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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Braft-Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (BraftFinal MND) has been prepared for the proposed Hll
San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement Project (proposed
project or project), which would repair and reconfigure components of an existing, approximately
27.3-acre ship repair yard located at 1995 Bay Front Street, at the end of Bay Front Street, directly under
the San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge (see Figure 1, Regional Location, and Figure 2, Project Vicinity, in
Attachment A, Initial Study). The repair and reconfiguration of the ship repair site would include the
replacement and reconfiguration of existing wharves and piers, as well as the as-needed replacement of
pier piles. The project site is located within the Belt Street Industrial Subarea of Planning District 4,
Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal, of the San Diego Unified Port District’s (District) certified Port Master
Plan (PMP). The land and water use designations in the PMP for the project site consist of Marine
Related Industrial and Specialized Berthing. Adjacent sites consist the same land and water use
designations.

This Braft-Final MND has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.), the implementing regulations, the
“CEQA Guidelines” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000,

et seq.), and the District’s CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, this BraftFinal MND meets the requirements of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15070 and 15071, among others, and District CEQA Guidelines Section V. The
attached Environmental Initial Study Checklist (Attachment A) meets the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15063 and District CEQA Guidelines Section IV. Together the Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration meet CEQA’s content requirements by including a project description; a
description of the environmental setting, thresholds of significance, potential environmental impacts
and mitigation measures for any significant effects; discussion of consistency with plans and policies;
and names of the document preparers. The District is the Lead Agency pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15367 as the District manages the area as a trustee of the state and has the authority to issue a
non-appealable Coastal Development Permit (CDP) subject to the provisions of the California Coastal Act
(Chapters 3 and 8). The completed Environmental Application for District tenants prepared by HIl San
Diego Shipyard Inc. (Project Applicant) is included as Attachment B.

S.1  Project Description

The project site includes both land-side and water-side facilities. The land-side portions of the project
site include surface parking, office buildings, warehouses, outdoor storage areas, stormwater facilities,
and various other industrial buildings that are involved with repair and maintenance operations. The
focus of this project is the water-side portions of the project site that include wharves and piers used to
moor vessels undergoing repairs at the shipyard.

The proposed project is necessitated by a need for repair, maintenance, and replacement of the existing
in-water facilities on the project site that are used in the repair of military and other vessels. Specifically,
HIl San Diego Shipyard, Inc. (Project Applicant) is seeking a CDP to implement two components. The first
component is replacement of Wharves 2, 5, and 7 that have severely deteriorated, or in the case of
Wharf 7, fallen completely into the San Diego Bay (Bay). The second component includes installation of
like-for-like pile replacements that would occur on an as-needed basis at the two main piers within the
project site (Piers 4 and 6) as well as Piers 1, 5, and 7 (Pier 2 would be demolished rather than being
repaired). There would be no increase in operational capacity at the site following completion of

the project.
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A marginal wharf is a structure located along a shore or bank that provides a location for vessel mooring.
Marginal wharf repair for the project would occur at Wharves 2, 5, and 7, including reconfiguration and
pile replacement. There would be an overall reduction in overwater coverage from the wharves. Upon
completion of the Marginal Wharf Repair component of the project, these wharves would be utilized for
storage and staging for U.S. Navy contracts, as well as mooring small work vessels. The project would
facilitate streamlining operations by providing for more staging and storage areas. Additionally, the
project would provide for greater safety by repairing or replacing the damaged and deteriorated piles
and wharves. However, the project would not result in an increase in operations; nor would it result in
any additional employees, other than those needed during construction.

To provide a conservative analysis, this document addresses the potential replacement of all 1,304 piles
that currently exist within the project site. The project would not involve pile replacement associated
with Pier 2, which would be demolished and would not be rebuilt. The 1,304 piles would be replaced on
an as-needed basis over four phases. The proposed as-needed pile replacements would involve removal
of the existing 60-foot-long piles made of wood, concrete, and steel, and replacement with new
concrete, plastic, or steel fender piles. This would protect the existing piers, remove wood piles with
hazardous chemicals from the Bay, and provide the ability to continue to safely moor vessels.

Construction activities are anticipated to begin in the mid-to-late-2019. Construction of the wharves is
expected to be completed by March 31, 2020, and construction of the entire project is expected to take
place over a five-year period between 2019 and 2023.

In total, the project would remove up to 850 wooden piles, 302 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles;
and would replace them with up to 717 H-piles, 300 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles. Based on
the reduction in the number of piles and the types of piles to be used, the project would resultin a
decrease in the amount of fill at the project site. The shallowest potential pile driving may occur in an
intertidal zone. The deepest potential location is approximately 38 feet below the mean lower low water
(MLLW) at Pier 4. All work would be performed within the project site. The District’s standard Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that would be employed during construction include:

e Employing the project site’s existing fully contained stormwater diversion system during project
construction and operation to limit stormwater runoff into the Bay;

e Conducting proper waste unloading, transport, and disposal procedures; and

e Conducting community health and safety procedures and monitoring.

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft MND was distributed for a 30-day public review and comment
period beginning on January 30, 2019 and ending on February 28, 2019. During this timeframe, the
document was available for review by various federal, state, regional, and local agencies as well as by
interested organizations and individuals. The written comment letters received during the public review
period and District responses to the comments received are included following the Executive Summary
within this Final MND.

This Final MND addresses the comments contained in the comment letters received on the Draft MND.
In response to comments received during the public review period, this Final MND included minor
clarifications to the text. Any additions are indicated as underlined text, and any deletions are shown as
strikeout text. Further, Table 1 has been updated to include additional columns denoting existing and
proposed pile fill area (in square feet) and the net change in pile fill area.
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S$.2  Proposed Finding

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Attachment A) found that the project would not
result in significant adverse impacts in the following areas: Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry
Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Mineral and
Energy Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal
Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems.

Impacts that were shown to have a less-than-significant impact with mitigation were to Biological
Resources as a result of in-water demolition and construction activities, to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials and Hydrology and Water Quality due to hazardous materials in sediment, to Land Use and
Planning as a result of a conflict with the District’s INRMP, and to Noise as a result of in-water
demolition and construction activities. Measures to avoid or mitigate the effects would be incorporated
into the project to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance.
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT MND AND RESPONSES

All comment letters received on the HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed
Pile Replacement Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) in response to a 30-day public review
period have been organized by agency, organization, and individual according to date received. The
District received six comment letters on the Draft MND during the public review period that began on
January 30, 2019 and closed on February 28, 2019. Note that one additional comment letter, from the
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, was received on March 5, 2019 after the
close of public review. Each of the comment letters received during the public comment period and the
additional letter from the County of San Diego were alphabetically and numerically coded to facilitate
identification and tracking (Table RTC-1).

The letters are divided into individual comments, with each comment containing a single theme, issue,
or concern. Individual comments and the responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers. The
comment number consists of two parts. The first part is the letter of the document and the second is the
number of the comment. Thus, Comment A-1 is the first comment (comment #1) of comment letter A.

TABLE RTC-1
Comment Letters Received on Draft MND
Letter | Commenter ‘ Date
State Agencies
A Scott Morgan, Director, State of California, Governor’s Office of March 1, 2019
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
B Melina Pereira, Acting Branch Chief, Local Development and February 27, 2019

Intergovernmental Review Branch, California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), District 11

C Loni Adams, Marine Environmental Scientist, California Department February 19, 2019
of Fish and Wildlife
Local Agencies
D Ed Gowens, Senior Airport Planner, San Diego County Regional February 8, 2019

Airport Authority, Airport Land Use Commission

E Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager, Planning Department, City of San February 28, 2019
Diego

F Sharon Preece, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, March 4, 2019
Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Division, (Received Late)
County of San Diego

Organizations

G James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson, Environmental Review Committee, January 30, 2019
San Diego Archaeological Society, Inc.

RTC-1
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

Responses to Comments

LETTER A: STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR'’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT
Commenter: Scott Morgan, Director

Date: March 1, 2019

RTC-2
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

Responses to Comments

Letter A

A-1

Gavin Newsom

Govemor

é‘\‘,‘nrv-w,,,,‘z‘
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 5*%
) . . H 2
Governor's Office of Planning and Research H ” &
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit o
Kate Gordon
Director
March 1, 2019 EC
b2 D
14,7
I 34
Juliette Orozco San p, d 0’9
San Diego Unified Port District : Poa;EglO UNipye
3165 Pacific Hwy Reay g TRicr"

PO Box 120488
San Diego, CA 92112-0488

Subject: HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement Project
SCH#: 2019011069

Dear Juliette Orozco:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. The review period closed on February 28, 2019, and no state agencies submitted
comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any'questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 3 .

t Morgan !

Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 93812-3044
TEL 1.916-445-0613  state.clearinghouse@opr.cagov www.opr.ca.gov

RTC-3
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

Responses to Comments

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCHit 2019011069
Project Title  HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement Project
Lead Agency San Diege Unified Port District
Type MND Mitigated Negative Declaration
Description The proposed project is necessitated by a need for repair, maintenance, and replacement of the
existing in-water facilities on the project site that are used in the repair of military and other vessels,
The project sponsor is seeking a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to implement two components.
The first component is replacement of three wharves that have severely deteriorated. The second
component includes installation of replacement piles that would occur on an as-needed basis al the
two main piers within the project site, as well as three smaller piers. One of the existing piers would be
demolished and no re-built. There would be no increase in operational capacity at the site following
completion of the project. Construction is expected to begin mid-to-late 2019 and be completed in
2023.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Juliette Orozco
Agency San Diego Unified Port District
Phone 619-686-6237 Fax
email
Address 3165 Pacific Hwy
PO Box 120488
City San Diego State CA  Zip 92112-0488
Project Location
County San Diego
City San Diego
Reglon
Lat/Long 32°41'44"N/117°08'55"W
Cross Streets Bay Front St End
Parcel No. nia
Township 175 Range W Section N/A Base §B
Proximity to:
Highways 75
Alrports
Railways San Diego MTS
Waterways San Diego Bay
Schools  Many (Perkins, Monarch, elc.)
Land Use Water Use: specialized berthing; LU: Marine related industrial; Z: N/A
Project Issues  Biological Resources; Coastal Zone; Noise; Toxic/Hazardous; Landuse; Water Quality
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways; California Coastal Commission;
Agencies Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Cal Fire; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of
Parks and Recreation; Caltrans, District 11; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9;
Department of Toxic Substances Control; Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects; Air
Resources Board; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands
Commission
Date Received 01/30/2019 Start of Review 01/30/2019 End of Review 02/28/2019

RTC-4
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER A

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Commenter: Scott Morgan, Director

Date: March 1, 2019

Response to Comment A-1: The comment letter confirms that the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego
Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement project was distributed to
selected state agencies, and that no state agencies submitted comments to the State Clearinghouse by
the review closing date. The San Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD; District) has complied with
statutory noticing obligations for documents pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

Note that two state agencies, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) provided comment letters directly to the District. These letters,
and responses to them, are included as letters B and C.

RTC-5
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

LETTER B: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11
Commenter: Melina Pereira, Acting Branch Chief,
Local Development and Intergovernmental Review Branch

Date: February 27,2019

RTC-6
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments
Letter B
STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

B-1

B-2

B-3

4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 Making Conservation
PHONE (619) 688-6075 a California Way of Life.
FAX (619) 688-4299

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

February 27, 2019
11-SD-75
PM 21.75
HIl San Diego Shipyard Marginal Wharf Repair and
As-needed Pile Replacement Project
Draft MND

Ms. Juliette Orozco

Associate Planner

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101-1128

Dear Ms. Orozco:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
review process for the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the HIl San Diego
Shipyard Marginal Wharf Repair and As-needed Pile Replacement Project located near
State Route 75 (SR-75) at the San Diego waterfront. The mission of Caltrans is to
provide a safe, 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 has the following comments:
A) If Caltrans is responsible for tort liability for these wharf/pier structures:

1. We will need to perform design oversight to ensure the structurally adequacy of
the marginal wharf repair and as-needed pile replacements per our Information
and Procedures Manual, see link below. These would be considered specialty
structures, as wharfs and piers are not typical transportation related structure
types. As such, our review turnaround time will likely be longer than our review

— of standard structure types.

2. The design team/consultant must also identify and address the impact of this
work on our existing Coronado Bay Bridge structure. The proposed wharf/pier
work should not have any negative impact or impose any additional loads on our
existing structure. If it does, it must be properly addressed to ensure the
structural adequacy of our bridge.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

RTC-7
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

Ms. Juliette Orozco
February 27, 2019
Page 2

B) If Caltrans is not responsible for tort liability for these wharf/pier structures:

1. We would only perform a very cursory level review of the wharf/pier design since
these are not our transportation structures and we, the State, are protected from

tort liability.
2. We would still need to ensure that the design team/consultant identifies and
B-4 addresses the impact of this work on our existing Coronado Bay Bridge

structure. The proposed wharf/pier work should not have any negative impact or
impose any additional loads on our existing structure. If it does, it must be
properly addressed to ensure the structural adequacy of our bridge. This is
required because we still maintain tort liability on our bridge structure.

We believe for that either case, A or B, that an Encroachment Permit would be required.
B-5 This only applies to the work that is in Caltrans right-of-way (R/W), which is Wharf and
Pier No. 5. Work that is outside of Caltrans R/W, does not need Caltrans involvement.

Information regarding our oversight process can be found in our Information and
Procedures Manual:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/esc/osfp/osfp-manual/osfp-manual.htm

If you have any questions, please contact Mark McCumsey at (619) 688-6802 or by
email at mark.mccumsey@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely, )

/!
T 0,
el eha [T
MELINA PEREIRA, Acting Branch Chief
Local Development and Intergovernmental Review Branch

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

RTC-8
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER B

California Department of Transportation — District 11
Commenter: Melina Pereira, Acting Branch Chief
Date: February 27,2019

Response to Comment B-1: The District appreciates the California Department of Transportation’s
(Caltrans’) participation in the review of the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego Shipyard’s Marginal Wharf
Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement project.

Response to Comment B-2: The comment states that Caltrans would need to perform design oversight
on the wharf/pier structures in the event that they are responsible for tort liability. The District is
unaware whether Caltrans would have tort liability, which is not a CEQA issue. The commenter does not
specifically raise an issue with the adequacy of the Draft MND or the environmental analysis contained
therein. However, the comment will be included in the materials presented to the Board of Port
Commissioners for consideration in whether to approve the proposed project.

Response to Comment B-3: The comment states that in the event that Caltrans is responsible for tort
liability for the wharf/pier structures, the design team/consultant must also address the impact of the
work to the existing Coronado Bay Bridge structure. The District is unaware whether Caltrans would
have tort liability, which is not a CEQA issue; however, if design review is required in accordance with
this comment, the District has added Caltrans as a responsible agency on page 2 of the Final IS Checklist.

The Coronado Bay Bridge deck structure increases in height from approximately 150 feet to 200 feet
above the water level as it traverses the project site from the northeast to the southwest. There would
be sufficient height clearance to avoid the possibility of any equipment coming into contact with the
bridge deck. One of the Coronado Bay Bridge abutments is in the vicinity of proposed Pier 5 Wharf, but
the proposed structure is a minimum of 50 feet from the abutment. The contractors that would
rehabilitate Wharf 5 and replace pilings would not come into contact with the abutment. Therefore,
because of the nature of the construction work associated with the project (pier/wharf replacement and
pile removal/replacement), and the fact that all the work is self-contained and would not touch any
structural part of the Bridge, the District does not anticipate the project would have any negative impact
or impose any additional loads on the existing bridge structure. No changes to the Final MND are
required.

Response to Comment B-4: The commenter states that even if Caltrans is not responsible for tort
liability, they would perform only a cursory level of review of the wharf/pier design; but would still wish
to ensure that the design team identifies any impacts the proposed project would have on the existing
Coronado Bay Bridge structure. Please see Responses to Comments B-2 and B-3.

Response to Comment B-5: The comment notes that an encroachment permit would be required for
any project work that is in Caltrans right-of-way, which would be wharf and pier number 5. Page 2 of the
Final IS Checklist has been revised to include Caltrans as an approving (responsible) agency.

RTC-9
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

LETTER C: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE, MARINE REGION
Commenter: Loni Adams, Marine Environmental Scientist

Date: February 19, 2019

RTC-10
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HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

Letter C

To:

Juliette Orozco

Cc: Zoutendyk, David <david_zoutendyk@fws.gov> (david_zoutendyk@fws.gov),
bryant.chesney@noaa.gov; Lauren Kershek (lauren_kershek@fws.gov) (lauren_kershek@fws.gov);
Lasiter, Melody@Coastal; Porter, Mike@Waterboards

Subject: Draft MND for the San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Project

Ms. Orozco:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration (DMND) for the San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf
Repair and Pile Replacement Project (Project). The Department appreciates the total

Cc1 removal of all creosote timber piles from the bay waters and the avoidance of re-

C-2

installing new ones as well as the proposed reduction of total piles and reduction of
overwater structure area. The Department has the following specific comments and
recommendations:

1. Pile driving in water produces extremely high sound levels in the surrounding

environment in air and underwater. For example, underwater sound levels as high
as 220 dB re 1uPa are not uncommon ten meters away from a steel pile as it is
driven into the sediment with an impact hammer. (US Patent No. US 8,622,658
B2, Reinhall et al., 2014). The wharf and pier piles that require
removal/installation should use coffer dams, bubble enclosures, outer tubes for
steel piles and other feasible technologies should be identified in addition to
mitigation measures Bio 1-3 (monitoring/buffer zones, silt curtains and soft starts)
in order to have additional protections in place for ocean water quality and
sensitive and protected species and their habitats such as eelgrass, listed seabirds,
sea turtles, forage fish, and marine mammals. Due to the large amount of
proposed pile construction, the Department recommends that a separate Pile
Removal/Installation Plan be developed for the estimated 1304 piles to identify
primary protection (mitigation) measures and a contingency measures plan to
ensure effective reductions of underwater noise pressure waves, eelgrass
loss/degradation, ocean turbidity and re-suspension of sediments and
contaminants.

. Pile biological impact avoidance measures that effectively avoided impacts, should

be identified in the pile removal/installation plans. For example, pile construction
plans should include removal/installation of piles during low tide conditions as
feasible in order to avoid or significantly minimize daily ocean turbidity, re-
suspension of contaminants and underwater noise pressure waves. Additionally,
identification of additional pile sizes/methods and design configurations to further
reduce the number of piles necessary and to reduce the area of soft bottom
disturbance/coverages.
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3. In addition to mitigation Bio 1 and 3, the Project timelines for all in-water and pile
construction should include pile driving and removal to be done outside of the

C-4 California least tern nesting/breeding season April 15t through September 15t or

until the C. least terns have left the area towards the end of the season based on

foraging monitoring results because the nesting season may start and/or end

earlier.

4, According to the DMND: Zostera marina eelgrass beds and eelgrass substrate will
be directly impacted within the Project footprint due to shading caused by
reconfiguration of Wharf 2 and 7. The total expected area of eelgrass losses due
to shading effects is expected to be 341 square meters to be mitigated on site at
Wharf 2 and 7. Although the project would result in an overall reduction in
overwater coverage, portions of the reconfigured structures would be located over
existing eelgrass beds requiring compensation in the form of eelgrass transplants
G5 to unvegetated shallow waters. The proposed Wharf 2 would cover approximately
226 square meters (0.06 acre) of existing eelgrass and the proposed Wharf 7
would cover approximately 115 square meters (0.03 acre) of existing eelgrass.
Mitigation measure BIO-4 of the DMND involves implementation of an Eelgrass
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan to be developed prior to the start of any in-water
construction. An eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan should be developed in
compliance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and approved by the
resources agencies.

5. The Department has the following specific eelgrass comments, and we recommend
the following additional feasible measures be implemented to reduce direct
eelgrass losses due to shading:

C-6 a) Reduce the area of eelgrass shading losses for proposed Wharf 2 by eliminating
the length of the wharf extension on the north side of Pier 1.

b) Reduce the area of eelgrass shading losses for proposed Wharf 7 by eliminating
or further minimizing the length of the wharf extension on the south side of Pier
7.

¢) The Department would like to review and approve the pre-construction eelgrass

c-7 surveys and the draft and final eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan prior to

L in-water construction.

[ d) The Department requires that the Project Applicant obtain a Scientific Collecting
Permit (SCP) for eelgrass harvest of eelgrass donor sites, and a Letter of
Authorization (LOA) for transplanting eelgrass to a mitigation site at least 30-60
days prior to the implementation of any eelgrass harvest and transplant
projects for mitigation purposes.

C-8

If you have any questions, need additional information or would like to discuss the
above recommendations, please feel free to call us.

Sincerely,

Loni Adams
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Marine Environmental Scientist

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Marine Region

3883 Ruffin Rd.

San Diego, CA 92123

858-627-3985 office

858-627-3984 Marine FAX
loni.adams@wildlife.ca.gov
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RESPONSE TO LETTER C

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Commenter: Loni Adams

Date: February 19, 2019

Response to Comment C-1: The District appreciates the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s
(CDFW) participation in the review of the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego Shipyard’s Marginal Wharf
Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement project.

Response to Comment C-2: This comment notes that pile driving in water produces extremely high
sound levels in the surrounding environment in air and underwater. The commenter suggests using
coffer dams, bubble enclosures, or outer tubes for the steel piles; or other feasible technologies in order
to have additional protections in place for ocean water quality and sensitive and protected species.
Lastly, the commenter recommends that a Pile Removal/Installation Plan be developed for the 1,304
piles.

Marine Taxonomic Services (MTS) evaluated potential acoustic noise thresholds for pile driving of the
type and size of piles proposed for the project. The findings are included as Appendix B of the Draft
Initial Study (IS). Given that anticipated sounds levels for the types and sizes of proposed piles could only
cause Level A (physical harm) effects to marine mammals if those mammals remained within the
isopleths for an entire work day, it is highly unlikely that sound levels would cause Level A impacts to
marine mammals. For this reason, the mitigation measures were chosen to include observers with the
ability to halt work if necessary and to minimize Level B (behavioral modification) effects. Peak sound
levels for the 14-inch steel H-piles proposed are not as high as referenced by CDFW. The referenced
patent was built around work reported in Reinhall et al. (2015). The study used 30-inch round steel piles.
Piles of this size produce much louder peak sound levels than the proposed piles. Anticipated peak
sound levels associated with the proposed piles are not loud enough to cause Level A harassment of
marine mammals. mentioned above, marine mammals can only suffer Level A harassment from
cumulative sound exposure, and it is considered unlikely that a marine mammal would stay within a
work zone and be subject to cumulative exposure that could cause harm. Having a biological observer is
sufficient to mitigate this potential harm.

Pursuant to the phasing plan, shown in Table 1 of the Draft MND, a (maximum) total of 1,304 piles
would be removed and 1,169 piles would be replaced within the project site due to the project. The
number of piles removed/installed would range from 10 to 15 piles per day, and 50 to 75 piles per week
(assuming 5-day work weeks). The District is required to issue a coastal development permit (CDP),
pursuant to the Certified Port Master Plan and the California Coastal Act. The project, including the
phasing plan as detailed in the Draft MND, would be required to be implemented as proposed through
the CDP. Given the type and size of proposed piles, the anticipated sound levels associated with those
piles, and the mitigation measures provided in the Draft MND, MTS does not believe a separate pile
removal/installation plan is warranted. The proposed mitigation measures are typical of those employed
for the types and sizes of proposed piles and their implementation is routine for contractors performing
this type of work. While the number of proposed piles for replacement is considerable, given the routine
nature of installation and mitigation methods associated with the types and sizes of proposed piles
there is no need to draft a pile removal/installation plan. The District researched Pile
Removal/Installation Plans and was unable to find information regarding a specific document by that

RTC-14

69876 22



HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

name, however, the District believes that the phasing plan and limited number of piles to be removed
and installed, as described in this response, as well as the Draft MND, would be adequate in satisfying
this request. Therefore, no changes to the Final MND are required.

Response to Comment C-3: The comment suggests that impact avoidance measures should be
identified in the pile removal/installation plans and further, that identification of additional
methodology or design configurations should be used to reduce the number of piles necessary. The
comment also uses as an example, removing/installing piles only during low tide conditions in order to
avoid or minimize ocean turbidity.

Mitigation measure BIO-3 in the Draft MND requires that silt curtains would be in place during pile
removal and installation. Silt curtains perform the same function regardless of tide elevation. The
project design team has already evaluated the potential to reduce the number of piles based on
engineering and cost considerations. As shown in Table 1 of the Draft MND, the project design reduces
the total number of piles by 135, reduces the total over-water coverage by 5,381 square feet, and pile
fill area by 1,745.5 square feet, compared to the existing condition. Thus, the use of the minimum
number of piles necessary is a goal that aligns with the Project Applicant and CDFW. The project design
was chosen to enhance and restore infrastructure at the project site while minimizing impacts to
eelgrass and other benthic habitats. Please also see Response to Comment C-2. The mitigation measures
included within this Draft MND adequately address impacts, and no changes to the Final MND are
required.

Response to Comment C-4: The comment states that in addition to mitigation measures BIO-1 and
BIO-3, project construction should be timed such that the work is done outside of the California least
tern nesting/breeding season (April 1st through September 15th). Mitigation measure BIO-3 requires a
silt curtain and other best practices during pile removal in order to minimize sediment disturbance and
turbidity in the water column; and mitigation measure BIO-1 provides for a biological observer. The
biological observer is responsible for monitoring for all sensitive species, including California least terns,
during pile driving. The observer can delay or halt work to ensure protection of sensitive species at his or
her discretion. Notwithstanding these mitigation measures, the Project Applicant, and the District,
working with the biological consultant, initially considered phasing the project to avoid the California
least tern nesting season. However, given project proximity to nesting colonies (approximately

3 kilometers or 1.86 miles) and observations of successful foraging of California least terns during pile
driving of much larger steel piles (R. Mooney personal observation), it was determined that phasing to
avoid the nesting season was not warranted, and therefore no additional mitigation measures are
necessary.

Response to Comment C-5: This comment pertains to Zostera marina eelgrass beds and eelgrass
substrate, which would directly impact the project footprint due to shading caused by reconfiguration of
Wharf 2 and Wharf 7. The commenter goes on to state that an eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan
should be developed in compliance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and approved by the
resource agencies.

The Draft MND provides language relative to the need for an Eelgrass Mitigation and Monitoring Plan in
accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Plan under mitigation measure BIO-4. The impacts
noted by CDFW are called out in the marine biological assessment performed by MTS and included as
Appendix B of the Draft MND. That assessment found that there is sufficient habitat being made
available by demolition of existing structures such that eelgrass mitigation can successfully occur on site.
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This finding will be developed into an eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan subject to review by
resource agencies prior to project implementation.

Response to Comment C-6: The commenter suggests reducing the area of eelgrass shading losses by
eliminating the wharf extension on the north side of Pier 1, as well as the wharf extension on the south
side of Pier 7. As discussed in Response to Comment C-3, the project design reduces the total over-water
coverage by 5,381 square feet, and pile fill area by 1,745.5 square feet compared to the existing
condition. Thus, minimizing over-water shading is a goal that aligns with the Project Applicant and
CDFW. The project design was chosen to enhance and restore infrastructure at the project site while
minimizing impacts to eelgrass and other benthic habitats. The Environmental IS Checklist (Attachment
A of the Draft MND) demonstrates that the project would create more eelgrass habitat than it would
remove (see pages 24-25); there is sufficient area to create a surplus of eelgrass habitat that could
potentially be held in an eelgrass mitigation bank to offset future development.

Response to Comment C-7: The comment states that CDFW would like to review and approve the pre-
construction eelgrass surveys and the draft and final eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan prior to in-
water construction. CDFW shall be provided the surveys and mitigation plans for its review and
approval.

Response to Comment C-8: The comment states that a Scientific Collecting Permit (SCP) for eelgrass
harvest and a letter of authorization (LOA) for transplanting eelgrass to a mitigation site would be
required at least 30-60 days prior to implementation. The District concurs with this statement and notes
that the eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan will specify that the contractor/entity harvesting
eelgrass to implement the required mitigation would need to obtain an SCP and LOA from CDFW. The
Project Applicant understands the need for eelgrass mitigation and to coordinate those activities with
resource agencies. The Final IS Checklist (page 26) and MMRP have been updated to include this
clarification.
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LETTER D: SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY, AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION
Commenter: Ed Gowens, Senior Airport Planner

Date: February 8, 2019
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Letter D

To: Juliette Orozco
Subject: HIl San Diego Shipyard MND Comment
Hi Juliette,

D-1

Thanks for including the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, in its capacity as the San Diego County Airport
Land Use Commission (ALUC), in the distribution of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the HIl San
Diego Shipyard project.

Based upon ALUC staff review of the document, we concur with the MND analysis that the project has no impact on the
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for San Diego International Airport.

We appreciate continued notifications of our agency as the ALUC for comment on environmental documents for Unified
Port District projects.

Best regards,

Ed Gowens

Senior Airport Planner

Airport Land Use Commission

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority >
Post Office Box 82776

San Diego, California 92138-2776

voice (619) 400-2244

All correspondence with this email address is a matter of public record subject to third party review.

Is it worth a tree to print me? é
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RESPONSE TO LETTER D

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, Airport Land Use Commission
Commenter: Ed Gowens, Senior Airport Planner

Date: February 8, 2019

Response to Comment D-1: The District appreciates the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority’s
Airport Land Use Commission’s (ALUC) participation in the review of the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego
Shipyard’s Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement project. The District appreciates the
ALUC's concurrence with the Draft MND’s analysis that the project would have no impact on the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan for San Diego International Airport.
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LETTER E: CITY OF SAN DIEGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Commenter: Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager

Date: February 28, 2019
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Letter E

The City of
SAN DIEGO)

Planning Department

February 28, 2019

Juliette Orozco

Associate Planner

San Diego Unified Port District
P.O. Box 120488

San Diego, CA 92112-0488

Subject: CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND NOTICE OF INTENT TO
ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE HII SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC.
MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT

Dear Ms. Orozco:

The City of San Diego (“City”) Planning Department has received the Notice of Availability
(NOA) prepared by the San Diego Unified Port District (“Port”) and distributed it to
applicable City departments for review. The City, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, has
reviewed the draft MND and appreciates this opportunity to provide comments to the Port.
Continued coordination between the City and the Port will be essential. In response to this
request for public comments, the City has the following comments on the draft MND for
your consideration.

E-1

TRANSPORTATION AND STORM WATER DEPARTMENT, STORM WATER DIVISION, Mark
Stephens, Associate Planner — MGStephens@sandiego.gov, 858-541-4361

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

e Page 12, Table 2. Two minor corrections are recommended for mitigation measures listed
as follows.
HAZ-5: Hazardous Materials Monitoring. Prior to commencing any demolition or
E-2 construction activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to assign
construction personnel to visually monitor for oil and fuel spills during construction. If
spilled oil or fuel is detected, all equipment shall be shut down and the source of the spill
shall be identified, contained, and reported...
HAZ-6: 0il/Spills Kits. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction activities,
the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to inform construction workers as to
E-3 where oil/fuel spill kits are located, how to deploy the oil-absorbent pads, and proper
disposal guidelines...

¢ Page 13, Table 2. The mitigation measures listed under Hydrology and Water Quality
E-4 include HAZ-1 through HAZ-7. The more detailed description provided in the
Environmental Initial Study Checklist (pages 39-44) also describes measures BIO-3,

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413 T(619) 235-5200
San Diego, CA 92123 sandiego.gov
sandiego.gov/planning/
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E-5

Page 2

Ms. Juliette Orozco

February 28, 2019
HAZ-8, and HAZ-10, so also including at least these measures here in Table 2 is
recommended.

Attachment A - Environmental Initial Study Checklist

» Page 40, Hydrology and Water Quality. The narrative response to checklist questions
should also note that the proposed work will be done in accordance with the San Diego
Bay Watershed Management Area Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) and the
Regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-2013-
0001, as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100), since the project will
be dealing with water quality and using a storm water diversion system to redirect storm
water to the City’s municipal sanitary sewer system.

o The Environmental Initial Study Checklist Appendix D — Hazardous Materials Technical
Study includes discussion of San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
Investigative Order No. R9-2017-0082 (pages 9, 14, and 17). Awareness of this order is an
important consideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft MND. Please feel free to
contact Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner, directly via email at RMalone@sandiego.gov or by
phone at 619-446-5371 if there are any questions regarding the contents of this letter or if
the Port would like to meet with City staff to further discuss our comments.

Sincerely,

Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager

Planning Department

RM/jm

cc: Reviewing Departments (via email)
Review and Comment online file
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RESPONSE TO LETTER E

City of San Diego Planning Department
Commenter: Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager
Date: February 28,2019

Response to Comment E-1: The District appreciates the City of San Diego Planning Department’s
participation in the review of the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego Shipyard’s Marginal Wharf Repair and
As-Needed Pile Replacement project.

Response to Comment E-2: This comment notes that a minor correction is required to the Draft MND's
mitigation measure HAZ-5. Accordingly, the extraneous occurrence of the word “oil” has been deleted in
the Final MND and the Final IS, as shown in strikeout text:

HAZ-5: Hazardous Materials Monitoring. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to assign construction personnel to
visually monitor for oil and fuel spills during construction. If e# spilled oil or fuel is detected, all
equipment shall be shut down and the source of the spill shall be identified, contained, and
reported. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract
and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development
Services Department.

Response to Comment E-3: This comment notes that a minor correction is required to the Draft MND's
mitigation measure HAZ-6. In response to this comment, the correction has been made in the Final MND
and Final IS, as shown in underlined text:

HAZ-6: Oil/Spills Kits. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction activities, the Project
Applicant shall require its contractor to inform construction workers as to where oil/fuel spill kits
are located, how to deploy the oil-absorbent pads, and proper disposal guidelines. The barge
shall have a full complement of oil/fuel kits on-board to allow for quick and timely
implementation of spill containment. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans
and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s
Director of Development Services Department.

Response to Comment E-4: This comment notes that within the IS Checklist, the mitigation measures
for Hydrology and Water Quality include the mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-7, as well as BIO-3,
HAZ-8, and HAZ-10 and therefore Table 2 of the Draft MND should also include reference to all 10
mitigation measures. The District concurs with this comment and Table 2, page 13 of the Final MND has
been corrected to include the latter three measures, as shown below in underlined text:

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 (Secondary Containment Structures), HAZ-2 (Hazards-related Worker
Training), HAZ-3 (Equipment Inspection), HAZ-4 (Proper Equipment Instrumentation), HAZ-5
(Hazardous Materials Monitoring), HAZ-6 (Oil/Spills Kits), HAZ-7 (Barge Loading Procedures),
BIO-3 (Silt Curtain and Pile Removal to Minimize Turbidity), HAZ-8 (Removed Pile Placement),
and HAZ-10 (Conduct Sediment Sampling and Implement Remediation Measures).
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Response to Comment E-5: This comment references page 40 of the IS Checklist, Section IX, Hydrology
and Water Quality and requests that additional text be included to state that the work would be done in
accordance with the San Diego Bay Watershed Management Area Water Quality Improvement Plan
(wQlP) and Regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-2013-0001,
as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100 since the project will be dealing with water
quality and using a storm water diversion system to redirect storm water to the City’s municipal sanitary
sewer system. The District concurs and the Final IS (pages 41 and 42) have been revised to include the
requested language, as shown in underlined text:

The pile removal and replacement process would disturb and stir up sea-floor sediment which
has been found to contain COCs. As described in Section VIIl.b, the project would implement
mitigation measure BIO-3, which involves using a silt curtain and removing piles slowly, during
construction to limit the spread of sediment in the water column. The work would be done in
accordance with the San Diego Bay Watershed Management Area Water Quality Improvement
Plan (WQIP) and Regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-
2013-0001, as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100 since the project will be
dealing with water quality and using a storm water diversion system to redirect storm water to
the City’s municipal sanitary sewer system. In addition, the project would include mitigation
measure HAZ 10, which requires the Project Applicant to carry out appropriate remediation
measures if the project’s pile removal and driving activities cause a substantial amount of
contaminated sediment to be present within the Bay.

Response to Comment E-6: This comment requests that attention be directed to the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board Investigative Order No. R9-2017-0082. The District concurs and
the Final MND (Page 6), as well as the Final IS Checklist (page 37), have been revised to include the
requested discussion, as noted by the underlined text:

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. On August 4, 2017, the Water Board issued
Investigative Order R9-2017-0082 (Order), which directed Hll, the City of San Diego, and Caltrans
to submit technical reports pertaining to an investigation of sediment chemistry in the San Diego
Bay located within the project leasehold bounded on the southeastern side by the CP Kelco
leasehold, the eastern side by the San Diego Bay shoreline, and the northwestern side by the
Pacific Maritime Freight Leasehold. The Order directed the parties to submit a Sediment
Chemistry Assessment Work Plan to identify current and historical sources of contaminants in
the investigation area. In response to this Order, HIl has monitored sediment quality since 1987,
as part of its NPDES permit. The pile removal and replacement process would have the potential
to disturb and stir up sea-floor sediment which, per the Order, has been found to contain
contaminants of concern (COCs), including heavy metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polychlorinated terphenyls (PCTs), within the
project site (Ninyo & Moore 2018).

This revision does not result in changes to the impact conclusions and is not a substantial change to the
Final MND.
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LETTER F: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION
Commenter: Sharon Preece, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist

Date: March 4, 2019
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Letter F

F-1

Tounty of Ban Biego
ELISE ROTHSCHILD DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AMY HARBERT
DIRECTOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION AESISTANT DIRECTOR
P.0. BOX 129281, SAN DIEGO, CA 92112-9261
Phone: (858) 5056700 or (800} 253-9933 Fax: (858) 505-6786
www.sdcdeh.org
March 4, 2019
Juliette Orozco
Development Services Department
San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101-1128
Sent via e-mail to: jorozco@portofsandiego.org
COMMENTS: HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile
Replacement Project Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration UPD: #MND-2019-013
Dear Ms. Orozco,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the referenced project. The County of San Diego Hazardous
Materials Division (HMD) is responsible for the protection of public health and the environment by ensuring
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, medical waste, aboveground petroleum storage tanks, and underground
storage tanks are properly managed. The HMD has completed their review and has the following comments
regarding the project.
The proposed project would include the following components as stated in the Notice:
The Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement Project (the Proposed Project) at the end of
Bay Front Street under the San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge comprises the replacement and reconfiguration
of existing wharves and piers and as-needed replacement of 1.304 pier piles with land-side and water-side
portions. The land-side includes surface parking, office buildings, warehouses, outdoor storage areas,

stormwater facilities, and industrial buildings involved with repair and maintenance operations. The water-

side includes wharves and piers used to moor vessels undergoing repairs at the shipyard. The project would
remove up to 850 wooden piles, 302 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles, replacing them with up to 717
H-piles, 300 H-piles {fender), and 152 concrete piles. Some wooden creosote-treated piles will be removed.

Helix Environmental Planning environmental analysis findings were that the project would not result in
significant adverse impacts to the following areas: Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air
Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Mineral and Energy Resources,
Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources,
or Utilities and Service Systems. However, impacts shown to have a less-than-significant impact with
mitigation were to Biological Resources as a result of in-water demolition and construction activities, to
Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Hydrology and Water Quality due to hazardous materials in sediment,

“Environmental and public health through leadership, partnership and science”
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F-1
cont.

F-2

F-3

F-4

F-5

F-6

Juliette Orozco
Development Services Department
San Diego Unified Port District

to Land Use and Planning as a result of a conflict with the District’s INRMP, and to Noise as a result of in-
water demolition and construction activities. They state that measures to avoid or mitigate the effects would
be incorporated into the project to reduce these impacts to below a level of significance.

Please be advised, any and all construction-related hazardous waste (examples: used oil, treated wood debris,
wastes containing Title 22 metals, etc.) generated onsite must be properly classified, labeled and handled in
manner to prevent release to the environment. In addition, The San Diego Unified Port District / HII San
Diego Shipyard, Inc and/or contractor(s) must ensure hazardous waste generated during all project work is
properly classified, labeled and disposed by a California registered hazardous waste hauler. Note that a
Unified Program Facility Permit may also be required for the accumulation and storage of these wastes.
More information about permits may be found at this webpage:
https:/fwww.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sde/deh/hazmat/hazwaste. html!

COMMENTS:

1. Page 11, Table 2 and pages 35-37: If hazardous materials will be handled or stored at the facility
above Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) thresholds, an HMBP must be developed,
submitted to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS), and implemented onsite. The
facility operator is also required to submit a Hazardous Materials Questionnaire to the HMD and
complete an HMD Hazardous Materials Plan Check review prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy by a Building Department. For your reference, information regarding the HMD plan
check requirement can be reviewed at:
hitps:fwww.sandiegocounty. gov/content/sdc/deh/hazmat/hazmat/imd_plan_check html

2. Page 35: Be advised, any proposed activities during construction and after completion of the wharf
project involving hazardous materials or generating hazardous waste will require the operator(s) to
update the facility’s Unified Program Facility Permit through the California Environmental
Reporting System (CERS) and comply with local/state laws, and regulations. Webpage for CERS:
hitps:/fcers.calepa.ca.gov

3. Page 11, Table 2: Be advised that a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) is
required if petroleum is stored onsite at 1,320 gallons or greater (shell capacity) and the SPCC Plan
must demonstrate compliance with the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (APSA), Cal. Health
and Safety Code, sections 25270 etc. The operator shall complete the SPCC plan and retain a copy
readily available for onsite for inspection by the HMD. More information about APSA is available
here:
https://www.sandiegocounty.govicontent/sdc/deh/hazmatthmd _apsa.hitml

4. Page 35: Be advised that treated wood waste (TWW) requires special handling and proper disposal,
and notification may be required to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
Information on the special requirements for TWW is available on the DTSC websites here:
https:/www. disc.ca.gov/PollutionPrevention/ToxicsInProducts/ TWW _information.cfm_and
hitps://www.disc.ca.gov/Pollution Prevention/ToxicsInProducts/TWW-Handler-Notification-

Form.cfm

5. Please note, anytime during construction and after completion of the Wharf Repair and As-Needed
Pile Replacement Project, the HMD has the authority pursuant to state law and County Code to
regulate facilities that handle or store hazardous materials, and/or generate or treat hazardous waste.
The HMD will apply that authority as necessary to protect public health and the environment.
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Juliette Orozco
Development Services Department
San Diego Unified Port District

Additional regulatory guidance information can be found on our website at:
hitps./iwww.sandiegocounty. govicontent/sde/deh/hazmat. himl.

6. If soil and/or groundwater contamination containing a hazardous substance is discovered or
encountered during excavation, construction, or grading activity, The San Diego Unified Port
District / HII San Diego Shipyard, Inc. shall investigate the contamination and report the release to
the HMD and applicable state and federal agencies. Some environmental assessment and/or
remediation work may involve several regulatory oversight agencies. If a release of hazardous waste
is discovered as part of this project, timely reporting of the release in writing to the County of San
Diego and California oversight agencies may be required pursuant to State laws. Webpages for more
information: Atips://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/upload/SB-2057 pdf and
htips.:/fwww. waterboards.ca. govisandiego/water _issues/programs/smc/scp.html

The HMD appreciates the opportunity to participate in the environmental review process for this project. If
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Sharon Preece at (858) 505-495-5213 or
by e-mail at sharon.preece@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

B e

Sharon Preece,
Supervising Environmental Health Specialist
Hazardous Materials Division

Email Ecc: Mary Bennett, DEH
John Misleh, DEH-HMD
Sande Pence, DEH-HMD
DEH file record: DEH2011-HUPFP-215183

RTC-28

69876

36



HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER F

County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health — Hazardous Materials Division
Commenter: Sharon Preece, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist

Date: March 4, 2019

Response to Comment F-1: The District appreciates the County of San Diego’s participation in the
review of the Draft MND for the project. This comment is simply a restatement and summary of the
project and the findings of the analysis contained within the Draft MND. No additional response is
required.

Response to Comment F-2: This comment notes that a hazardous materials business plan would be
required if hazardous materials are to be handled or stored at the facility. As noted on pages ES-1 of the
Draft MND and page 5 of the IS Checklist, the project involves pile replacement and wharf
reconfiguration. There would not be any change to the operations, capacity, or procedures followed by
the Project Application when carrying out activities that are part of the shipyard business. This would
include the storage or handling of hazardous materials within the leasehold. No change to the Final
MND is required.

Response to Comment F-3: The District acknowledges that the Project Applicant would be required to
update the facility’s Unified Program Facility Permit through the California Environmental Reporting
System and comply with all local/state laws and regulations if there are any proposed activities involving
hazardous materials or hazardous waste. However, as discussed in Response to Comment E-2, the
project would not change the way business-related operations are carried out and would not increase
capacity. No change to the Final MND is required.

Response to Comment F-4: This comment notes that a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
Plan would be required if 1,320 gallons or more of petroleum is stored onsite. Please refer to Responses
to Comments E-2 and E-3 — upon completion of the proposed marginal wharf repair and as-needed pile
replacement the project would not affect capacity or change the existing operations that are currently
being carried out at the site (ship repair and maintenance). No change to the Final MND is required.

Response to Comment F-5: This comment notes that treated wood waste requires special handling and
proper disposal and notification may be required to the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The IS
Checklist (pages 36 and 37) discloses the fact that creosote-coated pilings are carcinogenic to humans
and toxic to marine life. The Draft MND includes mitigation measures HAZ-8 and HAZ-9, which specify
handling and disposal of the pilings. No change to the Final MND is required.

Response to Comment F-6: The District acknowledges that the County of San Diego’s Hazardous
Materials Division has the authority to regulate facilities that handle or store hazardous materials or
hazardous waste. The Final IS Checklist (page 2) has been updated to include the County of San Diego —
Hazardous Materials Division as a responsible agency with approval over the project. As discussed in
Response to Comments E-2 and E-3, upon completion of the proposed pile replacement and wharf
repair the project would not affect capacity or change the existing operations that are currently being
carried out at the site (ship repair and maintenance).

RTC-29
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Response to Comment F-7: This comment states that if soil and/or groundwater contamination
containing a hazardous substance is discovered or encountered during excavation, grading, or
construction activity, the District shall investigate the contamination and report the release to the
Hazardous Materials Division and applicable state and federal agencies. The Draft MND (page 38)
discloses the fact that existing sea-floor sediment within the project site has been found to contain
contaminants of concern. Further, the Draft MND has been updated to state that (unrelated to the
proposed project) the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board has issued Investigative Order
R9-2017-0082 (Order), which directed Hll, the City of San Diego, and Caltrans to submit technical reports
pertaining to an investigation of sediment chemistry in the San Diego Bay located within the project
leasehold. The Order directed the parties to submit a Sediment Chemistry Assessment Work Plan to
identify current and historical sources of contaminants in the investigation area. In response to this
Order, HIl has monitored sediment quality since 1987, as part of its NPDES permit. This is an existing
requirement that is being undertaken within the project site; but is not directly related to the proposed
project. Nevertheless, the project would implement measures BIO-3 and HAZ-1 through HAZ-10 in order
to avoid significant impacts relative to hazardous materials and substances.
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LETTER G: SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY, INC.
Commenter: James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson, Environmental Review Committee

Date: January 30, 2019
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Letter G
\EGO ¢,
° o
o *
«# San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
2 F2 : Environmental Review Committee
P L
‘%e & 30 January 2019
%og;cav
To: Ms. Juliette Orozco
Development Services Department
San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92101-1128
Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

HII San Diego Shipyard Marginal Wharf Repair

Dear Ms. Orozco:

I have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County
Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DMND and initial study for the project, we agree that
adverse impacts to cultural resources are unlikely to result and, therefore, no cultural resources
mitigation measures are necessary.

G-1

SDCAS appreciates the opportunity to review and comment upon this DMND..

Sincerely,

’
&es W. Royle, Jr., Chéersoi

Environmental Review Committee

ee: Helix Environmental
SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935
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RESPONSE TO LETTER G

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (SDCAS

Commenter: James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson, Environmental Review Committee
Date: January 30, 2019

Response to Comment G-1: The District appreciates the San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.’s
(SDCAS) participation in the review of the Draft MND for the HIl San Diego Shipyard’s Marginal Wharf
Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement project. The District appreciates the SDCAS’ concurrence with
the Draft MND’s analysis that the project would have no adverse impacts on cultural resources and that
no mitigation would be necessary.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of a Negative Declaration

CEQA Section 21064 defines a “Negative Declaration” as a well written statement briefly describing the
reasons that a proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment and does not
require the preparation of an environmental impact report.

Section 21064.5 defines a “Mitigated Negative Declaration” as a negative declaration prepared for a
project when the initial study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment, but

(1) revision in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the
proposed negative declaration is released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the
effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur; and (2) there is no
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may
have a significant effect on the environment.

CEQA Section 21068 defines a significant effect on the environment as a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the environment.

CEQA Section 21082.2(a) requires the lead agency to determine whether a project may have a
significant effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.

The District has prepared an Initial Study to address the potential environmental effects associated with
the project pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the District’'s CEQA
Guidelines. Specifically, the Initial Study meets the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 and
the District’s CEQA Guidelines Section IV. The Initial Study includes a discussion of the proposed
project’s effects on the existing environment. Issue areas identified as having potential impacts are
discussed further and include mitigation measures that would reduce potential impacts to “Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.” Project-specific information is discussed below.

See Attachment A for the Initial Study and Attachment B for the Environmental Application.

1.2 Project Applicant

The Project Applicant is HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. of San Diego.

1.3 Project Purpose and Need

The Project Applicant repairs and maintains military and other seagoing vessels and its operations
involve onshore construction equipment, support buildings, wharves, and piers. The piers and
associated marginal wharves are essential to its operations. The piers are made of wood, steel, and
concrete and are inspected on a regular basis. Many of the facilities in need of repair or replacement
have been in place on the project site for over 60 years. Recent inspections have determined that some
piles are aged and/or deteriorated to the extent that they are at the end of their serviceable life. If these
piles are not replaced, berthed vessels could exert further stress onto the pier and/or support piles,
causing damage and safety issues for the pier structure itself, as well as the surrounding environment.
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The wooden piles were coated with creosote to help enhance the useful life of the wooden pilings.
Creosote is a tar-based substance that acts as a preservative against rot but has been found to be
carcinogenic to humans and bioaccumulation can cause effects on marine life. The purpose of the
project is to replace the piles which have degraded such that they are no longer providing support to the
piers and marginal wharves. All wooden creosote coated piles that are removed would be replaced with
concrete, steel, or plastic piles which are non-toxic to humans or the marine environment. Additionally,
the existing marginal wharves associated with Piers 2, 5, and 7 would be rehabilitated and updated for
use as storage and staging areas which support the ship repair and maintenance operations.
Rehabilitated and updated wharves would increase efficiency within the shipyard and transit distances
throughout the shipyard would be reduced.

1.4 Project Location

The project site is on the eastern edge of San Diego Bay in the City of San Diego (City; see Figure 1 and
Figure 2 in Attachment A, Initial Study). The project site is 27.3 acres located at 1995 Bay Front Street,
San Diego 92113 and is leased by HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. from the District. The project site is located
in the Belt Street Industrial Subarea of Planning District 4 (Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) of the
District’s certified PMP. The project site is beneath the San Diego-Coronado Bay bridge footprint and
includes the waterfront on both sides of the bridge (see Figure 3, Aerial Photograph, in Attachment A,
Initial Study).

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site includes both land-side and water-side facilities. The land-side portions of the project
site include surface parking, office buildings, warehouses, outdoor storage areas, stormwater facilities,
and various other industrial buildings that are involved with repair and maintenance operations. The
focus of this project is the water-side portions of the project site that include wharves and piers used to
moor vessels undergoing repairs at the shipyard.

The proposed project is necessitated by a need for repair, maintenance, and replacement of the existing
in-water facilities on the project site that are used in the repair of military and other vessels. Specifically,
the Project Applicant is seeking a CDP to implement two components. The first component is
replacement of Wharves 2, 5, and 7 that have severely deteriorated, or in the case of Wharf 7, fallen
completely into the Bay. The second component includes installation of like-for-like pile replacements
that would occur on an as-needed basis at the two main piers within the project site (Piers 4 and 6) as
well as Piers 1, 5, and 7 (Pier 2 would be demolished rather than being repaired). These two
components are discussed in more detail below. There would be no increase in operational capacity at
the site following completion of the project.

21 Component 1 - Marginal Wharf Repair

A marginal wharf is a structure located along a shore or bank that provides a location for vessel mooring.
Marginal wharf repair for the project would occur at Wharves 2, 5, and 7, including reconfiguration and
pile replacement. There would be an overall reduction in overwater coverage from the wharves. Upon
completion of the Marginal Wharf Repair component of the project, these wharves would be utilized for
storage and staging for U.S. Navy contracts, as well as mooring small work vessels. The project would
facilitate streamlining operations by providing for more staging and storage areas. Additionally, the
project would provide for greater safety by repairing or replacing the damaged and deteriorated piles
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and wharves. However, the project would not result in an increase in operations; nor would it result in
any additional employees, other than those needed during construction. Improvements at each of the
three wharves are further described below:

e Wharf 2 — The project would include the replacement of at the existing Wharf 2 in its current
location to better serve on-going needs, including storage, mooring for security and facility
maintenance operations, and for mooring smaller work vessels. The overall footprint of the
proposed new Wharf 2 would be 10,800 square feet (SF), which would be larger than the
existing 8,360-SF Wharf 2, resulting in the addition in overwater coverage of 2,170 SF, and the
proposed new Wharf would be reconfigured to maximize operational efficiency. The new

configuration of Wharf 2 would extend 50 feet into the Bay and encompass 216 feet of the near-

shore areas currently associated with both Piers 1 and 2 and would be within close proximity to
Pier 4.

e  Wharf 5 - Wharf 5 is currently used as a lunch area; however, the piles are aged and in need of
replacement. The project would include the replacement of the existing 109 piles at Wharf 5
with 30 concrete piles. Subsequently, the existing 11,558 SF wooden deck would be replaced
with a 7,142 SF concrete deck, resulting in a reduction in overwater coverage of 4,416 SF. The
restored wharf would extend 45 feet into the Bay and would span 160 feet along the quay wall.

e  Wharf 7 — Wharf 7 would be reconstructed in the same location prior to its demolition by a
storm and the remaining damaged portions of Pier 7 would be removed. While complete design
and timing is conceptual, this analysis assumes that the new Pier 7 and Wharf 7 would consist of
19,405 SF and 8,140 SF, respectively, which would be the same as the former Pier 7 and
Wharf 7; thus, there would be no change in overwater coverage. The new Pier 7 and Wharf 7
would be constructed with concrete piles and concrete decking for use as a storage and
staging area.

2.2 Component 2 - As-Needed Pile Replacement

To provide a conservative analysis, this document addresses the potential replacement of all 1,304 piles
that currently exist within the project site. The project would not involve pile replacement associated
with Pier 2, which would be demolished and would not be rebuilt. The 1,304 piles would be replaced on
an as-needed basis over four phases as detailed in Table 1, Project Component Summary. The proposed
as-needed pile replacements would involve removal of the existing 60-foot-long piles made of wood,
concrete, and steel, and replacement with new concrete, plastic, or steel fender piles. This would
protect the existing piers, remove wood piles with hazardous chemicals from the Bay, and provide the
ability to continue to safely moor vessels.

23 Project Construction

Construction activities are anticipated to begin in the mid-to-late-2019. Typical daily construction hours
are expected to be from 7:00 AM to 4:00 PM Monday through Friday. Removal and demolition of the
existing pier and wharf structures would be accomplished utilizing hand tools. Existing piles would be
extracted via crane. Old materials would then be loaded into dumpsters located on a deck barge.
Replacement for all piles, when feasible, would be completed using a vibratory hammer to reduce noise
and vibratory impacts to the surrounding environment. For piles requiring deeper penetration

(i.e., concrete support piles), an impact hammer may be necessary. The vibratory or impact hammer
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would be transported to the project site via barge and tugboat. Once on-site, the hammer would be
connected directly to the crane (located on the same barge), which is utilized to conduct hammering.
Concerning pile driving, the majority of the piles would require 2 to 3 minutes of vibratory hammer per
pile or 50 blows if using an impact hammer. Piles installed in depths greater than 25 feet, would require
2 to 3 minutes of vibratory hammer per pile and approximately 100 blows with the impact hammer.

With respect to the as-need pile replacement component of the project, the number of piles to be
removed/installed per day/week would vary based on the difficulty of the removal/installation process
in a given area and the designated number of piles to be replaced. The number of piles removed/
installed would range from 10 to 15 piles per day, and 50 to 75 piles per week (assuming 5-day work
weeks). The project barge would be the storage area for removed piles. Removed piles would be
transported for disposal via two weekly haul truck round trips. Throughout the anticipated four years of
construction, approximately five construction workers would be required each day.

Construction of the wharves is expected to be completed by March 31, 2020, and construction of the
entire project is expected to take place over a five-year period between 2019 and 2023. Table 1 provides
a breakdown of the construction schedule by phase.

In total, the project would remove up to 850 wooden piles, 302 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles;
and would replace them with up to 717 H-piles, 300 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles. Based on
the reduction in the number of piles and the types of piles to be used, the project would resultin a
decrease in the amount of fill at the project site. The shallowest potential pile driving may occur in an
intertidal zone. The deepest potential location is approximately 38 feet below the MLLW at Pier 4. All
work would be performed within the project site. The District’s standard BMPs that would be employed
during construction include:

e Employing the project site’s existing fully contained stormwater diversion system during project
construction and operation to limit stormwater runoff into the Bay;

e Conducting proper waste unloading, transport, and disposal procedures; and
e Conducting community health and safety procedures and monitoring.

For each phase of the project, a contractor would be responsible for the disposal of the removed piles
and members at the Otay Landfill. The contractor would temporarily place the piles within dumpsters or
“skip tubs” located on the flattop barge and would be responsible for cleaning up the marine growth
and activity-generated debris. “Skip tubs” are large open-topped waste containers designed for loading
onto haul trucks. Removed piles would be transported to the Otay Landfill the same day the dumpster
or “skip tub” is loaded. Piers would be restored to pre-construction conditions as part of the project.
Prior to any removed piles leaving the facility, the contractor would provide the Project Applicant the
appropriate information regarding the intended disposal site (Otay Landfill) and a copy of all shipping
documents. All work would be performed within the project site.
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Table 1
PROJECT COMPONENT SUMMARY

. Existing Proposed Net Change in Piles to be Piles to be Existing Pile Proposed Net Change in Proposed
Pier Area Range of Removed Replaced " —— —— .
Component (SF)* Water Depth Wharf Area Wharf Area Over-water (Total of (Total of Fill Area Pile Fill Area Pile Fill Area Construction Phase
* %k
(SF) (SF) Coverage (SF) 1,304 Piles) 1,169 Piles) (SF) (SF) (SF) and Date
. 0 ft to -25 ft . . Phase Il
Pier 1 7,400 MLLW n/a n/a n/a 158 wooden piles 158 Steel H-piles 344.7 sf 24.1 sf -320.6 sf 09/2020 — 03/2021
. 3,405 (would be .
Pier 2 ! 0 ft to -25 ft . None - Pier 2 to be Phase Il
Wharf 2 removed for safety MLLW 8,360 10,800 -965 133 wooden piles removed 290.2 sf 0 sf -290.2 sf 09/2020 — 03/2021
reasons)
160 wooden piles 160 Steel H-piles
349.1 sf 24.4 sf
. -5.0t0 -38.0 ft 162 H-piles 160 Steel H-piles Phase |
Pier 4 28,260 MLLW n/a n/a n/a (fender) (fender) 24.8 sf 24.4 sf 325.1 sf 09/2019 to 03/2020
. . 133.1 sf 133.1 sf
40 concrete piles 40 concrete piles =
Pier 5 -3.5t0-20 ft . . Phase llI
Wharf 5%% 4,080 MLLW 11,558 7,142 -4,416 186 wooden piles 186 Steel H-piles 405.8 sf 28.4 sf -377.4 sf 09/2021 - 03/2022
25 wooden piles 25 Steel H-piles
54.5 sf 3.8sf
. -11to -34 ft 140 H-piles 140 Steel H-piles Phase |
P 21.4 sf 21.4 sf -50.7 sf
ler 6 30,363 MLLW n/a n/a n/a (fender) (fender) ——— —— 0.7 st 09/2019 to 03/2020
. . 372.6 sf 372.6 sf
112 concrete piles | 112 concrete piles —
Pier 7 19,405 -5.2 ft to -24.0 ft 8'15?2(;(?;{3” Phase IV
Wharf 7 (former size, would MLLW remnants 8,140 0 188 wooden piles 188 Steel H-piles 410.2 sf 28.7 sf -381.5 sf 09/2022 — 03/2023
be replaced) remain)

Source: EMSBHII 2018
* Note, other than Pier 2, which would be demolished, no change in pier size would occur.

** Net change in over-water coverage accounts for change in both pier area and wharf area.
*** There is an existing 880-SF floating dock tied to Wharf 5.

MLLW = Mean Lower Low Water Mark; SF = square feet; ft = feet; n/a = not applicable
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2.4 Pre-construction Activities

The project is anticipated to be permitted per a letter of permission issued by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) that allows for the repair, rehabilitation, replacement, or removal of previously
authorized or currently serviceable structures within waters of the U.S. As such, prior to initiating
construction, the Project Applicant would submit to the ACOE Regulatory Division a complete set of
construction plans showing all work and structures in the waters of the United States (U.S.). As required
by Caulerpa Control Protocol (National Marine Fisheries Service), pre-construction surveys of each
project area (i.e., phase) for Caulerpa (Caulerpa taxifolia) would be conducted and would be completed
and submitted to the ACOE no more than 90 days prior to start of construction. In the event that
Caulerpa is detected in the area, no work would commence until the infestation has been isolated and
treated as confirmed in writing by the ACOE Regulatory Division. In addition, due to the presence of
eelgrass on-site, preconstruction eelgrass surveys would be conducted, as discussed in the biological
resources section of this document. The locations of the eelgrass beds would be documented and their
impacts addressed in coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service.

2.5 Post-construction Activities

Due to the presence of eelgrass on-site and anticipated impacts to eelgrass from the project, post-
construction eelgrass surveys shall be conducted as required by and detailed in mitigation measure
BIO-4.

During transfer to shore, piles will be cut and placed directly into closed-top dumpsters. The cutting of
piles requires special worker health and safety program including respiratory protection.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is on the eastern edge of the Bay in the City (see Figure 1 and Figure 2 in Attachment A,
Initial Study). The project site is 27.3 acres located at 1995 Bay Front Street, San Diego 92113 and is
leased by HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. from the District. The project site is located in the Belt Street
Industrial Subarea of Planning District 4 (Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) of the District’s certified PMP.
The project site is beneath the San Diego-Coronado Bay bridge footprint and includes the waterfront on
both sides of the bridge (see Figure 3 in Attachment A, Initial Study).

The project site is in an industrial area on the waterfront of the northeastern side of San Diego Bay.
Specialized Berthing, Marine Related Industrial, and other industrial uses surround the project site.
Cesar Chavez Park is near the site to the northwest and Coronado Island is located to the west across
the Bay. The project site includes both land-side and water-side facilities. The land-side portions of the
project site include surface parking, office buildings, warehouses, outdoor storage areas, stormwater
facilities, and other industrial buildings that are involved with repair and maintenance operations. The
focus of this project is the water-side portion of the site that includes wharves and piers used to moor
vessels undergoing repairs at the shipyard. The project site (HIl San Diego Shipyard, Inc. leasehold) is
subject to Investigative Order R9-2017-0082 (Order) which was issued on August 4, 2017. The Order,
issued by the Water Board, directed Hll, the City, and Caltrans to submit technical reports pertaining to
an investigation of sediment chemistry in San Diego Bay located within the project site — the leasehold
(formerly CMSD) bounded on the southeastern side by the CP Kelco leasehold, the eastern side by the
San Diego Bay shoreline, and the northwestern side by the Pacific Maritime Freight Leasehold.
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There are currently six piers within the project site numbering 1 through 7 (herein referred to as Pier 1,
Pier 2, Pier 4, Pier 5, Pier 6, Pier 7; there is no Pier 3) and three marginal wharves associated with Piers 2,
5, and 7 (herein referred to as Wharf 2, Wharf 5, and Wharf 7). Pier 3 has not been in existence for
several decades. In the existing condition of the in-water improvements, operations primarily utilize two
of the piers (Pier 4 and Pier 6) and one of the wharves (Wharf 5). The remaining water-side facilities are
either not used or are underutilized for operations. Below is a more detailed description of the existing
in-water improvements.

e Pier 1-Pier 1is the northernmost pier on the water-site portion of the project site and is
directly adjacent to a nearby tugboat operation. This pier is a total of 7,400 SF and extends
365 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal wharf associated with Pier 1. The decking is of
concrete/asphalt and the 158 piles are standard 60-foot long wooden piles. Due to its location
on the periphery of the project site and close proximity to the tugboat operation, Pier 1 is
currently underutilized.

e Pier 2 and Wharf 2 — Pier 2 cannot currently be utilized due to its poor condition. The 3,405-SF
pier extends 225 feet into the Bay and includes a marginal wharf (Wharf 2) of 8,360 SF that is in
similarly poor condition. Pier 2 and Wharf 2 are supported by 133 wooden piles and are fenced
off for safety reasons.

e Pier 4 — Pier 4 is one of the two main piers (the other being Pier 6) that is used as part of primary
operations. Pier 4 is used to moor large military vessels during repair and maintenance activities.
The 28,260-SF Pier 4 is supported by 160 wooden piles, 162 steel fender piles, and 40 concrete
piles, and includes a concrete deck that extends 700 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal
wharf associated with Pier 4.

e Pier 5 and Wharf 5 — Like Pier 2, Pier 5 is a smaller pier that extends 200 feet into the Bay. The
4,080-SF Pier 5 is 24 feet wide and is supported by 186 wooden pilings. Pier 5 is currently used
to support pipelines and other facilities used in operations. Wharf 5 includes 11,558 SF and has
recently had its decking replaced so that it may be used as a lunch and eating area for
employees and sub-contractors. There is an 880-SF floating dock tied to Wharf 5.

e Pier 6 — Pier 6 is the second of the two main piers (the other being Pier 4) which is used to moor
large military vessels during repair and maintenance activities. The 30,363-SF pier is supported
by 25 wooden piles, 140 steel fender piles, and 112 concrete piles and has a concrete deck that
extends 680 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal wharf associated with Pier 6.

e Pier 7 and Wharf 7 — Due to age (60-plus years old), sun effects, and wave action, Pier 7 and its
associated Wharf 7 have experienced significant degradation over the past few years. In
November 2017, a large portion of Wharf 7 collapsed into the Bay due to winter wave activity.
While removing the collapsed portion of the wharf, additional sections began to collapse and
the decision was then made to remove the remainder of the failing wharf. The permit to repair
Pier 7 and Wharf 7 was submitted on February 2, 2018 by the Project Applicant. Portions of
Pier 7 remain today. Pier 7 had an original footprint of 19,405 SF, was composed of 188 wood
piles and planking, and extended 375 feet into the Bay to moor small vessels. Pier 7 also
included an 8,140-SF marginal wharf (Wharf 7) that was used for outdoor storage.
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40 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

4.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The Initial Study (Attachment A) evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the project and
determined that the project would result in impacts that are mitigated to below a level of significance
with regard to Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality,
Land Use and Planning, and Noise. A full analysis/discussion of these issue areas is provided in the

attached Initial Study.

4.2 Effects Found Not to be Significant

Based on the Initial Study conducted for the proposed project (see Attachment A), the following effects
were found not to be significant and no mitigation is required: Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forest
Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Mineral
Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal
Cultural Resources, and Utilities/Service Systems. A full analysis/discussion of these issue areas is

provided in the attached Initial Study.

5.0
PROGRAM

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING

Reporting and documentation of implementation of the following mitigation measures shall be
performed in accordance with District Administrative Policy No. 750. The project mitigation measures
will be made a specific condition of the Project Applicant's CDP for the project issued pursuant to District

Administrative Procedure No. 760.

Table 2

HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
PRAEFFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s) Responsible Miiiig:i\tion

Party Timing

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Construction Monitoring for Sensitive Species. Prior to the Project Prior to the

commencement of in-water construction activities, the Project Applicant Applicant/ commencement

shall retain a qualified biological monitor that shall be approved by the contractor of in-water

District. The Project Applicant shall also obtain a Letter of Authorization construction

from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to cover activities.

incidental harassment of marine mammals prior to the commencement of
in-water construction activities. The monitor shall observe for presence of
sensitive marine species including sea turtles, marine mammals, and
California least terns. The monitor shall observe the site for 15 minutes
prior to the start of pile driving. If sensitive species are within the shutdown
zone, as defined for each species below, prior to the start of pile driving,
the monitor shall delay pile driving until the monitor no longer observes the
species in the shutdown zone. If a sensitive species enters the shutdown
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Table 2

HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s)

Responsible
Party

Mitigation
Timing

zone during active pile driving, the biological monitor shall stop pile driving
until the monitor no longer observes the species in the shutdown zone.

e During pile driving of steel piles, dolphins and sea lions shall have a
25-meter shutdown zone. Seals shall have a 300-meter shutdown
zone. The 300-meter shutdown zone shall apply to green sea
turtles and the 25-meter shutdown zone shall apply to California
least terns. Work stoppage for any species is subject to the
discretion of the biological monitor who shall have the authority to
stop work at any time due to observed animal behavior or
uncertainty with regards to potential to harm an animal due to pile
driving activities or noise generated from the activity.

e During pile driving of concrete piles, dolphins and sea lions shall
have a 20-meter shutdown zone. Seals shall have a 60-meter
shutdown zone. The 60-meter shutdown zone shall apply to green
sea turtles and the 20-meter shutdown zone shall apply to
California least terns. Work stoppage for any species is subject to
the discretion of the biological monitor who shall have the
authority to stop work at any time due to observed animal
behavior or uncertainty with regards to potential to harm an
animal due to pile driving activities or noise generated from the
activity.

¢ Marine mammals shall be monitored within 300 meters of the
activities and observation recorded by the biological monitor.
Incidental Level B Harassment shall be noted for any animal in
water within 215 meters of pile driving of steel piles and within
117 meters for pile driving of concrete piles.

¢ The biological monitor shall provide monthly reports to the District
during pile driving operations.

BIO-2: Soft-Start Sequencing. Prior to the commencement of construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to commence
pile driving with a soft-start sequence prior to typical pile driving activities.
Soft-start provides a warning and/or gives individuals a chance to leave the
area prior to the hammer operating at full power. The soft-start procedure
shall require contractors to activate the impact hammer with an initial set
of three strikes at 40 percent or less energy, separated by three 30-second
waiting periods. If at any point pile driving stops for greater than one hour,
then the soft- start procedure shall be conducted prior to the start of
further pile driving activities. This requirement shall be indicated on
construction documents to the satisfaction of the District.

Project
Applicant/
contractor

Prior to the
commencement
of in-water
construction
activities.

BIO-3: Silt Curtain and Pile Removal to Minimize Turbidity. The Project
Applicant shall require and ensure deployment of a silt curtain around the
pile-removal and pile-driving areas to restrict the surface visible turbidity

Project
Applicant/
contractor

During all in-
water demolition
and construction
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Table 2

HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s) Responsible Mit_iga.tion
Party Timing
plume to the area of removal and driving. The curtain shall consist of a work.
hanging weighted curtain with a surface float line and shall extend from the
surface to 15 feet down into the water column. The curtain shall be present
for the duration of the pile-removal or pile-driving activity and shall not be
removed if any visible turbidity plume is present. In addition to employing a
silt curtain, the Project Applicant shall remove and install piles in a manner
that minimizes sediment disturbance and turbidity in the water column.
BIO-4: Eelgrass Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Prior to the start of any in- | Project Prior to the
water construction, the Project Applicant shall retain a qualified marine Applicant/ commencement
biologist to develop an eelgrass mitigation plan in compliance with the contractor of in-water

California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (NOAA 2014; Appendix C). The
mitigation plan shall be submitted to the District, National Marine Fisheries
Service, and other interested regulatory and/or resource agencies for
approval and shall be implemented to compensate for losses to eelgrass in
the event that the surveys described below indicate the project has impacts
on eelgrass. The specific eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan elements
shall include:

e  Prior to the commencement of any in-water construction
activities, a qualified marine biologist retained by the Project
Applicant and approved by the District shall conduct a
preconstruction eelgrass survey. Surveys for eelgrass shall be
conducted during the active eelgrass growing season (March—
October), and results will be valid for 60 days, unless completed in
September or October. If completed in September or October,
results will be valid until March (the resumption of the next
growing season). The qualified marine biologist shall submit the
results of the pre-construction survey to the District and resource
agencies within 30 days.

e Within 30 days of completion of in-water construction activities, a
qualified marine biologist retained by the Project Applicant and
approved by the District shall conduct a post construction eelgrass
survey during the active eelgrass growing season. The post-
construction survey shall evaluate potential eelgrass impacts
associated with construction. Upon completion of the post-
construction survey, the qualified marine biologist shall submit the
survey report to the District and resource agencies within 30 days.

e At least two years of annual post-construction eelgrass surveys
shall be conducted during the active eelgrass growing season. The
additional annual surveys shall evaluate the potential for
operational impacts on eelgrass. Specifically, the surveys shall be
designed to evaluate potential shading impacts noted in the
project’s Marine Biological Resources Report (Appendix B of the
Initial Study).

construction
activities, within
30 days of
completion of
in-water
construction
activities, and for
at least two years
following the
completion of
in-water
construction
activities.
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HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s)

Responsible
Party

Mitigation
Timing

¢ Inthe event that impacts on eelgrass are detected, the Project
Applicant shall implement the following:

o

A qualified marine biologist retained by the Project
Applicant and approved by the District shall develop a
mitigation plan for in-kind mitigation. The qualified marine
biologist shall submit the mitigation plan to the District and
resource agencies within 60 days following the post-
construction survey.

The eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan shall specify
that the contractor/entity harvesting eelgrass to implement
the required mitigation would need to obtain a Scientific
Collecting Permit (SCP) for eelgrass harvest and a letter of
authorization (LOA) at least 30-60 days prior to

implementation.

Mitigation for eelgrass impacts shall be at a ratio of no less
than 1.2:1, as required by the CEMP, at the proposed
mitigation areas within the project site, as identified in the
project’s Marine Biological Resources Report (Appendix B of
the Initial Study).

Mitigation shall commence within 135 days of any noted
impacts on eelgrass, such that mitigation commences within
the same eelgrass growing season that impacts occur.

Upon completing mitigation, the qualified biologist shall
conduct mitigation performance monitoring at performance
milestones of 0, 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months.

The qualified biologist shall conduct all mitigation
monitoring during the active eelgrass growing season and
shall avoid the low growth season (November—February).
Performance standards shall be in accordance with those
prescribed in the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy
(Appendix C of the Initial Study).

The qualified biologist shall submit the monitoring reports
and spatial data to the District and resource agencies within
30 days after the completion of each monitoring period. The
monitoring reports shall include all of the specific
requirements identified in the California Eelgrass Mitigation
Policy (Appendix C of the Initial Study)
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HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s) Responsible Mit_iga.tion
Party Timing

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1: Secondary Containment Structures. The Project Applicant shall Project During any
require its contractor to ensure that oils and fuels are contained in Applicant/ demolition and
secondary containment structures during any demolition or construction contractor construction
activities so that spills and leaks are contained and prevented from entering work.
the Bay. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or
construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to
the District’s Director of Development Services Department.
HAZ-2: Hazards-related Worker Training. Prior to commencing any Project Prior to the
demolition or construction activities, the Project Applicant shall require its Applicant/ commencement
contractor to provide training to construction workers on specific task contractor of any demolition
areas, including potential hazards resulting from accidental oil and/or fuel or construction
spills, and proper equipment operation. This measure shall be denoted on activities.
the construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such
denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development
Services Department.
HAZ-3: Equipment Inspection. Prior to commencing any demolition or Project Prior to the
construction activities, the contactor and equipment operators shall Applicant/ commencement
conduct equipment inspections prior to use to identify and address wear, contractor of any demolition
faulty parts, and leaks. This measure shall be denoted on the construction or construction
plans and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be activities.
submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services Department.
HAZ-4: Proper Equipment Instrumentation. Prior to commencing any Project Prior to the
demolition or construction activities, the Project Applicant shall require its Applicant/ commencement
contractor to identify required instrumentation for each piece of contractor of any demolition
equipment to avoid spillage of material from the barge. This measure shall or construction
be denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract and activities.
proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of
Development Services Department.
HAZ-5: Hazardous Materials Monitoring. Prior to commencing any Project Prior to the
demolition or construction activities, the Project Applicant shall require its Applicant/ commencement
contractor to assign construction personnel to visually monitor for oil and contractor of any demolition

fuel spills during construction. If-eit spilled oil or fuel is detected, all
equipment shall be shut down and the source of the spill shall be identified,
contained, and reported. This measure shall be denoted on the
construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such
denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development
Services Department.

or construction
activities.
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HIl SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure(s) Responsible Mit_iga.tion

Party Timing

HAZ-6: Oil/Spills Kits. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction Project Prior to the

activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to inform Applicant/ commencement

construction workers as to where oil/fuel spill kits are located, how to contractor of any demolition

deploy the oil-absorbent pads, and proper disposal guidelines. The barge or construction

shall have a full complement of oil/fuel kits on-board to allow for quick and activities.

timely implementation of spill containment. This measure shall be denoted

on the construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such

denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development

Services Department.

HAZ-7: Barge Loading Procedures. Prior to commencing any demolition or Project Prior to the

construction activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to Applicant/ commencement

identify barge load limits and loading procedures and shall mark the contractor of any demolition

appropriate draft level on the materials barge hull. This measure shall be or construction

denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract and proof activities.

of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of

Development Services Department.

HAZ-8: Removed Pile Placement. When placing pulled and removed piles Project During any

and debris in the barge, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to | Applicant/ demolition and

employ a flattop barge with containment walls and “skip tubs” to prevent contractor construction

any sediment, wood, or metal debris from falling into the water. The work.

contractor shall locate the barge as close to shore as possible when

transferring materials and/or debris on and off of the work barge. If

necessary, traps shall be utilized to prevent debris from falling into the

water. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or

construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to

the District’s Director of Development Services Department.

HAZ-9: Removed Material Clean-up. The Project Applicant shall require its Project During any

contractor to clean up the marine growth and activity-generated debris and | Applicant/ demolition and

restore the piers where removed materials are placed to pre-construction contractor construction

conditions. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or work.

construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to

the District’s Director of Development Services Department.

HAZ-10: Conduct Sediment Sampling and Implement Remediation Project At the conclusion

Measures. At the conclusion of the pile driving, the Project Applicant shall Applicant/ of the pile

conduct sediment sampling of representative areas of potential contractor driving.

disturbance near the location of piles. Sampling shall be conducted in
accordance with the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries (SWRCB 2009). Sediment sampling results shall rely on the Effects
Range — Low (ER-L) and Effects Range — Medium (ER-M) guideline values of
the NOAA Screening Quick Reference Tables (Buchman 2008). If the
sediment samples show concentrations of sediment contamination above
the guideline values, the Project Applicant shall delineate the extent of
cross-contamination and propose remediation approaches (subject to
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Table 2
HII SAN DIEGO SHIPYARD INC. MARGINAL WHARF REPAIR AND AS-NEEDED PILE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
DRAFTFINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsible Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s) Party Timing

approval by the District and any other agencies with jurisdiction over site
contamination) that may include, but are not limited to, dredging,
placement of sand cover, or Enhanced Monitored Natural Recovery (EMNR)
sand containing active carbon. The Project Applicant shall implement the
approved remediation. The results of the sampling and remediation shall
be documented in a report to be reviewed and approved by the District,
RWQCB, and any other appropriate regulatory agencies.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 (Secondary Containment Structures), HAZ-2 See above See above
(Hazards-related Worker Training), HAZ-3 (Equipment Inspection), HAZ-4
(Proper Equipment Instrumentation), HAZ-5 (Hazardous Materials
Monitoring), HAZ-6 (Qil/Spills Kits), and HAZ-7 (Barge Loading Procedures),
BIO-3 (Silt Curtain and Pile Removal to Minimize Turbidity), HAZ-8
(Removed Pile Placement), and HAZ-10 (Conduct Sediment Sampling and
Implement Remediation Measures).

Land Use and Planning

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Construction Monitoring for Sensitive See above See above
Species.), BIO-2 (Soft-Start Sequencing), BIO-3 (Silt Curtain and Pile
Removal to Minimize Turbidity), and BIO-4 (Eelgrass Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan).

Noise

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Construction Monitoring for Sensitive Species.) | See above See above
and BIO-2 (Soft-Start Sequencing).

6.0 FINDINGS

The project, with the incorporation of mitigation measures and monitoring program, will have no
significant impact on the environment with respect to Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, and Noise nor would the project
otherwise have potentially significant adverse impacts to Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry
Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Mineral and
Energy Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal
Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems.

7.0 DOCUMENTATION

The attached Environmental Initial Study (see Attachment A) and additional appendices to the
Environmental Initial Study document the reasons in support of the above findings.

69876 57



8.0 CERTIFICATION

The BraftFinal Mitigated Negative Declaration and supporting documents are on file with and may be

reviewed during regular business hours in the Office of the District Clerk of the San Diego Unified Port
District, 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, California 92101. The District administration offices are open
Monday through Thursday and every other Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM.

Prepared by: January 30, 2019

fua

Date

Draft Report: January 30, 2019

%Iiette Orozco, Associate Planner

j/L/z/[( o Ot

Date

Final Report: April 9, 2019

Wileen Manaois, Director, Development Services

T ler— o .

Date

Wileen Manaois, Director, Development Services
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Attachment A

Environmental Initial Study Checklist
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HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc.
Marginal Wharf Repair and
As-Needed Pile Replacement

Project

Final Environmental Initial Study Checklist

JanuvaryApril 2019
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AB
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BMP

CAAQS
CalEEMod
CAP
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CO;
COze

dB
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FEMA
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HCP
HFC
INRMP

Lpeak

MEI
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MMPA

Assembly Bill
Army Corps of Engineers

Best Management Practice

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Emissions Estimator Model
Climate Action Plan

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Air Resources Board
contaminants of concern

Coastal Development Permit

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy
California Environmental Quality Act
chlorofluorocarbon

methane

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

decibel
Essential Fish Habitat
Environmental Impact Report

Endangered Species Act

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Fisheries Management Plan

greenhouse gas

Habitat Area of Particular Concern

Habitat Conservation Plan

hydrofluorocarbon

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan
Peak Sound Level Pressure Level

Maximally Exposed Individual

Mean Lower Low Water
Marine Mammal Protection Act
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (cont.)
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perfluorocarbon

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter 10 microns or less
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter 2.5 microns or less
Port Master Plan

Public Resources Code

Regional Air Quality Strategy

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
root mean square

reactive organic gas

square feet

San Diego Association of Governments
Senate Bill

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
Sound Exposure Level

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level
sulfur hexafluoride

State Implementation Plan

sulfur oxide

sulfur dioxide
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (cont.)

TACs toxic air contaminants

TCRs tribal cultural resources

usT underground storage tank

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

u.s. United States

VOC volatile organic compound
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The following Environmental Initial Study Checklist addresses the environmental impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the Hll San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and
As-Needed Pile Replacement Project (project). This Environmental Initial Study Checklist has been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, the
State CEQA Guidelines and the San Diego Unified Port District’s CEQA Guidelines.

1.1 INITIAL STUDY INFORMATION SHEET

1. Project title:

HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. Marginal Wharf Repair and As-Needed Pile Replacement Project
2. Lead agency name and address:

San Diego Unified Port District (District)

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

3. Contact person and phone number:

Juliette Orozco
Associate Planner, Development Services Department
(619) 686.6237

4, Project location:

HIl San Diego Shipyard
1995 Bay Front Street
San Diego, California 92113

Project site is on District Tidelands within the City of San Diego.
5. Project Applicant’s name and address:

Bob Montreuil

HII San Diego Shipyard Inc. of San Diego
1995 Bay Front Street

San Diego, CA 92113

(619) 234-8851 ext. 530

6. Port Master Plan designation:

Water Use: Specialized Berthing
Land Use: Marine Related Industrial
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7. Zoning designation:

Pursuant to Section 19 of the Port Act, zoning does not apply within the District’s jurisdiction.
8. Description of project:

Please see Section 2, Project Description, for a detailed description of the project.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The project site is in a generally industrial area on the waterfront of the northeastern side of San Diego
Bay. Specialized Berthing, marine-related industrial, and other industrial uses surround the project site.
Cesar Chavez Park is located near the northwestern boundary of the project site and Coronado Island is
located to the west across the Bay. State Route (SR-) 75 traverses over a portion of the project site.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement:

e United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

e National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

e State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

e (California Department of Transportation, District 11 (Caltrans)
o United State Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e County of San Diego — Hazardous Materials Division
e City of San Diego

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has this
consultation begun?

Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1 (AB 52), California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural
affiliated with the project area can request notification of projects in their traditional cultural territory.
At this time, no Native American tribes have requested consultation for projects subject to CEQA within
the District’s jurisdiction. The District has determined that no impacts would occur on tribal cultural
resources (TCRs) given the lack of substantial evidence and criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of

PRC Section 5024.1 However, in the event that a TCR is unexpectedly identified during the course of the
proposed project, and the District determines that the project may cause a substantial adverse change
to a TCR, the District will rely on measures described in the Public Resources Code that, if the District
determines to be feasible, may avoid or minimize the significant adverse impacts (PRC Section

21084.3 (b)).
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Project Location

The project site is on the eastern edge of San Diego Bay (Bay) in the City of San Diego (City; Figure 1,
Regional Location; Figure 2, Project Vicinity). The project site is 27.3 acres located at 1995 Bay Front
Street, San Diego 92113 and is leased by HIl San Diego Shipyard Inc. of San Diego (Project Applicant)
from the District. The project site is located in the Belt Street Industrial Subarea of Planning District 4
(Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) of the District’s certified Port Master Plan (PMP). The project site is
beneath the San Diego-Coronado Bay bridge footprint and includes the waterfront on both sides of the
bridge (see Figure 3, Aerial Photograph).

2.2 Environmental Setting

The project site is in an industrial area on the waterfront of the northeastern side of San Diego Bay.
Specialized Berthing, Marine Related Industrial, and other industrial uses surround the project site.
Cesar Chavez Park is near the site to the northwest and Coronado Island is located to the west across
the Bay. The project site includes both land-side and water-side facilities. The land-side portions of the
project site include surface parking, office buildings, warehouses, outdoor storage areas, stormwater
facilities, and other industrial buildings that are involved with repair and maintenance operations. The
focus of this project is the water-side portion of the site that includes wharves and piers used to moor
vessels undergoing repairs at the shipyard. As shown on Figure 4, Existing Conditions, there are currently
six piers within the project site numbering 1 through 7 (herein referred to as Pier 1, Pier 2, Pier 4, Pier 5,
Pier 6, Pier 7; there is no Pier 3) and three marginal wharves associated with Piers 2, 5, and 7 (herein
referred to as Wharf 2, Wharf 5, and Wharf 7). Pier 3 has not been in existence for several decades. In
the existing condition of the in-water improvements, operations primarily utilize two of the piers (Pier 4
and Pier 6) and one of the wharves (Wharf 5). The remaining water-side facilities are either not used or
are underutilized for operations.

The project site (HIl San Diego Shipyard, Inc. leasehold) is subject to Investigative Order R9-2017-0082
(Order) which was issued on August 4, 2017. The Order, issued by the Water Board, directed Hll, the
City, and Caltrans to submit technical reports pertaining to an investigation of sediment chemistry in San
Diego Bay located within the project site — the leasehold (formerly CMSD) bounded on the southeastern
side by the CP Kelco leasehold, the eastern side by the San Diego Bay shoreline, and the northwestern
side by the Pacific Maritime Freight Leasehold.

Below is a more detailed description of the existing in-water improvements.

e Pier 1—Pier 1is the northernmost pier on the water-site portion of the project site and is
directly adjacent to a nearby tugboat operation. This pier is a total of 7,400 square feet (SF) and
extends 365 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal wharf associated with Pier 1. The decking is
of concrete/asphalt and the 158 piles are standard 60-foot long wooden piles. Due to its
location on the periphery of the project site and close proximity to the tugboat operation, Pier 1
is currently underutilized.

e Pier 2 and Wharf 2 — Pier 2 cannot currently be utilized due to its poor condition. The 3,405-SF
pier extends 225 feet into the Bay and includes a marginal wharf (Wharf 2) of 8,360 SF that is in
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similarly poor condition. Pier 2 and Wharf 2 are supported by 133 wooden piles and are fenced
off for safety reasons (Figure 4).

o Pier 4 — Pier 4 is one of the two main piers (the other being Pier 6) that is used as part of primary
operations. Pier 4 is used to moor large military vessels during repair and maintenance activities.
The 28,260-SF Pier 4 is supported by 160 wooden piles, 162 steel fender piles, and 40 concrete
piles, and includes a concrete deck that extends 700 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal
wharf associated with Pier 4.

e Pier 5 and Wharf 5 — Like Pier 2, Pier 5 is a smaller pier that extends 200 feet into the Bay. The
4,080-SF Pier 5 is 24 feet wide and is supported by 186 wooden pilings. Pier 5 is currently used
to support pipelines and other facilities used in operations. Wharf 5 includes 11,558 SF and has
recently had its decking replaced so that it may be used as a lunch and eating area for
employees and sub-contractors. There is an 880-SF floating dock tied to Wharf 5.

e Pier 6 — Pier 6 is the second of the two main piers (the other being Pier 4) which is used to moor
large military vessels during repair and maintenance activities. The 30,363-SF pier is supported
by 25 wooden piles, 140 steel fender piles, and 112 concrete piles and has a concrete deck that
extends 680 feet into the Bay. There is no marginal wharf associated with Pier 6.

e Pier 7 and Wharf 7 — Due to age (60-plus years old), sun effects, and wave action, Pier 7 and its
associated Wharf 7 have experienced significant degradation over the past few years. In
November of 2017, a large portion of Wharf 7 collapsed into the Bay due to winter wave
activity. While removing the collapsed portion of the wharf, additional sections began to
collapse and the decision was then made to remove the remainder of the failing wharf. The
permit to repair Pier 7 and Wharf 7 was submitted on February 2, 2018 by the Project Applicant.
Portions of Pier 7 remain today (see Figure 4). Pier 7 had an original footprint of 19,405 SF, was
composed of 188 wood piles and planking, and extended 375 feet into the Bay to moor small
vessels. Pier 7 also included an 8,140-SF marginal wharf (Wharf 7) that was used for outdoor
storage.

23 Project Purpose and Need

The Project Applicant repairs and maintains military and other seagoing vessels and its operations
involve onshore construction equipment, support buildings, wharves, and piers. The piers and
associated marginal wharves are essential to the maintenance and repair operations. The piers are
made of wood, steel, and concrete and are inspected on a regular basis. Many of the facilities in need of
repair or replacement have been in place on the project site for over 60 years. Recent inspections have
determined that some piles are aged and/or deteriorated to the extent that they are at the end of their
serviceable life. If these piles are not replaced, berthed vessels could exert further stress onto the pier
and/or support piles, causing damage and safety issues for the pier structure itself, as well as the
surrounding environment.

The wooden piles were coated with creosote to help enhance the useful life of the wooden pilings.
Creosote is a tar-based substance that acts as a preservative against rot but has been found to be
carcinogenic to humans and bioaccumulation can cause effects on marine life. The purpose of the
project is to replace the piles which have degraded such that they are no longer providing support to the
piers and marginal wharves. All wooden creosote coated piles that are removed would be replaced with
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concrete, steel, or plastic piles which are non-toxic to humans or the marine environment. Additionally,
the existing marginal wharves associated with Piers 2, 5, and 7 would be rehabilitated and updated for
use as storage and staging areas which support the ship repair and maintenance operations.
Rehabilitated and updated wharves would increase efficiency within the shipyard and transit distances
throughout the shipyard would be reduced.

24 Project Description

The proposed project is necessitated by a need for repair, maintenance, and replacement of the existing
in-water facilities on the project site that are used in the repair of military and other vessels. Specifically,
the Project Applicant is seeking a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to implement two components.
The first component is replacement of Wharves 2, 5, and 7 that have severely deteriorated, or in the
case of Wharf 7, fallen completely into the Bay. The second component includes installation of like-for-
like pile replacements that would occur on an as-needed basis at the two main piers within the project
site (Piers 4 and 6) as well as Piers 1, 5, and 7 (Pier 2 would be demolished rather than being repaired).
These two components are discussed in more detail below. There would be no increase in operational
capacity at the site following completion of the project.

Component 1 - Marginal Wharf Repair

A marginal wharf is a structure located along a shore or bank that provides a location for vessel mooring.
Marginal wharf repair for the project would occur at Wharves 2, 5, and 7, including reconfiguration and
pile replacement. There would be an overall reduction in overwater coverage from the wharves. Upon
completion of the Marginal Wharf Repair component of the project, these wharves would be utilized for
storage and staging for U.S. Navy contracts, as well as mooring small work vessels. The project would
facilitate streamlining operations by providing for more staging and storage areas. Additionally, the
project would provide for greater safety by repairing or replacing the damaged and deteriorated piles
and wharves. However, the project would not result in an increase in operations; nor would it result in
any additional employees, other than those needed during construction. Improvements at each of the
three wharves are further described below:

e  Wharf 2 — The project would include the replacement of at the existing Wharf 2 in its current
location to better serve on-going needs, including storage, mooring for security and facility
maintenance operations, and for mooring smaller work vessels. The overall footprint of the
proposed new Wharf 2 would be 10,800 SF, which would be larger than the existing 8,360-SF
Wharf 2, resulting in the addition in overwater coverage of 2,170 SF. The proposed new Wharf
would be reconfigured to maximize operational efficiency. The new configuration of Wharf 2
would extend 50 feet into the Bay and encompass 216 feet of the near-shore areas currently
associated with both Piers 1 and 2 and would be within close proximity to Pier 4.

e Wharf5 - Wharf 5 is currently used as a lunch area; however, the piles are aged and in need of
replacement. The project would include the replacement of the existing 109 piles at Wharf 5
with 30 concrete piles. Subsequently, the existing 11,558 SF wooden deck would be replaced
with a 7,142 SF concrete deck, resulting in a reduction in overwater coverage of 4,416 SF. The
restored wharf would extend 45 feet into the Bay and would span 160 feet along the quay wall
(Figure 5, Proposed Condlitions).
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e  Wharf 7 -Wharf 7 would be reconstructed in the same location prior to its demolition by a
storm and the remaining damaged portions of Pier 7 would be removed (see Figure 5). While
complete design and timing is conceptual, this analysis assumes that the new Pier 7 and Wharf 7
would consist of 19,405 SF and 8,140 SF, respectively, which would be the same as the former
Pier 7 and Wharf 7; thus, there would be no change in overwater coverage. The new Pier 7 and
Wharf 7 would be constructed with concrete piles and concrete decking for use as a storage and
staging area.

Component 2 - As-Needed Pile Replacement

To provide a conservative analysis, this document addresses the potential replacement of all 1,304 piles
that currently exist within the project site. The project would not involve pile replacement associated
with Pier 2, which would be demolished and would not be rebuilt. The 1,304 piles would be replaced on
an as-needed basis over four phases (see Figure 6, Phasing Plan) as detailed below in Table 1, Project
Component Summary. The proposed as-needed pile replacements would involve removal of the existing
60-foot-long piles made of wood, concrete, and steel, and replacement with new concrete, plastic, or
steel fender piles. This would protect the existing piers, remove wood piles with hazardous chemicals
from the Bay, and provide the ability to continue to safely moor vessels.

25 Project Construction

Construction activities are anticipated to begin in the mid-to-late 2019. Typical daily construction hours
are expected to be from 7:00 AM to 4:00 PM Monday through Friday. Removal and demolition of the
existing pier and wharf structures would be accomplished utilizing hand tools. Existing piles would be
extracted via crane. Old materials would then be loaded into dumpsters located on a deck barge.
Replacement for all piles, when feasible, would be completed using a vibratory hammer to reduce noise
and vibratory impacts to the surrounding environment. For piles requiring deeper penetration

(i.e., concrete support piles), an impact hammer may be necessary. The vibratory or impact hammer
would be transported to the project site via barge and tugboat. Once on the site, the hammer would be
connected directly to the crane (located on the same barge), which is utilized to conduct hammering.
Concerning pile driving, the majority of the piles would require 2 to 3 minutes of vibratory hammer per
pile or 50 blows if using an impact hammer. Piles installed in depths greater than 25 feet would require
2 to 3 minutes of vibratory hammer per pile and approximately 100 blows with the impact hammer.

With respect to the as-needed pile replacement component of the project, the number of piles to be
removed/installed per day/week would vary based on the difficulty of the removal/installation process
in a given area and the designated number of piles to be replaced. The number of piles removed/
installed would range from 10 to 15 piles per day, and 50 to 75 piles per week (assuming 5-day work
weeks). The project barge would be the storage area for removed piles. Removed piles would be
transported for disposal via two weekly haul truck round trips. Throughout the anticipated four years of
construction, approximately five construction workers would be required each day.

Construction of the wharves is expected to be completed by March 31, 2020, and construction of the

entire project is expected to take place over a five-year period between 2019 and 2023. Table 1 provides
a breakdown of the construction schedule by phase.
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Table 1
PROJECT COMPONENT SUMMARY

Pier Area Range of Existing Proposed Net Change in ::::;3:; PRIIeeSI:::eI:je Existing Pile Proposed Net Change in Proposed
Component (SF)* WatergDepth Wharf Area Wharf Area Over-water (Total of (TcF:taI of Fill Area Pile Fill Area Pile Fill Area Construction Phase
* %k
(SF) (SF) Coverage (SF) 1,304 Piles) 1,169 Piles) (SF) (SF) (SF) and Date
. 0 ft to -25 ft 158 wooden . Phase Il
Pier 1 7,400 MLLW n/a n/a n/a piles 158 Steel H-piles 344.7 sf 24.1 sf -320.6 sf 09/2020 — 03/2021
. 3,405 (would be .
Pier 2 ’ 0 ft to -25 ft 133 wooden None - Pier 2 to be Phase Il
Wharf 2 remo:::sizrs;afety MLLW 8,360 10,800 -965 piles removed 290.2 sf 0sf -290.2 sf 09/2020 — 03/2021
160 wooden
. 160 Steel H-piles
piles . 349.1 sf 24.4 sf
. -5.0to0 -38.0 ft . 160 Steel H-piles PR Phase |
Pier 4 28,260 MLLW n/a n/a n/a 162 H-piles (fender) 24.8 sf 24.4 sf -325.1 sf 09/2019 to 03/2020
(fender) . 133.1 sf 133.1 sf
. 40 concrete piles = =
40 concrete piles
Pier 5 -3.5t0-20 ft 186 wooden . Phase llI
Wharf 5%%* 4,080 MLLW 11,558 7,142 -4,416 piles 186 Steel H-piles 405.8 sf 28.4 sf -377.4 sf 09/2021 — 03/2022
25 wooden piles .
. 25 Steel H-piles
140 H-piles . 54.5 sf 3.8 sf
Pier 6 30,363 '1ﬁ;iﬁafft n/a n/a n/a (fender) 140;:i1;tf”es 21.4 sf 21.4 sf -50.7 sf 09/ZO;$E;%;/2020
112 concrete . 372.6 sf 372.6 sf
. 112 concrete piles -
piles
Pier 7 19,405 -5.2 ft to -24.0 ft 8'15?22(?;[3” 188 wooden Phase IV
Wharf 7 (forgweerreﬂlzae(,:;/:/jc))uld MLLW remnants 8,140 0 piles 188 Steel H-piles 410.2 sf 28.7 sf -381.5 sf 09/2022 - 03/2023
P remain)

Source: EMSBHII 2018
* Note, other than Pier 2, which would be demolished, no change in pier size would occur.

** Net change in over-water coverage accounts for change in both pier area and wharf area.
*** There is an existing 880-SF floating dock tied to Wharf 5.
MLLW = Mean Lower Low Water Mark; SF = square feet; ft = feet; n/a = not applicable
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In total, the project would remove up to 850 wooden piles, 302 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles.
It would replace them with up to 717 H-piles, 300 H-piles (fender), and 152 concrete piles. Based on the
reduction in the number of piles and the types of piles to be used, the project would result in a decrease
in the amount of fill at the project site. The shallowest potential pile driving may occur in an intertidal
zone. The deepest potential location is approximately 38 feet below the mean lower low water (MLLW)
at Pier 4. All work would be performed within the project site. The District’s standard Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that would be employed during construction include:

e Employing the project site’s existing fully contained stormwater diversion system during project
construction and operation to limit stormwater runoff into the Bay;

e Conducting proper waste unloading, transport, and disposal procedures; and

e Conducting community health and safety procedures and monitoring.

For each phase of the project, a contractor would be responsible for the disposal of the removed piles
and debris at the Otay Landfill. The contractor would temporarily place the piles within dumpsters or
“skip tubs” located on the flattop barge and would be responsible for cleaning up the marine growth
and activity-generated debris. “Skip tubs” are large open-topped waste containers designed for loading
onto haul trucks. Removed piles would be transported to the Otay Landfill the same day the dumpster
or “skip tub” is loaded. Piers would be restored to pre-construction conditions as part of the project.
Prior to any removed piles leaving the facility, the contractor would provide the Project Applicant the
appropriate information regarding the intended disposal site (Otay Landfill) and a copy of all shipping
documents. All work would be performed within the project site.

2.6 Pre-construction Activities

The project is anticipated to be permitted per a letter of permission issued by the ACOE that allows for
the repair, rehabilitation, replacement, or removal of previously authorized or currently serviceable
structures within waters of the U.S. As such, prior to initiating construction, the Project Applicant would
submit to the ACOE Regulatory Division a complete set of construction plans showing all work and
structures in the waters of the United States (U.S.). As required by Caulerpa Control Protocol (National
Marine Fisheries Service), pre-construction surveys of each project area (i.e., phase) for Caulerpa
(Caulerpa taxifolia) would be conducted and would be completed and submitted to the ACOE no more
than 90 days prior to start of construction. In the event that Caulerpa is detected in the area, no work
would commence until the infestation has been isolated and treated as confirmed in writing by the
ACOE Regulatory Division. In addition, due to the presence of eelgrass on-site, preconstruction eelgrass
surveys would be conducted, as discussed in the biological resources section of this document. The
locations of the eelgrass beds would be documented and their impacts addressed in coordination with
the NMFS.

27 Post-construction Activities
Due to the presence of eelgrass on-site and anticipated impacts to eelgrass from the project, post-
construction eelgrass surveys shall be conducted as required by and detailed in mitigation measure

BIO-4.

During transfer to shore, piles will be cut and placed directly into closed-top dumpsters. The cutting of
piles requires special worker health and safety program including respiratory protection.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY
AFFECTED

An Initial Study is conducted by a Lead Agency to determine if a project may have a potentially
significant effect on the environment. An EIR must be prepared if an Initial Study indicates that further
analysis is needed to determine whether a significant impact will occur or if there is substantial evidence
in the record that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. The environmental factors
checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that may
require mitigation to reduce the impact from “Potential Impact” to “Less than Significant with
Mitigation.” The potential impacts and mitigation are described in the Initial Study Checklist.

[ Aesthetics [ Agriculture/Forestry Resources I Air Quality

B Biological Resources L] Cultural Resources L] Geology/Soils

[ Greenhouse Gas Emissions M Hazards/Hazardous Materials B Hydrology/Water Quality
B Land Use/Planning 1 Mineral Resources B Noise

L] Population/Housing L] Public Services L] Recreation

L] Transportation/Traffic 1 Tribal Cultural Resources L] Utilities/Service Systems
B Mandatory Findings of

Significance
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

LI Ifind that the project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

[J  1find that the project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an environmental
impact report is required.

L1 Ifind that the project MAY have a “potential impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, 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 the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[] 1find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

T onla~ @ Mt ama January-30April 9, 2019

Wileen C. Manaois Date
Director, Development Services
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4.0

A.

ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

“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 EIR is required.

“Less Than Significant with Mitigation” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures
has reduced an effect from “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 (mitigation measures from other areas of the initial study
may be cross-referenced).

“Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project creates no significant impacts, only less
than significant impacts.

“No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact”
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information
sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards
(e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific
screening analysis).
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I AESTHETICS

Less Than
AESTHETICS: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] | O

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings O O | O
within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or n 0 n -
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which n 0 0 -

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. The PMP identifies vista areas oriented towards the project site from the
eastern edge of Coronado. Specifically, vistas to the project site are available from multiple locations
along the Bayshore Bikeway, as well as from the designated 1t and 2" Street view corridors. The crane
and barge used during construction would be visible from the identified vista areas; however, these
pieces of equipment would not represent a substantial variation from the predominantly industrial
nature of the project site and surrounding areas. In addition, the use of the crane and barge would be
temporary. Upon completion of construction, the new structures would be of similar footprint, bulk, and
scale to the existing structures, and would not have a permanent adverse effect on an existing scenic
vista. Therefore, impacts associated with scenic vistas would be less than significant.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Coronado Bridge, or State Route 75 (SR-75), is an Officially Designated
State Scenic Highway (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2018) and traverses the
project site in a northeast to southwest direction between existing Piers 5 and 6. It increases in height
from approximately 150 feet in the northeastern portion of the site to approximately 200 feet in the
southwestern portion of the site. Construction equipment used for the project would not substantially
affect scenic resources from the Coronado Bridge as the presence of the equipment would be
temporary and because the bridge is suspended high above the industrial waterfront. In addition, the
use of construction equipment would not represent a substantial variation from the predominately
industrial nature of the project site and surrounding areas. In the long-term, the proposed project would
not damage scenic resources as it would replace existing structures with structures of similar footprint,
bulk, and scale. Therefore, less than significant impacts to scenic resources would occur.

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

No Impact. The proposed project involves the replacement and expansion of pier and wharf
infrastructure in an existing industrial waterfront. When completed, the replaced pilings and wharves
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would be of a similar footprint, bulk and scale to the existing structures. There would not be a
degradation in the existing visual environment. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. Construction would occur during daylight hours (between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM) and the
use of temporary construction lighting is, therefore, not anticipated. Existing light sources illuminate the
project site at night. These light sources include boom lighting and mast lighting for security and
operational activities. The project does not propose introducing new sources of light that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Il AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
. L] ] L]
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
1 2220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code ] Ol ] [ |
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
) 0 0 0 =
to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
O ] [ ]

of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non- forest use?

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 non-agricultural use?

No Impact. No agricultural resources exist within the vicinity of the project, as the project site is located
on an urban waterfront. The project site is not designated as Farmland under the California Department
of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP; California Department of
Conservation 2016). Therefore, no impact would occur.
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. No agricultural resources exist within the vicinity of the project. The project site is not zoned
for agricultural use, and no Williamson Act contracts apply to the project site. The PMP water use
designation of Specialized Berthing and land use designation of Marine Related Industrial are not
intended to support agricultural uses. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. No agricultural resources exist within the vicinity of the project. The project site is adjacent
to the Bay in an existing urbanized and industrial area that does not support agricultural land. Therefore,
the project would not convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use and no impact would occur.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. No forest land exists within the vicinity of project, as the project site is located on an urban
and industrial waterfront. Therefore, the project would not convert forest land to a non-forest use and
no impact would occur.

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. No agricultural or forest land resources or operations exist within the vicinity of the project.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Il. AIR QUALITY

AIR QUALITY:

Where available, the significance criteria established by the Less Than

applicable air quality management or air pollution control Significant Less Than

district may be relied upon to make the following Potential with Significant No

determinations. Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable n 0 n -
air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially n n - n

to an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air ] O | O
quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
|
concentrations? U U U
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number n 0 - n
of people?
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a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. The project site is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which is regulated by the San
Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). The SDAPCD is responsible for regulating emissions from
stationary sources in the SDAB, while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for
regulating mobile source emissions. SDAPCD’s tasks also include monitoring air pollution, preparing and
implementing the San Diego County portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and enforcing its
Rules and Regulations.

The SIP incorporates the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), which is developed by the SDAPCD and
sets forth strategies to be used to attain and maintain acceptable air quality in San Diego County. The
SDAPCD Rules and Regulations include procedures and requirements to control the emission of
pollutants and prevent adverse effects of the pollutants. The RAQS and Rules and Regulations together
outline plans and control measures designed to bring the SDAB into attainment with National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

The SDAB is currently classified as a moderate nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. On
June 3, 2016, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) determined that 11 areas,
including the SDAB, failed to attain the 2008 Ozone NAAQS by the applicable attainment date of July 20,
2015 and, thus, are reclassified as “Moderate” for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS (CARB 2018). The SDAB is an
attainment area for the NAAQS for all other criteria pollutants. The SDAB is currently classified as a
nonattainment area under the CAAQS for ozone, respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter of 10 microns or less (PMsg), and fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of

2.5 microns or less (PM3s; SDAPCD 2017).

Consistency with the RAQS is typically determined by two standards. The first standard is whether a
project would exceed assumptions contained in the RAQS. The second standard is whether a project
would increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or interim reductions as specified in the RAQS.

The RAQS relies on growth projections from the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to
estimate future emissions. The SDAPCD then uses this information to determine strategies necessary for
the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls to meet the NAAQS and CAAQS. The SANDAG
growth projections are based on population, vehicle use trends, and land use plans as designated under
local general plans, or in the case of the District, the PMP. As such, projects that involve development
that is consistent with the growth anticipated by the applicable land use plan would be consistent with
the RAQS and SIP. Thus, the project would be consistent with the RAQS and SIP if it is consistent with
growth anticipated in the PMP.

The project would involve demolishing, reconstructing, and improving existing pier and wharf structures.
Existing operations would resume upon completion of construction activities. Thus, the project would
not include components that would induce growth or change the use of the site. In addition, as
described below under Item lll.b, pollutant emissions from the project would be less than the SDAPCD
thresholds. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS, and
no impact would occur.

69876 87



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

Less Than Significant Impact. Criteria air pollutants are defined and regulated by state and federal law
as a risk to the health and welfare of the public and are categorized into primary and secondary
pollutants. Primary air pollutants are those that are emitted directly from sources including: Carbon
monoxide (CO); reactive organic gases (ROGs), also known as volatile organic compounds (VOCs);
nitrogen oxides (NOx); sulfur dioxide (SO,); coarse particulate matter (PMyo); fine particulate matter
(PMys); and lead. Of these primary pollutants, CO, SO, PMio, PM,s, and lead are criteria pollutants. ROG
and NOx are criteria pollutant precursors and go on to form secondary criteria pollutants through
chemical and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. The principal secondary criteria pollutants are
ozone (O3) and nitrogen dioxide (NO,).

The descriptions of sources and general health effects for each of the criteria air pollutants are
described below, based on information provided by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA 2018).

Carbon Monoxide (CO). Carbon monoxide is an odorless, colorless gas formed when carbon in fuel is not
burned completely; it is a component of motor vehicle exhaust. Carbon monoxide reduces the ability of
blood to deliver oxygen to vital tissues, affecting the cardiovascular and nervous system. It impairs
vision, causes dizziness, and can lead to unconsciousness or death.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,). Nitrogen dioxide is a reddish-brown gas formed during fuel combustion for
motor vehicles and industrial sources. Sources include motor vehicles, electric utilities, and other
sources that burn fuel. Nitrogen dioxide is a respiratory irritant that can aggravate lung and heart
problems.

Ozone (0s). Ozone is formed by a chemical reaction between volatile organic gases (VOCs) and nitrogen
oxides (NOy) in the presence of sunlight. Common sources of these precursor pollutants include motor
vehicle exhaust, industrial emissions, gasoline storage and transport, solvents, paints, and landfills.
Ozone irritates and causes inflammation of the mucous membranes and lung airways; causes wheezing,
coughing, and pain when inhaling deeply; it can aggravate lung and heart problems.

Particulate Matter (PMig and PM,s). PM,s and PMyg are produced by power plants, steel mills, chemical
plants, unpaved roads and parking lots, wood-burning stoves and fireplaces, automobiles, and other
sources. Particulates can cause increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways,
coughing, or difficulty breathing; aggravated asthma; development of chronic bronchitis; irregular
heartbeat; nonfatal heart attacks; and premature death in people with heart or lung disease.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,). Sulfur dioxide is a colorless, nonflammable gas formed when fuel containing sulfur
is burned, when gasoline is extracted from oil, or when metal is extracted from ore. Examples are
petroleum refineries, cement manufacturing, metal processing facilities, locomotives, and ships. Sulfur
dioxide is a respiratory irritant and can aggravate lung and heart problems.

Air pollutant emissions resulting from implementation of the project would be primarily due to
construction activities. Because existing operations would resume following completion of construction
and no increase in capacity would occur, no long-term increase in on-road traffic, boat traffic, utility
demand, or associated emissions is anticipated.
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Air pollutant emissions during construction would result from operation of construction equipment and
on road vehicles. Construction equipment would include a tugboat, crane, vibration/impact hammers,
and barges, however the proposed barges rely on the tugboats for power and movement and do not
generate emissions. On road vehicles would include trucks used for hauling away the old piles and
delivering new supplies, as well as construction worker commute vehicles. The number of haul trucks
used would vary by phase depending on the number of piles to be replaced and the square footage of
wharf and pier demolition and reconstruction; regardless of phase, however, the number of weekly haul
truck trips would be minimal (approximately two round trips per week). It is anticipated that five
construction workers would be present on-site each day during construction. As shown in Table 1 in the
Project Description, project construction would occur over four phases, each lasting approximately
seven months. Emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter of 10 microns or less (PMy), respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of
2.5 microns or less (PM3s), sulfur dioxide (SO,), and the ozone precursors volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and nitrous oxide (NOx) associated with construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker
vehicles were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2
(South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD] 2016). Tugboat emissions were calculated
using factors and calculations methods included in the Port of San Diego 2006 Emissions Inventory
(District 2008). The calculated daily construction emissions are shown in Table 2, Maximum Daily
Construction Emissions, and the complete model outputs are included as Appendix A. As shown in
Table 2, emissions would be less than the SDAPCD thresholds, and impacts would, therefore, be less
than significant.

Table 2
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Phase Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)

VOC NOx co SOz PMa1o PM2s
Phase 1 1 15 8 <0.5 1 1
Phase 2 1 14 8 <0.5 1 <0.5
Phase 3 1 13 8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phase 4 1 11 8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Screening Thresholds 75 250 550 250 100 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod; District 2008 (output data is provided in Appendix A).

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrous oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SO, = sulfur dioxide
PMjo = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less

PM, s = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less

c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The SDAB is classified as an attainment area for all criteria air pollutants
except ozone, PMio, and PM,s. Ozone is not emitted directly, but rather forms as a result of a reaction
between the precursors NOx and VOC in the presence of sunlight. As shown in Table 2, emissions of NOy,
VOC, PMyg, and PM; s from construction would be below the applicable thresholds. Therefore, the
project would not generate emissions in quantities that would result in an exceedance of the NAAQS or
CAAQS for ozone, PMig, and PM;s.
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An EIR was prepared for Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment Plan,* which is located
approximately 500 feet northwest of the project site. The EIR includes a discussion of the potential for
the Demolition and Initial Rail Component and full Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment Plan
buildout to contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on the environment. It was concluded that the
Demolition and Initial Rail Component’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related to air
quality and health risk would not be cumulatively considerable. However, at buildout of the

Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal, the incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related to air
quality and health risk would be cumulatively considerable because, even with incorporation of
mitigation, program-level air emissions would remain above the project-level thresholds and there is
insufficient information to determine if individual projects within the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal
would exceed the project-level thresholds. As construction of the proposed project would contribute to
the cumulative condition in the project area, project emissions would be part of the cumulative impact
on air quality. Although the effects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
including the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment Plan, are considered cumulatively
significant, because project-related criteria pollutant emissions would be temporary and well below
applicable project-level thresholds for all pollutants and the project would not conflict with the RAQS,
the project’s incremental contribution from construction emissions would result in a less than
cumulatively considerable air quality impact.

Once construction is complete, existing operations would resume and would not result in an increase in
emissions above existing levels. Therefore, operational emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable, and impacts would be less than significant.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors typically consist of schools, parks, hospitals, resident
care facilities, day-care centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that
would be adversely affected by changes in air quality. The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site
is Cesar Chavez Park, located near the northwestern boundary of the project site. At its nearest point,
construction of the project would occur approximately 100 feet from the park.

Criteria pollutants can be linked to health effects, as described above under Section Ill.b. Specific
adverse health effects to individuals or population groups induced by criteria pollutant emissions are
highly dependent on a multitude of interconnected variables (e.g., cumulative concentrations, local
meteorology and atmospheric conditions, and the number and character of exposed individuals

[e.g., age, gender]). Criteria pollutant precursors (VOC and NOy) affect air quality on a regional scale,
typically after significant delay and distance from the pollutant source emissions. Health effects related
to ozone and NO; are, therefore, the product of emissions generated by numerous sources throughout a
region. As such, specific health effects from these criteria pollutant emissions cannot be directly
correlated to the incremental contribution from a single project. Further, because the project would
generate criteria pollutant emissions that would be temporary and well below established significance
thresholds, it would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations.

Two other primary emissions of concern regarding health effects to sensitive receptors from land
development projects are CO and toxic air contaminants (TACs), which are discussed below.

1 The Final EIR for the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment Plan is available for public review at
https://www.portofsandiego.org/.

69876 90


https://www.portofsandiego.org/

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots

A CO hot spot is an area of localized CO pollution caused by severe vehicle congestion on major
roadways, typically near intersections. Because project-related traffic would be limited to two weekly
haul truck round trips and five daily construction worker round trips, it is not anticipated that the project
would result in substantial roadway congestion or intersection delays. Therefore, the potential for a CO
hot spot or exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial, project-generated, local CO emissions is low,
and impacts would be less than significant.

Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants

Construction activities would result in short-term project-generated emissions of diesel PM from the
exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment. CARB identified diesel PM as a TAC in 1998. The dose
to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of
the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the
substance. Therefore, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual (MEI) are higher if a fixed
exposure occurs over a longer period of time. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA), health risks assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to
toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure period for residents and a 25-year exposure
period for workers (OEHHA 2015). Because construction would occur over four seven-month phases,
and because the types of construction equipment would be limited to a tugboat, crane, and impact/
vibratory hammer, emissions of diesel PM would be temporary and short-term and would not result in
the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than
significant.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Diesel exhaust from construction may create noticeable odors near the
construction activities; however, the diesel exhaust odors would be temporary and minor. In addition,
the use of diesel is common in the surrounding industrial areas and in the Bay from the use of diesel-
powered vessels. Operation of the project would not include heavy industrial or agricultural uses that
are typically associated with objectionable odors. Therefore, the project would not create objectionable
odors that would affect a substantial number of people, and impacts would be less than significant.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
can'dldate, sensmv'e,' or special sta'tus species in Ioca'I or . 0 - n n
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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Less Than

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California O | O ]
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with n - 0 n
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

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

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
. . L] [ | L] L]
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

The following discussion is based on the Marine Biological Resources Report prepared for the project by
Marine Taxonomic Services, Ltd. (MTS) in September 2018 (MTS 2018; see Appendix B) as well as the
California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidelines (NOAA 2014; see Appendix C). This
analysis focuses impacts related to construction, as existing operations would resume following
completion of construction and would not result in new impacts.

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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The terrestrial portion of the project site is completely developed
and urbanized and does not contain natural habitat that could support sensitive species; however, the
marine portion of the project site has the potential to support sensitive, protected, rare, threatened, or
endangered species that occur in the region. Such species are included in Table 3, Sensitive Species with
Potential to Occur on the Project Site.
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Table 3
SENSITIVE SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON THE PROJECT SITE

Species | Status
Reptiles
Pacific green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) | Federally Threatened (Federal ESA)
Mammals

Harbor seal (Phoca vitulina)

California sea lion (Zalophus californianus)
Common dolphin (Delphinus spp.)
Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncates)
Fish

Northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax)
Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax)

Pacific mackerel (Scomber japonicus)

Jack mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus)
California scorpionfish (Scorpaena guttata)
English sole (Parophrys vetulus)

Birds

Protected (MMPA)

Managed (Coastal Pelagics FMP)

Managed (Pacific Groundfish FMP)

State and Federally Endangered

(State and Federal ESA)

California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) CDFW Fully Protected

Source: MTS 2018

ESA = Endangered Species Act; FMP = Fisheries Management Plan; CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife
MMPA = Marine Mammal Protection Act

California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni)

The following sections describe the different species, their potential to occur within and near the project
site, the anticipated distances from the construction equipment associated with the project when
impacts would occur, and mitigation measures to reduce potential construction-related impacts to each
species.

Reptile Species

Pacific green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) is a federally threatened species under the ESA and potential
impacts to these species are regulated by the USFWS. They are typically present in the southern part of
the Bay where the water is warmer and find refuge in the Bay to feed on eelgrass before migrating to
Mexico to lay eggs. Due to the presence of eelgrass within the project site, Pacific green sea turtles may
be present during construction activities. Certain construction activities, most notably pile driving, would
have the potential to physically harm Pacific green sea turtles that may be present and would result in a
potentially significant impact . To address potentially significant impacts to Pacific green sea turtles,
mitigation measure BIO-1 is included to require that a marine biological monitor be present on-site
during construction to observe the project area for protected species, including Pacific green sea turtle.
If the Pacific green sea turtle is observed within the construction area, the biological monitor would
have the authority to halt in-water construction activities and/or postpone in-water construction
activities.

Mitigation measure BIO-2 is also included to require that construction activities utilize a soft-start

sequence for impact hammer pile driving. A soft-start sequence involves three pile strikes at reduced
intensity separated by 30 seconds prior to full-power pile driving. This provides reptile species with a
“warning” and allows them to flee the area prior to the noise associated with full-power pile driving.
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Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts to the Pacific green
turtle to less than significant.

Sensitive Marine Mammal Species

Marine mammals protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act that are rarely found in the
central portion of the Bay include the harbor seal (Phoca vitulina), California sea lion (Zalophus
californianus), common dolphin (Delphinus spp.), and bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncates). Due to
habitat restrictions, including specific foraging and breeding preferences, marine mammal occurrence
within the project site is not expected; however, some potential for their occurrence exists, and certain
construction activities, most notably impact hammer pile driving, could directly (through physical harm)
and/or indirectly (through noise exposure; refer to Section Xll.a) affect sensitive marine mammal species
individuals. Similar to the discussion above for the Pacific green turtle, mitigation measures BIO-1 and
BIO-2, which require a biological monitor with the authority to stop in-water construction and a soft-
start construction sequence to warn marine species of construction activities, would be required to
similarly reduce potentially significant impacts to marine during construction to less than significant.

Sensitive Fish Species

MTS conducted evaluations of fisheries inventories to determine the potential for the presence of fish
species in the Bay and to analyze impacts to EFH. Of the species identified to exist within the Bay, six are
managed by the NMFS under two Fishery Management Plans (FMPs), including the Coastal Pelagic
Species FMP and the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP. The fish species managed under the Coastal Pelagic
Species FMP include northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax), Pacific
mackerel (Scomber japonicus), and jack mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus). These four species are
generally open-water-schooling species that do not have specific site fidelity associated with the project
site and do not rely on the project site for breeding or spawning. During construction they would either
flee or take advantage of potential prey opportunities resulting from habitat disturbance. Therefore, the
potential for the project to directly impact northern anchovy, Pacific sardine, Pacific mackerel, and jack
mackerel is not anticipated and impacts would be less than significant.

The fish species managed under the Pacific Groundfish FMP include California scorpionfish (Scorpaena
guttata) and English sole (Parophrys vetulus). These two species occur in low numbers in the Bay and
are not likely to be found within the project area. If species did happen to be present during the
project’s construction activities, they would likely flee but may benefit from exposure of prey items from
disturbance activities. Therefore, the potential for the project to directly impact California scorpionfish
and English sole is considered to be less than significant.

Fish in the immediate vicinity of the project’s construction activities could be indirectly impacted by
noise generated by impact hammer and vibratory hammer pile driving (refer to Section Xll.a for analysis
of noise and vibration impacts to fish). Behavioral modification to fish associated with noise is also likely
within the waters surrounding project construction activities. To allow fish and other marine wildlife the
opportunity to flee the immediate area prior to enduring substantial affects from noise, mitigation
measure BIO-2 would be required, which requires that a soft-start sequence for pile driving be utilized
during construction. As a result, impacts to fish would be reduced to less than significant.
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Sensitive Bird Species

The California least tern (Sterula antillarum browni; State and Federal Endangered) and California brown
pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis; CDFW Fully Protected) occur in the project vicinity and both species
could occur within the project site. California least tern typically nest on open beaches (USFWS 2017);
however, California least tern was observed foraging at multiple locations within the project site during
the site survey conducted for the Marine Biological Resources Report. The nearest nesting colony to the
project site is located approximately two miles to the northwest in Coronado. There are no open
beaches within the project site and the likelihood of on-site nesting is low. However, because California
least tern has been observed foraging within the project site, physical harm could occur to this species
during project construction. Mitigation measure BIO-1, which includes monitoring for California least
tern, would allow the project to avoid impacts to this species. California brown pelicans do not nest but
frequently forage in the Bay (MTS 2018). Because the California brown pelican is not expected to nest
within the project site or construction work areas, impacts to this species are not anticipated.

The turbidity resulting from an increase in sediments in the water column could reduce visibility and
impair the foraging capabilities of the terns and pelicans, which view prey fish from above and dive and
catch them in surface waters . As a result, indirect impacts to both California least tern and California
brown pelican could occur and mitigation measure BIO-3 would be required, which specifies the use of a
silt curtain during project construction to minimize the amount of sediment that is released into the

water.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1

Construction Monitoring for Sensitive Species. Prior to the commencement of in-water
construction activities, the Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biological monitor that
shall be approved by the District. The Project Applicant shall also obtain a Letter of
Authorization from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to cover
incidental harassment of marine mammals prior to the commencement of in-water
construction activities. The monitor shall observe for presence of sensitive marine species
including sea turtles, marine mammals, and California least terns. The monitor shall observe
the site for 15 minutes prior to the start of pile driving. If sensitive species are within the
shutdown zone, as defined for each species below, prior to the start of pile driving, the
monitor shall delay pile driving until the monitor no longer observes the species in the
shutdown zone . If a sensitive species enters the shutdown zone during active pile driving,
the biological monitor shall stop pile driving until the monitor no longer observes the
species in the shutdown zone.

e During pile driving of steel piles, dolphins and sea lions shall have a 25-meter
shutdown zone. Seals shall have a 300-meter shutdown zone. The 300-meter
shutdown zone shall apply to green sea turtles and the 25-meter shutdown zone
shall apply to California least terns. Work stoppage for any species is subject to the
discretion of the biological monitor who shall have the authority to stop work at any
time due to observed animal behavior or uncertainty with regards to potential to
harm an animal due to pile driving activities or noise generated from the activity.

e During pile driving of concrete piles, dolphins and sea lions shall have a 20-meter
shutdown zone. Seals shall have a 60-meter shutdown zone. The 60-meter
shutdown zone shall apply to green sea turtles and the 20-meter shutdown zone
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shall apply to California least terns. Work stoppage for any species is subject to the
discretion of the biological monitor who shall have the authority to stop work at any
time due to observed animal behavior or uncertainty with regards to potential to
harm an animal due to pile driving activities or noise generated from the activity.

e Marine mammals shall be monitored within 300 meters of the activities and
observation recorded by the biological monitor. Incidental Level B Harassment shall
be noted for any animal in water within 215 meters of pile driving of steel piles and
within 117 meters for pile driving of concrete piles.

e The biological monitor shall provide monthly reports to the District during pile
driving operations.

BIO-2 Soft-Start Sequencing. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the Project
Applicant shall require its contractor to commence pile driving with a soft-start sequence
prior to typical pile driving activities. Soft-start provides a warning and/or gives individuals a
chance to leave the area prior to the hammer operating at full power. The soft-start
procedure shall require contractors to activate the impact hammer with an initial set of
three strikes at 40 percent or less energy, separated by three 30-second waiting periods. If
at any point pile driving stops for greater than one hour, then the soft- start procedure shall
be conducted prior to the start of further pile driving activities. This requirement shall be
indicated on construction documents to the satisfaction of the District.

BIO-3 Silt Curtain and Pile Removal to Minimize Turbidity. The Project Applicant shall require and
ensure deployment of a silt curtain around the pile-removal and pile-driving areas to restrict
the surface visible turbidity plume to the area of removal and driving. The curtain shall
consist of a hanging weighted curtain with a surface float line and shall extend from the
surface to 15 feet down into the water column. The curtain shall be present for the duration
of the pile-removal or pile-driving activity and shall not be removed if any visible plume is
present. In addition to employing a silt curtain, the Project Applicant shall remove and install
piles in a manner that minimizes sediment disturbance and turbidity in the water column.

b) 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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The potential for project-related impacts on sensitive habitat are
limited to the marine portions of the project site as the terrestrial portion of the project site is
completely developed and urbanized and does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities. Eelgrass (Zostera marina) is present within the marine portion of the project site and is
designated as a habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) by the NMFS and has special status under the
Clean Water Act. Eelgrass is mobile and shifts it cover in a given area from year to year. As shown on
Figure 7, Eelgrass Locations, approximately 3,020 square meters (or about 0.75 acre) of eelgrass was
observed in June 2018 within the low intertidal and shallow sub-tidal portion of the project site up to
about one foot above the MLLW. The NMFS CEMP monitors impacts on eelgrass by requiring pre- and
post-construction monitoring and reporting and requires that an Eelgrass Mitigation Plan be prepared
when impacts exceed 10 square meters (0.002 acre) in total disturbance. While pile replacement would
occur in and around areas where eelgrass is mapped, pile removal typically involves limited disturbance
of eelgrass. In addition, eelgrass potentially uprooted during pile replacement would also readily grow
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back within a few months. Direct impacts would occur; however, from the reconfiguration of Wharves 2
and 7 and associated shading. Although the project would result in an overall reduction in overwater
coverage (see Table 1), portions of the reconfigured structures would be located over existing eelgrass
beds. The proposed Wharf 2 would cover approximately 226 square meters (0.06 acre) of existing
eelgrass (see Figure 8a, Eelgrass Impacts and Potential Restoration — Pier 2 and Wharf 2) and the
proposed Wharf 7 would cover approximately 115 square meters (0.03 acre) of existing eelgrass (see
Figure 8b, Eelgrass Impacts and Potential Restoration — Pier 7 and Wharf 7). Direct impacts associated
with approximately 341 square meters of eelgrass habitat loss would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4.

Mitigation measure BIO-4 involves implementation of an Eelgrass Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which
would require mitigation for direct eelgrass impacts at a ratio of 1.2:1, with a suggested planting ratio of
1.38:1 to improve the potential for successful establishment of eelgrass, per the California Eelgrass
Mitigation Policy (NOAA 2014, Appendix C). At a ratio of 1.38:1, potential impacts to 341 square meters
(0.08 acre) of eelgrass habitat would require eelgrass restoration of approximately 471 square meters
(0.12 acre). Mitigation in the form of restoration would have the potential to occur on the site within a
total of 533 square meters (0.13 acre), which results in a restoration ratio of 1.57:1. Specifically, the
demolition of Pier 2 would provide a reduction in shading over potential eelgrass habitat where eelgrass
habitat could be restored. It is estimated that up to 440 square meters (0.11 acre) of suitable area for
eelgrass growth would be made available after the removal of Pier 2 (Figure 8a). At Pier 7, there is

95 square meters (0.02 acre) of area between the existing eelgrass bed and the proposed Wharf 7 that
has the potential to be restored to support additional eelgrass (Figure 8b). The restoration of eelgrass
would provide a larger contiguous eelgrass bed as eelgrass is dissected by Pier 2 under existing
conditions, which reduces habitat fragmentation and provides a greater ecological benefit. With
implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4, impacts to eelgrass would less than significant.

As mentioned previously, silt curtains would be required during construction per mitigation measure
BIO-4 to minimize indirect impacts on foraging capabilities; however, this measure would also reduce
potential impacts to eelgrass related to suspended sediment and turbidity. The silt curtain would be
placed in a manner such that it would be as close as possible to the piles being removed while avoiding
impacts to the eelgrass from the silt curtain itself.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-4 Eelgrass Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Prior to the start of any in-water construction, the
Project Applicant shall retain a qualified marine biologist to develop an eelgrass mitigation
plan in compliance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (NOAA 2014; Appendix C).
The mitigation plan shall be submitted to the District, NMFS, and other interested regulatory
and/or resource agencies for approval and shall be implemented to compensate for losses
to eelgrass in the event that the surveys described below indicate the project has impacts
on eelgrass. The specific eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan elements shall include:

e Prior to the commencement of any in-water construction activities, a qualified
marine biologist retained by the Project Applicant and approved by the District shall
conduct a preconstruction eelgrass survey. Surveys for eelgrass shall be conducted
during the active eelgrass growing season (March—October), and results will be valid
for 60 days, unless completed in September or October. If completed in September
or October, results will be valid until March (the resumption of the next growing
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season). The qualified marine biologist shall submit the results of the pre-
construction survey to the District and resource agencies within 30 days.

Within 30 days of completion of in-water construction activities, a qualified marine
biologist retained by the Project Applicant and approved by the District shall
conduct a post construction eelgrass survey during the active eelgrass growing
season. The postconstruction survey shall evaluate potential eelgrass impacts
associated with construction. Upon completion of the post-construction survey, the
qualified marine biologist shall submit the survey report to the District and resource
agencies within 30 days.

At least two years of annual post-construction eelgrass surveys shall be conducted
during the active eelgrass growing season. The additional annual surveys shall
evaluate the potential for operational impacts on eelgrass. Specifically, the surveys
shall be designed to evaluate potential shading impacts noted in the project’s
Marine Biological Resources Report (Appendix B).

In the event that impacts on eelgrass are detected, the Project Applicant shall
implement the following:

o A qualified marine biologist retained by the Project Applicant and approved
by the District shall develop a mitigation plan for in-kind mitigation. The
gualified marine biologist shall submit the mitigation plan to the District and
resource agencies within 60 days following the post-construction survey.

o The eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan shall specify that the
contractor/entity harvesting eelgrass to implement the required mitigation
would need to obtain a Scientific Collecting Permit (SCP) for eelgrass harvest
and a letter of authorization (LOA) at least 30-60 days prior to
implementation.

o Mitigation for eelgrass impacts shall be at a ratio of no less than 1.2:1, as
required by the CEMP, at the proposed mitigation areas within the project
site, as identified in the project’s Marine Biological Resources Report
(Appendix B).

o Mitigation shall commence within 135 days of any noted impacts on
eelgrass, such that mitigation commences within the same eelgrass growing
season that impacts occur.

o Upon completing mitigation, the qualified biologist shall conduct mitigation
performance monitoring at performance milestones of 0, 12, 24, 36, 48, and
60 months.

o The qualified biologist shall conduct all mitigation monitoring during the
active eelgrass growing season and shall avoid the low growth season
(November—February). Performance standards shall be in accordance with
those prescribed in the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (Appendix C).
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o The qualified biologist shall submit the monitoring reports and spatial data
to the District and resource agencies within 30 days after the completion of
each monitoring period. The monitoring reports shall include all of the
specific requirements identified in the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy
(Appendix C).

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Eelgrass creates a unique marine habitat and is given special
status under the Clean Water Act. As discussed above, eelgrass may be directly or indirectly impacted by
pile replacement activities. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4 would reduce impacts to
eelgrass to a less-than-significant level.

d) 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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As discussed previously, there is one reptile species, four marine
mammal species, two bird species, and two fish species that use or have the potential to use the project
site and surrounding areas of the Bay for movement; however, only one of the bird species, the
California least tern, has the potential to forage on site. Although the project site has potential to serve
as a nursey site or breeding/nesting ground for this species, on-site nesting has never been recorded
(MTS 2018). Indirect impacts associated with foraging behavior modifications from increased water
turbidity during pile replacement and pile-driving construction activities could occur to the above-
mentioned species and could impact wildlife movement. Potentially significant impacts to least tern
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the incorporation of mitigation measure BIO-3,
which would minimize turbidity in the water and allow for continued least tern foraging. In addition,
project construction activities would occur during daytime hours (7:00 AM to 4:00 PM) and would not
require lighting and the project would also not result in the addition of permanent operational lighting.
Therefore, the project would not impact wildlife movement or migratory patterns from lighting effects.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There is no tree preservation policy or ordinance in effect for the project
site. The PMP provides for the protection of biological resources and states that the District will remain
sensitive to the needs of and cooperate with communities and other agencies in both bay and tideland
development. Impacts to biological resources from the construction and operation of the proposed
project would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project would
be consistent with the PMP policies pertaining to biological resources, and impacts would be less than
significant.

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. No adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state HCP is in place that includes the
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project site or surrounding vicinity; however, the San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) is the relevant plan that applies to the project area. The INRMP was
prepared to guide planning, management, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of the Bay
ecosystem and to “ensure the long-term health, restoration, and protection of the Bay ecosystem in
concert with the Bay’s economic, naval, navigational, recreational, and fisheries needs” (USDN 2013).
The INRMP includes a vision for the Bay, a detailed description of the current state of the ecosystem,
and a pathway to change for proceeding toward the goal and vision. The proposed project is not
expected to substantially change the ecosystem composition or result in a net loss of resources for birds,
green sea turtles, fish, and marine mammals. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede
implementation of the INRMP and is consistent with the plan.

Six species of fish identified in the project area are managed by the NMFS under the Coastal Pelagics
FMP and Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP. These plans identify EFH for each of the species covered by the
plan. While the project site is located in an area identified as EFH for both plans, mitigation measures
BIO-2 and BIO-3 would reduce direct and indirect impacts to fish species protected under both FMPs to
a less-than-significant level; therefore, the project would not conflict with the provisions of either plan,
and impacts would be less than significant.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
CULTURAL RESOURCES: Slgnlflcant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a n 0 - N
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an n 0 N -
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or im.:iirectly Qestroy a un.ique paleontological n n n -
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
) y g O O O n

outside of formal cemeteries?

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. A records search was conducted for the project site at the South Coastal
Information Center on November 7, 2018 by HELIX archaeologist Stacie Wilson. The records search area
included the project site and a quarter-mile buffer. The results indicated that 13 previous studies have
been conducted within the search area, none of which specifically covered the project location.
Additionally, none of the piers or wharves have been previously documented as a cultural resource or
identified as a historical resource. Generally, historical resources are those resources considered eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resource (CRHR), listed in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) or in a “local register of historical resources” or identified as significant in a
historical resource survey; or if the lead agency (e.g., the District) considers the resource to be
historically significant.
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The piers and associated wharves are not the first or only piers in the Bay and are utilized for the general
repair and maintenance of military and other seagoing vessels. The construction of the piers was not
associated with major patterns in San Diego’s development, such as military efforts tied to the World
Wars and do not represent a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the local, regional, or
national history. The piers and wharves have no known significant association with the lives of persons
important to local, California, or national history.

The piers and wharves are typical industrial/commercial structures made of wood, steel, and concrete
and do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, nor do
they represent the work of a master, or possess artistic value. The piers and wharves do not contain
further potential to contribute important information about human history. In addition, for a property
to qualify for the NRHP or CRHR it must retain historic integrity of those features necessary to convey its
significance. The utilized piers and associated wharves are maintained on a regular basis. In addition,
several of the piers have been reconfigured and/or reconstructed within the last 30 years and a few of
the piers and wharves have been destroyed by the elements, previously demolished, or are in such poor
condition they are a safety hazard. As such, the piers and wharves are not a significant resource under
CEQA. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Impacts to historical
resources would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The pile replacement process would involve ground-disturbing activities within the Bay. The
project-site portion of the Bay has been previously dredged and disturbed during installation of the
existing piles and past activities at the project site. The new piles would be installed in the same
locations as the existing piles. As such, it is not anticipated that archaeological resources are present
where the project would involve ground-disturbing activities, and the project would, therefore, not
cause an adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource; no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The project-site portion of the Bay has been previously dredged and disturbed during
installation of the existing piles and past activities at the project site. The new piles would be installed in
the same locations as the existing piles. As such, it is not anticipated that paleontological resources are
present where the project would involve ground-disturbing activities, and the project would, therefore,
not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; no
impact would occur.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

No Impact. As noted above, the project would occur in a substantially disturbed area of the Bay that
does not contain known human remains or burial sites. Therefore, the project would not disturb human
remains, including this interred outside of formal cemeteries, and no impact would occur.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i.  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 427
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] [ ] ]
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? ] ] [ ] ]
iv. Landslides? O ] ] [ |
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] | ]
c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
pro) O O u O

potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

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?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems [ [ [
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

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

i. 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 427

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a seismically active region of southern
California. Active faults in the immediate vicinity of the project site include the Rose Canyon Fault Zone,
which runs under the Bay; the Coronado Fault Zone, which has faults trending north-south through
Coronado; and the La Nacion Fault Zone, which lies to the east of the project site. Since there are no
known active faults underlying the project site, the potential for the site to experience surface rupture is
low. However, lurching or cracking of the ground surface adjacent to the project site because of nearby
seismic events is possible. The project design and construction would be consistent with applicable
regulations and standards, such as the California Building Code, pertaining to earthquake hazards.
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Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving fault rupture, and impacts would be less than
significant.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. As with all properties in the seismically active southern California region,
the project site would be susceptible to ground shaking produced by local faults during earthquakes.
However, the above-water structural components of the project would be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Building Code, which accounts for geotechnical factors affecting a site
and incorporates seismic safety design features. As a result, impacts from seismic ground shaking would
be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Ground shaking during an earthquake can vary depending on the overall
magnitude, distance to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and the type of geologic material
underlying the area. The composition of underlying soils, even those relatively distant from faults, can
intensify ground shaking. Areas that are underlain by bedrock tend to experience less ground shaking
than those underlain by unconsolidated sediments. As noted, the site is adjacent to the Bay with deep
foundations extending through unconsolidated marine sediments. These sediments will be subject to
shaking hazards caused by earthquakes on regional active faults. The potential for ground motion at the
project site is high. The sediments on the Bay floor have been found to have the potential for
liguefaction. Based on the anticipated loose nature of the Bay sediment materials underlying the project
site and their saturated condition, the potential for liquefaction should be considered high. Remedies
for ground motion and liquefaction include ground modification, or in this case, the use of deep
foundations in the form of concrete, plastic, and steel piles. The project would be designed and
constructed in accordance with the California Building Code, which accounts for geotechnical factors
affecting a site and incorporates seismic safety design features. Therefore, there would be a less than
significant impact due to the risks of ground failure and liquefaction.

iv. Landslides?

No Impact. The project site is located on coastal sediment beneath the water and adjacent to the Bay.
According to the County of San Diego Multi-Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan, the project site is not
identified as a landside area (County 2017). Therefore, no impact related to landslides would occur.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The terrestrial portion of the project site is developed and paved and is
not at risk of soil erosion or loss of topsoil. The marine portion of the project site is located on coastal
sediment beneath the water of the Bay. The pile replacement process would disturb the coastal
sediments. To minimize the release of sediment into the water column, the project would utilize silt
curtains around the piles, which would contain disturbed sediment and allow it to settle back to its
original location. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil, and impacts would be less than significant.
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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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction, or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Bay sediments underlying the project site may be subject to static
settlement or liquefaction during a nearby seismic event. Remedies for ground motion and liquefaction
include ground modification, or in this case, the use of deep foundations in the form of concrete piles.
The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the California Building Code, which
accounts for geotechnical factors affecting a site and incorporates seismic safety design features.
Impacts related to unstable soil or geologic units would be less than significant.

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?

No Impact. The sediment located on the Bay floor at the project site consist of silty sand, which has a
low potential for expansion as defined by Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code. Therefore, no
impact would occur.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The proposed project would not entail the use of septic tanks or alternative disposal systems
as no septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed as part of the project.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

VIl.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the ] Ol | ]
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of ] L] [ | ]
greenhouse gases?

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

Less Than Significant Impact. California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) defines greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions to include the following compounds: carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH4), nitrous
oxide (N,0), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur
hexafluoride (SFe). As individual GHGs have varying heat-trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes,
GHG emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalent (COze) units for comparison. The COe is a
consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a
consistent measure. The most common GHG related to the project is CO, (CO.e = 1).
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The District has not established thresholds of significance for GHG emission impacts. Therefore, the
screening level threshold of 900 metric tons (MT) of CO.e per year published by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) is used in this analysis. According to CAPCOA, the

900 MT CO.e screening level threshold is low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future
residential and non-residential development that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide
population and job growth, and high enough to exclude small development projects that will contribute
a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide GHG emissions.

GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the project would be primarily due to construction
activities. Because existing operations would resume following completion of construction, no long-term
increase in on-road traffic, boat traffic, utility demand, or associated emissions is anticipated.

The project’s construction activities would emit GHGs primarily through the combustion of fuels in the
engines of off-road construction equipment, haul trucks, and construction worker commute vehicles. As
shown in Table 1 in the Project Description, project construction would occur over a four-year period.
GHG emissions associated with construction equipment, haul truck trips (including disposal), and worker
vehicles were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2
(SCAQMD 2016). Tugboat emissions were calculated using factors and calculations methods included in
the Port of San Diego 2006 Emissions Inventory (District 2008). The calculated GHG emissions by year
are shown in Table 4, Annual Construction GHG Emissions, and the complete model outputs are included
as Appendix A. As shown in Table 4, GHG emissions in each of the five construction years would be
below the annual 900 MT CO.e screening threshold. In addition, rehabilitated and updated wharves
would increase efficiency within the shipyard, reducing transit distances and fuel consumption and thus
reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, the project’s GHG emissions would have a less than significant
impact on the environment.

Table 4
ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS

Year Emissions (MT COze)
2019 150
2020 195
2021 194
2022 193
2023 134

Source: CalEEMod; District 2008 (output data is provided in Appendix A)

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are numerous local and state plans, policies, and regulations
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The following discusses how the proposed project
conforms with those plans, policies, and regulations.

State Plans, Policies, and Regulations

The principal overall state plan and policy is Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, and the follow up, Senate Bill (SB) 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent
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below 1990 levels by 2030. A major component of AB 32 is its requirement that CARB establish an
emissions cap and adopt rules and regulations that would reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
AB 32 also required CARB to adopt a plan by January 1, 2009 indicating how emission reductions would
be achieved from significant GHG sources via regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions. As
directed by AB 32, in 2008 CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change
(2008 Scoping Plan). The 2008 Scoping Plan identifies the main strategies the State will implement to
achieve the GHG reductions necessary to reduce statewide forecasted business as usual GHG emissions
in 2020 to the state’s historic 1990 emissions level. The project would not result in a net increase of

900 MT CO.e annually. The 900 MT COze screening threshold was established so that small projects
would not conflict with the state’s AB 32 mandate for reducing GHG emission (CAPCOA 2008). As the
project is below the screening threshold, it would not conflict with the AB 32 mandate for reducing GHG
emissions at the state level. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with statewide plans and
regulations.

Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations

In December 2013 the Board of Port Commissioners approved a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to reduce
GHG emissions on District tidelands. The CAP includes an inventory of baseline (2006) GHG emissions
and projected emissions in 2020, 2035, and 2050. The CAP includes a variety of potential GHG reduction
policies and measures selected to help meet the District’'s GHG reduction goals of 10 percent less than
2006 levels by 2020 and 25 percent less than 2006 levels by 2035. The CAP’s 2020 projections and
reduction targets for each activity are based on the growth projections specific to each tenant and
operational activity type. Shipbuilding activities, with which the proposed project is associated,
accounted for approximately 15 percent of the baseline 2006 inventory and are projected to account for
10.5 percent, 9.8 percent, and 9.5 percent of the year 2020, 2035, and 2050 emissions projections,
respectively (District 2013).

The proposed project would not increase operational shipbuilding/repair capacity at the project site and
would, therefore, not result in a long-term increase in GHG emissions. On the contrary, it would aid in
reducing operational GHG emissions at the project site, as rehabilitated and updated wharves would
increase efficiency within the shipyard, reducing transit distances and fuel consumption and thus
reducing GHG emissions. The project’s contribution to a reduction in on-road transportation would be
consistent with GHG reduction target goals of the CAP related to transportation. On-road transportation
associated with District activities accounted for 38 percent of the baseline 2006 inventory and is
projected to account for 37 percent, 34 percent, and 33 percent of the year 2020, 2035, and 2050
emissions projections, respectively (District 2013). The CAP identifies an overall GHG reduction goal of
10 percent less than the 2006 baseline by 2020 and a reduction goal for transportation of 5 percent less
than the 2006 baseline by 2020. The proposed project would contribute to this goal and would be
consistent with CAP GHG reduction measures related to transportation, specifically measures TR1 and
TR2, which are associated with improved vehicle mobility and efficiency within District lands.

Other CAP GHG reduction measures, including those related to building energy use, water use,
alternative energy generation, and waste reduction, are generally associated with a project’s long-term
operation and, therefore, do not apply to the proposed project.

As illustrated above, the project would be consistent with the District’s CAP, would not result in a

permanent increase in GHG emissions, and would temporarily generate GHG emissions less than the
900 MT CO.e threshold during construction. The 900 MT COze threshold was established so that small
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projects would not conflict with the state’s AB 32 mandate for reducing GHG emissions (CAPCOA 2008).
In addition, the project would be consistent with applicable CAP GHG reduction measures, specifically
those related to efficient transportation. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and impacts would be
less than significant.

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
: L : Ll [ | L] L]
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one- ] ] [ | ]
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Belocated on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code [ [ - [
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

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

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or ] Ol ] |
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] Ol ] [ |
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 0 0 n
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The following discussion is based on the Hazardous Materials Technical Study prepared for the project
by Ninyo and Moore (Ninyo and Moore 2018; see Appendix D).
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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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Construction of the project would involve the use of hazardous
materials such as fuels, lubricants, and solvents for construction equipment operation and maintenance.
These materials would be properly stored, handled, used, and disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations and laws; however, the potential exists for hazardous materials to get accidentally released
into the Bay, which could cause hazards to the public and wildlife. As such, mitigation measures HAZ-1
through HAZ-7 would be implemented to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The process of removing and disposing of the existing piles would have the potential to create a hazard
to the public and environment. The existing piles are coated in creosote, which is a tar-based substance
that acts as a preservative against rot and has been found to be carcinogenic to humans and toxic to
marine life through the process of bioaccumulation. The project would employ a contractor who would
be responsible for the removal, transportation, and disposal of the removed piles. The contractor would
first remove the piles from their existing positions in the Bay floor sediment via crane. The removed
materials would then be temporarily placed in a container located on the barge. Mitigation measures
HAZ-8 and HAZ-9 would be implemented during this process to reduce potential impacts associated with
the existing creosote-coated pilings. The contractor would then be responsible for the transportation
and disposal of the removed piles at a licensed Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) waste
disposal site. Following the removal and disposal of the existing piles, new concrete or steel fender piles
that would not contain a creosote coating would be installed in place of the existing wood piles.
Therefore, in the long-term, the project would reduce the risk of exposure by humans and marine life to
the toxic creosote coating.

Following completion of construction, the project would not increase the project site’s operational
capacity and would, therefore, not increase the use of hazardous materials on the site. As such, with
implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-9, impacts related to the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

HAZ-1 Secondary Containment Structures. The Project Applicant shall require its contractor to
ensure that oils and fuels are contained in secondary containment structures during any
demolition or construction activities so that spills and leaks are contained and prevented
from entering the Bay. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or
construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s
Director of Development Services Department.

HAZ-2 Hazards-related Worker Training. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to provide training to
construction workers on specific task areas, including potential hazards resulting from
accidental oil and/or fuel spills, and proper equipment operation. This measure shall be
denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such
denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services
Department.

HAZ-3 Equipment Inspection. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction activities, the
contactor and equipment operators shall conduct equipment inspections prior to use to
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HAZ-4

HAZ-5

HAZ-6

HAZ-7

HAZ-8

HAZ-9

identify and address wear, faulty parts, and leaks. This measure shall be denoted on the
construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be
submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services Department.

Proper Equipment Instrumentation. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to identify required
instrumentation for each piece of equipment to avoid spillage of material from the barge.
This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract and
proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development
Services Department.

Hazardous Materials Monitoring. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to assign construction personnel
to visually monitor for oil and fuel spills during construction. If eil-spilled oil or fuel is
detected, all equipment shall be shut down and the source of the spill shall be identified,
contained, and reported. This measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or
construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s
Director of Development Services Department.

Oil/Spills Kits. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction activities, the Project
Applicant shall require its contractor to inform construction workers as to where oil/fuel
spill kits are located, how to deploy the oil-absorbent pads, and proper disposal guidelines.
The barge shall have a full complement of oil/fuel kits on-board to allow for quick and timely
implementation of spill containment. This measure shall be denoted on the construction
plans and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be submitted to the
District’s Director of Development Services Department.

Barge Loading Procedures. Prior to commencing any demolition or construction activities,
the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to identify barge load limits and loading
procedures and shall mark the appropriate draft level on the materials barge hull. This
measure shall be denoted on the construction plans and/or construction contract and proof
of such denotation shall be submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services
Department.

Removed Pile Placement. When placing pulled and removed piles and debris in the barge,
the Project Applicant shall require its contractor to employ a flattop barge with containment
walls and “skip tubs” to prevent any sediment, wood, or metal debris from falling into the
water. The contractor shall locate the barge as close to shore as possible when transferring
materials and/or debris on and off of the work barge. If necessary, traps shall be utilized to
prevent debris from falling into the water. This measure shall be denoted on the
construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be
submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services Department.

Removed Material Clean-up. The Project Applicant shall require its contractor to clean up
the marine growth and activity-generated debris and restore the piers where removed
materials are placed to pre-construction conditions. This measure shall be denoted on the
construction plans and/or construction contract and proof of such denotation shall be
submitted to the District’s Director of Development Services Department.
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b) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. On August 4, 2017, the Water Board issued Investigative
Order R9-2017-0082 (Order), which directed Hll, the City of San Diego, and Caltrans to submit technical
reports pertaining to an investigation of sediment chemistry in the San Diego Bay located within the
project leasehold bounded on the southeastern side by the CP Kelco leasehold, the eastern side by the
San Diego Bay shoreline, and the northwestern side by the Pacific Maritime Freight Leasehold. The
Order directed the parties to submit a Sediment Chemistry Assessment Work Plan to identify current
and historical sources of contaminants in the investigation area. In response to this Order, HIl has
monitored sediment quality since 1987, as part of its NPDES permit. The pile removal and replacement
process would have the potential to disturb and stir up sea-floor sediment which, per the Order, has
been found to contain contaminants of concern (COCs), including heavy metals, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHSs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polychlorinated terphenyls (PCTs), within
the project site (Ninyo and Moore 2018).

Accordingly, mitigation measure BIO-3 would be implemented and would require piles to be removed
and installed in a manner that reduces sediment disturbance to the greatest extent feasible. In addition,
mitigation measure BIO-3, which also requires the implementation of a silt curtain around pile driving
activities, would restrict the sediment turbidity plume to the area within the curtain and would prevent
sediment from spreading out through the Bay; however, the silt curtain would not restrict sub-surface
contamination from being brought to the surface. As such, mitigation measure HAZ-10 would be
implemented to avoid hazards to the public and environment associated with impaired sediments. The
measure would involve sediment sampling following pile driving and applicable remediation activities, if
necessary. Through implementation of mitigation measures BIO-3 and HAZ-10, the project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the release of hazardous materials,
and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

HAZ-10 Conduct Sediment Sampling and Implement Remediation Measures. At the conclusion of
the pile driving, the Project Applicant shall conduct sediment sampling of representative
areas of potential disturbance near the location of piles. Sampling shall be conducted in
accordance with the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries (SWRCB
2009). Sediment sampling results shall rely on the Effects Range — Low (ER-L) and Effects
Range — Medium (ER-M) guideline values of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Association (NOAA) Screening Quick Reference Tables (Buchman 2008). If the sediment
samples show concentrations of sediment contamination above the guideline values, the
Project Applicant shall delineate the extent of cross-contamination and propose
remediation approaches (subject to approval by the District and any other agencies with
jurisdiction over site contamination) that may include, but are not limited to, dredging,

placement of sand cover, or Enhanced Monitored Natural Recovery (EMNR) sand containing

active carbon. The Project Applicant shall implement the approved remediation. The results
of the sampling and remediation shall be documented in a report to be reviewed and
approved by the District, RWQCB, and any other appropriate regulatory agencies.
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¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. Perkins Elementary School is located one-quarter mile from the northern
boundary of the project site; however, the area of the project site where the proposed improvements
would occur and where hazardous materials would be handled would be on the water side of the site,
approximately 1/3-mile from the school. Therefore, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school, and impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is listed on several Cortese List Data Resources that are
indicative of a release, including the Envirostor, LUST, and Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups
databases (Ninyo and Moore 2018). On the land side of the project site the cases are related to the
release of diesel and gasoline from former underground storage tanks (USTs) that impacted soil and
groundwater. Three of the USTs required remedial cleanup activities and their cases were closed
between 1989 and 2005. Since EMSBHII began operations at the site in 1985, seven of the former USTs
have been removed and one has been abandoned in place. The project would not involve disturbance to
soil or groundwater on the land side of the project site.

On the water side of the project site, listed hazardous release cases are related to past and current
activities that resulted in impaired sediments. The pile replacement process would involve disturbance
to the sediments; however, through implementation of mitigation measures BIO-3 and HAZ-10, the
project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment related to the impaired
sediments, and impacts would be less than significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two 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?

No Impact. The project site is 2.8 miles southeast of San Diego International Airport. The project site is
within the Airport Influence Area (AlA) and Review Area 2 of the San Diego International Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Review Area 2 is the combination of the airspace protection and
overflight boundaries beyond Review Area 1. Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Review is required
for land use plans within Review Area 2 that propose increase in structure heights or increases in
hazards related to glare, lighting, electromagnetic interference, dust, water vapor, smoke, thermal
plumes, and bird attractants (San Diego Regional Airport Authority [SDCRAA] 2014). The new and
improved structures proposed by the project would be of similar height to the existing structures and
operation of the project would be similar to existing operations; therefore, the project would not
increase structure heights or cause an increase in severity of those hazards previously listed. The project
site is not within a Safety Compatibility Zone, a mapped noise contour, or the Overflight Area Boundary
associated with San Diego International Airport’s ALUCP (SDCRAA 2014).

The project site is also 2.9 miles southeast of Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI). The project site is

not within a Clear Zone, Accident Potential Zone, or mapped noise contour associated the NASNI Air
Installations Compatible Zones (AICUZ) Update (Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest 2011).
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Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area and no impacts would occur.

f)  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 project site is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip and no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The District maintains an emergency preparedness plan related to on-site operations.
Because the proposed improvements would occur on the water side of the project site, emergency
access to and from the project site via Cesar E. Chavez Parkway would be maintained during project
construction. Following the completion of construction, the site would continue existing operations,
which would not interfere with the emergency preparedness plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. The proposed improvements would occur above and adjacent to the Bay within an existing
urban environment dominated by concrete and asphalt, well removed from wildlands. Therefore, the
project would not expose people or structures to risk from wildland fires, and no impact would occur.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
) y quality g n - n n

requirements?

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

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 0 0 n
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) 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 which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
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Less Than

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage n 0 n

systems or provide substantial additional sources of "
polluted runoff?
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] [ | ] ]
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal flood Hazard Boundary or Flood [ n n -
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which n 0 - n

would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) 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?

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ] ] [ ] ]

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As described in Section VIll.a, the construction contractor
would use hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, and solvents for equipment operation and
maintenance. These materials would be used on and adjacent to the Bay and would have the potential
to accidentally discharge into the Bay. Implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-7
listed in Section Vlll.a would ensure the project contains the materials on the site and minimizes their
release into the Bay. In addition, the project site utilizes a fully contained stormwater diversion system
that is effective up to a one-inch per hour storm event. The diversion system captures, treats, and
disposes of runoff water in the City’s municipal sewer system. Each pier within the project site includes
systems to capture and redirect stormwater to the stormwater diversion system. The stormwater
diversion system would limit discharge from the project site into the Bay during construction and
operation.

The existing wood piles have a creosote coating, which is a tar-based substance that acts as a
preservative against rot and has been found to be carcinogenic to humans and toxic to marine. The
process of removing the piles would potentially cause leaching of the creosote substance from the wood
into the Bay. To avoid discharging leached creosote into the Bay, the project would be required to
implement mitigation measure HAZ-8, which would involve placing the removed piles in within
containment walls or “skip tubs” while they are temporarily stored on the barge prior to off-site
transport and disposal at a licensed waste disposal site, which would accept the creosote-treated logs.
This measure would also involve locating the barge as close to shore as possible when transferring
materials and/or debris on and off the barge.

The pile removal and replacement process would disturb and stir up sea-floor sediment which has been
found to contain COCs. As described in Section VlIl.b, the project would implement mitigation measure
BIO-3, which involves using a silt curtain and removing piles slowly, during construction to limit the
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spread of sediment in the water column. The work would be done in accordance with the San Diego Bay
Watershed Management Area Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) and Regional Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order No. R9-
2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100 since the project will be dealing with water quality and using a storm
water diversion system to redirect storm water to the City’s municipal sanitary sewer system. In
addition, the project would include mitigation measure HAZ-10, which requires the Project Applicant to
carry out appropriate remediation measures if the project’s pile removal and driving activities cause a
substantial amount of contaminated sediment to be present within the Bay.

Through the use of the existing on-site stormwater diversion system and through implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be 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 which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

No Impact. No groundwater would be withdrawn as part of project construction or operation. The
structures would be on piles above the Bay; accordingly, the project would not interfere with
groundwater recharge. Therefore, the project would not deplete groundwater supplies and no impact
would occur.

c) 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 which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

No Impact. There are no streams or rivers in the vicinity of the project site. Although the existing
structural layout of the project site would be reconfigured through the demolition, construction, and
reconstruction of pier and wharf structures, the reconfiguration would not alter the drainage pattern of
the site in a manner which would result in erosion or siltation on-site or off-site. In addition, the project
site employs a stormwater diversion system that captures runoff water and minimizes the potential for
erosion or siltation to occur. No impacts would occur.

d) 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 which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

No Impact. Chollas Creek is located approximately one mile southeast of the project site and would not
be affected by the project based on this distance. Although the existing structural layout of the project
site would be reconfigured through the demolition, construction, and reconstruction of pier and wharf
structures, the reconfiguration would not alter the drainage pattern of the site or increase in the
amount or rate of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site. In addition,
the project site employs a stormwater diversion system that captures runoff water and minimizes the
potential for flooding to occur. No impacts would occur.
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e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

No Impact. The proposed pier and wharf improvements would not substantially increase the amount of
impervious surface on-site and would, therefore, not create an increase in runoff. The existing on-site
stormwater diversion system would have the capacity to accommodate runoff associated with the
project; no impacts would occur.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in Section IX.a, the project would have the
potential to degrade water quality from the use of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, and
solvents for equipment maintenance and operation, from the handling of the creosote-coated piles to
be removed, and from disturbance of Bay-floor sediment that contains COCs. However, through use of
the existing on-site stormwater diversion system and through implementation of mitigation measures
HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, HAZ-10, and BIO-3, the project would avoid substantially degrading water quality.
As discussed in IX(a) above, the work would be done in accordance with the San Diego Bay Watershed
Management Area Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) and Regional Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-
2015-0100 since the project will be dealing with water quality and using a storm water diversion system
to redirect storm water to the City’s municipal sanitary sewer system. As such, impacts would be less
than significant with implementation of these mitigation measures.

g) 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. The project does not include housing and would, therefore, not place housing within a
100-year flood hazard area; no impacts would occur.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the
land portion of project site is located within Special Flood Hazard Areas Zone A and the water portion of
the project site is located within Special Flood Hazard Zone AE (FEMA 2012). Both Zone A and Zone AE
are areas subject to inundation by the one-percent-annual-chance flood event. Zone A indicates an area
where no base flood elevations have been determined and Zone AE indicates an area where base flood
elevations have been determined. The base flood elevation associated with Zone AE within the water
portion of the project site is 8 feet (FEMA 2012). Because the pier and wharf deck structures would be at
least 10 feet above MLLW, they would not be subject to inundation by flood waters. In addition,
although the piles would be within the flood elevation, they would not substantially impede or redirect
flood flows. Impacts would be less than significant.

i) 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. According to the San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Plan (County 2017), the project site is not located within a high-risk dam inundation area. The closest
dam to the project site is at Chollas Reservoir, approximately 5.5 miles to the northeast. The project
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would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death resulting from flooding as a result
of dam failure.

The project site is located within and adjacent to the Bay, which is subject to the effects of anticipated
sea level rise. CEQA does not require a lead agency to analyze the potential impact of projected sea level
rise on a proposed project. Specifically, CEQA requires an agency to analyze the impacts of a proposed
project on the existing environment and generally does not require that public agencies analyze the
impact that existing environmental conditions might have on a project’s future users or residents unless
the project itself might worsen existing environmental hazards (California Court of Appeals 2011;
Supreme Court of California 2015). However, pursuant to the Coastal Act and the California Coastal
Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance document, a project in the California Coastal Zone, like the
proposed project, must address sea level rise and resiliency of the project and coastal resources.

According to the Climate Change Related Impacts in San Diego Region by 2050 study (California Climate
Change Center 2009), sea levels in the San Diego region are projected to rise by 12 to 18 inches by year
2050. The most widely used guidance for considering sea level rise along the California coastline is now
the California Coastal Commission’s (CCC) Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Draft Science Update —
October 2018 (CCC 2018). Based on the project’s anticipated lifetime of approximately 60 years,
projected sea level rise for the year 2080 was used in this analysis. The projected sea level rise for year
2080 in San Diego is 2.5 feet under the Low Risk Aversion scenario (upper limit of “likely range”), 4.6 feet
under the Medium-High Risk Aversion scenario (1-in-200 chance), and 6.7 feet under the Extreme Risk
Aversion scenario (single scenario; CCC 2018).

The elevation of the project site is approximately 10 feet above MLLW. The new wharf structures would
be at least 10.5 feet above MLLW. The highest tide for the Bay is 7.79 feet above MLLW. Assuming the
2080 sea level rise estimates for the full lifetime of the project, the maximum water line of the Bay is
estimated to range between 10.29 and 14.49 feet. Because the wharf structures would be at least

10.5 feet above MLLW, projected sea level rise would not inundate the structures under the Low Risk
Aversion scenario but would inundate the structures under the Medium-High Risk Aversion scenario and
the Extreme Risk Aversion scenario. The Extreme Risk scenario would represent a worst-case scenario at
the maximum project life, and the sea level would be approximately four feet above the wharf
structures during maximum tide. The proposed project would be exposed to sea level rise and
associated extreme high tides and wave action in the future; however, the proposed project
improvements, most notably the steel and concrete piles, would allow the pier and wharf structures to
withstand increased tide and wave action associated with sea level rise beyond the current capabilities
of the deteriorating structures. The proposed structures would not house people and would be able to
be evacuated in the event of extreme tide or wave action. In addition, the project’s CDP would require
that the Project Applicant retrofit the structures to withstand high tides and waves that reach above
their bases before the sea level becomes problematic. It is likely that by 2080 adaptive management
policies would be developed and would apply to redevelopment or rehabilitation along the waterfront
to address the sea level scenario at that time. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death resulting from sea level rise, and impacts would
be less than significant.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than Significant Impact. Tsunamis are seismic sea waves generated by sudden movements of the
sea floor caused by submarine earthquakes, landslides, or volcanic activity. The project site is within a
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tsunami inundation zone mapped by the Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning for the Point
Loma Quadrangle (California Emergency Management Agency 2009). Therefore, the potential for a
tsunami to occur at the project site is considered high.

A strong earthquake lasting 20 seconds or more near the coast may generate a tsunami. The West Coast
& Alaska Tsunami Warning Center is responsible for issuing warnings of potential tsunamis along the
west coast of the United States. The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services also issues
tsunami warnings and provides guidelines for what to do during and after a tsunami warning, and the
Port Harbor Police have a tsunami early response/warning protocol. In the event of a tsunami or
tsunami warning, evacuation protocol outlined in the project site-specific Emergency Action Plan,
including evacuation routes and methods, would be followed. Thus, sufficient tsunami response
procedures are in place that would allow for the timely evacuation of workers present at the project site
during construction and operation of the project. In addition, there would be no change in exposure to
tsunami hazards from the existing conditions because the proposed project would be improving existing
structures. Impacts related to inundation by tsunami would be less than significant.

The project would not be at risk of inundation by mudflow because the project site and surrounding
areas are generally flat and paved and, therefore, incapable of producing mudflows. The project would
also not be at risk of inundation by seiche because seiches are typically associated with land-locked
bodies of water, none of which are near the project site. Therefore, no impacts related to inundation by
mudflow or seiche would occur.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
LAND USE AND PLANNING: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? O L] ] [ |

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or n - n n
natural community conservation plan?

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. All project construction and operational activities would occur within the existing property
boundaries. No component of the project would introduce a barrier or division to, or otherwise result in
a conflict with, the surrounding commercial or industrial development or any other established
community. Accordingly, the proposed project would have no impact on established communities.
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b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The project site is located in PMP Planning District 4 (Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) within
the Belt Street Industrial Subarea. It is not within the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal Redevelopment
plan area. The land use designation for the project site is Marine Related Industrial and the water use
designation is Specialized Berthing. According to the PMP, the Marine Related Industrial land use
designation typically supports deep water and specialized loading and unloading facilities associated
with shipbuilding and repair (District 2017). The Specialized Berthing water use designation supports
numerous marine commercial and industrial uses, one of which is ship building and repair (District
2017). Existing operations at the project site include the repair and maintenance of military and other
seagoing vessels. Such operations are consistent with both the land and water use designations of the
project site. The proposed project involves the replacement of pier and expansion of wharf
infrastructure that currently supports, and would continue to support, seagoing vessel repair and
maintenance activities. The proposed project would not change the use of the site and would, therefore,
be consistent with the existing land and water use designations. In addition, the Precise Plan for PMP
Planning District 4 calls for the continued operation of the existing marine related industries, including
general ship and boat building and repairing, within the Belt Street Industrial Subarea (District 2017). For
reasons mentioned above, the project would be consistent with the Precise Plan.

The project site is also located within the Coastal Zone and is subject to the requirements of the
California Coastal Act. The proposed project type is not listed as ‘appealable’ in Section 30715 of
Chapter 8, Ports of the California Coastal Act. As such, the proposed project is subject to a non-
appealable CDP, which is issued by the District (consistent with the PMP as certified by the CCC); and a
PMP amendment is not required because non-appealable projects do not need to be added to the
project list. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the land and water use designations of
the PMP, as discussed above.

The project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation. Therefore, no
impact would occur.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. No adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or
state HCP is in place that includes the project site or surrounding vicinity; however, the Bay INRMP is a
relevant plan that applies to the project area. The INRMP was prepared to guide planning, management,
conservation, restoration, and enhancement of the Bay ecosystem and to “ensure the long-term health,
restoration, and protection of the Bay ecosystem in concert with the Bay’s economic, naval,
navigational, recreational, and fisheries needs” (USDN 2013). The INRMP includes a vision for the Bay, a
detailed description of the current state of the ecosystem, and a pathway to change for proceeding
toward the goal and vision. The proposed project is not expected to substantially change the ecosystem
composition or result in a net loss of resources for birds, green sea turtles, fish, and marine mammals.
Although the reconfigured wharves would result in impacts to existing eelgrass within the water portion
of the project site, implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4 would ensure impacts are fully
mitigated and eelgrass is restored on-site. In addition, implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1,
BIO-2, and BIO-3 would allow the project to avoid both direct and indirect impacts to marine animal
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species. Therefore, with implementation of the biological measures, the proposed project would not
impede implementation of or conflict with the INRMP, and impacts would be less than significant.

Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
MINERAL RESOURCES: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) 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?

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

a) Resultin 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 project site is not known to contain mineral resources that would be of value to the
region or state. According to the Conservation Element of the City of San Diego’s General Plan

(City 2008), the project site is mapped as an area where no mineral deposits are present. Therefore, no
mineral resources would be lost as a result of the project.

b) 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. The project site is not known to contain mineral resources that would be of value to the
region or state. According to the Conservation Element of the City of San Diego’s General Plan

(City 2008), the project site is mapped as an area where no mineral deposits are present. Therefore, no
mineral resources would be lost as a result of the project.

Xll. NOISE
Less Than
NOISE: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local 0 - n n
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive n - n n
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing ] O ] [ |
without the project?
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Less Than

NOISE: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

d) Resultin a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels O | O O]
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 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?

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?

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The majority of project construction would occur within or over
the Bay and impacts related to noise and vibration would generally be limited to in-water impacts to
marine life. The following discussion focuses on such impacts and is based on the Marine Biological
Resources Report prepared for the project by MTS in September 2018 (MTS 2018; see Appendix B). One
noise-sensitive land use (NSLU), Cesar Chavez Park, is located near the northwestern boundary of the
project site. Construction-related noise impacts to Cesar Chavez Park are analyzed and discussed in
Iltems Xll.c and XIl.d, below.

Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound levels are expressed in decibels (dB), which are logarithmic
measures of sound strength and are used to describe the magnitude of a pressure (or sound) wave. The
amplitude of a pressure wave generated by a sound source determines the loudness of that source. The
greater the amplitude, the louder the sound. All underwater sound levels referenced in this analysis are
in dB referenced to one micro Pascal.

Three metrics are commonly used in evaluating hydroacoustic impacts on marine animals: peak sound
pressure level (Lpeak), root mean square (RMS), and sound exposure level (SEL). The Lpeax is the maximum
peak of the pressure wave, when the amplitude is the greatest. The RMS amplitude is a type of average
that is determined by squaring the amplitudes over a given period of interest, determining the mean of
the squared values, and then taking the square root of the mean of the squared values. SEL is the
constant sound level over one second that has the same amount of acoustic energy as the original
sound. The cumulative SEL (SELcumuiaive) estimates the SEL associated with a series of pile strike events
from a representative single strike SEL value and the number of strikes that would likely be required to
place the pile at its final depth. Typical sound levels found in underwater environments where pile
driving occurs are shown in Table 5, Typical Sound Levels in Underwater Environments Where Pile
Driving Normally Occurs.
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Table 5
TYPICAL SOUND LEVELS IN UNDERWATER ENVIRONMENTS
WHERE PILE DRIVING NORMALLY OCCURS

sound Source Sound Pressure Level Sound Pressure
(RMS dB) (Pascals)
High explosive at 100 meters 220 100,000
Airgun array at 100 meters 200 10,000
Unattenuated strike at 200-300 meters at the San Francisco- 180 1.000
Oakland Bay Bridge and the Benicia-Martinez Bridge ’
Large ship at 100 meters 160 100
Low speed fish trawler pass-by at 20 meters 140 10
120 1
Background with boat traffic (ranging from quiet estuary to 100 0.1
water body with boat traffic) 80 0.01
60 0.001

Source: Caltrans 2015
dB = decibel; RMS = root mean square

Underwater sound propagation is complex but is similar in certain respects to sound propagation
through the air. There is the primary direct transmission path between the source and the receiver;
there is reflection from extended surfaces, such as the water surface and the bottom; and there are
refraction effects and shielding effects. An important difference between the propagation of sound
underwater and sound in air is that the underwater medium has distinct boundaries (the water surface
and the bottom) that can substantially affect propagation characteristics. In addition, when pile driving
is the source of noise, there is the potential for the vibration that results from the pile being struck by
the hammer to shake the ground, which then re-radiates noise back into the water (Caltrans 2015).

Project Pile Driving Noise Impacts

Noise generated during pile driving activities would have the potential to impact sensitive in-water
marine species. Marine species would be subject to Level A (physical injury) and/or Level B (behavioral
modification) effects depending on the level of noise generated by pile driving. Level A effects are
typically described using SEL, and Level B effects are typically described using RMS. Pile driving would be
achieved using either a vibratory hammer or an impact hammer, based on pile type and water depth. A
vibratory hammer would generate constant, long-term non-impulsive noise, whereas an impact hammer
would generate sudden, short-term impulsive noise. Marine species generally have a higher tolerance to
non-impulsive noise. The noise generated during both impact and vibratory pile driving is created along
the entire length of the pile being installed as a result of the action of the hammer.

Marine Wildlife Noise Thresholds

NOAA has developed impulsive and non-impulsive noise thresholds for Level A effects to marine
mammals based on marine mammal hearing groups, which are divided into low-frequency cetaceans
(baleen whales), mid-frequency cetaceans (dolphins), high-frequency cetaceans (true porpoises), phocid
pinnipeds (seals), and otariid pinnipeds (sea lions). The Level A noise thresholds, in SELcumuiative dB, are
presented in Table 6, Marine Mammal Level A Noise Thresholds (SELcumuiamive dB). NOAA has also
established a noise threshold of 160 RMS dB for Level B effects to all in-water marine mammals.
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Table 6
MARINE MAMMAL LEVEL A NOISE THRESHOLDS (SELcumutative dB)

Baleen . True .

Whales Dolphins e Seals Sea Lions
Impulsive 183 185 155 185 203
Non-Impulsive 199 198 173 201 219

Source: NOAA 2018
All values shown are in SEL cumulative dB.

Caltrans, the Federal Highway Administration , CDFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries have adopted noise
thresholds for fish harm and mortality from pile driving. Physical injury for all fishes can occur if peak
sound levels are above 206 dB or if cumulative sound exposure levels exceed 187 dB for fish greater
than or equal to two grams or 183 dB for fish less than two grams. Behavioral modification is assumed
to affect all fish above 150 RMS dB. Thresholds related to Level A and Level B effects to fishes are
presented in Table 7, Marine Fishes Noise Thresholds.

Table 7
MARINE FISHES NOISE THRESHOLDS

All Fish |

Fish 2 2 grams

Fish <2 grams

Level A (Physical Harm)

206 peak dB

187 cumulative
SEL dB

183 cumulative
SEL dB

Level B (Behavioral Modifications)

150 RMS dB | - -
Source: Caltrans 2015
dB = decibel; RMS = root mean square

Pile Driving Noise Levels

Lreak, RMS, and SEL values for pile driving were calculated to determine impacts to marine species with
the potential to occur within and near the project site. The values are dependent on the method of pile
driving, the pile type and size, and depth of the water. The values were calculated assuming 3 minutes of
vibratory driving per pile and 100 strikes from an impact hammer. In water with depth greater than

25 feet, 50 strikes are assumed to be required. Noise level estimates at a distance of 10 meters are
presented in Table 8, In-water Pile Driving Noise Levels.

Table 8
IN-WATER PILE DRIVING NOISE LEVELS

Method Pile Type Pile Size (in) Depth (m) L Peak (dB) RMS (dB) SEL (dB)
Vibratory Steel H-Pile 12 <5 165 150 150
Impact Steel H-Pile 14 6 208 180 177
Impact Concrete 24 <5 185 170 160
Impact Concrete 24 15 185 176 166

Source: MTS 2018 |
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Noise Impacts to Wildlife

Similar to the discussion under Subsection IV of this IS/MND, Biological Resources, noise associated with
construction (i.e., pile driving) could result in indirect impacts to wildlife, including the sensitive wildlife
that could occur at the site during construction. Potential construction-related impacts would be limited
to daytime hours (7:00 AM to 4:00 PM); thus, no impacts would occur in the evening or overnight. While
there are no adopted noise thresholds for reptiles, impacts associated with pile driving are anticipated
to result in potentially significant impacts and would require the implementation of mitigation measure
BIO-1 to include a marine biological monitor during construction. While the California least tern and
California brown pelican are not expected to nest within the project site or construction work areas,
implementation of BIO-1 would reduce noise-related impacts to these species to less than significant.

Regarding marine mammals, the pile driving noise level values presented in Table 8 were used to
calculate the distances (or noise contours) over which pile driving noise would attenuate to the various
thresholds. The distances were then used to indicate the area around the piling driving activity in which
marine species may sustain Level A and Level B effects. Table 9, Marine Mammal Level A Noise Impact
Distances, presents the distances to the Level A thresholds for the five marine mammal hearing groups.
The distances for in-water behavioral disruption (Level B) to all five marine mammal groups was
calculated at 215 meters for steel H piles and 117 meters for concrete piles. As shown in Table 9, Level A
impact noise contours relative to the thresholds for baleen whales, dolphins, true porpoises, seals, and
sea lions range from zero to 647.8 meters. Vibratory pile driving of steel H piles results in negligible
noise contours. Given the lower density of concrete relative to steel, it is unlikely that vibratory
installation of concrete piles would result in significant noise contours.

Table 9
MARINE MAMMAL LEVEL A NOISE IMPACT DISTANCES

Distance to Threshold (meters)
Baleen . . .
Whales Dolphins True Porpoises Seals Sea Lions
Impulsive Thresholds 183 dB 185 dB 155 dB 185 dB 203 dB
14-inch Steel H Piles 543.9 19.3 647.8 291.0 21.2
24-inch Concrete 40.0 1.4 47.7 21.4 1.6
(<5 meters)
24-inch Concrete 100.5 3.6 119.7 53.8 3.9
(15 meters)
Non-Impulsive 199 dB 198 dB 173 dB 201 dB 219dB
Thresholds
12-inch Steel H Piles 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0

Source: MTS 2018
dB = decibel

The maximum calculated noise contour during impact pile driving is 647.8 meters for true porpoises in
the event 16 steel H piles are installed in a single day. However, the occurrence of true porpoises at or
near the project site is low and impacts are not anticipated. The next largest noise contour for steel H
piles is 543.9 meters for baleen whales. The baleen whale species with the greatest potential to be
present in the project area is the California grey whale; however, its occurrence is rare and generally
represents a lost individual that inadvertently enters the Bay during migration to or from breeding
grounds in Baja California. Given that the California grey whale is not expected to occur in the Bay, and if
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it did, would not remain within the 543.9-meter noise contour for an extended period of time, the
potential to cause harm to baleen whales is considered low and impacts are considered to be less
than significant.

The remaining marine mammals, including dolphins, seals, and sea lions, may occur near the project site
during construction and there is the potential for the impulsive thresholds shown in Table 9 to be
exceeded during pile driving, which would result in a significant temporary noise impact. Of the marine
mammals anticipated near the project site, seals have the greatest potential to be impacted.
Specifically, seals could be impacted if they are present within 291 meters of pile driving activities
consisting of 16 steel H piles that are impact-driven in a single day. In order for impact pile driving to
affect sea lions or dolphins, an individual would have to remain within 21.2 and 19.3 meters of the pile
driving activities throughout a given day, respectively, which is unlikely. As detailed in mitigation
measure BIO-1, monitoring for reptiles and marine mammals would occur during construction and a
qualified biological monitor would have the authority to stop work if any of these individuals are
observed within the shutdown zones specified in mitigation measure BIO-1. This would reduce potential
noise impacts on dolphins, sea lions, and seals to less than significant. As stated previously, impacts on
baleen whales and true porpoises are not expected and no mitigation measures are necessary.

Table 10, Marine Fish Noise Impact Distances, presents the distances to the Level A and Level B
thresholds for marine fish. As shown in Table 10, physical injury may occur for all fish present within
14 meters of 14-inch steel H pile impact driving from peak noise levels. Cumulative sound level exposure
from both 14-inch steel H pile and 24-inch concrete pile impact driving is not anticipated to result in
physical injury to fish. Behavioral modification may occur for all fish present within 631 meters of
14-inch steel H pile impact driving and within 117 meters of 24-inch concrete pile impact driving. As a
result, the project has the potential to impact marine fish . As detailed previously in this IS/MND,
mitigation measure BIO-2 would be implemented to include a soft-start sequencing of pile driving
activities to give fish an opportunity to leave the area prior to commencing pile driving activities.
Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 would reduce potentially significant noise and vibration
impacts to fish to less than significant.

Table 10
MARINE FISH NOISE IMPACT DISTANCES

| All Fish | Fish > 2 grams | Fish <2 grams
Level A (Onset of Physical Harm)
Threshold | 206 peak dB | 187 cumulative SEL dB | 183 cumulative SEL dB
Distance to Threshold (meters)
14-inch Steel H Piles 14 0 0
24-inch Concrete Piles 0 0 0
Level B (Onset of Behavioral Modifications)
Threshold 150 RMS dB | - -
Distance to Threshold
14-inch Steel H Piles 631 - --
24-inch Concrete Piles 117 - --

Source: MTS 2018
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Summary

The Pacific green sea turtle, California least tern, marine mammals (dolphins, seals, and sea lions), and
several types of fish (including northern anchovy, Pacific sardine, Pacific mackerel, and jack mackerel
California scorpionfish and English sole) have the potential for indirect noise and vibration effects
associated with pile driving. These noise impacts, would be mitigated to less than significant by
mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-2. Specifically, these measures include monitoring by a qualified
marine biological monitor (mitigation measure BIO-1) to look for marine mammals and reptiles,
implementing a soft-start sequence to pile driving to mitigate for potential impacts to fish (mitigation
measure BIO-2).

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Refer to Section Xll.a for noise impacts to marine species.
Caltrans states that vibration resulting from pile driving and subsequent ground-shaking re-radiates as
noise back into the water (Caltrans 2015). As such, the underwater noise analysis presented in

Section Xll.a includes the effects of vibration and identified several potentially-significant impacts on the
Pacific green sea turtle, California least tern, marine mammals (dolphins, seals, and sea lions), and
several types of fish (including northern anchovy, Pacific sardine, Pacific mackerel, and jack mackerel,
California scorpionfish, and English sole). With the incorporation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through
BIO-2, potential vibration impacts to marine species would be reduced to less than significant.

Water-borne vibration resulting from pile driving would be substantially reduced upon contact with the
land. Although minor vibration may be perceptible to humans in the immediate vicinity of pile driving
activities, it would not be at an excessive level and would become imperceptible after approximately
25 to 50 feet. As such, the project would not expose persons to excessive ground-borne vibrations, and
impacts would be less than significant.

c) Resultin a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

No Impact. One NSLU, Cesar Chavez Park, is located near the project site and existing ambient noise
levels are estimated at about 56.6 dBA Leq as a result of vehicular traffic, rail, and industrial sources
(District 2016). Upon completion of project construction activities, existing operations at the project site
would resume and permanent noise levels would remain around 56.6 dBA Lgq. Therefore, the project
would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above existing conditions at
Cesar Chavez Park or other areas surrounding the project site, and no impacts would occur.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Refer to Section Xll.a for noise impacts to marine species. Pile
driving activities would result in temporary increases in underwater noise levels that would have the
potential to affect marine mammals and fishes. The project would implement mitigation measure BIO-1
along with a soft-start sequence to pile driving in order to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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For temporary noise impacts to Cesar Chavez Park, Section 59.5.0404 of the City’s Noise Abatement and
Control Ordinance would apply to project construction because the District has not adopted such an
ordinance. Section 59.5.0404 of the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance states that:

a) It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 PM of any day and 7:00 AM of the
following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code,
with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, to erect, construct,
demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such a manner as to create
disturbing, excessive or offensive noise.

b) It shall be unlawful for any person, including the City of San Diego, to conduct any construction
activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential, an
average sound level greater than 75 decibels during the 12-hour period from 7:00 AM to
7:00 PM.

Project construction would involve pile extraction and replacement, which would utilize an impact pile
driver, vibratory pile driver, barge, and crane. Construction activities would occur from the barge on the
water. The barge and construction equipment would be at variable locations depending on the structure
under construction at a given time and could occur as close as 100 feet from Cesar Chavez Park. Project
construction would cause a temporary increase in ambient noise levels at Cesar Chavez Park.

Cesar Chavez Park is subject to an existing ambient noise level of 56.6 dBA Lgq primarily from traffic, rail,
and industrial sources (District 2016). During project construction, the simultaneous use of an impact
pile driver, barge, and crane would generate the highest noise levels. At a distance of 100 feet, an
impact pile driver, barge, and crane would generate a noise level of 94 dBA Leq (Port of Los Angeles
2007). This noise level is a conservation estimate because most construction activity would take place at
distances greater than 100 feet from Cesar Chavez Park, thereby allowing for noise attenuation and
lower noise levels at the park. In addition, a noise levels would be lower when a vibratory hammer is
used instead of an impact hammer.

Although the project would result in temporary elevated noise levels at Cesar Chavez Park during
construction, construction activities would take place between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM and would not
occur in the vicinity of residential properties. Therefore, the project would be in compliance with the
City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, and impact would be less than significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is 2.8 and 2.9 miles southeast of San Diego International
Airport and NASNI, respectively. The project site is outside of the 60 CNEL contours mapped in San Diego
International Airport’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
2013) and NASNI’s Air Installation Compatible Use Zones Update (Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest 2011). Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels, and impacts would be less than significant.
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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 site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip and no impact would occur.

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
POPULATION AND HOUSING: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and n 0 n -
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing ] ] ] |
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the n [ [ -

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

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

No Impact. The project would not involve the development of new homes or businesses that would

directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth. In addition, the project does not include the

extension of roads or other infrastructure that would indirectly induce substantial population growth.

Therefore, no impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. The project is located on an industrial waterfront. There are no homes located within the
vicinity of the project that would be displaced. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. The project is located on an industrial waterfront. There are no homes located within the
vicinity of the project that would be displaced. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
PUBLIC SERVICES: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any
of the public services:
a) Fire protection? ] L] ] [ |
b) Police protection? ] ] ] [ ]
c) Schools? ] Ol ] [ |
d) Parks? [l ] ] |
e) Other public facilities? O ] ] [ |

a) Fire protection?

No Impact. Fire protection services are provided to the site by the City of San Diego Fire Department
Station 7, located at 944 Cesar E. Chavez Parkway, which is less than one mile east of the project site.
The project would result in the improvement of existing facilities and would not result in an increase in
operational capacity or number of employees. The project would, therefore, not increase demand for
fire protection. No impacts would occur.

b) Police protection?

No Impact. Police protection services are provided to the area by the San Diego Harbor Police, which
provide police protection services in the Bay region. The Harbor Police are headquartered at 3380 North
Harbor Drive, approximately three miles northwest of the project site. The project would improve
existing facilities and would not result in an increase in operational capacity or number of employees.
The project would, therefore, not increase demand for police protection. No impacts would occur.

c) Schools?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing units or other
employment-generating development that would create the demand for new school facilities. The
project would improve existing facilities and would not result in an increase in operational capacity,
number of employees, or school-aged children. The project would, therefore, not increase demand on
schools. No impacts would occur.

d) Parks?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing units or other
employment generating development that would create the demand for new public parks. The project
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would improve existing facilities and would not result in an increase in operational capacity, number of
employees, or potential park users. The project would, therefore, not increase demand on parks. No
impacts would occur.

e) Other public facilities?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing units or other
employment generating development that would create the demand for new public facilities. The
project would improve existing facilities and would not result in an increase in operational capacity or
number of employees. The project would, therefore, not increase demand on public facilities. No
impacts would occur.

XV. RECREATION

Less Than
RECREATION: Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
: o . L] ] L] [ |
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
P O O O ]

which 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?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing units or other
employment generating development that would increase the use or deterioration of existing public
parks or recreational facilities. The proposed project involves the replacement of pier and wharf
infrastructure in an industrial waterfront area. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact
public parks or recreational facilities.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include recreational facilities or require the expansion of
recreational facilities. The proposed project involves the replacement of pier and wharf
infrastructure in an industrial waterfront area. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact
recreational facilities or necessitate the expansion of existing facilities.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Less Than
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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 non-motorized n 0 - n
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?

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?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results ] Ol ] |
in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or ] ] ] |
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access? ] O ] |

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

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 non-motorized 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in an industrial waterfront adjacent to the Bay.
East Harbor Drive runs parallel to the waterfront and access to the project site is provided by East Belt
Street. No changes are proposed to the configuration of East Harbor Drive or East Belt Street. Operation
of the proposed project would not result in an increase in the number of permanent employees at the
project site. Because the increased number of vehicles traveling to the project site on a daily basis would
not change during operations, the level of service would not change at nearby intersections. The
construction of the proposed project would only require up to five workers and sufficient parking for the
construction workers and all construction related equipment is available. This minimal increase in trips
would not constitute a significant impact to the capacity of the existing circulation system.
Approximately two weekly haul truck round trips for construction material delivery and piling disposal
would be required and this increase would not constitute a significant impact to the capacity of the
existing circulation system. Also, the minimal project construction traffic would not interfere with or
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decrease the performance of public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located in the area
surrounding the project site. Therefore, the project does not conflict with an applicable circulation
system plan, ordinance or policy, and all impacts would be less than significant.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The applicable congestion management plan for the project is included as
part of SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, which was adopted in October 2015. The
Regional Plan serves as a blueprint for growth in the San Diego Region and how SANDAG will invest in
transportation infrastructure. Appendix U7 of the Regional Plan addresses SANDAG’s compliance with
the federal congestion management process.

The project site is located in an industrial waterfront adjacent to the Bay. East Harbor Drive runs parallel
to the waterfront and access to the project site is provided by East Belt Street. No changes are proposed
to the configuration of East Harbor Drive or East Belt Street. Operation of the proposed project would
not result in an increase in the number of permanent employees at the project site. Because the
increased number of vehicles traveling to the project site on a daily basis would not change during
operations, the level of service would not change at any nearby intersections. The construction of the
proposed project would be limited to five workers and sufficient parking for the construction workers
and all construction related equipment is available. This minimal increase in trips would last for a short
time period and would not constitute a significant impact to the capacity of the existing circulation
system. Approximately two weekly haul truck round trips for construction material delivery and piling
disposal would be required and this increase would last for approximately seven months out of the year
for four years and would not constitute a significant impact to the capacity of the existing circulation
system. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan, and all impacts would be less than significant.

c) Resultin achange in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The project would not increase the height of the existing structures and would not result in a
change in air traffic patterns; therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The project does not involve any design modification to existing street segment or
intersections and would not change driveway configurations. The project would replace and improve
existing infrastructure within an existing ship repair yard. The project site would continue to operate as
a ship repair yard upon project completion and is situated in an area consisting predominantly of
industrial and maritime uses. Therefore, the project is compatible with surrounding land uses. The
project does not have the potential to increase traffic hazards to motorists or create incompatible traffic
related use; therefore, no impact would occur.
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e) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. There would not be any change to emergency access to the project site. The project would
not result in temporary closures of public roadways or driveways within City or District jurisdiction. The
project site would remain accessible by water from the Bay and from East Harbor Drive. Adequate
controlled site access, as outlined in the project site-specific Emergency Access Plan, would be
maintained during and after construction. Therefore, there would not be an impact to emergency
access.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is an operating ship repair facility with restricted access.
There are no public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities located within the project site. The nearest
public transit facility is the Barrio Logan Station, which accommodates the Metropolitan Transit System
UC San Diego Blue Line. Because the number of construction workers would be limited to five per day
and because the project would not increase the number of permanent workers, the project would not
increase users of the Barrio Logan Station in manner that would decrease the performance of the
station. There are no bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site. Sidewalks are present along
Cesar E. Chavez Parkway, but the project would not result in closures of the sidewalk. The project would
not decrease the performance of transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and would therefore not conflict
with policies, plans, or programs regarding these facilities; impacts would be less than significant.

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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 register of historical n n n
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1(k), or

b. Aresource 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 ] O ] |
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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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 register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. Pursuant to AB 52, tribes can request to be notified of projects in particular geographies. At
present, no Native American tribes have requested consultation for environmental review projects
under CEQA within the District’s jurisdiction. TCRs are a defined class of resources under Section 1 of
AB 52. TCRs include sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, and sacred places or objects that have
cultural value or significance to a tribe. Due to the project site’s use as an industrial shipyard and the
heavily developed nature of the site and its surroundings, it is unlikely that the project contains TCRs
listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to cause a substantial change in the
significance of a TCR, and no impacts would occur.

b. Aresource 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 Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

No Impact. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (AB 52), California Native American
tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the project area can request notification of projects in
their traditional cultural territory. At this time, no Native American tribes have requested consultation
for projects subject to CEQA within the District’s jurisdiction. The District has determined that no
impacts would occur on TCRs given the lack of substantial evidence and criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 However, in the event that a TCR is unexpectedly identified
during the course of the proposed project, and the District determines that the project may cause a
substantial adverse change to a TCR, the District will rely on measures described in the Public Resources
Code that, if the District determines to be feasible, may avoid or minimize the significant adverse
impacts (PRC Section 21084.3(b)).

XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ [ [ -
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existin
ili p isting N 0 n -

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
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Less Than

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
. : o L] [] L]
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are ] ] ] |
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment

provider which 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 permitted capacity to n 0 - n
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and n 0 0 -

regulations related to solid waste?

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

No Impact. The five construction workers present on-site would result in a minimal increase in
wastewater. Upon completion of the project, there would be no net increase in operations or
operational capacity. Therefore, the project would not generate substantial additional wastewater
compared with existing conditions, and the City of San Diego wastewater system would be able to
effectively treat wastewater generated by the project. As such, construction and operation of the
proposed project would have no effect on the wastewater treatment requirements set forth by the
state Regional Water Quality Control Board. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on
wastewater treatment requirements.

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?

No Impact. The project would not generate additional wastewater compared with existing conditions,
and the City of San Diego wastewater system would be able to effectively treat wastewater generated
by the project. Therefore, no construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities is needed,
and no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The project would not alter the landside area of the project site, and the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities would not be required. Therefore, no
impacts would occur.
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

No Impact. The project would not increase water usage at the site, and no new or expanded
entitlements would be required. Therefore, the project would have no impact on water supply.

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 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?

No Impact. The project would not increase water usage at the site, and no new or expanded
entitlements would be required. Therefore, the project would have no impact on water supply.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no proposed changes to operations or capacity at the project
site. Therefore, the project’s solid waste generation would generally be limited to the piles removed
during construction. The project would employ a contractor who would be responsible for the disposal
of the removed piles at the Otay Landfill. The Otay Landfill has a maximum permitted throughput of
6,700 tons of solid waste per day and has a remaining capacity of 21,194,008 cubic yards (California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 2018). Due to the remaining capacity, the Otay Landfill
would be able to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs, and impacts would be less than
significant.

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

No Impact. The Project Applicant would employ a contractor who would be responsible for the disposal
of the removed piles at a licensed disposal site for RCRA waste. The contractor would comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, and no impacts would occur.

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

The lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be
prepared for the project where there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record, that any of the following conditions
may occur. Where prior to commencement of the
environmental analysis a project proponent agrees to MMs or
project modifications that would avoid any significant effect on
the environment or would mitigate the significant
environmental effect, a lead agency need not prepare an EIR
solely because without mitigation the environmental effects
would have been significant (per Section 15065 of the State
CEQA Guidelines):
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Less Than

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: Significant  Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation 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 1 - N N
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?

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

c) Does the project have environmental effects which 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, 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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The project has the potential to directly and indirectly affect
wildlife and eelgrass from pile driving and wharf expansion activities. Implementation of mitigation
measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 would reduce impacts to marine-related biological resources to less than
significant. Pile driving also has the potential to disturb contaminated sediment on the Bay floor and
cause it to spread throughout the water column. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-3 and
HAZ-10 would reduce associated impacts to a less-than-significant level. Although the pier and wharf
structures planned for removal are upwards of 60 years old, they do not qualify as important examples
of major periods of California history or prehistory, as discussed in Section V.a.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As documented in this IS/MND, impacts associated with the project would
be localized and limited to the short-term construction period. In addition, the project would be
consistent with regional and local plans, including the AQMP, and the project’s air pollutant and GHG
emissions would be well below the applicable thresholds of significance. The project would not result in
conflicts with applicable land use plans and policies. The highly developed nature of the project area,
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and the project site’s location within and adjacent to the Bay, limits the likelihood that other projects

would be under construction at the same time and in the same general location as the proposed project.

Other future projects would be within the surrounding area would also be required to comply with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to contribute to considerable environmental impacts, and
impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As documented in this IS/MND, the project is not anticipated to
result in substantial adverse effect on human beings. The project site is located in an industrial area
where (besides workers) humans do not reside. Worker safety would be ensured through compliance
with regulations and through the implementation of applicable BMPs and mitigation measures HAZ-1
through HAZ-9 (see Section VIII) related to the use of hazardous materials and mitigation measure
HAZ-10 relative to sediment sampling and remediation. Impacts would be less than significant.
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6.0 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
FEE DETERMINATION

(Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, Statutes of 2006 — SB 1535)

[ 1 Itis hereby found that this project involves no potential for any adverse effect, either
individually or cumulatively, on wildlife resources and that a “Certificate of Fee Exemption” shall
be prepared for this project.

[X] Itis hereby found that this project could potentially impact wildlife, individually or cumulatively,
and therefore, fees in accordance with Section 711.4(d) of the Fish and Game Code shall be paid
to the County Clerk.

7.0 REPORT PREPARERS

San Diego Unified Port District

Wileen Manaois — Director, Development Services

Eileen Maher — Director, Environmental Conservation
Juliette Orozco — Associate Planner, Development Services

Project Management Consultant
Dudek, 605 Third Street, Encinitas, CA 92024
Candice Disney Magnus — Senior Project Manager

CEQA Consultants

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc., 1927 Fifth Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101
Joanne Dramko, AICP — Principal-in-Charge

Lance Unverzagt, AICP CEP — Senior Project Manager
Aaron Brownwood — Senior Project Manager

Hunter Stapp — Environmental Planner

Victor Ortiz — Senior Air Quality Specialist

Charles Terry — Principal Acoustician

Stacie Wilson, RPA — Senior Archaeologist

Camille Lill — Senior GIS Specialist

Rebecca Kress — GIS Specialist

Ana Topete — Document Production

Technical Consultants

MTS Marine Taxonomic Services, Ltd. 920 Rancheros Drive, Suite F-1, San Marcos, CA 92069
Robert Mooney, Ph.D.

Grace Teller, M.Sc.

Ninyo & Moore, 5710 Ruffin Road, San Diego, CA 92123
Adrian Olivares — Senior Project Environmental Scientist
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Appendix A

CalEEMod Outputs
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 35 Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction

1.0 Project Characteristics

San Diego County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 7.00 . User Defined Unit ! 2.59 ! 112,831.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2023
Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric
CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Area of existing piers and wharfs.
Construction Phase - Construction schedule provided.
Off-road Equipment - Bore/drill rig used for hammer.
Off-road Equipment - Bore/drill rig used for hammer.
Off-road Equipment - Bore/drill rig used for hammer.
Off-road Equipment - Bore/drill rig used for hammer.

Trips and VMT - Trip data provided.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 2 of 35

Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tbIConstructionPhase

tbITripsAndVMT

NumDays

HaulingTripNumber

220.00

220.00

220.00

220.00

0.00

0.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 3 of 35

Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

tbITripsAndVMT . VendorTripNumber . 18.00 ! 0.00
----------------------------- R L R R L
tbITripsAndVMT . VendorTripNumber . 18.00 ! 0.00
............................. B e ecceasmamsmsmasmem e ... b eeeeecmmsmasmmmmm ..
tbITripsAndVMT . VendorTripNumber . 18.00 i 0.00
............................. B e ecceasmamsmsmasmem e ... b eeeeecmmsmasmmmmm ..
tbITripsAndVMT . VendorTripNumber . 18.00 i 0.00
............................. B e ecceasmamsmsmasmem e ... b eeeeecmmsmasmmmmm ..
tbITripsAndVMT . WorkerTripNumber . 47.00 i 5.00
............................. B e ecceasmamsmsmasmem e ... b eeeeecmmsmasmmmmm ..
tbITripsAndVMT . WorkerTripNumber . 47.00 i 5.00
............................. B e ecceasmamsmsmasmem e ... b eeeeecmmsmasmmmmm ..
tbITripsAndVMT . WorkerTripNumber . 47.00 i 5.00
----------------------------- e esseeeesmeeeeeea . e L L r T
tbITripsAndVMT . WorkerTripNumber . 47.00 ! 5.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2019 = 00351 + 0.4289 1 0.1974 1 6.9000e- ' 2.2900e- * 0.0157 + 0.0180 + 6.1000e- ' 0.0144 + 0.0150 0.0000 + 62.3678 '+ 62.3678 + 0.0189 1 0.0000 ' 62.8405
- ) ) ) 004 ) 003 ) ) ) 004 ) ) ) ) ) ) L)
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 [} [} L}
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ [ ————_t [ ____‘________:______ 1 [ [ ______:________
2020 = (00576 + 0.6914 1 0.3332 '+ 1.2100e- ' 3.9800e- * 0.0248 ' 0.0288 ' 1.0500e- * 0.0228 + 0.0239 0.0000 * 106.9963 ' 106.9963 * 0.0333 * 0.0000 * 107.8277
- ) ) ) 003 ) 003 ) ) ) 003 ) ) ) ) ) ) L)
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e jmm————egy - fm—— - = m e
2021 = 00525 1+ 0.6043 ' 0.3191 + 1.2000e- * 3.6500e- * 0.0220 + 0.0256 ' 9.7000e- ' 0.0202 + 0.0212 0.0000  105.5531 ' 105.5531 * 0.0330 * 0.0000 ' 106.3782
- ) ) ) 003 ) 003 ) ) ) 004 ) ) ) ) ) ) L)
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B Dl S L - fm—————— e = m e
2022 = 0.0464 + 0.4916 * 0.3067 + 1.1900e- + 3.5000e- * 0.0186 + 0.0221 + 9.3000e- * 0.0172 + 0.0181 0.0000 1+ 104.5741 v 104.5741 + 0.0328 + 0.0000 ' 105.3939
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) L}
. : 1 003 , 003 , : v 004, : ' 1 : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B et T - fm—————— e = m e
2023 = 00190 * 0.1918 * 0.1296 '+ 5.1000e- * 1.5400e- ' 7.3400e- ' 8.8700e- * 4.1000e- ' 6.7500e- * 7.1600e- 0.0000 '+ 45.0168 ' 45.0168 * 0.0141 + 0.0000 * 45.3700
- : : . 004 , 003 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . 003 : ' : : '
- 1
Maximum 0.0576 0.6914 0.3332 | 1.2100e- | 3.9800e- | 0.0248 0.0288 | 1.0500e- | 0.0228 0.0239 0.0000 | 106.9963 | 106.9963 | 0.0333 0.0000 | 107.8277
003 003 003
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 4 of 35 Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2019 = 00351 + 04289 + 0.1974 + 6.9000e- + 2.2900e- * 0.0157 + 0.0180 ' 6.1000e- + 0.0144 + 0.0150 0.0000 +* 62.3677 ' 62.3677 * 0.0189 ' 0.0000 ' 62.8404
- ) ) ) 004 ) 003 ) ) ) 004 ) ) ) 1 L} L} L}
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : ————— = m e
2020 = 0.0576 * 0.6914 1+ 0.3332 1 1.2100e- * 3.9800e- * 0.0248 + 0.0288 1+ 1.0500e- * 0.0228 + 0.0239 0.0000 * 106.9962 ' 106.9962 + 0.0333 +* 0.0000 * 107.8275
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1 L} L} L}
u ' ' v 003 , 003 , ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et : = m e
2021 = (0.0525 + 0.6043 ' 0.3191  1.2000e- * 3.6500e- * 0.0220 +* 0.0256 + 9.7000e- * 0.0202 +* 0.0212 0.0000 + 105.5529 * 105.5529 + 0.0330 * 0.0000 * 106.3781
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1 L} L} L}
u ' ' v 003 , 003 , ' 004, ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e jmm————mgy : ————— - m o
2022 = 0.0464 + 0.4916 ' 0.3067 * 1.1900e- '+ 3.5000e- * 0.0186 + 0.0221 ' 9.3000e- * 0.0172 '+ 0.0181 0.0000 + 104.5740 * 104.5740 + 0.0328 ' 0.0000 ' 105.3938
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1 L} L} L}
u ' ' v 003 , 003 , ' 004, ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B D et T : ————— e m e
2023 = (0.0190 +* 0.1918 ' 0.1296  5.1000e- * 1.5400e- ' 7.3400e- * 8.8700e- * 4.1000e- ' 6.7500e- * 7.1600e- 0.0000 +* 45.0168 ' 45.0168 * 0.0141 + 0.0000 ' 45.3700
- : : . 004 , 003 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . 003 : ' : : '
- 1
Maximum 0.0576 0.6914 0.3332 1.2100e- | 3.9800e- 0.0248 0.0288 1.0500e- 0.0228 0.0239 0.0000 106.9962 | 106.9962 0.0333 0.0000 107.8275
003 003 003
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-2-2019 12-1-2019 0.3466 0.3466
2 12-2-2019 3-1-2020 0.3282 0.3282
3 3-2-2020 6-1-2020 0.1052 0.1052
4 6-2-2020 9-1-2020 0.0035 0.0035
5 9-2-2020 12-1-2020 0.3176 0.3176
6 12-2-2020 3-1-2021 0.2904 0.2904
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 5 of 35

Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

7 3-2-2021 6-1-2021 0.0928 0.0928
8 6-2-2021 9-1-2021 0.0031 0.0031
9 9-2-2021 12-1-2021 0.2804 0.2804
10 12-2-2021 3-1-2022 0.2452 0.2452
11 3-2-2022 6-1-2022 0.0764 0.0764
12 6-2-2022 9-1-2022 0.0025 0.0025
13 9-2-2022 12-1-2022 0.2317 0.2317
14 12-2-2022 3-1-2023 0.2153 0.2153
15 3-2-2023 6-1-2023 0.0695 0.0695
Highest 0.3466 0.3466
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 5- 0.5714 '+ 0.0000 ! 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 1.3000e- ! 1.3000e- * 0.0000 *: 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
n ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' , 004 , o004 , ' 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m -
Energy = 0.000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m -
Mobile = 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : e mm -
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m -
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 0.5714 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e- | 1.3000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 004 004
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

2.2 Overall Operational

Mitigated Operational

Page 6 of 35

Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.5714 ! 0.0000 ! 6.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 1.3000e- ! 1.3000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
.. ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' , 004 , o004 , ' 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.5714 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e- | 1.3000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 004 004
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 35 Date: 9/25/2018 3:05 PM

Continental Maritime Wharf Repair and Pile Replacement Construction - San Diego County, Annual

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Phase 1 *Building Construction 19/2/2019 13/31/2020 ! 5! 152,
i"""?ﬁﬁé;éi"'"""""""'§éLﬁ&H§Ei;é&aE&£f'""'15&]&%&?""';éﬁﬁjiiﬁf""f"""'%T“""""IEE{"'"""""""""""
é"""?ﬁﬁé;éé"'"""""""'§éLﬁ&H§Ei;é&aE&£f'""'15&]&iﬂf""';éﬁﬁjiiif""f"""'%T“""""IEE{"'"""""""""""
P fehased T TTTTTTTTTTTTTC FBuiiding Construction Yo71/2022 53/31/2023 I 5I 152? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural