl and shorebirds. Therefore, impacts would be potentially
significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances to protect biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are several local regulations applicable to the project that will
be addressed within the EIR, including the San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan (INRMP) and the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan NRMP. In the City of San Diego, local habitat,
species, and biological resources are protected under the City of San Diego Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP), which is implemented through the MSCP Subarea Plan. To implement
its portion of the MSCP preserve, the City of San Diego developed the Multi-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA), which is considered an urban preserve that delineates core biological resource areas and
corridors targeted for conservation. The City of Chula Vista MSCP Subarea Plan was developed in
February 2003. The Subarea Plan is also consistent with the County of San Diego MSCP Subregional
Plan and qualifies as a Subarea Plan document to implement the MSCP Subregional Preserve within
the City of Chula Vista. Reasonably foreseeable development, consistent with the PMPU should it be
approved, would potentially conflict with one or more local policies or ordinances. Therefore,
impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

[ Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. As noted in [V(e), there are two natural resource plans, the San
Diego Bay INRMP and the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan NRMP, that have direct application to the
treatment of biological resources in the Bay. In addition, both the City of San Diego and Chula Vista
have approved habitat conservation plans. Reasonably foreseeable development, consistent with the
PMPU should it be approved, would potentially conflict with approved habitat conservation plans.
Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Port Master Plan Update 13 March 2017
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist ICF 00517.16



San Diego Unified Port District

Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
V. Cultural Resources Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X [] [] []

significance of a historical resource, as defined
in Section 15064.5?

Cause a substantial adverse change in the X [] [] []
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique X [] [] []
paleontological resource or site or unique

geologic feature?

Disturb any human remains, including those X [] [] []
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

a.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as defined in
Section 15064.5?

Potentially Significant Impact. Because of the size of the study area and the important role the
waterfront has played over time, historic resources are potentially present. A high-level cultural
resources technical study will be prepared for the project, suitable to inform the program-level
analysis of the PMPU EIR. Reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU
should it be approved, would potentially cause a substantial change in the significance of a historical
resource, as defined per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?

Potentially Significant Impact. Much of the landside portion of the study area has been created
since the early 20t century by dredged fill from the Bay. However, as stated in [V.a,, the size of the
study area and the important role the waterfront has played over time indicate that it is at least
possible that archaeological resources are present and further study would be needed. Reasonably
foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would potentially
cause a substantial change in the significance of an archaeological resource, as defined per State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further
analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area is primarily composed of artificial fill, undivided
marine deposits, and young alluvial floodplain deposits (California Geologic Survey 2008). Because
of the size of the study area, it is likely that paleontological resources are present in the deeper
geologic formations. Reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU should it
be approved, would potentially cause a substantial change in the significance of a paleontological
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resource or unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further
analysis in the EIR is warranted.

¢. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are no known burials within the study area. It is also unlikely
that any human remains would be located within the study area given that much of the landside
portion of the study area has been created over the past century. However, because there is a remote
possibility that unknown human remains are present within the study area, the cultural resources
study will consider if any evidence suggests their presence and will also discuss the existing
regulations in place to prevent any destruction. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is warranted.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
VI. Geology and Soils Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential

substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, X [] [] []
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismically related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

4. Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

X XO KX
O 0o gd
O 0o gd
O OX O

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable
as a result of the project and potentially
result in an on-site or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in X [] [] []
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e. Have soils that would be incapable of [] [] X []
adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems in areas where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area is in a seismically active region of Southern
California. Active faults in the study area include the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, which runs under San
Diego Bay; the Coronado Fault Zone, which includes north/south-trending faults that run through
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Coronado (DOC 2003); and the La Nacion Fault Zone. A geologic conditions study, which will detail
the existing geologic conditions within the study area, will be prepared as part of the EIR. Reasonably
foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would potentially
expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from fault rupture; however, it is uncertain
whether the PMPU would exacerbate the existing conditions and cause impacts. Therefore, further
analysis is warranted in the EIR.

2. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Potentially Significant Impact. Southern California is a seismically active region, and future
development under the PMPU would be susceptible to ground-shaking produced by seismic events.
Reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would
potentially expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from strong seismic ground
shaking; however, it is uncertain whether the PMPU would exacerbate the existing conditions and
cause impacts. Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

3. Seismically related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Potentially Significant Impact. Liquefaction refers to the event when loose sand and silt is
saturated with water and can behave like a liquid when shaken by an earthquake. There are
numerous soil types throughout the study area, some of which contain silty sand adjacent to or below
groundwater level. Reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU should it
be approved, would potentially expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; however, it is uncertain whether the PMPU
would exacerbate the existing conditions and cause impacts. Therefore, further analysis is warranted
in the EIR.

4. Landslides?

No Impact. Landslide activity generally occurs in areas that lack vegetation and have steep slopes.
The study area primarily contains fill areas that are flat. According to the California Geological Survey
(2011), the study area has a low potential for landslides to occur. According to the City of San Diego
Seismic Safety Study (2008a), there are two areas within Point Loma where historic landslides have
occurred; however, these areas are not located within the study area. Therefore, no portion of the
study area would be susceptible to landslides and no further analysis of landslides is warranted in
the EIR.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of development projects can cause soil
erosion if adequate best management practices are not implemented. The PMPU would provide the
land development guidance with a combination of policies and land use designations that would lead
to future development. As such, reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the
PMPU, would potentially result in substantial soil erosion if adequate best management practices are
not implemented. Further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

¢. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of
the project and potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are numerous soil types throughout the study area, some of
which may be unstable in their existing condition. Reasonably foreseeable future development,
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consistent with the PMPU should it be approved, would potentially be located on soil that is unstable
or that would become unstable, leading to lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse; however, it is
uncertain whether the PMPU would exacerbate the existing conditions and cause impacts.
Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

Potentially Significant Impact. Expansive soils are fine-grained soils (generally, high-plasticity
clays) that can undergo a significant increase in volume with an increase in water content or,
conversely, a significant decrease in volume with a decrease in water content. Changes in the water
content of an expansive soil can result in severe distress to structures built upon it. Although both
expansive and liquefiable soil conditions are influenced by the presence of groundwater, soil
expansion differs from soil liquefaction in that soil expansion is not seismically induced. There is the
potential that expansive soils are located within the study area, as defined by Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code. Reasonably foreseeable future development, consistent with the PMPU
should it be approved, would potentially be located on expansive soil; however, it is uncertain
whether the PMPU would exacerbate the existing conditions and cause impacts. Therefore, impacts
would be potentially significant and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

e. Have soils that would be incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems in areas where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The entire study area is urbanized and has sewer service. No septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems would be required for any project that would be proposed in
accordance with the PMPU. Therefore, no impact would occur and no further analysis is warranted in
the EIR.
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Less-than-

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant = No

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or X [] [] []
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation X [] [] []

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project entails an update to the existing PMP and, as such,
would not directly result in any construction- or operation-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.
However, reasonably foreseeable subsequent projects implemented under the PMPU would have the
potential to result in GHG emissions from their future construction and operation. Consequently, the
project has the potential to indirectly exceed an established threshold for GHG emissions. This issue
area will be analyzed in the EIR.

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or reqgulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Potentially Significant Impact. The District has enacted a variety of policies and plans to reduce
GHG emissions as part of its Climate Action Plan (CAP). However, The CAP has a time horizon through
2035 and the PMPU'’s time horizon may be longer. As a result, reasonably foreseeable future projects
under the PMPU would potentially increase GHG emissions around the port. Therefore, the project
may conflict with or impede implementation of plans, policies, or regulations that were adopted to
reduce GHG emissions. This issue will be analyzed in the EIR.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with ~ Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a.  Create a significant hazard to the public or X ] ] ]
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or X [] [] []

the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

c¢.  Emit hazardous emissions or involve X [] [] []
handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

d. Belocated on a site that is included on a list X [] [] []
of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

e.  Belocated within an airport land use plan = [] [] []
area or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, be within 2 miles of a public
airport or public use airport and result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

f.  Belocated within the vicinity of a private ] ] ] X
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?

g.  Impair implementation of or physically X ] ] ]
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h.  Expose people or structures to a significant ] ] ] X
risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including in areas where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project is a comprehensive update to the existing PMP. Although
the PMPU would not directly create a significant hazard, the indirect effect of the PMPU'’s
implementation would lead to reasonably foreseeable future development planned in accordance
with the policies contained within the PMPU. This anticipated future development would have the
potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. See VIIL.a. The indirect effect of the PMPU’s implementation would
lead to reasonably foreseeable future development planned in accordance with the policies contained
within the PMPU. This anticipated future development would have the potential to create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions.
Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are many schools within 0.25 mile of the study area. The
indirect effect of the PMPU’s implementation would lead to reasonably foreseeable future
development planned in accordance with the policies contained within the PMPU. This anticipated
future development would potentially involve handling acutely hazardous materials and could emit
hazardous emissions near a school. Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are known hazardous materials sites within the study area.
The indirect effect of the PMPU’s implementation would lead to reasonably foreseeable future
development planned in accordance with the policies contained within the PMPU. This anticipated
future development would potentially be located within or near existing hazardous material sites.
Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

For a project within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area includes the San Diego International Airport (SDIA).
It is within Review Areas 1 and 2 of the Airport Influence Area, per the Airport Land Use
Compeatibility Plan (ALUCP) for this airport (SDIA 2014). Future development planned in accordance
with the policies contained within the PMPU is reasonably foreseeable. This anticipated future
development would potentially be located within 2 miles of the SDIA. Therefore, further analysis is
warranted in the EIR.
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[ For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The study area is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No hazard impacts
related to private airstrips would occur with implementation of the proposed project, and no further
analysis of this threshold is warranted in the EIR.

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. Applicable emergency response plan requirements are set forth by
the County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) Operational Area Emergency Plan and
other local police and fire departments within or adjacent to the study area. OES coordinates
emergency response at the local level in the event of a disaster, including fires. Emergency response
coordination is generally facilitated by the Operational Area Emergency Operations Center as well as
other local responding agencies. Reasonably foreseeable projects implemented in accordance with
the PMPU would have the potential to conflict with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans.
Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including in areas where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact. State law requires that all local jurisdictions identify very high fire hazard severity zones
(VHFHSZs) within their areas of responsibility (California Government Code, Section 51175-51189).
Inclusion within these zones is based on vegetation density, slope severity, and other relevant factors
that contribute to fire severity. According to the VHFHSZ Maps (California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2009), the study area is located within a “non-VHFSZ.” The study area
is located in and around San Diego Bay and is completely developed. There are no wildlands or
heavily vegetated areas near the study area; therefore, subsequent projects implemented under the
PMPU would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires. No impacts would occur, and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-
Significant

Impact with

Mitigation

Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level that would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on or off site?

Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area, as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect
floodflows?

Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow?

X
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a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project entails the comprehensive update to the
existing PMP, which would not directly result in construction or operational activities that would
violate any water quality standards. However, projects implemented subsequent to the PMPU would
have the potential to result in water quality violations and this would be considered an indirect effect
of the proposed project. Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Potentially Significant Impact. See IX. There are groundwater wells within or adjacent to the study
area, including the National City Wells operated by the Sweetwater Authority. Reasonably
foreseeable future projects implemented subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU would have
the potential to result in the interference of groundwater recharge. Impacts would be potentially
significant, and further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?

Potentially Significant Impact. See [X. Reasonably foreseeable future projects implemented
subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU would have the potential to result in the alteration of
drainage patterns and erosion/siltation. Impacts would be potentially significant, and further
analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site?

Potentially Significant Impact. See IX. Reasonably foreseeable future projects implemented
subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU would have the potential to result in the alteration of
drainage patterns and result in flooding, as it is not specifically known what types of proposed
changes to land uses would occur. Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Potentially Significant Impact. See [X. Reasonably foreseeable future projects implemented
subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU would have the potential to create or contribute runoff.
Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in [X.a. through e., the proposed project would have the
potential to indirectly cause significant water quality impacts. Therefore, this issue will be analyzed
further in the EIR.
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9.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. Pursuant to the Port Act and Public Trust Doctrine, no housing would be allowed within
the study area under the PMPU. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is not warranted.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect floodflows?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area includes several portions of the 100-year floodplain,
as designated on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2012).
Reasonably foreseeable future development under the PMPU would have the potential to be located
within the 100-year floodplain; however, it is uncertain whether the PMPU will exacerbate the
existing conditions and cause impacts. Therefore, this issue will be analyzed in the EIR.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Dam failures are rated as a low-probability, high-loss event. Only two
major dam failures have been recorded in San Diego County. These occurred in 1916 and were
caused by a flood event (County of San Diego 2010). Portions of the study area are located within a
mapped dam inundation zone (California Office of Emergency Services 2003). The portions of the
study area include a portion of the National City Bayfront near Civic Center Drive (Planning

District 5) and the Chula Vista Bayfront (Planning District 6), which would be subject to inundation if
the Sweetwater Dam were to fail. In addition, the majority of the southernmost portion of the Bay,
which encompasses South Bay (Planning District 7), would be subject to inundation if the Upper and
Lower Otay Dams were to fail, or if the Rodriguez Reservoir (located in Mexico) were to fail.

Information in this paragraph is based on GIS data from the San Diego County Office of Emergency
Services (2015). The Sweetwater Reservoir is located approximately 6.5 miles east of the study area,
and inundation is projected to occur in the study area within approximately 90 minutes if the dam
were to fail. The Upper and Lower Otay Dams are approximately 10 miles to the east of the study
area, and inundation is projected to occur in the study area within approximately 33 minutes if the
dams were to fail. The Rodriguez Reservoir is located approximately 18 miles to the southeast of the
study area in Mexico, and inundation is projected to occur in the study area within approximately
88 minutes if the dam were to fail.

The Division of Safety of Dams, within the State Department of Water Resources, is responsible for
annual inspections of dams within California. In addition, each water district (or applicable water
agency) is responsible for the safety of each dam. The Sweetwater Authority, which operates the
Sweetwater Reservoir, is making required improvements that are in the final design stage to improve
the safety of the dam (San Diego Union Tribune 2017). The City of San Diego operates the Upper and
Lower Otay Reservoirs. The reservoirs have spilled over on a few occasions in the past 10 years, but
no downstream flooding occurred (KPBS 2017). It is not known if the Rodriguez Reservoir in Mexico
has experienced any failure or spillovers, nor is it known how often it is inspected for safety.

As the dams are not within the vicinity of the study area, there are no uses that could be proposed
under the PMPU that would be expected to interfere with the dams or otherwise contribute to the
potential failure of the dam. Existing uses within the study area are currently located within the dam
inundation zones. No permanent housing would be implemented under the PMPU, as residential uses
are not allowed within lands under the District’s jurisdiction. If a dam failure were to occur, the uses
within the study area are far enough away from the dams that no significant damage to structures
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would occur. In addition, people within the study area could be evacuated in the amount of time it
would take for inundation to reach the study area.

Therefore, it is highly unlikely that the proposed project would expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

j.  Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project entails the comprehensive update to the
existing PMP, which would not directly result in the contribution to inundation by seiche or tsunami.
However, projects implemented subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU would have the
potential to result in significant impacts. The study area is located within a designated high-risk zone
for a tsunami (County of San Diego 2009); therefore, inundation from a tsunami or seiche is possible.
Further analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
X. Land Use and Planning Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? X ] ] ]
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, X ] ] ]
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to, a general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat X [] [] []
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
a. Physically divide an established community?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project entails the comprehensive update to the
existing PMP. The PMPU is expected to include policies that would promote connectivity between
planning districts and the region as a whole. However, more detailed analysis is needed in the EIR to
determine if the project would have the potential to physically divide an established community.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMP is the guiding land use policy document for all areas under
the District’s jurisdiction. The PMPU is being developed to be consistent with the Public Trust
Doctrine and the Port Act and applicable provisions of the California Coastal Act. Further analysis is
needed to determine if reasonably foreseeable future projects, consistent with the PMPU, would have
the potential to result in inconsistencies with applicable regulations, which could then lead to a
conflict with applicable land use plans.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. As previously detailed in IV.e,, there are several resource
management and habitat conservation plans applicable to the project that will be addressed within
the EIR, including the San Diego Bay INRMP, the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan NRMP, the City of
San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan, and the City of Chula Vista MSCP Subarea Plan. Further analysis is
needed to determine if policies being proposed in the PMPU and/or reasonably foreseeable future
projects that would be proposed consistent with the PMPU could conflict with applicable habitat
conservation plans.
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Less-than-

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No

XI. Mineral Resources Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known |:| |:| |:| |Z

mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

Result in the loss of availability of a locally ] ] ] X
important mineral resource recovery site

delineated on a local general plan, specific

plan, or other land use plan?

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 required the State Geologist to initiate
mineral land classification to help identify and protect mineral resources in areas within the state. In
accordance with guidelines established by the State Mining and Geology Board, mineral deposits in
western San Diego County have been classified into Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ). The study area
does not contain aggregate resources and is not located in an MRZ that contains important resources,
as shown in Figure CE-6 of the Conservation Element of the City of San Diego General Plan (City of
San Diego 2008b). The study area is not designated or zoned as land with available mineral
resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of known mineral resources.
No impact would occur, and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact. See Xl.a., above. The study area is not designated for mineral extraction. The study area
and surrounding area do not contain locally important mineral resources. Therefore, implementation
of the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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Less-than-

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No

XII. Noise Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Expose persons to or generate noise levels in |X| |:| |:| |:|

excess of standards established in a local
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Expose persons to or generate excessive X ] ] ]
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Result in a substantial permanent increase in X ] ] ]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity,
above levels existing without the project?

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic X ] ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the project

vicinity, above levels existing without the

project?

Be located within an airport land use plan X ] ] ]
area, or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or

public use airport and expose people residing

or working in the project area to excessive

noise levels?

Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip ] ] ] X
and expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would potentially result in noise from construction or
operational activities from development that could occur pursuant to the PMPU. More specifically,
reasonably foreseeable future projects implemented subsequent to, and consistent with, the PMPU
would have the potential to expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards. Further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. Reasonably foreseeable future projects implemented subsequent to,
and consistent with, the PMPU would have the potential to expose persons to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundbourne noise in excess of standards. Further analysis of this issue
will be provided in the EIR.
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c¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, above levels
existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in XII.a., the proposed project could indirectly increase
ambient noise levels during the future construction and operation of reasonably foreseeable projects.
Therefore, this issue will be evaluated in the EIR.

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity,
above levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in XII.a., the proposed project could indirectly increase
ambient noise levels during construction and operation. Therefore, this issue will be evaluated in the
EIR.

e. For a project located within an airport land use land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area includes the SDIA. It is within Review Areas 1 and 2
of the Airport Influence Area, according to the ALUCP for this airport (SDIA 2014). Therefore, further
analysis is warranted in the EIR.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts related to
private airstrips would occur with implementation of the proposed project. No impact would occur,
and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
XIIIL. Population and Housing Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an X ] ] ]
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly
(e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace a substantial number of existing ] ] ] X

housing units, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Displace a substantial number of people, ] ] ] X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other infrastructure?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would directly induce growth by planning for additional
marine-related commercial and industrial uses within the study area. However, no residential uses
would be proposed under the PMPU. The proposed project would also have the potential to indirectly
induce growth, as subsequent uses could require the extension of infrastructure to accommodate
growth. Therefore, further analysis will be included within the EIR.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No Impact. There is no housing within the study area; therefore, no housing would be displaced. No
impact would occur, and no further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No Impact. Please see XIILb. There is no housing within the study area that would be displaced, and
no housing would be proposed or implemented under the PMPU. No impact would occur, and no
further analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
XIV. Public Services Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a.  Resultin substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities or a need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the following public
services:
1. Fire protection? |X| |:| |:| |:|
2. Police protection? X L] ] ]
3. Schools? X ] ] ]
4, Parks? X ] ] ]
5. Other public facilities? X ] ] ]

a.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public
services:

1. Fire protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area is served by numerous fire departments. The San
Diego Harbor Police Department (HPD) provides marine firefighting services in and around San
Diego Bay for the District. Specifically, HPD’s jurisdiction includes all tidelands extending through five
neighboring cities (San Diego Unified Port District 2017b). Other fire departments within the
neighboring cities include the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, the Coronado Fire
Department, the National City Fire Department, the Chula Vista Fire Department, and the Imperial
Beach Fire Department. The PMPU would have the potential to result in the need for new or
physically altered fire department facilities, as it could allow for new uses that in turn require
additional firefighting personnel and facilities. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

2. Police protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The study area is served by numerous fire departments. The HPD
provides law enforcement services in and around San Diego Bay for the District. Other police
departments within the neighboring cities include the City of San Diego Police Department, the
Coronado Police Department, the National City Police Department, the Chula Vista Police Department,
and the Imperial Beach Police Department (City of San Diego 2015). The PMPU would have the
potential to result in the need for new or physically altered fire department facilities, as it could allow
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for new uses that in turn require additional law enforcement personnel and facilities. Therefore,
further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

3. Schools?

Potentially Significant Impact. Physical impacts on school facilities and services are usually
associated with in-migration and population growth, which increase the demand for schools and
result in the need for new or expanded facilities. The PMPU would not result in the construction of
housing that would in turn generate new students within any of the school districts that are within or
adjacent to the study area. However, the PMPU would allow for new employment by intensifying
development within the District Tidelands, which in turn could increase the need for housing in the
area and place a demand on schools. Therefore, the EIR will discuss the project’s potential to result in
an increased demand for schools that would require the need for new or physically altered facilities.

4. Parks?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are many parks and recreational facilities within the study
area. The District manages 20 parks within the study area, and there are other parks operated by
neighboring cities adjacent to the study area. The PMPU would have the potential to result in indirect
significant impacts on the environment by planning for new or expanded park facilities, the physical
construction of which may result in the significant impact. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is
warranted.

5. Other public facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are numerous other public facilities within the study area.
The PMPU would have the potential to result in indirect significant impacts on the environment
related to the physical construction of new or expanded public facilities. Therefore, further analysis
in the EIR is warranted.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
XV. Recreation Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and X ] ] ]

regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Include recreational facilities or require the X ] ] ]
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Potentially Significant Impact. An increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities
typically results from an increase in the number of housing units or residents in an area. The
proposed project would not increase housing units or residents within the study area. However, the
anticipated intensification of land uses associated with the proposed project could bring an increased
number of workers to the project area. In addition, the anticipated intensification could result in
more visitors to the area. These increases could have a potential impact on the neighborhood parks
and recreational facilities. Moreover, as noted in XIV.a.4., the PMPU would have the potential to result
in indirect impacts on population growth, which could lead to greater use of the existing parks and
recreational facilities, and the need for future parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, further
analysis is warranted in the EIR.

b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU may include new or expanded recreational facilities
within the study area indirectly through land use designations and policies. Therefore, further
analysis is warranted in the EIR.
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Potentially
Significant

XVI. Transportation/Traffic Impact

Less-than-
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or X
policy establishing measures of effectiveness

for the performance of the circulation system,

taking into account all modes of

transportation, including mass transit and
nonmotorized travel, and relevant

components of the circulation system,

including, but not limited to, intersections,

streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian

and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Conflict with an applicable congestion ]
management program, including, but not

limited to, level-of-service standards and

travel demand measures or other standards

established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or

highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, |Z|
including either an increase in traffic levels or

a change in location that would result in

substantial safety risks?

Substantially increase hazards because of a X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

XX

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

[

4

[

0

[

4

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation,
including mass transit and nonmotorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would have the potential to indirectly increase vehicular
traffic that could conflict with local policies that measure the effectiveness of the circulation system.
A transportation impact analysis (TIA) will be prepared for the proposed project, and this issue will
be furthered analyzed in the EIR.
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b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level-
of-service standards and travel demand measures or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

No Impact. Federal Highway Administration 23 CFR 450.320 requires that each transportation
management area (TMA) address congestion management through a process involving an analysis of
multimodal metropolitan wide strategies that are cooperatively developed to foster safety and
integrated management of new and existing transportation facilities eligible for federal funding.
SANDAG has been designated as the TMA for the San Diego region. San Diego Forward: The Regional
Plan, the region's long-range transportation plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, meets the
requirements of 23 CFR 450.320 by incorporating the following federal congestion management
process: performance monitoring and measurement of the regional transportation system,
multimodal alternatives and non-single occupancy vehicle analysis, land use impact analysis, the
provision of congestion management tools, and integration with the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program process.

California State Proposition 111, passed by voters in 1990, established a requirement that urbanized
areas prepare and regularly update a Congestion Management Program (CMP). The requirements
within the State CMP were developed to monitor the performance of the transportation system,
develop programs to address near-term and long-term congestion, and better integrate
transportation and land use planning. SANDAG provided regular updates for the state CMP from
1991 through 2008. In October 2009, the San Diego region elected to be exempt from the State CMP
and, since this decision, SANDAG has been abiding by 23 CFR 450.320 to ensure the region’s
continued compliance with the federal congestion management process. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact on an applicable CMP and no further analysis is warranted.

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that would result in substantial safety risks?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in VIIl.e., the study area includes the SDIA. It is within
Review Areas 1 and 2 of the Airport Influence Area, per the ALUCP for this airport (SDIA 2014).
Therefore, further analysis is warranted in the EIR.

d. Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would have the potential to indirectly increase vehicular
traffic and could substantially increase hazards because of a design feature. This issue will be further
addressed in the TIA and the EIR.

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would have the potential to indirectly result in
inadequate emergency access by not properly considering such access in future development
proposed under the PMPU. Therefore, this issue will be analyzed in the EIR.

[ Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. See XVLa. The PMPU would have the potential to indirectly increase
vehicular traffic that could result in conflicts with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit or bicycle or pedestrian facilities. Further analysis will be included in the EIR.
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Less-than-
Potentially Significant Less-than-
Significant ~ with Mitigation Significant No

XVII. Tribal Cultural Resources Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

a.

Listed or eligible for listing in the California ] ] X ]
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local

register of historical resources as defined in

Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

A resource determined by the lead agency, in ] ] X ]
its discretion and supported by substantial

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources

Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource

Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall

consider the significance of the resource to a

California Native American tribe.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local

b.

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A records search at the South Coast Information Center will be
conducted for the proposed project to determine if tribal cultural resources are present within the
project site. The Native American Heritage Commission will also be contacted to determine if sacred
lands have been identified in the project site and to identify a list of interested tribes to be contacted.

Pursuant to AB 52, tribes can request to be notified of projects in particular geographies. However, at
present, no Native American tribes have requested consultation for CEQA projects within the
District’s jurisdiction. As such and given the relatively recent creation land within the District’s
Tidelands, it is unlikely that any tribal resource impacts would occur within the study area.
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Less-than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
XVIIL Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements X ] ] ]

of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

b.  Require or result in the construction of new X ] ] ]
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

C. Require or result in the construction of new |z| |:| |:| |:|
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to X ] ] ]
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or would new or expanded
entitlements be needed?

e. Resultin a determination by the wastewater X ] ] ]
treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient X ] ] ]
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

X
[
[
[

g.  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

h.  Result in the wasteful, inefficient, and X ] ] ]
unnecessary consumption of energy?

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Potentially Significant Impact. Wastewater treatment to existing uses within the study area is
provided by several jurisdictions, including the relevant wastewater departments/divisions of the
Cities of San Diego, National City, Chula Vista, Imperial Beach, and Coronado. The PMPU would plan
for an intensification of land uses that may require expanded wastewater treatment requirements
and, if not properly addressed, may cause an exceedance of treatment requirements from the
RWAQCB. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is
warranted.
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b.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. XVIl.a. above discusses wastewater service. Water service to existing
uses within the study area is provided by several jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, the
Sweetwater Authority (serving National City and Chula Vista), and the Cal-Am Water Company
(serving Imperial Beach and Coronado). The PMPU would plan for an intensification of land uses that
may require new water or wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, impacts would be potentially
significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would plan for an intensification of land uses that may
require new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, impacts
would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or would new or expanded entitlements be needed?

Potentially Significant Impact. See XVILb. Impacts would be potentially significant, and further
analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

Potentially Significant Impact. See XVIl.a. and b. Impacts would be potentially significant, and
further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would plan for an intensification of land uses that may
generate solid waste that would exceed existing landfill capacity. Therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would plan for an intensification of land uses that may
generate solid waste that would potentially conflict with existing solid waste regulations. Therefore,
impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

Result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy?

Potentially Significant Impact. The PMPU would plan for an intensification of land uses that may
require additional energy during construction and operation beyond what is currently used within
the study area.
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According to Appendix F, Energy Conservation, of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project has the
potential to result in wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy when considering
the following:

e The project’s energy requirements and its energy-use efficiencies by amount and fuel type for
each stage of the project, including construction, operation, maintenance, and/or removal.

e The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies and on requirements for
additional capacity.

e The effects of the project on peak- and base-period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy.

e The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards.

e The effects of the project on energy resources.

Considering the proposed project may result in an increase in energy demand, impacts associated
with the consumption of energy are considered potentially significant and will be further analyzed in
the EIR.
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Less-than-

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No

XIV. Mandatory Findings of Significance Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade = ] ] ]
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are IZI ] ] ]
individually limited but cumulatively

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”

means that the incremental effects of a project

are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of

other current projects, and the effects of

probable future projects.)

Does the project have environmental effects X ] ] ]
that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project involves a comprehensive update to the
existing PMP, which would include new land use designations within the planning districts and
policies that would be applicable to subsequent projects implemented under the PMPU. Although it is
likely that the proposed project would include policies that aim to improve the quality of the
environment, including fish and wildlife habitat and archaeological historical resources, the proposed
land use designations and policies will require further evaluation to reach a determination.
Therefore, the PMPU would have the potential to result in a significant impact and further analysis in
the EIR is warranted.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects.)

Potentially Significant Impact. A cumulative impact could occur for a given resource area if the
project were to result in an incrementally considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact from past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. As discussed in Sections I
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though XVII, the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts in several resource
areas. Even issues that were found to be less than significant with implementation of the project
could contribute to a cumulatively significant impact. However, the PMPU would not have the
potential to contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on agricultural or mineral resources, as
no such resources are present or adjacent to the study area. As such, the potential cumulative impact
from all resource issues, excluding agricultural and mineral resources, will be evaluated in the EIR.

c¢. Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact. Given the analysis provided in I. though XVIII., the proposed project
could result in a potentially significant impact that could cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, these issue areas will be further analyzed in the EIR.
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Notice of Preparation

March 30, 2017 RECEI VED

APR 3 2017
To: Reviewing Agencies ‘(j’&mm'. ‘

Re: Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) T & el
SCH# 2017031070

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead
Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Mayra Medel

San Diego Unified Port District
Land Use Planning Department
P.O. Box 120488

San Diego, CA 92112-0488

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

" If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse art

(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 10th Street P.0O.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 WWW.0pr.ca.gov

OF PLAY,
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EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2017031070
Project Title  Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
Lead Agency San Diego Unified Port District
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description The PMPUI would provide the official planning policies of the District consistent with the general
statewide purpose, for the physical development of the tide and submerged lands conveyed and
granted in trust to the district, and acquired uplands. Pursuant to the California Coastal Act and Port
Act, the PMPU would control the allowable land and water uses within the District; list known
"appealable" projects' and include goals and policies that would implement the broad policies of the
Coastal Act and shape the characteristics of development, coastal access, recreation and
environmental conservation throughout District Jurisdiction. The PMPU would contain six bay wide
elements and be divided into 10 planning districts. The PMPU would also describe the regulatory
process and implementation for projects and its consistency with the coastal act.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Mayra Medel
Agency San Diego Unified Port District
Phone 619-686-6598 Fax
email
Address Land Use Planning Department
P.O. Box 120488
City San Diego State CA  Zip 92112-0488
Project Location
County San Diego
City
Region
Cross Streets Shelter island Dr., Harbor Dr., Goesno PI., Marina Pkway, Seacoast Dr., Glorietta Blvd
Lat/Long 32°38'59"N/117°6'43"W
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways |-5, SR-163,-54,-75
Airports  SD Int'l Airport, NAS N. Island
Railways BNSF, MTS
Waterways
Schools Various
Land Use All Commercial, Industrial, Pub. Recreation, Conservation, Military, and Pub. facilities land/water uses
in existing port mstr. plan.

Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Coastal
Zone; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Housing; Job Generation; Landuse; Minerals; Noise; Other Issues;
Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Septic System; Sewer Capacity;
Social; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation;
Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways; California Coastal Commission;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and

Wildlife, Region 5; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Marine Region; Native American Heritage
Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9
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Date Received 03/30/2017 Start of Review 03/30/2017 End of Review 04/28/2017



[ Pnnt Form

Appendzx C
: . 70
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 2 Q ﬁ 7 @ 3 % @
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613 H
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 SCH #
Project Title: Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
Lead Agency: San Diego Unified Port District (District) Contact Person: Mayra Mede!
Mailing Address: 3165 Pacific Highway Phone: (619) 686-6598
City: San Diego Zip: 92101-1128  County: San Diego
Project Location: County:San Diego (SD) Cny/Nearest Community; Chula szta Coronado IB, Natl. City, SD

Cross Streets: Shelter Island Dr., Harbor Dr., Goesno Pl., Marina Pkwy., Seacoast Dr., Glorietta Blvd. Zip Code: 92101
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 32 °38 '59 “N/ 117 °6  “43  ”'W Total Acres: ~6,000

Assessor's Parcel No.; All parcels in District jurisdiction Section: Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: -5,-15 & SR-163,-54,-75 Waterways: San Diego Bay, Pacific Ocean, Sweetwater River
Ajrports: SD Int'l Airport, NAS N.Island Railways: BNSF, MTS Schools: Various
Document Type:
CEQA: [X] NOP [ Draft ERR NEPA: GofhtiODftics of fher: Joint Document
[] Early Cons [] Supplement/Subsequent EIR O Ea 9 & ikl Document
[] Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.) [] DraftEIS [] Other:
[ MitNegDec  Other: O F 30 2017
Local Action Type: STATE CLEAR’NG HO
[ General Plan Update [ Specific Plan (] Rezone q§Eﬁmnexation
[J General Plan Amendment Master Plan [J Prezone [CJ Redevelopment
[] General Plan Element [ Planned Unit Development ] Use Permit ) [0 Coastal Permit
[(J Community Plan [ site Plan [ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) Other:Port Master Plap

Development Type:
[J Residential: Units Acres

[ Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [[] Transportation: Type

[J] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees (] Mining: Mineral

[J Industrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees (] Power: Type MW

[] Educational: : (] Waste Treatment: Type MGD

[] Recreational: (] Hazardous Waste: Type

[J Water Facilities: Type MGD (X] Other: Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

[X] Aesthetic/Visual [ Fiscal Recreation/Parks [X] Vegetation
Agricultural Land Flood Plain/Flooding [J Schools/Universities Water Quality

Air Quality Forest Land/Fire Hazard Septic Systems [X] Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  [X] Growth Inducement
[X] Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste [X] Land Use
Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance [X] Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
[C] Economic/Jobs [X] Public Services/Facilities  [X] Traffic/Circulation (%] Other:GHG/Energy

Present Land Use/ZonIng/GeneraI Plan Designation:
All Commercial, Industrial, Pub. Recreation, Conservation, Military, and Pub. Facﬂltnes land/water uses in existing Port Mstr Plan.

Project Descriptlon (please use a separate page if necessary)
The PMPU would provide the official planning policies of the District consistent with the general statewide purpose, for the

physical development of the tide and submerged lands conveyed and granted in trust to the District, and acquired uplands.
Pursuant to the California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) and Port Act, the PMPU would control the allowable land and water uses
within the District; list known “appealable” projects; and include goals and policies that would implement the broad policies of
the Coastal Act and shape the characteristics of development, coastal access, recreation, and environmental conservation
throughout District jurisdiction. The PMPU would contain six baywide elements and be divided into 10 Planning Districts. The
PMPU would also describe the regulatory process and implementation for projects and its consistency with the Coastal Act.
Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or

previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2010
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA. 94607-4052

RECEIVED =
& rEMA

Planning & Gueen Tort

April 3,2017

Mayra Medel, Project Manager
San Diego Unified Port District
Planning & Green Port

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92101

Dear Ms. Medel:

This is in response to your request for comments regarding the San Diego Port of San Diego
Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report Port Master Plan Update/Initial
Study and Checklist.

Please review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the
County of San Diego (Community Number 060284) and City of San Diego (Community
Number 060295), Maps revised April 5, 2016. Please note that the City of San Diego, San
Diego County, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The
minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are described in Vol. 44
Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

e All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

o Ifthe area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema.gov



Mayra Medel, Project Manager
Page 2
April 3, 2017

e All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components.

e Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The San Diego floodplain manager can be
reached by calling Jamal Batta, CFM, P.E., at (619) 533-7482. The San Diego County
floodplain manager can be reached by calling Sara Agahi, Flood Control District Manager at
(858) 694-2665.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Mark Delorey of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7057.

Sincerel

regor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

cc:

Jamal Batta, CFM, P.E., Floodplain Manager, City of San Diego

Sara Agahi, Flood Control District Manager, San Diego County

Garret Tam Sing/Salomon Miranda, State of California, Department of Water Resources,
Southern Region IX

Mark Delorey, NFIP Compliance Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

www.fema.gov



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

1550 Harbor Bivd., Suite 100 ) H
West Sacramento, CA 85691 C E ' VE D

Phone (916) 373-3710
Fax (916) 373-5471
Email: nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Website: hitp//www.nahc.ca.gov AP R 1 0 2 017
Twitter: @CA_NAHC
Flanning
Green 9.
April 5, 2017 ot
Mayra Medel
San Diego Unified Port District sent via e-mail:
Land Use Planning Department mmedel@portofsandiego.org

P. O. Box 120488
San Diego, CA 92112-0488

RE: SCH# 2017031070; Port Master Plan Update Project, Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental Impact Report, San
Diego County, California

Dear Ms. Medel:

The Native American Heritage Commission has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project referenced above. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code
section 21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead
agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact report (EIR) shall be prepared.
(Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (a)(1)). In order to
determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency
will need to determine whether there are historical resources with the area of project effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA
to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code § 21074) and provides
that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a
project that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.2). Please reference California
Natural Resources Agency (2016) “Final Text for tribal cuitural resources update to Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form,”
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/ab52/Clean-final-AB-52-App-G-text-Submitted.pdf. Public agencies shall, when feasible,
avoid damaging effects to any tribal culturai resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for
which a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration Is filed on or after
July 1, 2015. if your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or
proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905,
Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to
the federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. § 800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends lead agencies consult with all California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of
Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and
SB 18 as well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments. Consult your legal counsel
about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compllance with any other applicable laws.

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project: Within fourteen
(14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency to undertake a
project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal representative of, traditionally
and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one
written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub. Resources Code §
21080.3.1 (d)).
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d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on the contact
list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code
§ 21073).

Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a Negative
Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration. or Environmental impact Report: A lead agency shall begin the consuitation
process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e))
and prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code § 65352.4 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe requests to
discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).

Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:

Type of environmental review necessary.

Significance of the tribal cultural resources.

Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.

If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may
recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).

poop

Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some exceptions, any
information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural resources submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the environmental
document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to the public, consistent with Government
Code sections 6254 (r) and 6254.10. Any information submitted by a California Native American tribe during the
consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential appendix to the environmental document
uniess the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the
public. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (c)(1)).

Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a significant
impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of the following:

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cuitural resource.

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on the identified
tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (b)).

Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a tribal
cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached.
(Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (b)).

Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any mitigation
measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2 shall be
recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and reporting program,
if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21082.3, subdivision (b), paragraph
2, and shall be fully enforceabie. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (a)).

Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead agency as a
result of the consuitation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no agreed upon mitigation
measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if substantial evidence demonstrates that
a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (e)).

Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse Impacts to
Tribal Cultural Resources:
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a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.
fi. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally appropriate
protection and management criteria.

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and meaning
of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:

i.  Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ll.  Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
lii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate management

criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.

Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code § 21084.3 (b)).

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a nonfederally recognized California
Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California prehistoric,
archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation easements if the
conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code § 815.3 (c)).

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts shall be
repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code § 5097.991).

o

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or Negative

Declaration with a Significant Impact on an identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An environmental impact report may not be
certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public Resources
Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed to engage
in the consultation process.
¢. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code section

21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (d)).
This process should be documented in the Cultural Resources section of your environmental document,

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may be found
online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf

SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and consuit
with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open space. (Gov. Code
§ 65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and Research’s “Tribal Consultation
Guidelines,” which can be found online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

1.

Tribat Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific plan, or to
designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by requesting a “Tribal
Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government must consult with the tribe on the
plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to request consultation uniess a shorter
timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code § 65352.3 (a)(2)).
No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consuitation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research pursuant to
Gov. Code section 65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning the specific
identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public Resources Code sections 5097.9
and 5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code  § 65352.3 (b)).
Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for preservation
or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual
agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation. (Tribal
Consuitation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and SB 18. For that reason,
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we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands File” searches from the NAHC. The
request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation in place, or
barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will determine:
a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
b. If any known cultural resources have been already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2, If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be made available for public
disclosure.

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional CHRIS center.

3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the Sacred Lands
File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for consultation with tribes that
are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project's APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the project site and to
assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does not
preclude their subsurface existence.

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
section 15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources should
monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for the
disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally affiliated Native
Americans.

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for the
treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and Safety Code
section 7050.5, Public Resources Code section 5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and associated grave
goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Please contact me if you need any additional information at gayle.totton@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

SN

yl¢ Totton, M.A., PhD.
sagfate Governmental Program Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse



Environmental Review Committee

" i San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
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RECENVg

To: Ms. Mayra Medel APR 1 1 2017
Planning and Green Port

San Diego Unified Port District T @rning ¢
3165 Pacific Highway Green, Font

San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Port Master Plan Update

Dear Ms. Medel:

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation for the subject project, received by this Society
last week.

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cultural resources in the list of subject areas to be
addressed in the DEIR, and look forward to reviewing it during the upcoming public
comment period. To that end, please include us in the distribution of the DEIR, and also
provide us with a copy of any cultural resources technical report(s).

SDCAS appreciates being included in the City's environmental review process for this
project.

Sincerely,

%ées W. Royle, Jr., Chalspérson

Environmental Review Committee

ce: SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935
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Initial Comments on the March 30, 2017 Notice of Preparation
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego
Unified Port District’s Port Master Plan Update Program

My name is Donald Wood, and while | work closely with a number of community planning and
environmental organizations, these initial comments are my own.

I taught program and project planning at SDG&E for more than twenty years, and spent over three
decades leading and working with Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, San Diego’s oldest and most
respected community and land use planning organization.

When we call something a program, | think of an ongoing effort to reach clear goals, helping change
people’s values, aspirations and behavior. When we call something a project, | think of a specific
property which we take action on, such as redevelopment of the embarcadero, the Chula Vista bayfront
redevelopment effort, and other activities that apply to one specific piece of property.

I think of the port’s master plan as a long term visioning program or process, setting long term global
goals for the entire bay area, creating new strategies and tactics to achieve that vision. The first port
master plan was adopted in 1980, and has helped guide the port’s efforts for 37 years. Because it is not
tied to any particular piece of property, but instead pursues a global vision of what the bay and its
surroundings could become, | think of it as a program, or a process; not a project.

The March 30 Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR (NOP, DEIR) appears to conflates the terms “program
EIR” and “project EIR” in their notice. The first sentence says it says the port is preparing a “Program EIR
(PEIR)”, but then refers to the Port Master Plan Update as a “proposed project”. To my mind, these are
two different things.

In the pending DEIR Scoping Memo, staff should clarify how the port is using the terms “program” and
“project”, within the context of its ongoing planning efforts, its enabling legislation and under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). It should also clearly explain how its program and its
projects will work together over time to help achieve the port board’s adopted vision.

For purposes of the scoping memo, and this environmental review process, | believe that the port
should treat this global port master planning update process as a program, and plan on developing
future project EIRs for major individual bayfront properties, like Harbor Island redevelopment and
Seaport Village, just as it did separate project EiRs on the Chula Vista Bayfront redevelopment project
and the most recent convention center expansion. Doing a general program EIR of the global PMPU
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process does not excuse the port from doing individual project EIRs on future major redevelopment
projects. The EIR proposes to divide the bayfront into multiple districts. As part of that process, the
program EIR should indicate for each district which proposed future activities and development efforts
will get project EIRs.

The scoping notice makes no mention of the Ports adopted Climate Action Plan. Any program EIR should
detail how the Port plans to coordinate its planned actions in a manner which fully complies with its
adopted CAP, and for each district and proposed future project, detail projected reductions in vehicle
miles traveled (VMTs) and reductions in greenhouse gas emissions the port plans to achieve as its
implements its updated port master plan.

In all the years | taught planning, | started by telling my students that a good plan is similar to a good
newspaper article, in that it reflects the five W. The first w is for who, it identifies the individuals or
groups that are to implement the plan. The second w describes exactly what actions are going to be
taken. The third w states clearly when those actions are going to be taken. The fourth w notes exactly
where the action is to be taken, and the fifth w explains why those actions will be taken. Any document
that does not contain those elements cannot call itself a real plan.

Any real plan starts off by identifying its end goals, the results | hopes to achieve. In each part of the
planning process, clarity is critical. Vague or murky goals will results in not much getting done over time.
At the beginning of this master plan update process, the port board adopted a vision statement and
guiding principles document that lays out some long term values and some global goals, like preserving
public access to the bayfront and shorelines of San Diego Bay; enhancing mobility around and across the
bay, maintaining the bays ecosystem, and streamlining the individual project planning and approval
process.

More recently the board and port staff have begun to discuss a position that land use zoning and
planning objectives should be vague, and not concrete, in order to maintain “flexibility” in future land
use planning and zoning decision making. This runs the risk of ending up with a bowl of mush instead of
a real plan. The port should refine its initial vision, developing concrete long term goals for each of the
planning districts, with realistic timelines and budgets to achieve those goals, instead of using terms like
“mixed use” zoning, which could mean just about anything a future port board chooses to put there.
True planning is about setting concrete goals, adopting a strategy and tactics to get us there; It's not
about fuzzy thinking on anyone’s part.

As a subset of the mixed use planning category, the port should add a subcategory for hotels and visitor
services. The updated master plan should clearly indicate where the port proposes to locate future
hotels and other buildings around the bay, and where it plans to locate future bayside parks and open
space to fully mitigate the impacts of the proposed new hotels and buildings

When it comes to master plan goals and priorities, the port should make the preservation and
enhancement of public access to the bayfront and shorelines its top priority, in keeping with directions it
has previously received from the California Coastal Commission.



In earlier planning discussions, the port staff has attempted to make differentiate between what it
considers “appealable” versus “un-appealable” projects, apparently based on the original Port enabling
act language. Given recent regulatory developments tied to a new Harbor Island restaurant and the
proposed replacement of the old Anthony’s restaurant on the North Embarcadero, the port would be
well advised to assume that all future proposed projects will be appealable to the coastal commission,
and act accordingly. Doing so might help avoid long drawn out regulatory review processes and legal
complications.

The scoping memo and the PMPU DEIR should aiso detail how the port district plans to work with the
Navy, the California Coastal Commission, the California State Lands Commissions, the airport, and each
of its surrounding port member cities to make sure that the ports long term plans are coordinated with
the long range redevelopment and climate action plans of those agencies. As noted above the PMPU
must also reflect and support the goals and strategies already adopted as part of the port’s own climate
action plan.

Thanks for allowing us this opportunity to provide initial comment on the NOP and the upcoming EIR
process.

Dom Uge?

Don Wood
Dwood9@cox.net
619-463-9035
4539 Lee Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91941




Alice Ayala

From: Don Wood <dwood8@cox.net>

Sent: Friday, April 28, 2017 12:18 PM

To: Myra Medel

Cc: Ann Moore; Bob Nelson; Dan Malcolm; Garry Bonelli; Jason Giffen; Linda Scott; Lucy

Contreras; Mark Mcintire; Marshall Merrifield; Mayra Medel; Rafael Castellanos; Randa
Coniglio; Robert (Dukie) Valderrama; Shaun Sumner; Tanya Castaneda; Candice Damon;
Christopher McGrath; David Armesy; Joseph Smith; Scott Jordon

Subject: Port Master Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) scoping comments
Attachments: April 30 2017 PMPU DEIR NOP scoping commeREb EI
Follow Up Flag: Follow up VED
Flag Status: Completed APR 28 2017
Hanning 4 Gueer,
Myra: Toyt

Attached are my Port Master Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report scoping
comments in

response to the March 30, 2017 Notice of Preparation of a DEIR. Please distribute these to
Leslie

and the other members of your team.

Thanks.
Don Wood

619-463-9035
Dwood8@cox.net
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Scoping Comments responding to the March 30, 2017 Notice of Preparation (NOP)

April 30,2017

of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) of the San Diego Unified

Port District’s Port Master Plan Update Program

My name is Donald Wood. While I work closely with a number of local community planning
and environmental organizations, these NOP DEIR scoping comments are my own, based in part
on discussions I have had with friends and colleagues at various planning and environmental
groups, including Citizen’s Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3), the Sierra Club, The Navy Broadway
Complex Coalition (NBCC) the Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) and other organizations
interested in urban planning around San Diego Bay. We have also worked with the Southwest
Interpretive Association. We endorse SWIA’s comments and incorporate them into these
comments by reference.

The NOP and several flyers issued by the port ask for DEIR scoping comments on 1) potentially
significant effects to be analyzed in depth, 2) mitigation measures, and 3) alternatives the DEIR
should examine.

Potentially significant effects to be analyzed in depth
Program and Project Planning issues

The March 30 Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR (NOP, DEIR) appears to conflates the terms
“program EIR” and “project EIR”. The first sentence says it says the port is preparing a
“Program EIR (PEIR)”, but then refers to the Port Master Plan Update as a “proposed project”.
These are two different things.

In the pending DEIR Scoping Memo, staff should clarify how the port is using the terms
“program” and “project”, within the context of its ongoing planning efforts, its enabling
legislation and complying with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the California
Coastal Act. It should also clearly explain how its program and its individual project planning
and zoning efforts are supposed to work together over time to help achieve the port board’s
adopted long term vision.

I taught program and project planning at SDG&E for more than twenty years, and spent over
three decades leading and working with Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3), San Diego’s
oldest and most respected community and land use planning organization. I also worked



downtown for several decades and have been involved in downtown San Diego waterfront
planning issues since the 1980s.

When we call something a program, we think of an ongoing effort to achieve a long term vision,
reach clear goals, helping change people’s values, aspirations and behavior. When we call
something a project, we think of a specific property which we take action on, such as
redevelopment of the downtown embarcadero, the Chula Vista bayfront, Harbor Island, Seaport
Village, and other activities that apply to one specific parcel of property.

We see the port’s master plan update as a long term visioning program or process, setting long
term global goals for the entire bay area, and creating new strategies and tactics to achieve that
vision. The first port master plan was adopted in 1980, and has helped guide the port’s efforts for
37 years. During that time, the port adopted about 40 port master plan amendments to
accommodate individual bayfront redevelopment projects.

Because it is not focused on any particular piece of property, but instead pursues a global vision
of what the bay and its surroundings could become, we think of this port master plan update
effort as a program, or a process; not an individual project. Adopting a clear set of goals around
the port’s long term vision now may help the port to avoid the kind of port master plan
amendments which resulted in unclear or vague goal setting in the 1980 port master plan.

For purposes of the scoping memo, and this environmental review process, we believe that the
port should treat this global port master planning update process as a program, and develop
future individual project EIRs for major individual bayfront properties, like the Navy Pier
Veterans Park, Harbor Island East, Seaport Village and other future individual projects, just as it
did separate project EIRs on the Chula Vista Bayfront redevelopment plan project and the
convention center expansion projects.

Doing a general program DEIR of the global PMPU process does not excuse the port from doing
individual project EIRs on future individual redevelopment projects. The NOP indicated that the
pending draft program EIR proposes to divide the bayfront into multiple new planning districts.
As part of that process, the program EIR should indicate which proposed future redevelopment
project efforts will get individual project EIRs in each district.

The scoping notice makes no mention of the ports adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP), which
needs to be updated to comply with recently adopted state laws setting higher greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction goals than those reflected in the
port’s current CAP.

The draft PEIR should detail how the Port proposes to coordinate its planning actions in a
manner which fully complies with state law and its updated CAP, and for each planning district
and each proposed future project, detail projected reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMTs)
and projected reductions in greenhouse gas emissions the port plans to achieve.



When teaching planning classes, I told my students that a good plan is similar to a good
newspaper article, in that it reflects the five W. The first w is for who, it identifies the individuals
or groups that are to implement the plan. The second w describes exactly what actions are going
to be taken. The third w states clearly when those actions are going to be taken. The fourth w
notes exactly where the action is to be taken, and the fifth w explains why those actions will be
taken. Any document that does not contain those elements cannot call itself a real plan.

Any real plan starts off by identifying its end goals, the results it hopes to achieve. In each part of
the planning process, clarity is critical. Vague or murky planning goals will results in not much
getting done over time, and lots of litigation.

This may avoid the kind of stop and start, hurky jerky planning the port has experienced in the
past. In the early 1990s, the port district and its neighboring agencies adopted the North
Embarcadero Visionary Plan (NEVP), which proposed to create a large oval park at the foot of
Broadway, and incorporated the NEVP into the port master plan. Then the port decided to throw
that adopted plan under the bus in favor of building a new cruise ship terminal on the Broadway
Pier, despite protests from various cruise lines that their business plans did not require such a
facility. After the new terminal was built, there was a serious drop off in cruise ships port visits
here, and instead of paying off the $25 million plus terminal through increased cruise ship visit
docking fees predicted by port marketing staff, the port had to fund it using other funds. Cruise
ship traffic has remained retarded since the Broadway Pier cruise ship terminal was built, buy
may increase in the future.

In 2011, the Port empaneled a North Embarcadero Port Master Plan Amendment Citizen’s
Advisory Committee, made up of key stakeholders, which worked with port staff and consultants
for many months to develop clear, detailed recommendations for the redevelopment of the
embarcadero after NEVP phase 1 was completed. But in August of 2011, port staff dissolved the
CAC without any explanation, and to our knowledge, the port board has not yet reviewed or
acted on the CAC’s report or recommendations. The NEVP 2 planning process appears to have
resumed this year, after a six year hiatus.

At the beginning of this master plan update process, the port board adopted a vision statement
and guiding principles documents that lays out some long term values and global goals, like
preserving public access to the bayfront and shorelines of San Diego Bay; enhancing mobility
around the bay, maintaining the bay’s ecosystem, and streamlining the individual project
planning and approval process.

More recently port staff has begun to suggest that the port’s PMPU land use zoning and planning
language should be kept vague in order to maintain “flexibility” in future land use planning and
zoning decision making. This has undermined public confidence in the process. It hearkens back
to a time when the port district practiced a passive, developer driven planning and zoning model,
where the port waited until an individual developer approached the port board with a proposal,



then amended its master plan and tideland zoning to accommodate the proposed project, usually
via a sole source lease process.

The port has begun to refine and improve its project planning efforts, first adopting its own
vision for individual parcels around the harbor, then using a competitive proposal process to
choose project developers. In the 21* century, it is important that the district not fall back on its
old habits. It has to have a long term vision for the public tidelands it manages, and individual
project plans should fit within that vision. Hopefully the days of piecemeal, developer driven
planning are over.

Without clear long term plans, there will be no realistic way for the port to determine how the
environmental impacts of individual projects contribute to the port’s long term greenhouse gas
emission reduction goals, or VMP reduction targets.

The port should refine its initial vision, developing concrete long term goals for each of the
planning districts, with realistic timelines and budgets to achieve those goals, instead of using
terms like “mixed use” zoning, which could mean just about anything the port chooses to put
there later. True planning is about setting concrete goals, adopting a strategy and tactics to
achieve those goals; it’s not about flexibility or fuzzy thinking on anyone’s part. The port staff
should also help educate the public on its use of the term “mixed use”. Many participants in the
process distrust this term, since it implies that the property zoned for mixed use could be used for
almost anything.

As a subset of the mixed use planning category, the port should add a subcategory for hotels and
visitor services. The updated master plan should clearly indicate where the port proposes to
locate new hotels and other large building complexes around the bay, and where it plans to locate
new bayside parks and recreational open space to help mitigate the impacts of the proposed new
commercial developments.

When it comes to master plan goals and priorities, the port should make the preservation and
enhancement of public access to the bayfront and shorelines its top priority, in keeping with
planning guidance it received from the California Coastal Commission in 2014.

In earlier planning discussions, port staff has attempted to differentiate between what it considers
“appealable” versus “un-appealable” projects, apparently based on language in the California
Coastal Act. Given recent regulatory developments tied to a new Harbor Island restaurant and
the proposed replacement of the old Anthony’s restaurant on the North Embarcadero, the port
might be well advised to assume that all future proposed projects will be appealable to the
coastal commission, and act accordingly. Doing so might help avoid long drawn out regulatory
review processes and legal complications.

The scoping memo and the PMPU DEIR should also detail how the port district plans to work
with the Navy, the California Coastal Commission, the California State Lands Commissions, the



airport, and each of its surrounding port member cities to make sure that the ports long term
plans are coordinated with the long range redevelopment and climate action plans of those
agencies. Simply saying the port will “consider” those agencies plans is not sufficient. The port
should commit to adopting goals and policies that comply with, and are consistent with, the plans
and policies of its member cities and neighboring agencies.

As noted above the PMPU and all future projects must also reflect, support and exceed the goals
already adopted as part of the port’s own climate action plan, which must be updated to comply
with current state law.

DEIR Scoping Comments
Stop allowing privatization of publicly owned tidelands around San Diego Bay.

Eliminate fences and walls around existing and future hotel projects. The public should be able
to walk through all future projects, and new projects must not limit public access to the bay. Too
often the port has gone along with allowing new tenants to fence off their leased tidelands
property and only allow paying customers to come onto “their” property. Public walkways
should always allow the public to walk along the bay next to future hotel complexes. The DEIR
should examine the impact this policy would have on public access and viewsheds to the harbor.

Maritime Museum Expansion

The DEIR should examine the benefits and liabilities of expanding the San Diego Maritime
Museum'’s use of the embarcadero. Visiting and viewing the old ships and other vessels is one of
key reason tourists and residents enjoy the downtown bayfront. The museum will require
additional dockage space as the collection grows. I have heard that the museum has recently
asked port staff to consider building a new administrative building on the bayfront near their
leasehold. Instead of building a new building on land, the museum and the port should look at
ways to manage museum administrative activities aboard one of its vessels.

Future cruise ship berthing area determination

As part of the DEIR process, the port should analyze in depth where cruise ships should be
berthed around the bay in the future.

That analysis should include the following alternatives:

e Status Quo

As mentioned above, the current doldrums in cruise ship visits have turned the Broadway
cruise ship terminal and the B Street pier terminal into White Elephants. At the 4/27/17
master plan update workshop, we learned that port engineers estimate the cost of deferred
maintenance and reconstruction of the B Street pier could cost over $100 million dollars.



We understand that port staff has been discussing alternative sites where it could place future
cruise ship berths, perhaps even dismantling the existing Broadway cruise ship terminal and
moving it to another site.

We support this kind of analysis and believe it should be done within the PMPU DEIR
planning process.

We believe that the north embarcadero can be used for more public purposes, and the port
should examine alternative uses for the two existing cruise ship berthing sites. This could
allow the Broadway Pier to be returned to public park use, as envisioned in the original North
Embarcadero Visionary Plan. The B Street pier could be converted to a public shopping and
restaurant complex like Seattle’s Pike’s Market, as envisioned in the 2011 report of the

North Embarcadero Port Master Plan Amendment Citizen’s Advisory Committee.

e Convention Center lagoon pier expansion

This could be modeled after Vancouver’s successful cruise ship terminal, which is physically
connected to its convention center. This has allowed the city to get convention center
attendees to travel to the conventions via cruise ships, creating profitable convention center
marketing opportunities. One issue that would have to be addressed is the capped toxic
materials beneath the lagoon. Those materials might have to be removed in order to dredge
the lagoon for cruise ship use.

e Moving cruise ship terminal to Harbor Island

This is an alternative examined during the Ports long term visioning process for this PMPU.
It offers a way to more closely connect cruise ship passengers arriving by air at San Diego
International Airport to new hotels and cruise ship berthing facilities along the south shore of
Harbor Island. The DEIR should examine the potential greenhouse gas reductions and VMT
reductions that could be achieved by eliminating the need for cruise passengers to travel by
taxi or car between the airport and the existing cruise ship terminals.

Commuter Ferry Network expansion

The port should use this DEIR process to look at the positive economic and environmental
effects that could be achieved by expanding the current San Diego Bay ferry system to provide
regular commuter trips to and from downtown and residential and commerecial sites around the
bay. The DIR should carefully examine potential GHG and VMT reductions associated with
creating new ferry landings at Harbor Island, NTC and Seaport Village. The expanded ferry
system could be modeled on the successful San Francisco Bay commuter ferry system which
links that city with outlying residential areas like Sausalito, Tiburon, and other small cities and
towns around the bay.



Commercial Saturation Studies

The current port district study of hotels saturation should be expanded to determine restaurant
saturation levels for waterfront cafes and restaurants. At what point do new hotels and
restaurants begin to cannibalize sales from their existing neighbors, without generating new
revenues for the port?

Undergrounding future parking facilities

Thanks to the Port and the Seaport redevelopment group for putting new parking at the Seaport
Village redevelopment project below grade. The DEIR should determine the environmental
effects undergrounding all future tidelands parking would have on increasing developable
properties, public access and the environment.

Keep mitigation measures on port tidelands

The DEIR should limit proposed mitigation measures be limited to public tidelands under the
jurisdiction of the port district. No off site mitigation activities should be proposed or considered,
since they would not contribute to maintaining or improving the environment, water or air
quality in and around a Diego Bay. Mitigation measures should be located in the same planning
district where negative environmental impacts are experienced where possible.

Navigational effects

When considering any proposed new piers or docking facilities, the port should carefully analyze
potential impacts on harbor ship and boat traffic, to ensure that new facilities won’t block
passage of ships or boats running along the bayfront.

Navy Pier

In 2004, as part of the deal that led to the California Coastal Commission’s (CCC) approval of
bringing the aircraft carrier Midway to San Diego, the port and the Midway Museum (Midway)
agreed to identify and purchase or lease upland parking to serve visitors and employees of the
museum, and to build a new public veterans park at grade on Navy Pier. In the thirteen years
since that agreement was made, the port and the Midway have failed to live up to that deal. The
Midway wishes to keep close in parking for museum visitors and both organizations want to
keep parking revenues coming in from Navy Pier, which we have read is the highest paying
parking lot on the embarcadero.

While the Midway Museum has submitted some initial concepts to the port outlining some
alternatives to this deal, no completed plans to build the veterans park on Navy Pier have been
submitted to the port and no EIR has been undertaken. Recently the port has submitted a request
to the coastal commission be allowed to keep using Navy Pier as a parking lot for four more
years. The DEIR should examine the environmental impacts of expanding parking on Navy Pier



and continuing to use it for museum visitor parking, versus obtaining upland parking, either on
or off port tidelands, and moving all those cars off the waterfront. This examination should
identify impacts on air quality and traffic around the embarcadero.

West Shelter Island

The port has recently asked Oliver McMillan to include the addition of a new Harbor Police
Department (HDP) headquarters in its proposal for a new hotel complex along the north side of
the East Harbor Island Lagoon. At its PMPU planning workshop on 4/27/17, the port board
discussed several options for the land underneath the existing HPD headquarters at the west end
of Shelter Island. It was noted that there are two parks nearby, the Yokohama Peace Bell Park,
and the Ilan Lael Peace Park created by James Hubbell. Several port board members supported
the idea of adding the old HPD HQ site to the parks on the west end of Shelter Island. The DEIR
should look at the potential benefits and environmental impacts of zoning the west end of Shelter
Island for parkland use versus zoning the area for the construction of a small hotel on the old
HPD HQ site.

Harbor Drive linear park

As partial compensation for eliminating the promised Broadway Landing Park, the port signed a
legal settlement with the Navy Broadway Complex Coalition (NBCC) committing to working
with the Lane Field Hotel developer to create a linear park along the western edge of the Lane
Field Hotels site. The southern half of that park has been constructed.

This linear park will eventually run from Broadway north to B St. The County has built its
beautiful County Administrative Center Waterfront Park stretching from Ash St. north to Grape
Street. There have been discussions regarding the possibility of eventually creating a linear park
running along the east side of Harbor Drive running from Broadway all the way north to
Hawthorne Street as an partial offset for the loss of the Broadway Landing Park. At the 4/27/17
PMPU workshop the port was asked to adopt a zoning overlay to create an underlying parkland
use beneath the western edge of the Wyndham Hotel complex site, so that if the hotel complex is
redeveloped, or the lease runs out, that small portion of the site would become part of the
proposed linear park.

The DEIR should analyze the environmental and other effects and benefits of creating a linear
park running along the east side of Harbor Drive from Broadway north to Hawthorne Street,
versus leaving a large gap in the planned linear park on the western end of the Wyndham Hotel
complex site.

Working Waterfront planning district

Truck traffic going into and out of the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal has serious negative
environmental impacts on the neighboring Barrio Logan community. The DEIR should carefully



identify and examine those negative impacts on Barrio Logan, and examine alternative
transportation mechanisms to keep the terminal working while substantially reducing the
negative environmental impacts on the neighborhood to the immediate east of the terminal.

Thanks for this opportunity to provide public scoping comments and help establish the scope of
the PMPU program DEIR.

Don Wood
Dwood9@cox.net
619-463-9035

4539 Lee Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91941
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From: Bill Tippets <billtippets@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, April 28, 2017 1:58 PM '?(“"m'ng & -

To: Mayra Medel; Lesley Nishihira; Jason Giffen; Robert Valderrama; Ann o‘zg@,@ob
Nelson - Port; Rafael Castellanos; Marshall Merrifield; Dan Malcolm; Garry Bonelli; Randa
Coniglio

Cc: Mike McCoy; Don Wood; Diane Coombs; joyw@environmentalhealth.org; Jim Peugh;
Matt O'Malley; Julia Chunn-Heer; Zach Plopper; Sophie Wolfram

Subject: Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association's Comments on the Port of San Diego
NOP for the Master Plan Update EIR

Attachments: MPU NOP Comments_BT_27Aprl7.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Ms. Medel and Port of San Diego Commissioners and Staff,

Attached are the SWIA Board's comments and recommendations regarding the Port's NOP for the MPU
EIR. Our comments reflect our engagement with the Integrated Planning process and the first two workshops
that have been held to begin preparation of the draft MPU.

Please include these comments in the MPU/EIR administrative file and provide them to the consultants who are
assisting the Port to prepare the MPU. We are extremely concerned about how the MPU will adhere to and
fulfill the trust land (state tidelands) responsibilities granted the Port by the State Lands Commission. As
discussed at the recent April 27 workshop, it has become apparent to the Commissioners, staff, stakeholders and
public that retention/enhancement of the tideland's resources and open space characteristics are the foundation
upon which development should be located. This will require redistribution of infrastructure and facilities on
Port tidelands - necessitating future zoning/use overlays and phasing of development/redevelopment.

SWIA will continue to participate in the MPU process and work with the Port and other stakeholders so that an
effective, efficient MPU is produced that avoids, minimizes and mitigates impacts.

Regards,

Bill Tippets
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Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association
700 Seacoast Drive, Suite 108

Imperial Beach, CA 91932

28 Aprit 2017

Mayra Medel (mmedel@portofsandiego.org)

San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port
3165 Pacific Hwy

San Diego, CA 92101

(submitted 28 April 2017 via email to mmedel@portofsandiego.org)

California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the “Port Master Plan Update.”

Dear Ms. Medel:

The Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association (SWIA) is a non-profit organization dedicated to
helping preserve and enhance wetlands throughout southern California —and particularly in the Tijuana
River watershed and South San Diego Bay. Historical losses of Bay wetlands (particularly vegetated and
shallow-subtidal types) have occurred from development, and climate change and sea level rise
represent significant additional threats to natural resources and infrastructure/developments in and
around San Diego Bay. SWIA supports planning that will implement a long-term sustainable vision - and
reality - for the public trust tidelands (and water) managed by the Port of San Diego (Port).

The Port manages state public trust lands (e.g., tidelands) on behalf of the State Lands Commission, and
that management — and all conservation and development of those lands — must comply with the
underlying public trust doctrine and legal case law regarding environmental protection of trust lands
(e.g., Marks v. Whitney, 6 C.3d 251 (1971)). The Port Master Plan Update (PMPU) is intended to provide
a credible, sustainable, resilient and practical roadmap for Port activities over the next 30 years; one
that builds upon numerous commitments made by the Port as the trustee for these state tidelands and
through adoption of previous plans such as the San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan, Chula Vista Bayfront Plan/Natural Resources Management Plan, Climate Action Plan,
and the various Integrated Planning Process documents that were developed and approved by the Port
to guide the MPU.



We provide the following comments on the NOP issued by the Port of San Diego on March 30, 2017.

Background: As described by the Port, it has jurisdiction over approximately 2,403 acres of land and
3,535 acres of water. The PMPU would provide the official planning policies of the District, consistent
with the general statewide purpose, for the physical development of the tide and submerged lands
conveyed and granted in trust to the District, as well as acquired uplands. In accordance with the
California Coastal Act and Port Act, the PMPU would: 1) control the allowable land and water uses
within the District; 2) list known “appealable” projects, and; 3) include goals and policies that would
implement the broad policies of the Coastal Act, as well as shape the characteristics of development,
coastal access, recreation, and environmental conservation throughout the District’s jurisdiction. The
PMPU would be the first comprehensive update of the PMP since it was approved by the CA Coastal
Commission in 1981. The PMPU would contain six elements that would apply across the District’s
jurisdiction, covering Land and Water Use, Mobility, Coastal Access and Recreation, Natural Resources,
Resiliency and Safety, and Economic Development. The PMPU would also include specific policies,
established land and water use designations, and appealable projects for each of the 10 proposed
Planning Districts.

The Draft PEIR will address the following potential project-related and cumulative environmental effects
of the proposed project: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geologic hazards
and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land
use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, transportation and traffic (including
parking), utilities and energy, and other potential impacts identified during the NOP process. The PEIR
will also address feasible mitigation measures and a reasonable range of alternatives, as well as the
additional mandatory sections required by CEQA.

The PMPU is a “master plan” and the PEIR analyzes that plan at the programmatic level. However, as
the Port Commissioners have repeatedly stated, a key objective of the PMPU is to provide project
“streamlining approval” compared to the existing Master Plan. This means that the PMPU must identify
with sufficient specificity (type, location, size, intensity, etc.) the foreseeable projects in order to achieve
streamlining. Also, because the PMPU will address Port activities and buildout over a 30 year period,
during which climate change effects —and particularly sea level rise — are expected to markedly alter
environmental conditions, the PEIR must address this issue: Lead agencies must analyze potentially

significant impacts associated with placing projects in hazardous locations, including locations potentially
affected by climate change. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).)

A crucial component of any EIR is the identification of project altematives. The PMPU is a “master plan” that
will establish potential development in 10 planning districts over a 30-year period. It is essential that the PMPU
develop and clearly describe a “reasonable range of altermatives” as well as the proposed (preferred) project.
The range of reasonable alternatives should include altemnatives to the goals as well as the land use maps.

NOP: The Port has determined it will prepare a programmatic environmental impact report (PEIR) for
the PMPU. A PEIR is only required to evaluate — at a program level vs. specific projects level —the
potential effects of the implementing the PMPU. Although the Port has previously released a series of
documents as part of its Integrated Planning process, those documents alone do not provide sufficient
information to allow the public to adequately comment on the scope and scale (intensity) or even
relationships among possible future projects that will have to be processed under the PEIR. Therefore,
our comments are constrained because the content of the PMPU has not been drafted and released to
the public. However, we assume the kinds of major designated uses will be similar to existing Port
developments, although locations and intensities (and implementation) could vary substantially.



We agree with the list of potential project-related and cumulative environmental effects of the
proposed project, as listed on Page 9 of the NOP.

Initial Study/Checklist: The Initial Study and Environmental Checklist indicate that most of the potential
project-related and cumulative environmental effects could be significant and that an EIR must be
prepared (Page 2 of the IS).

The IS section, “Evaluation of Environmental Impacts,” provides a reasonable overview of how the
project applicant (or its consultant) will assess potential impacts. However, we have several
concerns/comments regarding impact evaluation for this project:

1. The Port has not yet provided the list (and locations, extent and intensity) of future appealable
projects, which is required under the Port Act. As the Port Commissioners have stated
throughout the Integrated Planning phase, they expect the PMPU to expedite (streamline) the
processing of all future projects and reduce the number and complexity of approving those
projects, which presumably includes appealable projects. The PMPU must clearly identify and
provide as much information about future appealable projects —and non-appealable ones —in
the PMPU EIR so that the public can understand the scope of potential impacts and determine
whether proposed avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures are sufficient.

2. The document does not describe how the Port will be defining/delineating the “thresholds of
significance” for potential impacts. As noted previously, the Port has adopted numerous
documents that address environmental resources and development of tidelands, establish goals
and objectives for natural resource conservation, establish greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reduction targets, etc. that should be consulted and used to establish significance thresholds.
Similarly, federal and state laws and regulations will affect significance thresholds. For example,
the GHG emission reduction targets in the Port’s CAP, which was approved within the last year
or so, does not reflect recent state law (SB 32) that established a statewide GHG emission
reduction target of 40% below the 1990 baseline by 2030.

3. The Port tidelands fall within the five cities that adjoin the Bay. Port projects do not require
approval from the cities, but can (will}) have substantial direct and indirect effects on those
jurisdictions (e.g., Port developments that create GHG emissions that are greater than those the
cities have planned for, increased Port facilities’ traffic, aesthetic and visual features of Port
projects that affect the cities). The potential impacts on adjacent cities must be fully analyzed.

Aesthetics — We concur with the IS checklist. The Bay is an incredible natural, aesthetic resource,
notwithstanding existing development, and future development has the potential to seriously degrade
those values. Future development —and redevelopment of existing infrastructure —should be held to
stringent aesthetic standards. In this regard, how the PMPU lays out principles and guidelines for
maintaining the Bay’s aesthetics will greatly affect whether the project can avoid or mitigate those
potential significant impacts.

Agricultural Resources — We concur with the IS checklist.



Air Quality — We concur with the IS checklist. Many of the identified/proposed land and water uses and
the foreseeable projects to be implemented under the PMPU will emit air quality pollutants, adding to
pollutants in a region that currently is in non-attainment for certain standards. Port jurisdiction lands
adjoin existing impaired air quality areas and any increased air pollutants from future Port projects could
add to cumulative air quality problems.

Biological Resources - We concur with the IS checklist. As mentioned previously, large amounts of the
Bay’s sensitive habitats (e.g., subtidal, intertidal, mashes, riparian) have been lost to development. And,
climate change/sea level rise present serious additional threats to the remnants. The PMPU should
provide guidance to conserve, restore and restore sensitive Bay habitats and avoid/minimize further
impacts. However, because the Port has yet to identify the actual types, locations, and intensities of
future developments/activities that will be authorized by the PMPU, we can only make reasonable
assumptions that potential significant impacts could occur.

As noted previously and as identified in the IS, the Port-adopted SD INRMP (and the Chula Vista NRMP)
contain vast amounts of information about the biology and natural resources that remain in the
Bay/tidelands. And, they present guidance and recommendations for conserving, restoring and
increasing those habitats. How will these documents, as well as other local jurisdiction
plans/commitments as well as state and federal laws/regulations, be treated (used)in determining the
thresholds of significance for impacts to biological resources that will be used in the PEIR?

Cultural Resources —We concur with the IS checklist.

Geology and Soils — We concur with the IS checklist. In addition to the information presented in the IS,
recent reports have documented that the Rose Canyon Fault is linked with/part of the Newport-
Inglewood Fault, which substantially increases the potential power of seismic activity. This new
information must be included in the PEIR assessment and evaluation of environmental impacts, as it
could greatly affect what, where and how (whether) future projects are allowed.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions — We concur with the IS checklist. As noted in the IS, the Port has a CAP; but
the CAP’s GHG emission reduction targets are lower than most of the CAPs in the San Diego Region, and
well below what the state has established {i.e., SB 32 now establishes the 2030 reduction target as 40%
below the 1990 baseline). Because several of the Port-supported/facilitated activities directly affect
adjacent cities (e.g., offloaded ship cargo requires trucks/rail transport, hotels will draw people through
the cities to Port facilities), it will be critical how the PMPU will address the Port’s and adjacent cities’
GHG emissions and CAP targets.

We are concerned about how the PMPU will address GHG emissions from its facilities as well as from its
tenants. The PMPU should review how the SD Airport Authority is preparing to reduce its overall energy
use by 30% and transform its supply to 100% green energy —and have similar goals.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials — We concur with the IS checklist.



Hydrology and Water Quality — We concur with most of the IS checklist. Projected sea level rise,
combined with storm surge, will likely increase flooding hazard areas around the Bay. It seems highly
likely that areas with existing hotels, motels, etc. or where future hotels and motels may be located
could be within flood hazard areas. While those are not “housing” they are functionally buildings that
house people, and the risks are similar. [Note: the IS does identify potentially significant impacts to
other structures that could be located within the flood hazard areas.] Sea level rise could also
exacerbate the known tsunami threat in the Bay to existing and future developments that are
implemented per the PMPU (e.g., the recently released US Geological Service Coastal Storm Modeling
System, or CoSMoS, projects serious coastal beach losses throughout southern California).

Water circulation and water quality varies within the Bay. Circulation is constrained as one proceeds
from North to Central to South bay and any future projects that degrade could impact water quality or
impede circulation — especially in South Bay - would cause serious impacts. Several areas of the Bay,
particularly bay sediments, have elevated levels of toxic contaminants, and any developments in/around
those areas could increase the recirculation of toxic materials, which would be a significant impact. The
effects of sea level rise on circulation and water quality in conjunction with foreseeable projects
implemented per the PMPU must be fully evaluated.

Land Use and Planning — We concur with the IS checklist (potentially significant impacts), but have
concerns that are not included in the explanations. As presented in the Vision Statement and Guiding
Principles, connectivity between the Port and cities is important. In fact, one of the most important
findings of the visioning process was that the Port is not effectively connected to primary “entry points”
that exist in the adjacent cities. Because the Port is an independent jurisdiction, its PMPU is not subject
to approval by the adjacent cities. The PMPU could allow developments that conflict with or constrain
related developments and infrastructure in those cities, resulting in impacts to both the Port and cities.
This argues for including as much specificity in the land and water uses and actual projects in the PMPU
that may result from its approval. This same argument applies to all of the evaluation categories.

As noted previously, the Port has adopted several key natural resource plans/documents whose
information, requirements, and recommendations could be affected by projects implemented per the
PMPU and that must be addressed in the PEIR. The Port also has adopted guidance for Pond 20.
Similarly, local state and federal jurisdictions have adopted resource plans that must be addressed in
light of future projects that could be implemented per the PMPU. And, to reiterate a previous concern,

the PEIR must analyze potentially significant impacts associated with placing projects in hazardous locations,
including locations potentially affected by climate change. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).)

Mineral Resources - We concur with the IS checklist.

Noise - We concur with the IS checklist. Although this section addresses noise effects on people, we are
concerned about noise effects on wildlife — particularly in South Bay. Several sensitive and threatened
bird species use and breed around the Bay, and excessive noise can negatively affect their reproductive
success. This concern must be included and analyzed in the Biological Resources section.



Population and Housing — We concur with the IS checklist. We strongly agree with the IS statement
about the potential for future projects implemented under the PMPU to add to the burden on
infrastructure (especially transportation) to serve increased growth in/around the Bay. This argues for a
PMPU that directly addresses direct and indirect impacts on surrounding land uses and transportation
infrastructure.

Public Services — We concur with the IS checklist. Although each of the “public services” items is
important, we believe the issue of parks/open space is particularly important. As fully analyzed and
described in the Port’s Integrated Planning process findings, the Port’s parks are inadequate in size,
variety/amenities, and locations. Because the PMPU has not been drafted, we cannot adequately
comment the potential impacts of the PMPU on parks. We believe the PEIR would be required to find
the PMPU to have significant, unmitigated impacts on parks unless it provides a much more robust parks
element/set of projects that increases total park acreage and diversity — and serves the public and each
of the five Bay cities (and complements parklands in those cities). The future park element should
provide the guidance and sufficient specificity to ensure attainment of the “Green Necklace” concept
that has been included in the Port’s Integrated Planning documents - and that links to general open
space and conservation (habitat) lands and waters managed by the Port.

Parks and Recreation — We concur with the IS checklist. As noted above, the Port currently is deficient in
parklands, and future projects that may be implemented under the PMPU will likely increase demand
for parks. It is essential that the PMPU increase park acreage and diversity — and shoreline/water
access - to meet existing and expected future demands for parklands.

Transportation and Traffic — We concur with the IS checklist. As stated in previous comments, the
PMPU and foreseeable projects that it will facilitate will increase the burden on local transportation
infrastructure. The Integrated Planning documents, which are part of the foundation for the undrafted
PMPU stress the need for the Port to improve connections within its lands and waters. Projects could
increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by Port employees, tenants, and visitors, creating potentially
significant impacts on traffic and circulation (and air quality/GHGs) as a result of implementing the
PMPU’s future projects. The PMPU, if “correctly” drafted, could benefit both the Port’s “internal”
connectivity and links to the surrounding cities — reducing VMT and related emissions. We strongly
recommend the Port to increase transit and active transportation alternatives and to reduce vehicular
use (SB 743 requires lead agencies to use VMT to evaluate transportation/traffic impacts, not LOS).
While not directly a PEIR issue, we strongly encourage the Port’s PMPU to include a contiguous
transit/active transportation system (in coordination with the Bay cities) in association with the Green
Necklace park element, utilizing integration with the Bay cities’ transportation system/infrastructure.

Tribal Cultural Resources — No comment.

Utilities, Service Systems and Energy — We generally concur with the IS checklist. The Port has adopted
its CAP (although as previously noted its GHG emission reduction targets are below the state target for
2030) and has developed a long-range plan to reduce energy consumption. We strongly support the



Port’s actions and encourage it to become 100 percent clean energy by 2030 (which would substantially
improve the Port’s GHG emissions alignment with state energy and climate change policies and goals).

Mandatory Findings of Significance — We concur with the IS checklist. As noted throughout our
comments, we agree with the NOP/IS that the PMPU has significant potential to impact the
environment. Because the PMPU has not been drafted, it is difficult to adequately comment on the
likely environmental impacts. We have provided a number of recommendations that we believe the
PMPU must incorporate so that the foreseeable projects that will be implemented per the PMPU can
avoid, minimize and mitigate those impacts. The PMPU must provide sufficient specificity regarding the
anticipated, future projects to allow for the PEIR to serve as the “tiering/master EIR” for processing
those projects.

We look forward to continued involvement with the Port’s PMPU and PEIR efforts. We request that
these comments be provided to all appropriate Port staff and Commissioners, as appropriate.

Please contact Bill Tippets (billtippets@gmail.com) regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

ik L2 = ‘l"(

Mike McCoy Bill Tippets
President Board Member

Cc: SWIA Board
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From: Haas, Jeremy@Waterboards <Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2017 3:29 PM
To: Mayra Medel
Cc: Karen Holman; Barker, David@Waterboards; Chan, Julie@Waterboards
Subject: RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Port Master Plan Update
Attachments: nop_comment_pmp_4-28-17.pdf R
Follow Up Flag: Follow up ECE I VE D
Flag Status: Completed AP

k28 201
Ms. Medel, 7

Attached please find a comment letter on the Port District’s NOP for the Port Master Plan Updag!% @Morward to
participating in the process. Please feel free to contact me anytime if you have any questions about the attached letter
or other issues pertaining to the San Diego Water Board.

Jeremy Haas

Environmental Program Manager

Healthy Waters Branch

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
(619) 521-3009 work/voice mail
jeremy.haas@waterboards.ca.gov
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego

Save g
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From: Mayra Medel [mailto:mmedel@portofsandiego.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 8:59 AM

To: Mayra Medel <mmedel@portofsandiego.org>
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Port Master Plan Update

To All Interested Parties,

Notice is hereby given that the San Diego Unified Port District (District), as lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the “Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).” Pursuant to CEQA, the NOP is available for a 30-day public review
period that ends at 4:30 p.m. on Monday, May 1, 2017. Comments regarding the scope and content of the
environmental information that should be included in the EIR and other environmental concerns should be mailed to:

San Diego Unified Port District
Planning and Green Port

Attn: Mayra Medel

3165 Pacific Highway



San Diego, CA 92101

Or emailed to: mmedel@portofsandiego.org

The NOP, which includes an Initial Study, is attached to this email and also available for download by clicking this link, or
copying and pasting the link into your internet browser: https://www.portofsandiego.org/environment/cega-coastal-
act-notices.html

A public scoping meeting and open house to solicit comments on the scope and content of the EIR for the PMPU will be
held on Wednesday, April 12, 2017, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the District Administration Building Training Room,
3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101.

Questions? Please call the District Planning and Green Port Department at (619) 686-6254.

) gt Mayra Medel | Senior Planner
P PORT OF SAN DIEGO
Unified Port 3965 pacific Highway * San Diego, CA 92101

of San Diepro
0: 619.686.6598 F: 619.686.6508

Port administration offices are open Monday-Thursday and every other Friday from 8am-5pm.
This email is public information and may be viewed by third parties upon request.
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San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board

RE CEj VED

April 28, 2017
APR
San Diego Unified Port District In reply refer to / attn: 28 2017
Planning and Green Port Jhaas: 255177 " "
Attn: Mayra Mede!
Via email: % 9@;

mmedel@portofsandiego.org

Subject: Notice of Preparation Draft EIR for the Port Master Plan Update
Ms. Medel,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on preparation of the San Diego Unified Port
District’s Port Master Plan Update (PMPU). The Port District and the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (San Diego Water Board) share common legislative
mandates (the San Diego Unified Port District Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act, respectively) to protect the integrity of San Diego Bay waters for safe and sustainable
human and wildlife uses.

In recognition of the regional importance of San Diego Bay, the San Diego Water Board has
adopted and is implementing a Healthy Waters Strategy for San Diego Bay' with the assistance
of the Port District and other community partners. Together our two organizations have
cultivated a strong and productive relationship toward that objective, and in that vein we now
offer the following comments on the PMPU.

Assistance evaluating water quality

The San Diego Water Board stands ready to provide the Port District with assistance evaluating
potential effects to water quality and associated beneficial uses. The CEQA checklist findings
reasonably anticipate potentially significant impacts to water quality and associated beneficial
uses from potential land and water use changes resulting from the PMPU. In an effort to
optimize our own efforts, we have recently, with assistance from Port District staff, begun
comprehensive assessments of water quality conditions for areas within the Bay that support
key beneficial uses, including fish and shellfish consumption, contact and non-contact
recreation, and habitats and ecosystems.?

For instance, numerous studies, have demonstrated that areas in San Diego Bay with relatively
poor circulation and high exposure to chemical inputs (such as marinas with high concentrations
of vessels) will accumulate pollutants in sediments, and possibly the water column, at levels that
adversely affect marine organisms and are unlikely to be amenable to traditional mitigation
measures. Such knowledge should be used to effectively guide PMPU planning decisions.

' The Strategy is available at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water issues/programs/sdbay strategy/

2 For more information, please see http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water issues/programs/key areas/

HENRY ABARBANEL, PH.D., CHAIR | DAVID GIBSON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER
2375 Northside Drive, Suite 100, San Diego, Califonia 92108-2700 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego

ﬁ RECYCLED PAPER



Ms. Mayra Medel
PMPU Scoping Comments -2- April 28, 2017

Increase ecological integrity

The PMPU should seek to increase the integrity of the Bay's ecosystems and maintain their
diversity. Instead of gaging each Port function independently, the PMPU should seek to
evaluate alternatives that would measurably increase ecosystem integrity.

For example, since eelgrass beds and intertidal habitats play crucial roles in the life history of
several Bay sportfish species, such as halibut, spiny lobster, spotted sand bass, improving
habitat integrity also improves commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing opportunities.

Additionally, in order to assess potential impacts to biological resources, the PMPU should also
identify and characterize the current and anticipated habitats in tidal and subtidal areas within
each proposed planning district. The descriptions in the scoping document are of limited utility in
this regard because they identify existing and planned development uses, but omit information
on the adjacent habitat and ecosystems.

Incorporate climate change adaptation planning

The PMPU and evaluation of potential impacts should rely on the most recent scientific
estimates of sea level rise from the State of California Ocean Protection Council.® Sea level rise
and associated effects on storm surges threaten water quality and associated human and
wildlife beneficial uses and health. Of particular concern for public health are exposure to
damaged wastewater pipes that could spill sewage into the Bay and exposure to contaminants
in soils mobilized by high water levels. Of particular concern to habitats and ecosystems is the
need to allow shallow and intertidal habitats to migrate landward as sea levels rise. Alternatives
that provide for migration of intertidal habitats may be the only way to preserve their existence
under projected climate change scenarios.

Accordingly, the PMPU’s proposed Resiliency and Safety Element should (1) identify vulnerable
structures, infrastructure, and habitat types; and (2) specify adaptation strategies that lead to the
removal of major threats to public health and allow for habitat diversity under the most likely
range of climate change scenarios.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping document. If you have further
questions, please contact me at Jeremy.Haas@waterboards.ca.gov or 619-521-3009.

Respectfully,

[eee-, UYsez
JEREMY HAAS
Environmental Program Manager

Healthy Waters Branch
San Diego Water Board

ce: David Barker, Surface Waters Protection Branch
Julie Chan, Groundwater Protection Branch
Karen Holman, SDUPD

3 Available at http://www.opc.ca.gov/2017/04/ocean-protection-council-science-advisory-team-working-group-
releases-report-on-sea-level-rise-science/




Alice Axala

From: Dodson, Kimberly@DOT <kimberly.dodson@dot.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 8:32 AM

To: Mayra Medel

Cc: Scott Morgan; State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Subject: I-5 Port Master Plan Notice of Preparation SCH #2017031070
Attachments: SD_5_Port of San Diego Master Plan NOP.pdf R E C E ’V
Follow Up Flag: Follow up ED
Flag Status: Completed MAY 1 2017

Flanning & Gueon, Fog

Please see the attached comments. We received the Notice of Preparation for the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on April 2, 2017. We are providing comments as stated on the routing letter
from the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit within the
30 days of receipt of the NOP.

Mayra:

A hard copy will be mailed separately.
Regards,

KIMBERLY D. DODSON, GISP
Caltrans District 11 Planning Associate Transportation Planner
4050 Taylor St., MS-240 San Diego, CA 92110 619-688-2510



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORIATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Gosernor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET, M.S. 240 .

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 RECE'VED
PHONE (619) 683-6960 Making Conservation

FAX (619)6388-4299 MAY 1 2017 a California Way of Life
TTY 711

www.dot ca.gov

Planning & Green Font

April 27,2017
11-SD-5, 15, 54, 75, 163
PM VAR
Port Master Plan Update (PMPU)
SCH#2017031070

Ms. Mayra Medel

San Diego Unified Port District
Land Use Planning Department
P.O. Box 120488

San Diego, CA 92112-0488

Dear Ms. Medel:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed Port Master Plan Update located near -5, [-15, SR-54, SR-75 and
SR-163. The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safc, sustainable, integrated and efficient
transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability. The Local Development-
Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure
consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.

Caltrans would like to submit the following comments:

Traffic Impact Study

A traffic impact study (TIS) is necessary to determine this proposed project’s near-term and long-
term impacts to the State facilities — existing and proposed — and to propose appropriate
mitigation measures.

. The geographic area examined in the TIS should include, at a minimum, all
regionally significant arterial system segments and intersections, including State
highway facilities where the project will add over 100 peak hour trips. State
highway facilities that are experiencing noticeable delays should be analyzed in
the scope of the traffic study for projects that add 50 to 100 peak hour trips.

. In order to address potential impacts, this analysis should include the proposed
Intermodal Transit Center (ITC) and I-5 direct connector ramps, which are both
revenue constrained projects addressed in SANDAG’s San Diego Forward

“Provide a safe, sustvinable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California s ecconomy and livabilitv”'



Ms. Medel
April 27,2017
Page 2

(2015) for the year 2035. A Project Study Report-Project Development Support
(PSR-PDS) for the I-5 direct connector ramps, developed by SANDAG and
Caltrans as a result of recent joint planning eftorts from previously identified
airport ground access needs, was anticipated to be available in late March 2017
and should be used for reference.

. A focused analysis may be required for project trips assigned to a State highway
facility that is experiencing significant delay, such as where traffic ques exceed
ramp storage capacity. A focused analysis may also be necessary if there is an
increased risk of a potential traffic accident.

. In addition, the TIS could also consider implementing vehicles miles traveled
(VMT) analysis into their modeling projections.
. Caltrans recommends coordinating early with relevant agencies, including

SANDAG, MTS, City of National City, Cit y of San Diego, City of Chula Vista,
and the California Coastal Commission, to determine modeling assumptions used

within the TIS.

® Any increase in goods movement operations and its impacts to State highway
facilities should be addressed in the TIS.

. The data used in the TIS should not be more than 2 years old.

Transportation Demand Management

For freight activity at the Port of San Diego, the Port Master Plan will need to take into account
the vision and guiding principles established in the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan.

Recognizing that some of the above projects are long-range improvements, Caltrans can
coordinate with Port of San Diego in providing additional wayfinding signage between Caltrans
Right of Way (R/W) and the Port. In addition, Caltrans encourages the Port to include
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies into the Port Master Plan Update.

Goods Movement

Please identify where existing freight cargo facilities will be located in the EIR. If freight
operations will change at the Working Waterfront including Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal,
please identify where these operations will move or address how this change will be mitigated.

Mitigation
Caltrans endeavors that any direct and cumulative impacts to the State Highway System be

eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and ¢fficient transporiation
svstem (o enhance California s economy and livabilitv'



Ms. Medel
April 27,2017
Page 3

Any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way (R/W) will require discretionary
review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any
work within the Caltrans R/W prior to construction. As part of the encroachment permit
process, the applicant must provide an approved final environmental document including
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determination addressing any
environmental impacts within the Caltrans’s R/W, and any corresponding technical
studies.

If you have any questions, please contact Kimberly Dodson, of the Caltrans Development
Review Branch, at (619) 688-2510 or by e-mail sent to kimberly.dodson@dot.ca.gov.

for

Sincerely,

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

“Provide a safe, susiainable, integrated and ¢fficient transportation
svstem to enhance California’s economy and livabilin:”
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From: Joy Williams <Joy@environmentalhealth.org>

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 10:18 AM A

To: Mayra Medel RE CE I VE
Subject: EHC comments on Port Master Plan Update NOP D
Attachments: EHC Comments_PMPU_NOP_Mayl_2017.pdf May 12 7

Hello Mayra, d

ello Mayra Geeerr Fypg
Our comment letter is attached. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Joy

Joy Williams

Research Director
Environmental Health Coalition
2727 Hoover Avenue, Ste. 202
National City, CA 91950

(619) 474-0220 X110
JoyW@environmentalhealth.org

Join us at our Annual Awards Celebration on April 20", 2017. Buy your tickets today!
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ENVIRONMENTAL
MY 2727 HOOVER AVE. SUITE 202 - NATIONAL CITY, CA 81850 - (513) 474-0220 - WWW.ENVIRONMENTALHEALTH.ORG

-
EIVED
May 1, 2017 MAY 1 2017
Mayra Medel, Senior Planner P
San Diego Unified Port District, Planni dG Port 7
an Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Po [aimmg‘{ G o

3165 Pacific Hwy
San Diego, CA 92101

Via email to: mmedel@portofsandiego.org

Re: EHC Comments on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Notice of Preparation (NOP) of
a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Port Master Plan Update

Dear Ms. Medel,

Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) is a 37-year-old nonprofit organization. EHC builds grassroots
campaigns to confront the unjust consequences of toxic pollution, discriminatory land use, and
unsustainable energy policies. Through leader development, organizing and advocacy, EHC improves
the health of children, families, neighborhoods and the natural environment in the San Diego/Tijuana
region.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
environmental review of the Port Master Plan Update. We concur that the potential impacts of the
PMPU are significant in many areas, and that a full environmental impact report is required. Our
comments are as follows.

I. Planning Elements: Include EJ and GHG Reduction in all planning elements

The draft project summary for the PMPU sets forth six planning elements that would apply across all
land and water use categories. Short descriptions are included of the planning pieces and policies that
may be included in each element. In several cases, the NOP states that environmental justice (EJ)
and/or greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction policies may be included. EHC recommends that both types of
policies be included in all planning elements.

A. Land and Water Use Element. According to the project description, EJ and GHG reduction policies
may be included. EHC recommends including both types of policy in this element.

B. Mobility Element. The project description states that GHG reduction policies may be included. EHC
recommends that EJ policies must be included to ensure that freight and goods movement do not
disproportionately impact disadvantaged communities adjacent to the Tidelands, and that access to the
waterfront from adjacent communities is a consideration in mobility planning. The Mobility Element is
also an important area for addressing potential GHG reductions, by (1) reducing overall vehicle miles

EMPOWERING PEOPLE. ORGANIZING COMMUNITIES. ACHIEVING JUSTICE.
EMPODERANDO A LA GENTE. ORGANIZANDO A LAS COMUNIDADES. LOGRANDO LA JUSTICIA.




traveled (VMT) by vehicles traveling to and within the Tidelands; and (2) electrification of diesel
equipment, such as heavy duty trucks that travel to and from the cargo terminals. EHC recommends that
goals for the Mobility Element specify a freight transport system that is “environmentally sustainable”
as well as economically competitive, and that the element be strengthened with measurable objectives,
such as:

e Transition to a 100% Zero Emission Freight System by 2030;

e Reduce Estimated Cancer Risk from all Port operations to below 10 per million at all locations
downwind of the Tidelands;

e Adopt a legally binding Climate Action Plan that meets the State’s 2030 climate goals;

o Ensure that all workers on the Tidelands have parking available on the Tidelands or use
alternative means to travel to work.

C. Coastal Access and Recreation Element. According to the project description, this element will
include EJ, and lower cost visitor and rec facilities. We concur that EJ is important in this element, to
assure that Green Necklace resources are equitably distributed across communities and income levels,
and that transit-dependent community residents can access the waterfront. Public access planning
should include connectivity between adjacent communities and tideland, and access for walking, biking,
and transit. GHG reduction opportunities in this element include the potential for additional carbon
sequestration as more vegetated green space is developed.

D. Natural Resources Element. The project description does not mention EJ or GHG reduction
policies in this element. EHC recommends that both be included. A recent survey of people who fish in
San Diego Bay was recently completed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.1 This new survey
confirms key findings of the fisher survey that was done by EHC in 2004, when we surveyed people
fishing off of local piers; a subset of those who fish the bay are subsistence fishers who come from low-
income areas, and who fish often, eat the fish, feed it to their families, and frequently cook the fish in
ways that increase exposure to the contaminants in the fish, such as PCBs and mercury. This being the
case, an important dimension of EJ related to Natural Resources is that fish caught in San Diego Bay
should be safe to eat. GHG reduction policies that may belong in this element include the potential for
carbon sequestration as eelgrass areas are restored.

E. Resiliency and Safety. As described in the project summary, this element may include EJ and GHG
policies. EHC recommends that both sets of policies be included. It is essential to ensure that Port
resources important to EJ communities, such as waterfront work places and parks, be protected against
sea level rise.

F. Economic Development. The description of the element indicates it may include EJ and GHG. EHC
recommends inclusion of both, to ensure that benefits such as jobs are equitably distributed, and that
growth is environmentally sustainable. We recommend also that this element include economic justice

t http://www.sccwrp.org/fishconsumption/data.html

EHC Comments PMPU NOP




provisions to ensure high quality jobs; policies such as project labor agreements and local hire fit into
this category.

IL. Potential Impacts: Significant in Many Areas
A. Overall Comments

1. Full EIR. EHC concurs that a full EIR is required. Impacts are potentially significant in many
areas.

2. Quantification of impact. In all planning areas, intensification of land use is expected; however,
the NOP project description does not indicate how much, or what kinds of projects are
anticipated. No draft project list is included. Whereas the EIR is a program level analysis, it still
requires upper boundaries on potential growth and impacts. If no project list is included,
plausible worst case scenarios for all land and water uses must be developed that can be used for
CEJA analysis.

3. NOP Project Description. The project description should include all known and foreseeable
appealable and nonappleable projects.

B. Environmental Review of Specific Impacts

1. Air quality. EHC agrees that all air quality impacts are potentially significant. We agree also
that an air quality study to evaluate short-, medium-, and long-term pollution impacts associated
with “reasonably foreseeable development” is indicated to delineate these potential impacts. The
study should be based on a plausible worst case scenario for land and water development. The
analysis should include identification of hot spot impacts as well as regional impacts. Regarding
Thresholds of Significance, the Port District does not have its own standards for significance of
air quality impacts. EHC recommends that the appropriate threshold for Particulate Matter (PM)
and ozone should be set at No Net Increase, especially since both are currently out of attainment
in our air basin. No Net Increase is also an appropriate threshold of significance for toxic air
contaminant emissions, given that the existing cumulative health risk to the community from
Port operations is estimated at greater than 10/million, with a maximum cancer risk of 38/million
(as indicated in the FEIR for the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment Project).

Mitigations for air quality impacts include the goals listed above for the Mobility Element:

e Transition to a 100% Zero Emission Freight System by 2030;

e Reduce Estimated Cancer Risk from all Port operations to below 10 per million at all locations
downwind of the Tidelands;

e Adopt a legally binding Climate Action Plan that meets the State’s 2030 climate goals;

o Ensure that all workers on the Tidelands have parking available on the Tidelands or use
alternative means to travel to work.

EHC Comments PMPU NOP
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2. Greenhouse Gases. EHC agrees that climate-harming emissions may increase with expansion of
land and water uses and are potentially significant. Analysis should be based on worst case
analysis of potential emissions. The Threshold of Significance for GHG emissions should be
based on the state’s GHG emissions reductions targets of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, set by
the California Global Warming Solutions Act, SB 32. Emissions above state targets should be
considered significant. Mitigations for GHG impacts include the following:

e A legally binding Climate Action Plan with goals that match the State’s GHG reductions
targets;

e Transition to a fully electrified freight system at the earliest possible time;

e Maximum local hire of workers on Tidelands to reduce transportation related emissions;

e On- and Off-site clean energy for all Port and tenant energy uses.

3. Hazards and Hazardous materials. EHC agrees this impact could be significant and that it is
essential to analyze sea level rise impacts that could result in hazardous materials entering San
Diego Bay, or carry hazardous materials from the industrial waterfront into the community.

4. Land Use Planning. We concur that this impact is potentially significant. One mitigation that
reduces potential conflicts with land use plans is to re-commit to adherence with Port Policy 725,
the Transition Zone Policy.

5. Noise. EHC agrees noise is a significant impact of Port and tenant operations. We recommend
the EIR analyze night-time noise as well as daytime noise, and also include analysis of impacts
to workers on the Tidelands. Regarding the Threshold of Significance, the Port District does not
have its own Threshold of Significance for ambient noise, and should adopt the City’s residential
noise standard for noise at homes and schools -- without using the procedure of averaging noise
standards for two adjoining zoning types. This procedure is clearly discriminatory toward
residents living adjacent to industrial land uses. There is no reason to believe these folks are less
sensitive to noise, or that noises emanating from industrial sources are somehow less injurious to
their health and wellbeing than the same noise levels from sources that are allowable in a
residential zone. The Port should adopt the City noise standard of 40 to 50 dB for residences.

6. Population and Housing. We agree this is potentially a significant impact. We suggest that one
mitigation is to maximize local hire of workers who are already in the area.

7. Recreation. EHC agrees that this is a potentially significant impact. New and expanded facilities
will be important as the intensification of other land and water uses occurs. This impact has an
environmental justice dimension also; recreation facilities must be low cost and accessible to all,
including transit-dependent people.

EHC Comments PMPU NOP

[Date]



8. Traffic and Transportation. We agree this impact is likely to be significant. Transportation
impact analysis should include estimates of VMT and not just congestion/level of service
impacts, given that VMT links more directly to air quality and GHG impacts. Include parking
impacts on adjacent communities. Include mitigations for biking and walking hazards, such as
Class 1 bike routes and walking routes separated from traffic. The concept of a Harbor Drive
haul road, to separate truck traffic on Harbor from other traffic, may have a place as a mitigation
for this impact.

9. Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy. We concur this is potentially significant. CEQA
environmental review must include worst case analysis, including circumstances such as high-
water-use projects and continuing droughts. Anticipated impacts of climate change to cause
increased heat and drought should be factored in to the analysis. A mitigation for increased
energy consumption linked to intensification of land uses: Require energy generation and/or
storage requirements to new projects that will increase energy use.

10. Mandatory Findings of Significance: EHC agrees this is a significant impact.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this NOP. We look forward to a full project
description as the CEQA process unfolds.

Sincerely,

!/

L/V
Joy Williams
Research Director

EHC Comments_ PMPU_NOP
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From: Haskell, Hilary A <HHaskell@semprautilities.com>
Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 8:05 AM
To: Mayra Medel
Cc: Olivo-Gomez, Edalia
Subject: Port Master Plan Update NOP Comments RE
Attachments: Port Master Plan CEQA Guidelines Final.pdf : CEIVED
Follow Up Flag: Follow up MAY
Flag Status: Completed 12017
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Please see attached for SDG&E’s comment letter in response to the NOP for the Port Master Plan Update.

Ms. Medel

Thank you,

Hilary Haskell

Environmental Specialist

San Diego Gas & Electric

Email: hhaskell@semprautilities.com
Office: 858.654.1239

Mobile: 714.225.4451
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April 28, 2017

Mayra Medel

San Diego Unified Port District, Planning and Green Port
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

Via email: mmedel@portofsandiego.org

Subject: Response to the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the Port Master Plan Update

Dear Ms. Medel

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the above-referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP). SDG&E wants to ensure that the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) adequately addresses the public
utility implications of the Port Master Plan Update (Proposed Project).

The Initial Study Checklist included as part of the NOP does not currently discuss the
need to relocate or alter any SDG&E facilities. If these relocations or alterations are
required, they must be addressed in the DPEIR. Please refer to the attached “Guidelines
for Private Developer and Agency Initiated Utility Projects that Require CEQA
Environmental Documents” for more information.

In addition, the following information is provided for your consideration:
e Any temporary or permanent relocation of facilities or placement of facilities
underground and/or associated temporary outages shall be completed at the cost

of the project developer.

o Please note that access to any transmission and distribution facilities must be
provided during and after construction.

e Proposed access roads and grading must comply with SDG&E Guidelines for any
encroachment to, and into any transmission rights-of-way. Furthermore, any




grading to be performed within SDG&E right-of-way would tequire a
“permission to grade letter” from SDG&E.

e Any changes in grade shall not direct drainage in a manner that increases the
potential for erosion around SDG&E facilities or access roads.

e Project grades shall be coordinated to assure clearances as required by California |
Public Utilities Commission General Order 95.

e Any temporary or permanent relocation of facilities or placement of facilities
underground and/or associated temporary outages shall be compleéted at the cost
of the Port of San Diego.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this NOP. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at (858) 654-1239 or hhaskell@semprautilities.com

Sincerely,

i

Hilary Haskell
Environmental Specialist-Environmental Project Permitting
Cc: Edalia Olivo-Gomez-Environmental Project Permitting




Guidelines for
Private Developer and Agency Initiated Utility Projects
that Require CEQA Environmental Documents

General

These guidelines are provided to assist developers and local agencies in preparing
discussions of electric utility work in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
environmental documents (Environmental Impact Report, Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Negative Declaration, or Certified Regulatory Programs) addressing the
“whole of the action” for their projects. Adequately describing and addressing all project
elements and impacts associated to SDG&E facilities may be of great assistance in
developing an accurate and adequate CEQA document, and in expediting SDG&E’s
regulatory permitting process through the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) of the State of California.

SDG&E recommends including an accurate description and impact analysis of activities
associated with the electric utility work on its facilities in CEQA documents prepared by
developers or agencies. Including this discussion can support SDG&E’s claim of
exemption from the permitting requirements of the CPUC, General Order 131-D (GO
131-D), as discussed in more detail below.

General Order 131-D states that “...no electric public utility.... shall begin
construction...modification...alteration...or addition to an existing electric
transmission/power/distribution line. .. without first complying with the provisions of this
General Order.” The General Order defines “transmission lines” as operating at or above
200 kilovolts (kV), “power lines™ as operating between 50 and 200 kV, and “distribution
lines” as operating below 50 kV. Construction of new transmission lines requires the
issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) from the CPUC,
while construction of new power lines requires the issuance of a Permit to Construct
(PTC). However, the CPUC has identified certain activities which may qualify for an
exemption (expedited approval via what is known as an Advice Letter to the CPUC) to
the General Order’s PTC, which otherwise may take upwards of 18-24 months for
SDG&E to obtain. The activities which are exempt from PTC requirements include, in
relevant part, “the minor relocation of existing power line facilities up to 2,000 feet in
length” and “power lines or substations to be relocated or constructed which have
undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA as part of a larger project, and for
which the final CEQA document ... finds no significant unavoidable environmental
impacts caused by the proposed line or substation.” General Order 131-D Sections
IIL.B.1.c and IIL.B.1.1, respectively.

If the developer or local agency prepares a CEQA document that adequately describes the
electric utility work and addresses the environmental impacts as a result of electric utility
work on the electrical facility in such a way that those impacts can be separately



identified, SDG&E may be able to rely on this document to qualify for the exemption
under GO131-D. SDG&E engineering and environmental staff is available for early
coordination and provides the following guidelines to facilitate the timely permitting and
construction of developer and agency projects that include electric utility work on
SDG&E facilities.

These guidelines are not intended to provide legal advice or counsel to developers or
agencies regarding compliance with CEQA. Developers and agencies should consult with
their lead agency and/or own counsel for advice on compliance with CEQA. The SDG&E
Environmental Project Permitting Team is available to answer any questions and to
coordinate early on in order to provide the developer or agency with a project description
so that they may complete their CEQA analysis of the proposed electric utility work.
Guidelines

Project Description

The overall description for the larger project should discuss the proposed electric utility
work as a part of the developer’s or agency’s larger project.

It is imperative that a separate description of the proposed electric utility work is
provided in the CEQA document. This description should include the following:

¢ An exhibit that shows the existing location of electric facilities.
e The need for the electric facility relocation.

¢ The length (transmission line) or size (substation) and voltage of the electric
facility to be removed or relocated. *

e The number, type, and size of equipment that will be installed.*

e The location of temporary and permanent access roads required for initial
construction and long-term maintenance.*

e Identification and description of any temporary areas required for the electric
utility work, such as work area around structures, pulling and tensioning sites,
material staging areas and temporary access roads.*

e A separate exhibit that clearly shows the preferred transmission line routing or the
preferred location of the substation enclosure with associated pads and equipment.

e A diagram of a typical transmission structure or a site layout plan for the
substation. *



e A discussion of any alternative routes or locations for the electric utility work on
the transmission line or substation, and an analysis of why those alternative routes
or locations were not selected over the preferred transmission routing or the
preferred substation location. A “no project” alternative should also be included to
discuss how the larger project would be implemented without the electric utility
work. *

e The types and numbers of construction equipment, and number of personnel that
will be required to remove or relocate the electric facility.*

e The anticipated construction schedule including hours per day, daily start and stop
times, and total duration for the electric utility work on the electric facility. *

Note: Items above marked with an asterisk* denote information that can be provided by
SDG&E to the developer or agency.

Project Setting

The existing environmental conditions, natural or man-made, within the area of the
proposed electric utility work should be thoroughly described in the developer’s or
agency’s environmental document. The location of existing and proposed electric
facilities should be indicated on a map or diagram showing existing environmental
features (habitat, wetlands, cultural resources, etc.) in the project area, including any off-
site work needed to accommodate the electric utility work.

Impacts

The potential environmental impacts of the proposed electric utility work should be fully
analyzed per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The developer or agency should
ensure that impacts associated with the electric utility work are described and addressed
separately from the impacts associated with other components of the project. This
separate discussion is necessary in order to ensure that the CEQA document clearly
addresses which impacts are associated with the electric utility work and which impacts
are a result of the other activities associated with the project. All impacts resulting from
the electric utility work on the electric facility must be less than significant, and no
significant, unavoidable impacts can occur for the electric utility work to be considered
exempt from the GO 131-D permitting process with the CPUC. Please refer to Appendix
A, CEQA Impact Areas, for a suggested listing of impacts that should be considered as
part of this analysis pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This listing is not
all-inclusive and is meant to provide guidance regarding what topics should be addressed
in the impact analysis.



Findings

A finding in the developer’s or agency’s CEQA document that the project as a whole
does not have a significant effect on the environment is not adequate for SDG&E claim
exemption from the permitting requirements of GO 131-D to the CPUC, unless the
project as a whole would result in “no impact” or a “less than significant impact” for all
CEQA Impact Areas (i.e., no separate finding is necessary as all impacts associated with
the proposed project would have “no impact” or a “less than significant impact”). For
SDG&E to claim an exemption from GO 131-D requirements, the developer’s or
agency’s environmental document must make a separate finding that the proposed
electric utility work on SDG&E’s electric facilities as a part of the larger project does not
have the potential for a significant effect on the environment. Please see below for an

example finding based on the La Pata Avenue Gap Closure and Camino Del Rio Extension
Project Addendum No. 2 to Final EIR No. 610:

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Less than Significant Impact. As stated in the Addendum to the EIR No. 610, the project
remains consistent with the goals and policies of the County of Orange’s Natural Resource
Element of the General Plan and the City of San Clemente's Natural and Historic/Cultural
Resources Element of the General Plan. There are no local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources (e.g., a tree preservation policy or ordinance). Therefore, the proposed
roadway project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. The SDG&E utility relocation refinements would not change this finding. Therefore,
impacts would remain less than significant,

In order for the electric utility work on the electric facility to no have a significant effect
on the environment, the developer or agency may need to implement mitigation
measures. If mitigation measures are required for the electric utility work, the developer
or agency will pay all costs associated with implementing those measures. Mitigation
costs would be paid for by the developer or agency if either SDG&E can claim
exemption under GO 131-D or if SDG&E needs to obtain a PTC or a CPCN from the
CPUC for the electric utility work as a part of the developer’s or agency’s larger project
as a whole. Mitigation measures provided, implemented, and paid for by the developer or
agency may include, but are not limited to:

e Dbiological and/or cultural resource surveys and related analyses
e environmental monitoring during construction (air, water, biology, cultural etc.)

e environmental mitigation such as re-vegetation, habitat restoration, purchase of
mitigation land, and curation/protection of cultural or historical resources

e post-project monitoring and maintenance of re-vegetation and/or habitat
restoration areas



Process

The developer or agency should use the above guidelines in preparing CEQA
environmental documents for larger projects to assure that the CEQA documents contain
a complete discussion of the proposed electric utility work and its potential
environmental impacts. Upon the lead agency’s certification of the environmental
document, the developer or agency will provide SDG&E a copy of the resolution,
ordinance or other acknowledgement prepared by the lead agency certifying the CEQA
document.

Upon receiving lead agency certification of the CEQA document from the developer or
agency, SDG&E will do one of the following:

e Prepare and file an Advice Letter with the CPUC for the electric utility work on
its electric facilities for the developer or agency project claiming exemption under
GO 131-D. This process requires approximately 6 months or more to complete.

o Submit the certified CEQA document to the CPUC along with an application for a
PTC or an application for a CPCN. This process is lengthier than an Advice
Letter, and can require years rather than months to complete.

If it is determined that the utility work required is statutorily or categorically exempt from
CEQA pursuant to Section 15260 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines, no Advice Letter is
required to be filed with the CPUC. In such a case, SDG&E will retain the developer’s
or agency’s CEQA document in the project file in support of a claim of exemption.

Permits

With the exception of any CPUC issued permits (PTC or CPCN), the developer or
agency is solely responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals, and providing any
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