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Notice of Preparation



NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ofa
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
and
NOTICE of PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

PROJECT TITLE: SHELTER ISLAND COMMERICAL FISHING WHARF
PROJECT (UPD #EIR-2024-104)

APPLICANT: Driscoll Marina, Ltd. (Demolition Component);
San Diego Unified Port District (Waterside Development Component)

LOCATION: 4918 North Harbor Drive in San Diego, in San Diego County, California

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

The San Diego Unified Port District (District) will be the Lead Agency in preparing an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the project identified above (project). The District is soliciting input and
feedback from various agencies, stakeholders, and the public pertaining to the scope and content
of the environmental information that will be included in the EIR. For certain agencies, this may be
germane to statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. An agency may need
to use the proposed project's EIR when considering its permit or other approval for the project. The
project description, location, and possible environmental effects of the proposed project are
contained in the attached materials.

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your comments must be sent at the earliest possible
date but no later than 30 days after issuance of this notice. Comments regarding environmental
concerns will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on Friday, January 24, 2025, and should be mailed to:
San Diego Unified Port District, Planning Department, Attn: Lily Tsukayama, 3165 Pacific Highway,

San Diego, CA 92101 or emailed to: Iltsukayama@portofsandieqo.org.

A virtual public scoping meeting regarding the proposed EIR will be held via Microsoft Teams on
Wednesday, January 15, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. Click here to join the virtual meeting on Wednesday,
January 15, or contact Lily Tsukayama for the link to the virtual meeting. For questions on this
notice, contact Lily Tsukayama at (619) 686-8199 or Itsukayama@portofsandiego.org.

For questions on this Notice of Preparation, please contact Lily Tsukayama, Program Manager,
Planning Department, at (619) 686-8199.

Signature: % >/)/\/7 /@D Date: __/ 9// I‘I/ aid

Lesley Nishihira, AICP
Assistant Vice President, Planning

Issuance Date: December 19, 2024
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San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
of a
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
for the
SHELTER ISLAND COMMERICAL FISHING WHARF PROJECT
(UPD #EIR-2024-104)

The proposed project is the modernization of the existing commercial fishing marina at the existing
Driscoll's Wharf (Driscoll’'s) leasehold area. Proposed actions would include a demolition component,
which is a condition of the lease with the existing tenant (Driscoll Marina Ltd.), and a waterside
development component. The demolition component would remove Piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8; demolish
Building E and a small hazardous material storage shed; and remove all soil, groundwater, and sediment
contaminants from the leased premises. The tenant, Driscoll Marina Ltd., is responsible for all of the
demolition component as part of the end-of-lease obligations, except removal of Pier 4, for which the
District is the project proponent. The District is the project proponent for the waterside development
component. The District proposes to reconstruct and operate Piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, which would also
include new gangways, headwalks connecting piers, and a floating wave attenuator to the east of the
existing leasehold. Coastal Development Permits (CDPs) are required to implement the proposed project.

Publication of this Notice of Preparation (NOP) initiates the District’s environmental review and analysis of
the project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The NOP is the first step in the
CEQA process. It describes the project and is distributed to responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
involved federal agencies, and the general public. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15375, the
purpose of the NOP is “to solicit guidance from those agencies as to the scope and content of the
environmental information to be included” in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The NOP provides
an opportunity for agencies and the general public to comment on the scope and content of the
environmental analysis of a project.

PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING SETTING

The project site is within and directly adjacent to the Driscoll's Wharf leasehold, located on District
property, at 4918 North Harbor Drive in San Diego, California. The leasehold encompasses 2.9 acres of
landside area, and 5.7 acres of waterside area. The portion of the project site that is directly adjacent to
the Driscoll's Wharf leasehold area is an approximately 0.7 -acre area where the floating wave attenuator
is proposed. Figure 1 provides a project vicinity map.

The Driscoll’'s Wharf leasehold is bordered to the north by Nixie Way on Naval Base Point Loma Harbor
Drive Annex, and the water-side area is located within the northeast area of America’s Cup Harbor.
Access to the project site is provided via Nixie Way from North Harbor Drive.

The project site is one of two commercial fishing wharves in San Diego Bay. The landside portions of the
project site include surface parking, office buildings, outdoor storage areas, and other facilities related to
the commercial fishing industry. The waterside portion of the project site includes a loading and offloading
commercial fishing wharf (Pier 4) and a marina (Piers 5, 6, 7, and 8) for commercial fishing vessels.



LAND AND WATER USE DESIGNATIONS

The District's Port Master Plan (PMP) governs the land and water uses on District Tidelands that the
State Legislature has granted to the District, as trustee, and for which the District has regulatory duties
and proprietary responsibilities. The PMP establishes 10 planning districts covering approximately 5,500
acres of District jurisdiction. The project site is within Planning District 1 (Shelter Island). The Planning
District 1 water designations include, but are not limited to, Recreational Boat Berthing, Marine Services
and Sportfishing Berthing, Commercial Fishing Berthing, and Open Bay/Water. Land use designations
include, but are not limited to, Commercial Recreation, Marine Sales and Services, Commercial Fishing,
Sportfishing, Open Space, Park/Plaza, and Promenade. The designations within the project site are
Commercial Fishing (land), Commercial Fishing Berthing (water) and Navy Small Craft Berthing (water).

BACKGROUND

The project site is currently and was historically used as a wharf for commercial fishing and recreational
vessels. It was constructed in the early 1950's, and Driscoll Marina Ltd. has leased the project area from
the District since 1992.

Commercial fishing is identified as a high-priority use under the California Coastal Act (Sections 30234
and 30234.5), and “fisheries” are one of the five Public Trust uses that the District is charged with
promoting under the Public Trust Doctrine and the San Diego Unified Port District Act (Port Act).

The project is needed to address deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures. Most of the
existing structures have reached the end of their useful life (e.g., Piers 5, 6, 7, and 8; Building E) and
modernization of the wharf is needed if commercial fishing operations are to continue on the project site.

BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is designed to address existing deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures,
and outdated operational conditions at the existing piers. Specifically, the project includes the following
components: the Demolition Component and the Waterside Development Component, as described
more below.

The Demolition Component consists of the following:

e Demolition of the fish offloading pier (Pier 4);

e Demolition of Piers 5 though 8;

e Demolition of one landside building (Building E, also known as Building 4922);
e Demolition of a hazardous materials storage shed; and

e Removal of soil, groundwater, and sediment contaminants in various areas throughout site, as
needed.

Figure 2 is an aerial photo that identifies the existing project site and the areas that are part of the
Demolition Component.

The Waterside Development Component consists of the following:
e Reconstruction of up to three floating dock piers (Piers 5, 7, and 8) and associated structures,
such as new gangways and headwalks connecting the piers;
e Construction of a floating platform to replace the existing Pier 6 for vessel loading and unloading;
e Reconstruction of Pier 4 for unloading of fish, seafood, and related equipment; and
e Installation of a floating wave attenuator east of the marina (outside of the existing leasehold).



Figure 3 provides a site plan for the proposed Waterside Development Component.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Probable Environmental Effects to be Addressed in the EIR

Based on the initial study environmental checklist analysis (Attachment A), the District has determined
that the following environmental topics will be included and analyzed in the EIR:

e Air Quality

e Biological Resources

e Cultural Resources

e Energy

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Land Use and Planning

¢ Noise

e Transportation

The EIR would also address feasible mitigation measures, a reasonable range of alternatives, and
additional mandatory sections as required by CEQA. The District would also prepare a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program to address the potential significant impacts of the project.

Effects Determined to be Less than Significant During Preparation of the Initial Study

Based on the initial study environmental checklist analysis (Attachment A), it has been determined that
implementation of the project would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to the following
resource areas:

e Aesthetics

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources
e Geology/Soils

e Mineral Resources

e Population and Housing

e Public Services

e Recreation

e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Utilities and Service Systems

e Wildfire



NOTICE OF PREPARATION COMMENTS

The Notice of Preparation is available for a 30-day public review period that starts on Thursday,
December 19, 2024 and ends at 5:00 p.m. on Friday, January 24, 2025. Written comments will be
accepted until 5:00 p.m. on Friday, January 24, 2025. Comments regarding the scope and content of the
environmental information that should be included in the EIR and other environmental concerns should
be mailed to:

San Diego Unified Port District

Attn: Lily Tsukayama, Planning Department
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

or emailed to: ltsukayama@portofsandiego.org

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

A virtual public scoping meeting regarding the proposed EIR will be held via Microsoft Teams on
Wednesday, January 15, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. Click here to join the virtual meeting on Wednesday,
January 15, or contact Lily Tsukayama for the link to the virtual meeting. For questions on this notice,
contact Lily Tsukayama at (619) 686-8199 or Itsukayama@portofsandiego.org

The District, as Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA, will review the public comments on the NOP to
determine which issues should be addressed in the EIR.

Other opportunities for the public to comment on the environmental effects of the project include, but are
not limited to, the following.

e A minimum 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR

e A public hearing where the Board of Port Commissioners will consider certification of the EIR and
issuance of the CDP

For questions regarding this Notice of Preparation, please contact Lily Tsukayama at (619) 686-
8199 or Itsukayama@portofsandiego.org.

ATTACHMENTS

Figure 1: Project Vicinity Map

Figure 2: Existing Project Site and Demolition Component

Figure 3: Proposed Site Plan for Waterside Development Component

Attachment A: Initial Study Environmental Checklist



Figure 1 Project Vicinity



Figure 2 Existing Project Site and Demolition Component



Figure 3 Proposed Site Plan for Waterside Development Component
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CHAIRPERSON
Reginald Pagaling
Chumash

VICE-CHAIRPERSON
Buffy McQuillen
Yokayo Pomo, Yuki,
Nomlaki

SECRETARY
Sara Dutschke
Miwok

PARLIAMENTARIAN
Wayne Nelson
Luisefo

COMMISSIONER
Isaac Bojorquez
Ohlone-Costanoan

COMMISSIONER
Stanley Rodriguez
Kumeyaay

COMMISSIONER
Laurena Bolden
Serrano

COMMISSIONER
Reid Milanovich
Cahuilla

COMMISSIONER
Bennae Calac

Pauma-Yuima Band of

Luiseno Indians

ACTING EXECUTIVE
SECRETARY
Steven Quinn

NAHC HEADQUARTERS
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Suite 100

West Sacramento,
Cdlifornia 95691
(916} 373-3710

nahc@nahc.ca.gov
NAHC.ca.gov

Gavin Newsom, Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

December 31, 2024

Lily Tsukayama

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego CA 92101

Re: 2024120926 Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project, San Diego County
Dear Ms. Tsukayama:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC} has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, "tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a fribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally offiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AB 52

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

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:

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

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “Cadlifornia Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

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

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

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

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

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

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

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentidlity of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

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

the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a fribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

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

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

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a Cadlifornia prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

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

Neqative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be

adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

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

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

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

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

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

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

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search. The records search will

determine:
a. |[f part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
d. If asurvey isrequired to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site formes, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including fribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally aoffiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., fit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Andrew.Green@NAHC.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

ﬂWw%u,w

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Lily Tsukayama

From: Luther, Eric <Eric.Luther@sdapcd.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2025 2:54 PM

To: Lily Tsukayama

Subject: RE: NOP & Upcoming Scoping Meeting - EIR for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing
Wharf

You don't often get email from eric.luther@sdapcd.org. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Lily,

| just wanted to pass along the potential for facility owners/operators to install shore power per the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) Commercial Harbor Craft regulation. A copy of the regulation can be found here:
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/barcu/regact/2021/chc2021/chcfro.pdf

Thanks,

Eric Luther

Supervising Air Resources Specialist
San Diego Air Pollution Control District
Eric.Luther@sdapcd.org

From: Lily Tsukayama <|tsukayama@portofsandiego.org>

Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2024 9:04 AM

Cc: Lily Tsukayama <ltsukayama@portofsandiego.org>

Subject: [External] NOP & Upcoming Scoping Meeting - EIR for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf

To All Interested Parties,

Notice is hereby given that the San Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD), as lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the “Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf.” The NOP is available for a public review period that ends at
5:00 pm on Friday, January 24, 2025. Comments regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that
should be included in the EIR and other environmental concerns should be sent via email or mail, as follows:

Email
ltsukayama@portofsandiego.org

Mail

San Diego Unified Port District
Planning Dept, c/o Lily Tsukayama
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101



The NOP, which includes an Initial Study, is attached to this email and also available for download by clicking this link, or
copying and pasting the link into your internet browser: https://www.portofsandiego.org/public-records/port-
updates/notices-disclosures/ceqacoastal-act-notices [NOTE: the file available online has a larger file size and better
resolution than the file attached to this email.]

A public scoping meeting to solicit comments on the scope and content of the EIR will be held via Microsoft Teams on
Wednesday, January 15, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. Click here to join the virtual meeting on Wednesday, January 15, or contact
Lily Tsukayama for the link to the virtual meeting.

Questions? Please call Lily Tsukayama at (619) 686-6199.

Thank you,
Lily

Lily Tsukayama (she/her/hers)
Program Manager, Planning & Environment

3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92101
(0) (619) 686.8199 « (c) (619) 823.0292
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Lily Tsukayama

Program Manager

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101
ltsukayama@portofsandiego.org

SHELTER ISLAND COMMERICIAL FISHING WHARF
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
SCH #2024120926

Dear Ms. Tsukayama:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) received a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR) from the San
Diego Unified Port District (District) for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf
Project (Project), pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA
Guidelines."

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife.
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects
of the Project that the Department, by law, may be required to carry out or approve
through the exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

DEPARTMENT ROLE

The Department is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds
those resources in trust by statute for all the people of the state. (Fish & G. Code,
section 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, section 21070; CEQA
Guidelines section 15386, subd. (a).) The Department, in its trustee capacity, has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species.
(Id., section 1802.) Similarly for purposes of CEQA, the Department is charged by law to
provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review
efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to
adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. The Department is also responsible for

" CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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marine biodiversity protection under the Marine Life Protection Act in coastal marine
waters of California, and ensuring fisheries are sustainably managed under the Marine
Life Management Act.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: San Diego Unified Port District and Driscoll Marina, Ltd.

Objective: The objective of the Project is to modernize the existing commercial fishing
marina at the Driscoll’'s Wharf leasehold area by demolishing and reconstructing parts of
the marina to address deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures. The
Project’s demolition component would remove Piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8; demolish building
E and a small hazardous material storage shed; and remove all soil, groundwater, and
sediment contaminants from the leased premises. The Project’s waterside development
component includes the reconstruction and operation of Piers 4,5, 6, 7, and 8. The
Project is proposing to reconstruct up to three floating dock piers (Piers 5, 7, and 8) and
associated gangways and headwalks connecting the piers; construct a floating platform
to replace the existing Pier 6 for vessel loading and unloading; reconstruct Pier 4 for
unloading fish, seafood, and related equipment; and install a floating wave attenuator to
the east of the marina which is outside of the existing leasehold.

The tenant, Driscoll Marina Ltd., is responsible for the demolition component as part of
the end-of-lease obligations, except for the removal of Pier 4. The District is the project
proponent for the removal of Pier 4 and for the waterside development component.

Location: The Project site is located at 4918 North Harbor Drive in San Diego,
California, which is within and directly adjacent to the Driscoll’s Wharf leasehold located
on District property.

BIOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Discussion and Comment: San Diego Bay waters support many resident and
migratory fish and special status wildlife such as seabirds, marine mammals, and sea
turtles. Important marine plants such as eelgrass (Zostera marina) support those fish
and wildlife species and may be present throughout shallow coastal environments in the
Harbor. Eelgrass is important as fish nursery habitat and supports juvenile and adult
fish. San Diego Bay waters also support commercially and recreationally important fish
and invertebrate species such as California halibut (Paralichthys californicus), California
spiny lobster (Panulirus interruptus), and the Northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax),
which is an important forage fish.
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the District
in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife resources.

Native Eelgrass Impacts

Comments: The NOP notes that eelgrass is a species that is present within the
Project area where pile removal and pile driving impacts may occur, and where
floating docks, piers, and a floating wave attenuator may be constructed. Native
eelgrass species create large beds beneficial for fish habitat and have been
identified as special aquatic sites and given protections by the Clean Water Act. The
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) identifies
eelgrass as a Habitat Area of Special Concern. Additionally, the importance of
eelgrass protection and restoration, as well as the marine ecological benefits of
eelgrass, is identified in Pub. Resources Code section 35630. The Department uses
the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP) (NOAA 2014, Attachment 1),
developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), for guidance on
surveying eelgrass, avoiding and minimizing impacts to eelgrass, assessing
eelgrass impacts, eelgrass mitigation measures and compensation, and for
identifying appropriate eelgrass mitigation and donor sites.

Recommendations: The Department recommends that plans should be developed
to avoid and minimize potential impacts to eelgrass to the maximum extent feasible
if eelgrass beds or patches are identified within or adjacent to the Project area. The
proposed Project should be developed consistent with the CEMP to avoid and
minimize disturbance, damage, and losses of eelgrass. This includes avoiding
impacts to eelgrass associated with pile pulling and pile driving; construction of
overwater structures; bottom disturbances; demolition and construction turbidity;
sedimentation, shading, and falling debris; and shading and anchoring within
eelgrass habitat associated construction barges and vessels. Additional details are
in the CEMP, but the Department recommends at least the following should eelgrass
beds or patches be identified within or adjacent to the Project area:

e To avoid direct eelgrass impacts, pile driver barges and vessels, and all barge
anchoring should be located outside of eelgrass habitat;

» To avoid scouring of eelgrass and potential eelgrass habitat, anchor chain
designs, and locations of barge and vessel moorings should avoid eelgrass
habitat impacts;

e To avoid and minimize eelgrass impacts from demolition and construction debris,
the District should use Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as perimeter
debris booms. If debris is observed falling into the San Diego Bay water, retrieve
debris as soon as possible; and



Lily Tsukayama

San Diego Unified Port District
January 22, 2025

Page 4 of 8

» To minimize eelgrass impacts from water turbidity and sedimentation, install silt
curtains around pile driving or demolition areas if applicable. Restrict the turbidity
plumes to the smallest possible area during all phases of in water construction.

Comprehensive pre-construction surveys, for eelgrass beds or patches should be
conducted consistent with the CEMP. Additionally, post-construction eelgrass
surveys should be conducted consistent with the CEMP if eelgrass is identified in the
Project area. If any unavoidable eelgrass impacts occur, these impacts should be
mitigated for using guidance described within the CEMP. Indirect eelgrass impacts
such as shading from new piles or overwater structures should also be avoided. Pile
driving work conducted outside of the peak eelgrass growing period may reduce
shading impacts when eelgrass beds may have died back. Consequently, pile
location and time of year for pile driving should be considered to avoid impacts to
eelgrass and other fish and wildlife generated by pile driving.

If eelgrass harvest and transplanting is required for mitigation, a Scientific Collecting
Permit (SCP) from the Department will be required prior to harvest and transplanting
activities. The SCP may include permit conditions such as donor eelgrass surveys,
submittal of an eelgrass harvest and transplant plan, limits on number of turions
collected, methods for collection and transplanting, notification of activities, and
reporting requirements. Please visit the Department’s SCP webpage for more
information: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Licensing/Scientific-Collecting.

Pile Driving and Sound Criteria

Comments: According to the NOP, the Project’s construction would involve the use
of impact and/or vibratory pile driving. Underwater noise associated with pile driving
and pulling activities may cause temporary or permanent impacts to fish, such as
temporary movement out of the Project area, barotrauma injury, or mortality. The
Department relies on guidance from the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group to
set safe sound pressure level (SPL) criteria for pile driving and pulling activities
(Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group 2008, Attachment 2). The SPL dual criteria
include a peak level of 206 dB and a cumulative sound exposure (SEL) level of 187
dB for fish 2 grams and heavier or a cumulative SEL of 183 dB for fish less than 2
grams. Additionally, if hydraulic jetting or an impact hammer is used for pile driving,
this may impact water quality, releasing contaminants from sediments into the water
and/or creating turbidity that could harm fish and shade or smother eelgrass beds.

Recommendations: The Department recommends using a vibratory hammer for
pile driving to the greatest extent feasible, or an alternative technology that produces
the least amount of noise. If an impact hammer must be used (e.g., due to pile
material, refusal at bedrock), multiple minimization measures may be used to reduce
sound levels. The Department recommends the following:

e A sound attenuation and monitoring plan should be submitted to the resource
agencies for review prior to initiating pile driving activities;


https://wildlife.ca.gov/Licensing/Scientific-Collecting
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e A wood, or similar material, cushion block should be used between the pile and
hammer during all pile driving using an impact hammer;

» A bubble curtain should be used, where feasible, during all impact pile driving to
further reduce sound below levels that have been shown to cause injury and/or
mortality to fish and marine mammals; and

e Underwater sound level monitoring should be conducted during pile driving. If
SPLs and SELs exceed agreed upon levels as per the Interim Criteria for Injury to
Fish, additional steps should be taken to reduce the underwater noise to
acceptable levels.

The Department recommends the use of a silt curtain to control turbidity during
high turbidity generating activities. Additionally, high turbidity generating activities
should be conducted when there are no strong outgoing tides since this could
exacerbate turbid conditions and negatively impact marine life.

Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Monitoring

Comments: Harbor seals (Phoca vitulina), California sea lions (Zalophus
californianus), other species of marine mammals, and sea turtles may be present or
occur within the Project area. Construction activities, such as pile driving, within the
Project area have the potential to impact these animals if they are present.

Recommendations: The Department recommends that the District prepare and
implement a marine mammal and sea turtle monitoring plan that includes, but is not
limited to:

» Establishment of an underwater exclusion zone as a designated focus area for
species protection to allow animals to evacuate the area prior to commencement
of construction activities;

 Pile driving activities should not occur while marine mammals or sea turtles are
present within the exclusion zone;

e Pre-construction monitoring to update the occurrence and use of the area by
marine mammals and turtles; and

e Monitoring of marine mammals and sea turtles by an experienced observer
immediately prior to and during all construction activities.

The Department recommends that the District consult with NMFS regarding the
above recommendation and any other necessary avoidance and mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to marine mammals and sea turtles.

Floating Debris and Spill and Prevention Plan
Comments: The Project’s proposed demolition activities have the potential to

generate debris and cause material spills that may pollute the Project site’s
surrounding waters and impact important marine species and habitats.
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Recommendation: The Department recommends that the District place a drop net
over the waterway to catch debris during demolition construction activities. The
collected debris should be removed as soon as possible and disposed of in an
appropriate least impactful manner. The Department recommends that the District
prepares and implements a spill and prevention plan to minimize and/or prevent
discharge of spilled material at the Project site. This plan should include measures to
prevent and control spills, contain the spill, clean the spill, and dispose of
contaminated materials.

Invasive Species Impacts

Comments: Disturbance of the bottom sediments from pile construction and
anchoring may redistribute non-native species that compete with native species.
This could cause widespread adverse impacts to eelgrass and marine ecology. The
invasive alga Caulerpa taxifolia is listed as a federal noxious weed under the U.S.
Plant Protection Act and while deemed eradicated in 2006 is monitored for potential
future emergence. Another invasive alga species found recently in Newport Bay and
San Diego Bay is Caulerpa prolifera, which is also a potential threat to growth and
expansion of native eelgrass beds and other native algae. Caulerpa prolifera can
grow as deep as 50 meters and appears to be more tolerant of low light
environments than most other macroalgae. Additionally, since all Caulerpa species
pose a serious risk in harming native marine life, Fish and Game Code Section 2300
was amended in 2023 so that no person shall sell, possess, import, transport,
transfer, release alive in the state, or give away without consideration all species of
the genus Caulerpa, with the exception of bona fide scientific research upon
authorization by the Department.

Recommendations: The Department recommends conducting pre-construction
Caulerpa spp. surveys to identify potential existence of invasive Caulerpa spp. in
accordance with the Caulerpa Control Protocol
https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2021-12/caulerpa-control-protocol-v5.pdf (October
2021). Any sightings of Caulerpa spp. should be reported within 24 hours to the
Department (Caulerpa@wildlife.ca.gov), and NMFS at 562-980-4037
(nmfs.wcr.caulerpa@noaa.gov).

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code,
section 21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special status species and
natural communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form can be filled out and submitted
online at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The
types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/ CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals.



https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2021-12/caulerpa-control-protocol-v5.pdf
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ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the
Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of
environmental review by the Department. Payment of the environmental document filing
fee is required for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final.
(Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, section 753.5; Fish & G. Code, section 711.4; Pub. Resources
Code, section 21089.)

CONCLUSION

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist the
District in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. Questions
regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Leslie Hart,
Environmental Scientist at R7TCEQA@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Cralg Shuman, D. Env
Marine Regional Manager

ec: Claire Waggoner, Program Manager
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Eric Wilkins, Senior Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Leslie Hart, Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: NMFS. 2014. California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

Attachment 2: Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group. 2008. Interim Criteria for Injury
of Fish Exposed to Pile Driving Operations: Memorandum. Washington: Federal
Highway Administration.
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I.  National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy

A. Policy Statement
It is NMFS’ policy to recommend no net loss of eelgrass habitat function in California.

For all of California, compensatory mitigation should be recommended for the loss of existing
eelgrass habitat function, but only after avoidance and minimization of effects to eelgrass have
been pursued to the maximum extent practicable. Our approach is congruous with the approach
taken in the federal Clean Water Act guidelines under section 404(b)(1) (40 CFR 230). In
absence of a complete functional assessment, eelgrass distribution and density should serve as a
proxy for eelgrass habitat function. Compensatory mitigation options include comprehensive
management plans, in-kind mitigation, mitigation banks and in-lieu-fee programs, and out-of-
kind mitigation. While in-kind mitigation is preferred, the most appropriate form of
compensatory mitigation should be determined on a case-by-case basis.

Further, it is the intent of this policy to ensure that there is no loss associated with delays in
establishing compensatory mitigation. This should be accomplished by creating a greater
amount of eelgrass than is lost, if the mitigation is performed contemporaneously or after the
impacts occur. To achieve this, NMFS, in most instances, should recommend compensatory
mitigation for vegetated and unvegetated eelgrass habitat be successfully completed at a ratio of
at least 1.2:1 mitigation area to impact area. This ratio is based on present value calculation’
using a discount rate of 0.03 (NOAA-DARP 1999). This ratio assumes that restored eelgrass
habitat achieves habitat function comparable to existing eelgrass habitat within a period of three
years or less (Hoffman 1986, Evans & Short 2005, Fonseca et al. 1990).

For ongoing projects, once mitigation has been successfully implemented to compensate for the
loss of eelgrass habitat function within a specified footprint, NMFS should not recommend
additional mitigation for subsequent loss of eelgrass habitat if 1) ongoing project activities result
in subsequent loss of eelgrass habitat function within the same footprint for which mitigation was
completed and 2) the project applicant can document that no new area of eelgrass habitat is
impacted by project activities.

This policy does not address mitigation for potential eelgrass habitat. NMFS recognizes impacts
to potential eelgrass habitat may preclude eelgrass movement or expansion to suitable
unvegetated areas in the future, potentially resulting in declines in eelgrass abundance over time.
In addition, it does not address other shallow water habitats. Regulatory protections in the
estuarine/marine realm typically focus on wetlands and submerged aquatic vegetation. Mudflats,
sandflats, and other superficially bare habitats do not garner the same degree of recognition and

! Present Value (PV) is a calculation used in finance to determine the present day value of an amount that is
received at a future date. The premise of the equation is that receiving something today is worth more than receiving
the same item at a future date; PV = C,/(1+r)" where C,= resource at period 1, r= interest or discount rate,
n=number of periods.



concern, even though these are some of the most productive and fragile ecosystems (Reilly et al.
1999). NMFS will continue to collaborate with federal and state partners on these issues.

B. Eelgrass Background and Information

Eelgrass species (Zostera marina L. and Z. pacifica) are seagrasses that occur in the temperate
unconsolidated substrate of shallow coastal environments, enclosed bays, and estuaries. Eelgrass
is a highly productive species and is considered to be a "foundation" or habitat forming species.
Eelgrass contributes to ecosystem functions at multiple levels as a primary and secondary
producer, as a habitat structuring element, as a substrate for epiphytes and epifauna, and as
sediment stabilizer and nutrient cycling facilitator. Eelgrass provides important foraging areas
and shelter to young fish and invertebrates, food for migratory waterfowl and sea turtles, and
spawning surfaces for invertebrates and fish such as the Pacific herring. Eelgrass also provides a
significant source of carbon to the detrital pool which provides important organic matter in
sometimes food-limited environments (e.g., submarine canyons). In addition, eelgrass has the
capacity to sequester carbon in the underlying sediments and may help offset carbon emissions.
Given the significance and diversity of the functions and services provided by seagrass, Costanza
et al. (2007) determined seagrass ecosystems to be one of Earth’s most valuable.

California supports dynamic eelgrass habitats that range in extent from less than 11,000 acres to
possibly as much as 15,000 acres statewide. This is inclusive of estimates for poorly
documented beds in smaller coastal systems as well as open coastal and insular areas. While
among the most productive of habitats, the overall low statewide abundance makes eelgrass one
of the rarest habitats in California. Collectively just five systems, Humboldt Bay, San Francisco
Bay, San Diego Bay, Mission Bay and Tomales Bay support over 80 percent of the known
eelgrass in the state. The uneven distribution of eelgrass resources increases the risk to this
habitat and also contributes to its dynamic nature. Further, the narrow depth range within which
eelgrass can occur further places this habitat at risk in the face of global climate change and sea
level rise predictions.

Seagrass habitat has been lost from temperate estuaries worldwide (Duarte 2002, Lotze et al.
2006, Orth et al. 2006). While both natural and human-induced mechanisms have contributed to
these losses, impacts from human population expansion and associated pollution and upland
development is the primary cause (Short and Wyllie-Echeverria 1996). Human activities that
affect eelgrass habitat distribution and abundance, including, but not limited to, urban
development, harbor development, aquaculture, agricultural runoff, effluent discharges, and
upland land use associated sediment discharge (Duarte 2008) occur throughout California. For
example, dredging and filling; shading and alteration of circulation patterns; and watershed
inputs of sediment, nutrients, and unnaturally concentrated or directed freshwater flows can
directly and indirectly destroy eelgrass habitats. Conversely, in many areas great strides have
been made at restoring water quality and expanding eelgrass resources through directed efforts at
environmental improvements and resource enhancement. While improvements in eelgrass
management have occurred overall, the importance of eelgrass both ecologically and
economically, coupled with ongoing human pressure and potentially increasing degradation and
losses associated with climate change, highlight the need to protect, maintain, and where
feasible, enhance eelgrass habitat.



C. Purpose and Need for Eelgrass Mitigation Policy

Eelgrass warrants a strong protection strategy because of the important biological, physical, and
economic values it provides, as well as its importance to managed species under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). Vegetated shallows that support
eelgrass are also considered special aquatic sites under the 404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean
Water Act (40 C.F.R. § 230.43). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) developed this policy to establish and
support a goal of protecting this resource and its habitat functions, including spatial coverage and
density of eelgrass habitats. This NMFS policy and implementing guidelines are being shared
with agencies and the public to ensure there is a clear and transparent process for developing
eelgrass mitigation recommendations.

Pursuant to the MSA, eelgrass is designated as an essential fish habitat (EFH) habitat area of
particular concern (HAPC) for various federally-managed fish species within the Pacific Coast
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) (PFMC 2008). An HAPC is a subset of EFH that
is rare, particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially ecologically important,
and/or located in an environmentally stressed area. HAPC designations are used to provide
additional focus for conservation efforts.

This policy and guidelines support but do not expand upon existing NMFS authorities under the
MSA, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA), and the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Pursuant to the EFH provisions of the MSA, FWCA, and obligations under the
NEPA as a responsible agency, NMFS annually reviews and provides recommendations on
numerous actions that may affect eelgrass resources throughout California. Section 305(b)(1)(D)
of the MSA requires NMFS to coordinate with, and provide information to, other federal
agencies regarding the conservation and enhancement of EFH. Section 305(b)(2) requires all
federal agencies to consult with NMFS on all actions or proposed actions authorized, funded, or
undertaken by the agency that may adversely affect EFH. Under section 305(b)(4) of the MSA,
NMES is required to provide EFH Conservation Recommendations to federal and state agencies
for actions that would adversely affect EFH (50 C.F.R. § 600.925). NMFS makes its
recommendations with the goal of avoiding, minimizing, or otherwise compensating for adverse
effects to EFH. When impacts to NMFS trust resources are unavoidable, NMFS may
recommend compensatory mitigation to offset those impacts. In order to fulfill its consultative
role, NMFS may also recommend, among other things, the development of mitigation plans,
habitat distribution maps, surveys and survey reports, progress milestones, monitoring programs,
and reports verifying the completion of mitigation activities.

Eelgrass impact management and mitigation throughout California has historically been
undertaken without a statewide strategy. Federal actions with impacts to eelgrass require
considerable NMFS staff time for project review, coordination and development of conservation
recommendations. As federal staff resources vary with budgets, and threats to aquatic resources
remain steady or increase, regulatory streamlining and increased efficiency are crucial for
continued protection of important coastal habitats, including eelgrass. The California Eelgrass
Mitigation Policy (CEMP) is meant to increase efficiency of existing regulatory authorities in a



programmatic manner, provide transparency to federal agencies and action proponents, and
ensure that unavoidable impacts to eelgrass habitat are fully and appropriately mitigated. It is the
intent of NMFS to collaborate with other federal, state, and local agencies charged with the
protection of marine resources to seek a unified approach to actions affecting eelgrass such that
consistency across agencies with respect to this resource may be enhanced.

D. Relevance to Other Federal and State Policies

Based on our understanding of existing federal and state policies regarding aquatic resource
conservation, the CEMP does not conflict with existing policies and complements the federal and
state wetland policies as described below. NMFS does not intend to make any recommendations,
which, if adopted by the action agency and carried out, would violate other federal, state, or local
laws. The CEMP also complements the NOAA Aquaculture Policy and National Shellfish Initiative
and builds upon the NOAA Seagrass Conservation Guidelines and the Southern California
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy.

1. Corps/EPA Mitigation Rule and supporting guidance

In 2008, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) issued revised regulations governing compensatory mitigation for authorized impacts to
wetlands, streams, and other waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The
regulations emphasize avoiding impacts to wetlands and other water resources. For unavoidable
impacts, the rule incorporates Natural Resource Council recommendations to improve planning,
implementing and managing wetland replacement projects, including: science-based assessment
of impacts and compensation measures, watershed assessments to drive mitigation sites and
plans, measurable and enforceable ecological performance standards for evaluating mitigation
projects, mitigation monitoring to document whether the mitigation employed meets ecological
performance standards, and complete compensation plans. The regulations also encourage the
expansion of mitigation banking and in lieu fee agreements to improve the quality and success of
compensatory mitigation projects.

The NMFS policy to recommend no net loss of eelgrass function and the eelgrass mitigation
guidelines offered herein align with the provisions of the EPA and Corps mitigation rule, but
provide more specific recommendations on how to avoid and minimize impacts to eelgrass and
how to implement eelgrass surveys, assessments, mitigation, and monitoring.

2. State of California Wetland Conservation Policies

The 1993 State of California Wetlands Conservation Policy established a framework and strategy
to ensure no overall net loss and long-term gain in the quantity, quality, and permanence of
wetlands acreage and values in California in a manner that fosters creativity, stewardship, and
respect for private property, reduce procedural complexity in administration of state and federal
wetlands conservation programs, and encourage partnerships to make landowner incentive
programs and cooperative planning efforts the primary focus of wetlands conservation and
restoration.



The State of California is also developing a Wetland and Riparian Area Protection Policy. The
first phase of this effort was published as the “Preliminary Draft Wetland Area Protection
Policy” with the purpose of protecting all waters of the State, including wetlands, from dredge
and fill discharges. It includes a wetland definition and associated delineation methods, an
assessment framework for collecting and reporting aquatic resource information, and
requirements applicable to discharges of dredged or fill material. The draft specifies that dredge
or fill projects will provide for replacement of existing beneficial uses through compensatory
mitigation. The preliminary policy includes a determination that compensatory mitigation will
sustain and improve the overall abundance, diversity and condition of aquatic resources in a
project watershed area.

Based on the definition of wetlands included in these state wetland policies, the policies do not
directly apply to subtidal eelgrass habitat, but may apply to intertidal eelgrass habitat. The
NMES policy of recommending no net loss to eelgrass habitat function and recommendations for
compensatory mitigation for eelgrass impacts complement the state protection policies for
wetlands.

3. NOAA Aquaculture Policy and National Shellfish Initiative

In 2011, NOAA released the National Marine Aquaculture Policy and the National Shellfish
Initiative. The Policy encourages and fosters sustainable aquaculture development that provides
domestic jobs, products, and services and that is in harmony with healthy, productive, and
resilient marine ecosystems, compatible with other uses of the marine environment, and
consistent with the National Policy for the Stewardship of the Ocean, our Coasts, and the Great
Lakes (National Ocean Policy). The goal of the Initiative is to increase populations of bivalve
shellfish in our nation’s coastal waters—including oysters, clams, abalone, and mussels—
through both sustainable commercial production and restoration activities. The Initiative
supports shellfish industry jobs and business opportunities to meet the growing demand for
seafood, while protecting and enhancing habitat for important commercial, recreational, and
endangered and threatened species and species recovery. The Initiative also highlights improved
water quality, nutrient removal, and shoreline protection as benefits from shellfish production
and restoration. Both the Policy and the Initiative seek to improve interagency coordination for
permitting commercial and restoration shellfish projects, as well as support research and other
data collection to assess and refine conservation strategies and priorities.

The regulatory efficiencies, transparency, and compensation for impacts to eelgrass promoted by
the CEMP directly support the National Aquaculture Policy statements and National Shellfish
Initiative through: (1) protection of eelgrass, an important component of productive and resilient
coastal ecosystems in California and habitat for wild species, and (2) improved coordination with
federal partners regarding planning and permitting for commercial shellfish projects.
Furthermore, research conducted under the direction of the National Shellfish Initiative could be
informed by and also inform NMFS consultations regarding eelgrass impacts and mitigation in
California.



4. NOAA Seagrass Conservation Guidelines

The NOAA publication, “Guidelines for the Conservation and Restoration of Seagrasses in the
United States and Adjacent Waters” (1998) was developed by Mark Fonseca of NOAA’s
Beaufort Laboratory along with Jud Kenworthy and Gordon Thayer and was funded by NOAA’s
Coastal Ocean Program. The document presents an overview of seagrass conservation and
restoration in the United States, discusses important issues that should be addressed in planning
seagrass restoration projects, describes different planting methodologies, proposes monitoring
criteria and means for evaluation success, and discusses issues faced by resource managers. The
CEMP considers information presented in the Fonseca et al. document, but deviates in some
cases in order to provide reasonable and practicable guidelines for eelgrass conservation in
California.

5. Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy

In southern and central California, eelgrass mitigation has been addressed in accordance with the
Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy applied by NMFS, US Fish & Wildlife Service,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Coastal Commission, US Army Corps of
Engineers, and other resource and regulatory agencies since 1991, and which has generally been
effective at ensuring eelgrass impacts are mitigated in most circumstances. Given the success of
the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy over its 20-year history, this policy reflects an
expansion of the application of the Southern California policy with minor modifications to
ensure a high standard of statewide eelgrass management and protection. This policy will
supersede the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy for all areas of California upon its
adoption.

1. Implementing Guidelines for California

This policy and guidelines will serve as the guidance for staff and managers within NMFS for
developing recommendations concerning eelgrass issues through EFH and FWCA consultations
and NEPA reviews throughout California. This policy will inform NMFS’s position on eelgrass
issues for California in other roles as a responsible, advisory, or funding agency or trustee. In
addition, this document provides guidance to assist NMFS in performing its consultative role
under the statutes described above. Finally, pursuant to NMFS obligation to provide information
to federal agencies under Section 305(b)(1)(D) of the MSA, this policy serves that role by
providing information intended to further the conservation and enhancement of EFH. Should
this policy or guidelines be inconsistent with any formally-promulgated NMFS regulations, those
formally-promulgated regulations will take precedence over any inconsistent provisions of this
policy.

While many of the activities impacting eelgrass are similar across California, eelgrass stressors
and growth characteristics differ between southern California (U.S./Mexico border to Pt.
Conception), central California (Point Conception to San Francisco Bay entrance), San Francisco
Bay, and northern California (San Francisco Bay to the California/Oregon border). The amount
of scientific information available to base management decisions on also differs among areas
within California, with considerably more information and history with eelgrass habitat
management in southern California than the other regions. Gaps in region-specific scientific
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information do not override the need to be protective of eelgrass habitat while relying on the best
information currently available from areas within and outside of California. Although the
primary orientation of this policy is toward statewide use, where indicated below, specific
elements of this policy may differ between southern California, central California, northern
California and San Francisco Bay.

NMEFS will continue to explore the science of eelgrass habitat and improve our understanding of
eelgrass habitat function, impacts, assessment techniques, and mitigation efficacy.
Approximately every 5 years, NMFS intends to evaluate monitoring and survey data collected by
federal agencies and action proponents per the recommendations of these guidelines. NMFS
managers will determine if updates to these guidelines are appropriate based on information
evaluated during the 5-year review. Updates to these guidelines and supporting technical
information will be available on the NMFS website.

The information below serves as a common starting place for NMFS recommendations to
achieve no net loss of eelgrass habitat function. NMFS employees should not depart from the
guidelines provided herein without appropriate justification and supervisory concurrence.
However, the recommendations that NMFS ultimately makes should be provided on a case-by-
case basis to provide flexibility when site specific conditions dictate. In the EFH context, NMFS
recommendations are provided to the action agency, which has final approval of the action; in
accordance with the MSA, the action agency may take up NMFS recommendations or articulate its
reasons for not following the recommendations. In the FWCA context, NMFS makes
recommendations which must be considered, but the action agency is ultimately responsible for
the wildlife protective measures it adopts (if any). For these reasons, neither this policy nor its
implementing guidelines are to be interpreted as binding on the public.

A. Eelgrass Habitat Definition

Eelgrass distribution fluctuates and can expand, contract, disappear, and recolonize areas within
suitable environments. Vegetated eelgrass areas can expand by as much as 5 meters (m) and
contract by as much as 4 m annually (Donoghue 2011). Within eelgrass habitat, eelgrass is
expected to fluctuate in density and patch extent based on prevailing environmental factors (e.g.,
turbidity, freshwater flows, wave and current energy, bioturbation, temperature, etc.). To
account for seagrass fluctuation, Fonseca et al. (1998) recommends that seagrass habitat include
the vegetated areas as well as presently unvegetated spaces between seagrass patches.

In addition, there is an area of functional influence, where the habitat function provided by the
vegetated cover extends out into adjacent unvegetated areas. Those functions include detrital
enrichment, energy dampening and sediment trapping, primary productivity, alteration of current
or wave patterns, and fish and invertebrate use, among other functions. The influence of eelgrass
on the local environment can extend up to 10 m from individual eelgrass patches, with the
distance being a function of the extent and density of eelgrass comprising the bed as well as local
biologic, hydrographic, and bathymetric conditions (Bostrom and Bonsdorff 2000, Bostrom et al.
2001, Ferrell and Bell 1991, Peterson et al. 2004, Smith et al. 2008, van Houte-Howes et al.
2004, Webster et al. 1998). Detrital enrichment will generally extend laterally as well as down
slope from the beds, while fish and invertebrates that utilize eelgrass beds may move away from the



eelgrass core to areas around the bed margins for foraging and in response to tides or diurnal cycles
(Smith et al. 2008).

To encompass fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional influence around eelgrass cover,
for the purposes of this policy and guidelines, eelgrass habitat is defined as areas of vegetated
eelgrass cover (any eelgrass within 1 m? quadrat and within 1 m of another shoot) bounded by a
5 m wide perimeter of unvegetated area (See Attachment 1 for a graphical depiction of this
definition). Unvegetated areas may have eelgrass shoots a distance greater than 1 m from
another shoot, and may be internal as well as external to areas of vegetated cover. For isolated
patches and on a case-by-case basis, it may be acceptable to include an unvegetated area
boundary less than or greater than 5 m wide. The definition excludes areas of unsuitable
environmental conditions such as hard bottom substrates, shaded locations, or areas that extend
to depths below those supporting eelgrass. Suitable depths can vary substantially depending upon
site-specific conditions. In general, eelgrass does not extend deeper than 12 feet mean lower low
water (MLLW) in most protected bays and harbors in Southern California, and is more limited in
Central and Northern California embayments. However, eelgrass can grow much deeper in entrance
channels and offshore areas

B. Surveying Eelgrass

NMFS may recommend action agencies conduct surveys of eelgrass habitat to evaluate effects of
a proposed action. Eelgrass habitat should be surveyed using visual or acoustic methods and
mapping technologies and scales appropriate to the action, scale, and area of work. Surveys
should document both vegetated eelgrass cover as well as unvegetated areas within eelgrass
habitat (See section II.A. for definition). Assessing impacts to eelgrass habitat relies on the
completion of quality surveys and mapping. As such, inferior quality of surveys and mapping
(e.g., completed at an inappropriate scale or using inappropriate methods) may make proper
evaluation of impacts impossible, and may result in a recommendation from NMFS to re-survey
and re-map project areas. Also, to account for fluctuations in eelgrass habitat due to
environmental variations, a reference site(s) should be incorporated into the survey (See section
V.B.4 below for more details).

1. Survey Parameters

Because eelgrass growth conditions in California vary, eelgrass mapping techniques will also
vary. Diver transects or boundary mapping may be suited to very small scale mapping efforts,
while aerial and/or acoustic survey with ground-truthing may be more suited to larger survey
areas. Aerial and above-water visual survey methods should be employed only where the lower
limit of eelgrass is clearly visible or in combination with methods that adequately inventory
eelgrass in deeper waters.

The survey area should be scaled as appropriate to the size of the potential action and the
potential extent and distribution of eelgrass impacts, including both direct and indirect effects.
The resolution of mapping should be adequate to address the scale of effects reasonably expected
to occur. For small projects, such as individual boat docks, higher mapping resolution is
appropriate in order to detect actual effects to eelgrass at a scale meaningful to the project size.
At larger scales, the mapping resolution may be less refined over a larger area, assuming that
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minor errors in mapping will balance out over the larger scale. Survey reports should provide a
detailed description of the survey coverage (e.g., number, location, and type of samples) and any
interpolation methods used in the mapping.

While many parameters may be useful to describe eelgrass habitat condition (€.9., plant biomass,
leaf length, shoot:root ratios, epiphytic loading), many are labor intensive and may be
impractical for resource management applications on a day-to-day basis. For this reason, four
parameters have been identified for use in eelgrass habitat surveys and assessment of effects of
an action on eelgrass. These parameters that should be articulated in eelgrass surveys are: 1)
spatial distribution, 2) areal extent, 3) percentage of vegetated cover, and 4) the turion (shoot)
density.

a) Spatial Distribution

The spatial distribution of eelgrass habitat should be delineated by a contiguous boundary around
all areas of vegetated eelgrass cover extending outward a distance of 5 m, excluding gaps within
the vegetated cover that have individual plants greater than 10 m from neighboring plants.
Where such separations occur, either a separate area should be defined, or a gap in the area
should be defined by extending a line around the void along a boundary defined by adjacent
plants and including the 5 meter perimeter. The boundary of the eelgrass habitat should not
extend into areas where depth, substrate, or existing structures are unsuited to supporting
eelgrass habitat.

b) Aerial Extent

The eelgrass habitat aerial extent is the quantitative area (e.g., square meters) of the spatial
distribution boundary polygon of the eelgrass habitat. The total aerial extent should be broken
down into extent of vegetated cover and extent of unvegetated habitat. Areal extent should be
determined using commercially available geo-spatial analysis software. For small projects,
coordinate data for polygon vertices could be entered into a spreadsheet format, and area could
be calculated using simple geometry.

C) Percent Vegetated Cover

Eelgrass vegetated cover exists when one or more leaf shoots (turions) per square meter is
present. The percent bottom cover within eelgrass habitat should be determined by totaling the
area of vegetated eelgrass cover and dividing this by the total eelgrass habitat area. Where
substantial differences in bottom cover occur across portions of the eelgrass habitat, the habitat
could be subdivided into cover classes (e.g., 20% cover, 50% cover, 75% cover).

d) Turion (Shoot) Density

Turion density is the mean number of eelgrass leaf shoots per square meter within mapped
eelgrass vegetated cover. Turion density should be reported as a mean + the standard deviation
of replicate measurements. The number of replicate measurements (n) should be reported along
with the mean and deviation. Turion densities are determined only within vegetated areas of



eelgrass habitat and therefore, it is not possible to measure a turion density equal to zero. If
different cover classes are used, a turion density should be determined for each cover class.

2. Eelgrass Mapping

For all actions that may directly or indirectly affect eelgrass habitat, an eelgrass habitat
distribution map should be prepared on an accurate bathymetric chart with contour intervals of
not greater than 1 foot (local vertical datum of MLLW). Exceptions to the detailed bathymetry
could be made for small projects or for projects where detailed bathymetry may be infeasible.
Unless region-specific mapping format and protocols are developed by NMFS (in which case
such region-specific mapping guidance should be used), the mapping should utilize the following
format and protocols:

a) Bounding Coordinates

Horizontal datum - Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM), NAD 83 meters, Zone 11 (for
southern California) or Zone 10 (for central, San Francisco Bay, and northern California) is the
preferred projection and datum. Another projection or datum may be used; however, the map
and spatial data should include metadata that accurately defines the projection and datum.

Vertical datum - Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW), depth in feet.
b) Units

Transects, grids, or scale bars should be expressed in meters. Area measurements should be in
square meters.

C) File Format

A spatial data layer compatible with readily available commercial geographic information
system software producing file formats compatible with ESRI® ArcGIS software should be sent
to NMFS when the area mapped supports at least 10 square meters of eelgrass. For those areas
supporting less than 10 square meters of eelgrass, a table may alternatively be provided giving
the vertices bounding x, y coordinates of the eelgrass areas in a spreadsheet or an ASCII file
format. In addition to a spatial layer and/or table, a hard-copy map should be included with the
survey report. The projection and datum should be clearly defined in the metadata and/or an
associated text file.

Eelgrass maps should, at a minimum, include the following:

- A graphic scale bar, north arrow, legend, horizontal datum and vertical datum;

- A boundary illustrating the limits of the area surveyed;

- Bathymetric contours for the survey area, including both the action area(s) and reference
site(s) in increments of not more than 1 foot;

- An overlay of proposed action improvements and construction limits;

- The boundary of the defined eelgrass habitat including an identification of area
exclusions based on physical unsuitability to support eelgrass habitat; and
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- The existing eelgrass cover within the defined eelgrass habitat at the time of the survey.
3. Survey Period

All mapping efforts should be completed during the active growth period for eelgrass (typically
March through October for southern California, April through October for central California,
April through October for San Francisco Bay, and May through September for northern
California) and should be considered valid for a period of 60 days to ensure significant changes
in eelgrass distribution and density do not occur between survey date and the project start date.
The 60 day period is particularly important for eelgrass habitat survey conducted at the very
beginning of the growing season, if eelgrass habitat expansion occurs as the growing season
progresses. A period other than 60 days could be warranted and should be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis, particularly for surveys completed in the middle of the growing season. However,
when the end of the 60-day validity period falls outside of the region-specific active growth
period, the survey could be considered valid until the beginning of the next active growth period.
For example, a survey completed in southern California in the August-October time frame would
be valid until the resumption of the active growth phase (i.e., in most instances, March 1). In
some cases, NMFS and the action agency may agree to surveys being completed outside of the
active growth period. For surveys completed during or after unusual climatic events (e.g., high
fluvial discharge periods, El Nifio conditions), NMFS staff should be contacted to determine if
any modifications to the common survey period are warranted.

4. Reference Site Selection

Eelgrass habitat spatial extent, aerial extent, percent cover and turion density are expected to
naturally fluctuate through time in response to natural environmental variables. As a result, it is
necessary to correct for natural variability when conducting surveys for the purpose of evaluating
action effects on eelgrass or performance of mitigation areas. This is generally accomplished
through the use of a reference site(s), which is expected to respond similarly to the action area in
response to natural environmental variability. It is beneficial to select and monitor multiple
reference sites rather than a single site and to utilize the average reference site condition as a
metric for environmental fluctuations. This is especially true when a mitigation site is located
within an area of known environmental gradients, and reference sites may be selected on both
sides of the mitigation site along the gradient. Environmental conditions (e.g., sediment,
currents, proximity to action area, shoot density, light availability, depth, onshore and watershed
influences) at the reference site(s) should be representative of the environmental conditions at the
impact area (Fonseca et al. 1998). Where practical, the reference site(s) should be at least the
size of the anticipated impact and/or mitigation area to limit the potential for minor changes in a
reference site (€.9., propeller scarring or ray foraging damage) overly affecting mitigation needs.
The logic for site(s) selection should be documented in the eelgrass mitigation planning
documents.

C. Avoiding and Minimizing Impacts to Eelgrass

This section describes measures to avoid and minimize impacts to eelgrass caused by turbidity,
shading, nutrient loading, sedimentation and alteration of circulation patterns. Not all measures
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are equally suited to a particular project or condition. Measures to avoid or minimize impacts
should be focused on stressors where the source and control are within the purview of the
permittee and action agency. Action agencies in coordination with NMFS should evaluate and
establish impact avoidance and minimization measures on a case-by-case basis depending on the
action and site-specific information, including prevailing current patterns, sediment source,
characteristics, and quantity, as well as the nature and duration of work.

1. Turbidity

To avoid and minimize potential turbidity-related impacts to eelgrass:
- Where practical, actions should be located as far as possible from existing eelgrass; and
- In-water work should occur as quickly as possible such that the duration of impacts is
minimized.

Where proposed turbidity generating activities must occur in proximity to eelgrass and increased
turbidity will occur at a magnitude and duration that may affect eelgrass habitat, measures to
control turbidity levels should be employed when practical considering physical and biological
constraints and impacts. Measures may include:

- Use of turbidity curtains where appropriate and feasible;

- Use of low impact equipment and methods (e.g., environmental buckets, or a hydraulic
suction dredge instead of clamshell or hopper dredge, provided the discharge may be
located away from the eelgrass habitat and appropriate turbidity controls can be provided
at the discharge point);

- Limiting activities by tide or day-night windows to limit light degradation within eelgrass
habitat;

- Utilizing 24-hour dredging to reduce the overall duration of work and to take advantage
of dredging during dark periods when photosynthesis is not occurring; or

- Other measures that an action party may propose and be able to employ to minimize
potential for adverse turbidity effects to eelgrass.

NMES developed a flowchart for a stepwise decision making process as guidance for action
agencies to determine when to implement best management practices (BMPs) for minimizing
turbidity from dredging actions as part of a programmatic EFH consultation in San Francisco
Bay. The parameters considered in the flow chart are relevant to all marine areas of California.
This document 1is posted on the NMFS West Coast Region web page
(http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/habitat/habitat _types/seagrass_info/california_eelgrass.
html) and may be used to evaluate avoidance and minimization measures for any project that
generates increased turbidity.

2. Shading

A number of potential design modifications may be used to minimize effects of shading on
eelgrass. Boat docks, ramps, gangways, and similar structures should avoid eelgrass habitat to
the maximum extent feasible. If avoidance of eelgrass or habitat is infeasible, impacts should be
minimized by utilizing, to the maximum extent feasible, design modifications and construction
materials that allow for greater light penetration. Action modifications should include, but are
not limited to:
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- Avoid siting over-water or landside structures in areas where shading of eelgrass habitat
would occur;

- Maximizing the north-south orientation of the structure;

- Maximizing the height of the structure above the water;

- Minimizing the width and supporting structure mass to decrease shade effects;

- Relocating the structure in deeper water and limiting the placement of structures in
shallow areas where eelgrass occurs to the extent feasible; and

- Utilizing light transmitting materials in structure design.

Construction materials used to increase light passage beneath the structures may include, but are
not limited to, open grating or adequate spacing between deck boards to allow for effective
illumination to support eelgrass habitat. The use of these shade reducing options may be
appropriate where they do not conflict with safety, ADA compliance, or structure utility
objectives.

NMEFS developed a stepwise key as guidance for action agencies to determine which
combination of modifications are best suited for minimizing shading effects from overwater
structures on eelgrass as part of a programmatic EFH consultation in San Francisco Bay. The
parameters considered in the flow chart are relevant to all marine areas of California. This
document is posted on the West Coast Region web page
(http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/habitat/habitat_types/seagrass_info/california_eelgrass.htm
1) and may be used to evaluate avoidance and minimization measures for any project that results
in shading.

3. Circulation patterns

Where appropriate to the scale and nature of potential eelgrass impacts, action parties should
evaluate if and how the action may alter the hydrodynamics of the action area such that eelgrass
habitat within or in proximity to the action area may be adversely affected. To maintain good
water flow and low residence time of water within eelgrass habitat, action agencies should
ensure actions:

- Minimize scouring velocities near or within eelgrass beds;

- Maintain wind and tidal circulation to the extent practical by considering orientation of
piers and docks to maintain predominant wind effects;

- Incorporate setbacks on the order of 15 to 50 meters from eelgrass habitat where practical
to allow for greater circulation and reduced impact from boat maneuvering, grounding,
and propeller damage, and to address shading impacts; and

- Minimize the number of piles and maximize pile spacing to the extent practical, where
piles are needed to support structures.

For large-scale actions in the proximity of eelgrass habitats, NMFS may request specific

modeling and/or field hydrodynamic assessments of the potential effects of work on
characteristics of circulation within eelgrass habitat.
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4. Nutrient loading

Where appropriate to the scale and nature of potential eelgrass impacts, the following measures
should be considered for implementation to reduce the potential for excessive nutrient loading to
eelgrass habitat:

- diverting site runoff from landscaped areas away from discharges around eelgrass habitat;

- implementation of fertilizer reduction program;

- reduction of watershed nutrient loading;

- controlling local sources of nutrients such as animal wastes and leach fields; and

- maintaining good circulation and flushing conditions within the water body.

Reducing nutrient loading may also provide opportunities for establishing eelgrass as mitigation
for project impacts.

5. Sediment loading

Watershed development and changes in land use may increase soil erosion and increase
sedimentation to downstream embayments and lagoons.

- To the extent practicable, maintain riparian vegetation buffers along all streams in the
watershed.

- Incorporate watershed analysis into agricultural, ranching, and residential/commercial
development projects.

- Increase resistance to soil erosion and runoff. Sediment basins, contour farming, and grazing
management are examples of key practices.

- Implement best management practices for sediment control during construction and
maintenance operations (€.g., Caltrans 2003).

Reducing sediment loading may also provide opportunities for establishing eelgrass as mitigation
for project impacts in systems for which sedimentation is a demonstrable limiting factor to
eelgrass.

D. Assessing Impacts to Eelgrass Habitat

If appropriate to the statute under which the consultation occurs, NMFS should consider both
direct and indirect effects of the project in order to assess whether a project may impact eelgrass.
NMES is aware that many of the statutes and regulations it administers may have more specific
meanings for certain terms, including “direct effect” and “indirect effect”, and will use the
statutory or regulatory meaning of those terms when conducting consultations under those
statutes.’ Nevertheless, it is wuseful for NMFS to consider effects experienced

*In the EFH context, adverse effects include any impact that reduces quality and/or quantity of EFH, including
direct or indirect physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the waters or substrate (50 CFR 600.910). The
Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations regarding NEPA implementation (40 CFR 1508.8(a)) define
direct and indirect impacts of an action for the purposes of NEPA. Other NMFS statutes provide their own
definitions regarding effects.
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contemporaneously with project actions (both at the project site and away from the project site)
and which might occur later in time.

Generally, effects to eelgrass habitat should be assessed using pre- and post-project surveys of
the impact area and appropriate reference site(s) conducted during the time period of maximum
eelgrass growth (typically March through October for southern California, April through October
for central California, April through October for San Francisco Bay, and May through September
for northern California). NMFS should consider the likelihood that the effects would occur
before recommending pre- and post-project eelgrass surveys. The pre-construction survey of the
eelgrass habitat in the action area and an appropriate reference site(s) should be completed within
60 days before start of construction. After construction, a post-action survey of the eelgrass
habitat in the action area and at an appropriate reference site(s) should be completed within 30
days of completion of construction, or within the first 30 days of the next active growth period
following completion of construction that occurs outside of the active growth period. Copies of
all surveys should be provided to the lead federal agency, NMFS, and other interested regulatory
and/or resource agencies within 30 days of completing the survey. The recommended timing of
surveys is intended to minimize changes in eelgrass habitat distribution and abundance during
the period between survey completion and construction initiation and completion. For example,
a post-action survey completed beyond 30 days following construction or outside of the active
growing season may show declines in eelgrass habitat as a result of natural senescence rather
than the action.

The lead federal agency and NMFS should consider reference area eelgrass performance,
physical evidence of impact, turbidity and construction activities monitoring data, as well as
other documentation in the determination of the impacts of the action undertaken. Impact
analyses should document whether the impacts are anticipated to be complete at the time of the
assessment, or whether there is an anticipation of continuing eelgrass impacts due to chronic or
intermittent effects. Where eelgrass at the impact site declines coincident with and similarly to
decline at the reference site(s), the percentage of decline at the reference site should be deducted
from the decline at the impact site. However, if eelgrass expands within the reference site(s), the
impact site should only be evaluated against the pre-construction condition of the reference site
and not the expanded condition. If an action results in increased eelgrass habitat relative to the
reference sites, this increase could potentially be considered (subject to the caveats identified
herein) by NMFS and the action agency as potential compensation for impacts to eelgrass habitat
that occur in the future (see Section II. E. 3). An assessment should also be made as to whether
impacts or portions of the impact are anticipated to be temporary. Information supporting this
determination may be derived from the permittee, NMFS, and other resource and regulatory
agencies, as well as other eelgrass experts.

For some projects, environmental planning and permitting may take longer than 60 days. To
accommodate longer planning schedules, it may also be necessary to do a preliminary eelgrass
survey prior to the pre-construction survey. This preliminary survey can be used to anticipate
potential impacts to eelgrass for the purposes of mitigation planning during the permitting
process. In some cases, preliminary surveys may focus on spatial distribution of eelgrass habitat
only or may be a qualitative reconnaissance to allow permittees to incorporate avoidance and
minimization measures into their proposed action or to plan for future mitigation needs. The pre-
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and post- project surveys should then verify whether impacts occur as anticipated, and if planned
mitigation is adequate. In some cases, a preliminary survey could be completed a year or more
in advance of the project action.

1. Direct Effects

Biologists should consider the potential for localized losses of eelgrass from dredging or filling,
construction-associated damage, and similar spatially and temporally proximate impacts (these
effects could be termed “direct”). The actual area of the impact should be determined from an
analysis that compares the pre-action condition of eelgrass habitat with the post-action conditions
from this survey, relative to eelgrass habitat change at the reference site(s).

2. Indirect Effects

Biologists should also consider effects caused by the action which occur away from the project
site; furthermore, effects occurring later in time (whether at or away from the project site)
should also be considered. Biologists should consider the potential for project actions to alter
conditions of the physical environment in a manner that, in turn, reduce eelgrass habitat
distribution or density (€.9., elevated turbidity from the initial implementation or later operations
of an action, increased shading, changes to circulation patterns, changes to vessel traffic that lead
to greater groundings or wake damage, increased rates of erosion or deposition).

For actions where the impact cannot be fully determined until a substantial period after an action
is taken, an estimate of likely impacts should be made prior to implementation of the proposed
action based on the best available information (e.g., shading analyses, wave and current
modeling). A monitoring program consisting of a pre-construction eelgrass survey and three
post-construction eelgrass surveys at the impact site and appropriate reference site(s) should be
performed. The action party should complete the first post-construction eelgrass survey within
30 days following completion of construction to evaluate any immediate effects to eelgrass
habitat. The second post-construction survey should be performed approximately one year after
the first post-construction survey during the appropriate growing season. The third post-
construction survey should be performed approximately two years after the first post-
construction survey during the appropriate growing season. The second and third post-
construction surveys will be used to evaluate if indirect effects resulted later in time due to
altered physical conditions; the time frames identified above are aligned with growing season
(attempting a survey outside of the growing season would show inaccurate results).

A final determination regarding the actual impact and amount of mitigation needed, if any, to
offset impacts should be made based upon the results of two annual post-construction surveys,
which document the changes in the eelgrass habitat (areal extent, bottom coverage, and shoot
density within eelgrass) in the vicinity of the action, compared to eelgrass habitat change at the
reference site(s). Any impacts determined by these monitoring surveys should be mitigated. In
the event that monitoring demonstrates the action to have resulted in greater eelgrass habitat
impacts than initially estimated, additional mitigation should be implemented in a manner
consistent with these guidelines. In some cases, adaptive management may allow for increased
success in eelgrass mitigation without the need for additional mitigation.
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E. Mitigation Options

The term mitigation is defined differently by various federal and State laws, regulations and
policies. In a broad sense, mitigation may include a range of measures from complete avoidance
of adverse effects to compensation for adverse effects by preserving, restoring or creating similar
resources at onsite or offsite locations. The Corps and EPA issued regulations governing
compensatory mitigation to offset unavoidable adverse effects to waters of the United States
authorized by Clean Water Act section 404 permits and other permits issued by the Corps (73 FR
19594; April 10, 2008). For those regulations (33 CFR 332.2 and 40 CFR 230.92, respectively),
the Corps and EPA, define "compensatory mitigation" as "the restoration (re-establishment or
rehabilitation), establishment (creation), enhancement, and/or in certain circumstances
preservation of aquatic resources for the purposes of offsetting unavoidable adverse effects
which remain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization has been
achieved."

When impacts to eelgrass would occur, the action agency should develop a mitigation plan to
achieve no net loss in eelgrass function following the recommended steps in this policy. If
NMEFS determines a mitigation plan is needed, and it was not included with the EFH Assessment
for the proposed action, NMFS may recommend, either as comments on the EFH Assessment or
as an EFH Conservation Recommendation, that one be provided. Potential mitigation options
are described below. The action agency should consider site specific conditions when
determining the most appropriate mitigation option for an action.

1. Comprehensive management plans

NMEFS supports the development of comprehensive management plans (CMPs) that protect
eelgrass resources within the context of broader ecosystem needs and management objectives.
Recommendations different from specific elements described below for in-kind mitigation may
be appropriate where a CMP (e.g., an enforceable programmatic permit, Special Area
Management Plan, harbor plan, or ecosystem-based management plan) exists that is considered
to provide adequate population-level and local resource distribution protections to eelgrass. One
such CMP under development at the time these guidelines were developed is City of Newport
Beach Eelgrass Protection Mitigation Plan for Shallow Water in Lower Newport Bay: An
Ecosystem Based Management Plan. If satisfactorily completed and adopted, it is anticipated the
protection measures for eelgrass within this area would be adequate to meet the objectives of this
policy.

In general, it is anticipated that CMPs may be most appropriate in situations where a project or
collection of similar projects will result in incremental but recurrent impacts to a small portion of
local eelgrass populations through time (e.g., lagoon mouth maintenance dredging, maintenance
dredging of channels and slips within established marinas, navigational hazard removal of
recurrent shoals, shellfish farming, and restoration or enhancement actions). In order to ensure
that these alternatives provide adequate population-level and local resource distribution
protections to eelgrass and that the plan is consistent with the overall conservation objectives of
this policy, NMFS should be involved early in the plan’s development.
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2. In-kind mitigation

In-kind compensatory mitigation is the creation, restoration, or enhancement of habitat to mitigate for
adverse impacts to the same type of habitat. In most cases in-kind mitigation is the preferred
option to compensate for impacts to eelgrass. Generally, in-kind mitigation should achieve a
final mitigation ratio of 1.2:1 across all areas of the state, independent of starting mitigation
ratios. A starting mitigation ratio is the ratio of mitigation area to impact area when mitigation is
initiated. The final mitigation ratio is the ratio of mitigation area to impact area once mitigation
is complete. The 1.2:1 ratio assumes: (1) there is no eelgrass function at the mitigation site prior
to mitigation efforts, (2) eelgrass function at the mitigation site is achieved within three years, (3)
mitigation efforts are successful, and (4) there are no landscape differences (e.g., degree of urban
influence, proximity to freshwater source), between the impact site and the mitigation site.
Variations from these assumptions may warrant higher or lower mitigation ratios. For example,
a higher ratio would be appropriate for an enhancement project where the mitigation site has
some level of eelgrass function prior to the mitigation action.

Typically, in-kind eelgrass mitigation involves transplanting or seeding of eelgrass into
unvegetated habitat. Successful in-kind mitigation may also warrant modification of physical
conditions at the mitigation site to prepare for transplants (e.g., alter sediment composition,
depth, etc.). In some areas, other in-kind mitigation options such as removing artificial structures
that preclude eelgrass growth may be feasible. If in-kind mitigation that does not include
transplants or seeding is proposed, post-mitigation monitoring as described below should be
implemented to verify that mitigation is successful.

Information provided below in Section IL.LF includes specific recommendations for in-kind
mitigation, including site selection, reference sites, starting mitigation ratios, mitigation methods,
mitigation monitoring and performance criteria. Many of the recommendations provided in
these guidelines for eelgrass assessments, surveys, and mitigation may apply throughout the state
even if a non-transplant mitigation option is proposed.

3. Mitigation banks and in-lieu-fee programs

In 2006 and 2011, the NMFS Southwest Region (merged with the Northwest Region in 2013 to
form the West Coast Region) signed interagency Memorandum of Understandings that
established and refined a framework for developing and using combined or coordinated
approaches to mitigation and conservation banking and in-lieu-fee programs in California. Other
signatory agencies include: the California Resources Agency, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, the Corps, the US Fish &Wildlife Service, the EPA, the Natural Resource Conservation
Service, and the State Water Resources Control Board.

Under this eelgrass policy, NMFS supports the use of mitigation bank and in-lieu fee programs
to compensate for impacts to eelgrass habitat, where such instruments are available and where
such programs are appropriate to the statutory structure under which mitigation is recommended.
Mitigation banks and in-lieu fee conservation programs are highly encouraged by NMFS in
heavily urbanized waters. Credits should be used at a ratio of 1:1 if those credits have been
established for a full three-year period prior to use. If the bank credits have been in place for a
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period less than three years, credits should be used at a ratio determined through application of
the wetland mitigation calculator (King and Price 2004).

At the request of the action party, and only with approval of NMFS and other appropriate
resource agencies and subject to the caveats below, surplus eelgrass area that, after 60-months,
exceeds the mitigation needs, as defined in section ILLF.6 Mitigation Monitoring and
Performance Milestones, has the potential to be considered for future mitigation needs.
Additionally, only with the approval of NMFS and other appropriate resource agencies and
subject to the caveats below, eelgrass habitat expansion resulting from project activities, and that
otherwise would not have occurred, has the potential to be considered for future mitigation
needs. Exceeding mitigation needs does not guarantee or entitle the action party or action
agency to credit such mitigation to future projects, since every future project must be considered
on a case-by-case basis (including the location and type of impact) and viewed in light of the
relevant statutory authorities.

4. Out-of-kind mitigation

Out-of-kind compensatory mitigation means the adverse impacts to one habitat type are mitigated
through the creation, restoration, or enhancement of another habitat type. In most cases, out-of-kind
mitigation is discouraged, because eelgrass is a rare, special-status habitat in California. There may
be some scenarios, however, where out-of-kind mitigation for eelgrass impacts is ecologically
desirable or when in-kind mitigation is not feasible. This determination should be made based
on an established ecosystem plan that considers ecosystem function and services relevant to the
geographic area and specific habitat being impacted. Any proposal for out-of-kind mitigation
should demonstrate that the proposed mitigation will compensate for the loss of eelgrass habitat
function within the ecosystem. Out-of-kind mitigation that generates services similar to eelgrass
habitat or improves conditions for establishment of eelgrass should be considered first. NMFS
and the federal action agency should be consulted early when out-of-kind mitigation is being
proposed in order to determine if out-of-kind mitigation is appropriate, in coordination with other
relevant resource agencies (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Coastal
Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

F. In-kind Mitigation for Impacts to Eelgrass

As all mitigation project specifics will be determined on a case-by-case basis, circumstances may
exist where NMFS staff will need to modify or deviate from the recommended measures
described below before providing their recommendation to action agencies.

1. Mitigation Site Selection

Eelgrass habitat mitigation sites should be similar to the impact site. Site selection should
consider distance from action, depth, sediment type, distance from ocean connection, water
quality, and currents. = Where eelgrass that is impacted occurs in marginally suitable
environments, it may be necessary to conduct mitigation in a preferable location and/or modify
the site to be better suited to support eelgrass habitat creation. Mitigation site modification
should be fully coordinated with NMFS staff and other appropriate resource and regulatory
agencies. To the extent feasible, mitigation should occur within the same hydrologic system
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(e.g., bay, estuary, lagoon) as the impacts and should be appropriately distributed within the
same ecological subdivision of larger systems (e.g., San Pablo Bay or Richardson Bay in San
Francisco Bay), unless NMFS and the action agency concur that good justification exists for
altering the distribution based on valued ecosystem functions and services.

In identifying potentially suitable mitigation sites, it is advisable to consider the current habitat
functions of the mitigation site prior to mitigation use. In general, conversion of unvegetated
subtidal areas or disturbed uplands to eelgrass habitats may be considered appropriate means to
mitigate eelgrass losses, while conversion of other special aquatic sites (€.g., salt marsh,
intertidal mudflats, and reefs) is unlikely to be considered suitable. It may be necessary to
develop suitable environmental conditions at a site prior to being able to effectively transplant
eelgrass into a mitigation area. Mitigation sites may need physical modification, including
increasing or lowering elevation, changing substrate, removing shading or debris, adding wave
protection or removing impediments to circulation.

2. Mitigation Area Needs

In-kind mitigation plans should address the components described below to ensure mitigation
actions achieve no net loss of eelgrass habitat function. Alternative contingent mitigation should
be specified and included in the mitigation plan to address situations where performance
milestones are not met.

a) Impacts to Areal Extent of Eelgrass Habitat

Generally, mitigation of eelgrass habitat should be based on replacing eelgrass habitat extent at a
1.2 (mitigation) to 1 (impact) mitigation ratio for eelgrass throughout all regions of California.
However, given variable degrees of success across regions and potential for delays and
mitigation failure, NMFS calculated starting mitigation ratios using “The Five-Step Wetland
Mitigation Ratio Calculator” (King and Price 2004) developed for NMFS Office of Habitat
Conservation. The calculator utilizes methodology similar to Habitat Equivalency Analysis
(HEA), which is an accepted method to determine the amount of compensatory restoration needed
to provide natural resource services that are equivalent to loss of natural resource services following
an injury (http://www.darrp.noaa.gov/economics/pdf/heaoverv.pdf). HEA is commonly used by
NOAA during damage assessment cases, including those involving seagrass. Similar to HEA, the
mitigation calculator is based on the “net present value” approach to asset valuation, an
economics concept used to compare values of all types of investments, and then modified to
incorporate natural resource services. Using the calculator allows for consistency in
methodology for all areas within California, avoids arbitrary identification of size of the
mitigation area, and avoids cumulative loss to eelgrass habitat that would likely occur with a
standard 1:1 ratio (because of the complexity of eelgrass mitigation and the time for created
eelgrass to achieve full habitat function).

The calculator includes a number of metrics to determine appropriate ratios that focus on
comparisons of quality and quantity of function of the mitigation relative to the site of impact to
ensure full compensation of lost function. (see Attachment 4). Among other metrics, the
calculator employs a metric of likelihood of failure within the mitigation site based on regional
mitigation failure history. As such, the mitigation calculator identifies a recommended starting
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mitigation ratio (the mitigation area to eelgrass impact area) based on regional history of success
in eelgrass mitigation. Increased initial mitigation site size should be considered to provide
greater assurance that the performance milestones, as specified in Section IL.F.6, will be met.
This is a common practice in the eelgrass mitigation field to reduce risk of falling short of
mitigation needs (Thom 1990). Independent of starting mitigation ratio utilized for a given
mitigation action, mitigation success should generally be evaluated against a ratio of 1.2:1.

The elevated starting mitigation ratio should be applied to the area of impact to vegetated
eelgrass cover only. For unvegetated eelgrass habitat, a starting mitigation ratio of 1.2:1 is
appropriate.

To determine the recommended starting mitigation ratio for each region, the percentage of
transplant successes and failures was examined over the history of transplanting in the region.
NMES staff examined transplants projects over the past 25 years in all mitigation regions (see
Attachment 6). Eelgrass mitigation in Southern California has a 35-year history with 66
transplants performed over that period. In the past 25 years, a total of 47 eelgrass transplants for
mitigation purposes have been conducted in Southern California. Forty-three of these were
established long enough to evaluate success for these transplants. The overall failure rate, with
failure defined as not meeting success criteria established for the project, was 13 percent.
Eelgrass mitigation within central California has a better history of successful completion than
within southern California, San Francisco Bay, and northern California. However, the number of
eelgrass mitigation actions conducted in this region is low and limited to areas within Morro
Bay. While the success of eelgrass mitigation in central California has been high, the low
number of attempts makes mitigation in this region uncertain. Eelgrass habitat
creation/restoration in San Francisco Bay and in northern California has had varied success.

In all cases, best information available at the time of this policy’s development was used to
determine the parameter values entered into the calculator formula. As regional eelgrass
mitigation success changes and the results of ongoing projects become available, the starting
mitigation ratio may be updated. Updates in mitigation calculator inputs should not be made on
an individual action basis, because the success or lack of success of an individual mitigation
project may not reflect overall mitigation success for the region. Rather NMFS should re-
evaluate the regional transplant history approximately every 5 years, increasing the record of
transplant success in 5 year increments for new projects implemented after NMFS’ adoption of
these guidelines. If the 5-year review shows that new efforts are more successful than those
from the beginning of the 25-year period, NMFS staff should consider removing early projects
(e.g., those completed 20 years prior) from the analysis.

On a case-by-case basis and in consultation with action agencies, NMFS may consider proposals
with different starting mitigation ratios where sufficient justification is provided that indicates
the mitigation site would achieve the no net loss goal. In addition, CMPs could consider
different starting mitigation ratios, or other mitigation elements and techniques, as appropriate to
the geographic area addressed by the CMP.

Regardless of starting mitigation ratio, eelgrass mitigation should be considered successful, if it
meets eelgrass habitat coverage over an area that is 1.2 times the impact area with comparable
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eelgrass density as impacted habitat. Please note, delayed implementation, supplemental
transplant needs, or NMFS and action agency agreement may result in an altered mitigation area.
In the EFH consultation context, NMFS may recommend an altered mitigation area during
implementation of the federal agency’s mitigation plan following EFH consultation or NEPA
review, or as an EFH Conservation Recommendation if the federal agency re-initiates EFH
consultation.

(1) Southern California (Mexico border to Pt. Conception)

For mitigation activities that occur concurrent to the action resulting in damage to existing
eelgrass habitat, a starting ratio of 1.38 to 1 (transplant area to vegetated cover impact area)
should be recommended to counter the regional failure risk. That is, for each square meter of
vegetated eelgrass cover adversely impacted, 1.38 square meters of new habitat with suitable
conditions to support eelgrass should be planted with a comparable bottom coverage and eelgrass
density as impacted habitat.

(2) Central California (Point Conception to mouth of San
Francisco Bay).

For mitigation activities that occur concurrent to the action resulting in damage to existing
eelgrass habitat, a starting ratio of 1.20 to 1 (transplant area to vegetated cover impact area)
should be recommended based on a 0 percent failure rate over the past 25 years (4 transplant
actions). It should however be noted that all of these successful transplants included a greater
area of planting than was necessary to achieve success such that the full mitigation area would be
achieved, even with areas of minor transplant failure.

3) San Francisco Bay (including south, central, San Pablo and
Suisun Bays).

For mitigation activities that occur concurrent to the action resulting in damage to the existing
eelgrass bed resource, a ratio of 3.01 to 1 (transplant area to vegetated cover impact area) should
be recommended based on a 60 percent failure rate over the past 25 years (10 transplant actions).
That is, for each square meter adversely impacted, 3.01 square meters of new habitat with
suitable conditions to support eelgrass should be planted with a comparable bottom coverage and
eelgrass density as impacted habitat.

4) Northern California (mouth of San Francisco Bay to
Oregon border).

For mitigation activities that occur concurrent to the action resulting in damage to the existing
eelgrass habitat, a starting ratio of 4.82 to 1 (transplant area to vegetated cover impact area)
should be recommended based on a 75 percent failure rate over the past 25 years (4 transplant
actions). That is, for each square meter of eelgrass habitat adversely impacted, 4.82 square
meters of new habitat with suitable conditions to support eelgrass should be planted with a
comparable bottom coverage and eelgrass density as impacted habitat.
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b) Impacts to Density of Eelgrass Beds

Degradation of existing eelgrass habitat that results in a permanent reduction of eelgrass turion
density greater than 25 percent, and that is a statistically significant difference from pre-impact
density, should be mitigated based on an equivalent area basis. The 25 percent and statistically
significant threshold is believed reasonable based on supporting information (Fonseca et al.
1998, WDFW 2008), and professional practice under SCEMP. In these cases, eelgrass remains
present at the action site, but density may be potentially affected by long-term chronic or
intermittent effects of the action. Reduction of density should be determined to have occurred
when the mean turion density of the impact site is found to be statistically different (a=0.10 and
B=0.10) from the density of a reference and at least 25 percent below the reference mean during
two annual sampling events following implementation of an action. The number of samples
taken to describe density at each site (e.g., impact and reference) should be sufficient to provide
for appropriate statistical power. For small impact areas that do not allow for a sample size that
provides statistical power, alternative methods for pre- and post- density comparisons could be
considered. Mitigation for reduction of turion density without change in eelgrass habitat area
should be on a one-for-one basis either by augmenting eelgrass density at the impact site or by
establishing new eelgrass habitat comparable to the change in density at the impact site. For
example, a 25 percent reduction in density of 100-square meters (100 turions/square meter) of
eelgrass habitat to 75 turions/square meter should be mitigated by the establishing 25 square
meters of new eelgrass habitat with a density at or above the 100 turions/square meter pre-impact
density.

3. Mitigation Technique

In-kind mitigation technique should be determined on a case-by-case basis. Techniques for
eelgrass mitigation should be consistent with the best available technology at the time of
mitigation implementation and should be tailored to the specific needs of the mitigation site.
Eelgrass transplants have been highly successful in southern and central California, but have had
mixed results in San Francisco Bay and northern California. Bare-root bundles and seed buoys
have been utilized with some mixed success in northern portions of the state. Transplants using
frames have also been used with some limited success. For transplants in southern California,
plantings consisting of bare-root bundles consisting of 8-12 individual turions each have proven
to be most successful (Merkel 1988).

Donor material should be taken from the area of direct impact whenever practical, unless the
action resulted in reduced density of eelgrass at the area of impact. Site selections should
consider the similarity of physical environments between the donor site and the transplant
receiver site and should also consider the size, stability, and history of the donor site (e.9., how
long has it persisted and is it a transplant site). Plants harvested should be taken in a manner to
thin an existing bed without leaving any noticeable bare areas. For all geographic areas, no more
than 10 percent of an existing donor bed should be harvested for transplanting purposes. Ten
percent is reasonable based on recommendations in Thom et al. (2008) and professional practice
under SCEMP. Harvesting of flowering shoots for seed buoy techniques should occur only from
widely separated plants.
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It is important for action agencies to note that state laws and regulations affect the harvesting and
transplantation of donor plants and permission from the state, where required, should be
obtained; for example, California Department of Fish and Wildlife may need to provide written
authorization for harvesting and transplanting donor plants and/or flowering shoots.

4. Mitigation Plan

NMEFS should recommend that a mitigation plan be developed for in-kind mitigation efforts.
During consultation, NMFS biologists should request that mitigation plans be provided at least
60 days prior to initiation of project activities to allow for NMFS review. When feasible,
mitigation plans should be developed based on preliminary or pre-project eelgrass surveys.
When there is uncertainty regarding whether impacts to eelgrass will occur, and the need for
mitigation is based on comparison of pre- and post-project eelgrass surveys, NMFS biologists
should request that the mitigation plan be provided no more than 60 days following the post-
project survey to allow for NMFS review and minimize any delay in mitigation implementation.

At a minimum, the mitigation plan should include:

- Description of the project area

- Results of preliminary eelgrass survey and pre/post-project eelgrass surveys if available
(see Section I1.B.1 and 11.B.2)

- Description of projected and/or documented eelgrass impacts

- Description of proposed mitigation site and reference site(s) (see Section 11.B.4)

- Description of proposed mitigation methods (see Section II.F.3)

- Construction schedule, including specific starting and ending dates for all work including
mitigation activities. (see Section IL.F.5)

- Schedule and description of proposed post-project monitoring and when results will be
provided to NMFS

- Schedule and description of process for continued coordination with NMFS through
mitigation implementation

- Description of alternative contingent mitigation or adaptive management should proposed
mitigation fail to achieve performance measures (see Section II.F.6)

5. Mitigation Timing

Mitigation should commence within 135 days following the initiation of the in-water
construction resulting in impact to the eelgrass habitat, such that mitigation commences within
the same eelgrass growing season as impacts occur. If possible, mitigation should be initiated
prior to or concurrent with impacts. For impacts initiated within 90 days prior to, or during, the
low-growth period for the region, mitigation may be delayed to within 30 days after the start of
the following growing season, or 90 days following impacts, whichever is longer, without the
need for additional mitigation as described below. This timing avoids survey completion during
the low growth season, when results may misrepresent progress towards performance milestones.

Delays in eelgrass mitigation result in delays in ultimate reestablishment of eelgrass habitat
functions, increasing the duration and magnitude of project impacts to eelgrass. To offset loss of
eelgrass habitat function that accumulates through delay, an increase in successful eelgrass
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mitigation is needed to achieve the same compensatory habitat function. Because habitat
function is accumulated over time once the mitigation habitat is in place, the longer the delay in
initiation of mitigation, the greater the additional habitat area needed (i.e., mitigation ratio
increasingly greater than 1.2:1) to offset losses. Unless a specific delay is authorized or dictated
by the initial schedule of work, federal action agencies should determine whether delays in
mitigation initiation in excess of 135 days warrant an increased final mitigation ratio. If
increased mitigation ratios are warranted, NMFS should recommend higher mitigation ratios (see
Attachment 7). Where delayed implementation is authorized by the action agency, the increased
mitigation ratio may be determined by utilizing the Wetlands Mitigation Calculator (King and
Price 2004) with an appropriate value for parameter D (See Attachment 4). Examples of delay
multipliers generated using the Wetlands Mitigation Calculator are provided in Attachment 5.

Conversely, implementing mitigation ahead of impacts can be used to reduce the mitigation
needs by achieving replacement of eelgrass function and services ahead of eelgrass losses. If
eelgrass is successfully transplanted three years ahead of impacts, the mitigation ratio would
drop from 1.2:1 to 1:1. If mitigation is completed less than three years ahead of impacts, the
mitigation calculator can be used to determine the appropriate intermediate mitigation ratio.

6. Mitigation Monitoring and Performance Milestones

In order to document progress and persistence of eelgrass habitat at the mitigation site through
and beyond the initial establishment period, which generally is three years, monitoring should be
completed for a period of five years at both the mitigation site and at an appropriate reference
site(s) (Section I1.B.4. Reference Site Selection). Monitoring at a reference site(s) may account
for any natural changes or fluctuations in habitat area or density. Monitoring should determine
the area of eelgrass and density of plants at 0, 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months after completing the
mitigation. These intervals will provide yearly updates on the establishment and persistence of
eelgrass during the growing season. These monitoring recommendations are consistent with
findings of the National Research Council (NRC 2001), the Corps requirements for
compensatory mitigation (33 CFR 332.6(b)), and other regional resource policies (Corps 2010,
Evans and Leschen 2010, SFWMD 2007).

All monitoring work should be conducted during the active eelgrass growth period and should
avoid the recognized low growth season for the region to the maximum extent practicable
(typically November through February for southern California, November through March for
central California, November through March for San Francisco Bay, and October through April
for northern California). Sufficient flexibility in the scheduling of the 6 month surveys should be
allowed in order to ensure the work is completed during this active growth period. Additional
monitoring beyond the 60-month period may be warranted in those instances where the stability
of the proposed mitigation site is questionable, where the performance of the habitat relative to
reference sites is erratic, or where other factors may influence the long-term success of
mitigation. Mitigation plans should include a monitoring schedule that indicates when each of
the monitoring events will be completed.

The monitoring and performance milestones described below are included as eelgrass transplant
success criteria in the SCEMP. These numbers represent milestones and associated timelines
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typical of successful eelgrass habitat development based on NMFS’ experience with: (1)
conducting eelgrass surveys and monitoring and (2) reviewing mitigation monitoring results for
projects implemented under SCEMP. Restored eelgrass habitat is expected to develop through
an initial 3 year monitoring period such that, within 36 months following planting, it meets or
exceeds the full coverage and not less than 85 percent of the density relative to the initial
condition of affected eelgrass habitat. Restored eelgrass habitat is expected to sustain this
condition for at least 2 additional years.

Monitoring events should evaluate the following performance milestones:

Month 0 — Monitoring should confirm the full coverage distribution of planting units over
the initial mitigation site as appropriate to the geographic region.

Month 6 — Persistence and growth of eelgrass within the initial mitigation area should be
confirmed, and there should be a survival of at least 50 percent of the initial
planting units with well-distributed coverage over the initial mitigation site. For
seed buoys, there should be demonstrated recruitment of seedlings at a density of
not less than one seedling per four (4) square meters with a distribution over the
extent of the initial planting area. The timing of this monitoring event should be
flexible to ensure work is completed during the active growth period.

Month 12—The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 40 percent coverage of eelgrass
and 20 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the area of
the impact site.

Month 24—The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 85 percent coverage of eelgrass
and 70 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the area of
the impact site.

Month 36—The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of
eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the
area of the impact site.

Month 48—The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of
eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the
area of the impact site.

Month 60—The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of
eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the
area of the impact site.

Performance milestones may be re-evaluated or modified if declines at a mitigation site are also
demonstrated at the reference site, and therefore, may be a result of natural environmental
stressors that are unrelated to the intrinsic suitability of the mitigation site. In the EFH
consultation context, NMFS should provide recommendations regarding modification of
performance milestones as technical assistance during interagency coordination as described in
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the mitigation plan or as EFH Conservation Recommendations if the federal action agency re-
initiates EFH consultation.

7. Mitigation Reporting

NMEFS biologists should request monitoring reports and spatial data for each monitoring event in
both hard copy and electronic version, to be provided within 30 days after the completion of each
monitoring period to allow timely review and feedback from NMFS. These reports should
clearly identify the action, the action party, mitigation consultants, relevant points of contact, and
any relevant permits. The size of permitted eelgrass impact estimates, actual eelgrass impacts,
and eelgrass mitigation needs should be identified, as should appropriate information describing
the location of activities. The report should include a detailed description of eelgrass habitat
survey methods, donor harvest methods and transplant methods used. The reports should also
document mitigation performance milestone progress (see II.F.6. Mitigation Monitoring and
Performance Milestones). The first report (for the 0-month post-planting monitoring) should
document any variances from the mitigation plan, document the sources of donor materials, and
document the full area of planting. The final mitigation monitoring report should provide the
action agency and NMFS with an overall assessment of the performance of the eelgrass
mitigation site relative to natural variability of the reference site to evaluate if mitigation
responsibilities were met. An example summary is provided in Attachment 3.

8. Supplemental Mitigation

Where development of the eelgrass habitat at the mitigation site falls short of achieving
performance milestones during any interim survey, the monitoring period should be extended
and supplemental mitigation may be recommended to ensure that adequate mitigation is
achieved. In the EFH consultation context, NMFS should provide recommendations regarding
extended monitoring as technical assistance during interagency coordination as described in the
mitigation plan or as EFH Conservation Recommendations if the federal action agency re-
initiates EFH consultation. In some instances, an adaptive management corrective action to the
existing mitigation area may be appropriate. In the event of a mitigation failure, the action
agency should convene a meeting with the action party, NMFS, and applicable regulatory and/or
resource agencies to review the specific circumstances and develop a solution to achieve no net
loss in eelgrass habitat function.

As indicated previously, while in-kind mitigation is preferred, the most appropriate form of
compensatory mitigation should be determined on a case-by-case basis. In cases where it is
demonstrated that in-kind replacement is infeasible, out-of-kind mitigation may be appropriate
over completion of additional in-kind mitigation. The determination that an out-of-kind
mitigation is appropriate will be made by NMFS, the action agency, and the applicable
regulatory agencies, where a regulatory action is involved.

G. Special Circumstances

Depending on the circumstances of each individual project, NMFS may make recommendations
different from those described above on a case by case basis. For the scenarios described below,
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for example, NMFS could recommend a mitigation ratio or 1:1 or for use of out-of-kind
mitigation. Because NMFS needs a proper understanding of eelgrass habitat in the project area
and potential impacts of the proposed project to evaluate the full effects of authorized activities,
NMEFS should not make recommendations that diverge from these guidelines if they would result
in surveys, assessments or reports inferior to those which might be obtained through the
guidance in Section II. The area thresholds described below are taken from the SCEMP and/or
reflect recommendations NMFS staff have repeatedly made during individual EFH consultations.
These thresholds minimize impacts to eelgrass habitat quality and quantity, based on NMFS’
experience with: (1) conducting eelgrass surveys and monitoring and (2) reviewing project
monitoring results for projects implemented under SCEMP. The special circumstance included
for shellfish aquaculture longlines is supported by Rumrill and Poulton (2004) and the NMFS
Office of Aquaculture.

1. Localized Temporary Impacts

NMFS may consider modified target mitigation ratios for localized temporary impacts wherein
the damage results in impacts of less than 100 square meters and eelgrass habitat is fully restored
within the damage footprint within one year of the initial impact (e.g., placement of temporary
recreational facilities, shading by construction equipment, or damage sustained through vessel
groundings or environmental clean-up operations). In such cases, the 1.2:1 mitigation ratio
should not apply, and a 1:1 ratio of impact to recovery would apply. A monitoring program
consisting of a pre-construction eelgrass survey and three post-construction eelgrass surveys at
the impact site and appropriate reference site(s) should be completed in order to demonstrate the
temporary nature of the impacts. NMFS should recommend that surveys be completed as
follows: 1) the first post-construction eelgrass survey should be completed within 30 days
following completion of construction to evaluate direct effects of construction, 2) the second and
third post-construction surveys should be performed approximately one year after the first post-
construction survey, and approximately two years after the first post-construction survey,
respectively, during the appropriate growing season to confirm no indirect, or longer term effects
resulted from construction. A compelling reason should be demonstrated before any reduced
monitoring and reporting recommendations are made.

2. Localized Permanent Impacts

a) If both NMFS and the authorizing action agencies concur, the compensatory mitigation
elements of this policy may not be necessary for the placement of a single pipeline, cable, or
other similar utility line across existing eelgrass habitat with an impact corridor of no more than
I meter wide. NMFS should recommend the completion of pre- and post-action surveys as
described in section II.B. and II.D. The actual area of impact should be determined from the
post-action survey. NMFS should recommend the completion of an additional survey (after 1
year) to ensure that the action or impacts attributable to the action have not exceeded the 1-meter
corridor width. NMFS should recommend that, if the post-action or 1 year survey demonstrates
a loss of eelgrass habitat greater than the 1-meter wide corridor, mitigation should be undertaken.

b) ) If both NMFS and the authorizing action agencies concur that the spacing of shellfish
aquaculture longlines does not result in a measurable net loss of eelgrass habitat in the project
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area, then mitigation associated with local losses under longlines may not be necessary. NMFS
should recommend the completion of pre- and post-action surveys as described in section II.B.
and I1.D. NMFS should recommend the completion of additional post-action monitoring surveys
(to be completed approximately 1 year and 2 years following implementation of the action) to
ensure that the action or impacts attributable to the action have not resulted in net adverse
impacts to eelgrass habitat. NMFS should recommend that, if the 1-year or 2-year survey
demonstrates measurable impact to eelgrass habitat, mitigation should be undertaken. ¢) NMFS
should consider mitigation on a 1:1 basis for impacts less than 10 square meters to eelgrass
patches where impacts are limited to small portions of well-established eelgrass habitat or
eelgrass habitat that, despite highly variable conditions, generally retain extensive eelgrass, even
during poor years. A reduced mitigation ratio should not be considered where impacts would
occur to isolated or small eelgrass habitat areas within which the impacted area constitutes more
than 1% of the eelgrass habitat in the local area during poor years.

c) If NMFS concurs and suitable out-of-kind mitigation is proposed, compensatory mitigation
may not be necessary for actions impacting less than 10 square meters of eelgrass.

I11.  Glossary of Terms

Except where otherwise specified, the explanations of the following terms are provided for
informational purposes only and are described solely for the purposes of this policy; where a
NMES statute, regulation, or agreement requires a different understanding of the relevant term,
that understanding of the term will supplant these explanations provided below.

Compensatory mitigation — restoration, establishment, or enhancement of aquatic resources for
the purposes of offsetting unavoidable authorized adverse impacts which remain after all
appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization has been achieved.

Ecosystem — a geographically specified system of organisms, the environment, and the processes
that control its dynamics. Humans are an integral part of an ecosystem.

Ecosystem function — ecological role or process provided by a given ecosystem.

Ecosystem services — contributions that a biological community and its habitat provide to the
physical and mental well-being of the human population (e.g., recreational and commercial
opportunities, aesthetic benefits, flood regulation).

Eelgrass habitat — areas of vegetated eelgrass cover (any eelgrass within 1 square meter quadrat
and within 1 m of another shoot) bounded by a 5 m wide perimeter of unvegetated area

Essential fish habitat (EFH) — EFH is defined in the MSA as “...those waters and substrate
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”

EFH Assessment — An assessment as further explained in 50 C.F.R. § 600.920(e).

EFH Consultation — The process explained in 50 C.F.R. § 600.920
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EFH Conservation Recommendation — provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFES) to
a federal or state agency pursuant to section 305(b)(4)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act regarding
measures that can be taken by that agency to conserve EFH. As further explained in 50 C.F.R. §
600.925, EFH Conservation Recommendations may be provided as part of an EFH consultation with
a federal agency, or may be provided by NMFS to any federal or state agency whose actions would
adversely affect EFH .

Habitat — environment in which an organism(s) lives, including everything that surrounds and
affects its life, including biological, chemical and physical processes.

Habitat function — ecological role or process provided by a given habitat (e.g., primary
production, cover, food, shoreline protection, oxygenates water and sediments, etc.).

In lieu fee program — a program involving the restoration, establishment, and/or enhancement of
aquatic resources through funds paid to a governmental or non-profit natural

resources management entity to satisfy compensatory mitigation needs; an in lieu fee program
works like a mitigation bank, however, fees to compensate for impacts to habitat function are
collected prior to establishing an on-the-ground conservation/restoration project.

In-kind mitigation — mitigation where the adverse impacts to a habitat are mitigated through the
creation, restoration, or enhancement of the same type of habitat.

Mitigation — action or project undertaken to offset impacts to an existing natural resource.

Mitigation bank — a parcel of land containing natural resource functions/values that are
conserved, restored, created and managed in perpetuity and used to offset unavoidable impacts to
comparable resource functions/values occurring elsewhere. The resource functions/values
contained within the bank are translated into quantified credits that may be sold by the banker to
parties that need to compensate for the adverse effects of their activities.

Out-of-kind mitigation — mitigation where the adverse impacts to one habitat type are mitigated
through the creation, restoration, or enhancement of another habitat type
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ATTACHMENT 1. Graphic depiction of eelgrass habitat definition including spatial
distribution and aerial coverage of vegetated cover and unvegetated eelgrass habitat.

Example Eelgrass Habitat

< =
i

Spatial Distribution
I Vegetated Cover
" Unvegetated Habitat (5m)

Areal Extent:
Vegetated Area
5.1 Acres (20,487 Square Meters)

Unvegetated Area
3.4 Acres (4,206 Square Meters)
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ATTACHMENT 2. Example Eelgrass Habitat Percent VVegetated Cover.

Example Eelgrass Habitat
Percent Vegetated Cover

Eelgrass Habitat L
(vegetated + unvegetated) = 5.1 acres Py

Vegetated Cover = 2.6 acres

Percent Vegetated Cover = o
2.6 acres/5.1 acres = 50%

Zyy.

Percent Vegetated Cover
w 50% Vegetated Cover
WZZ 70% Vegetated Cover
I veoetated Gover

" Unvegetated Habitat (5m)

Eelgrass Habitat
(vegetated + unvegetated) = 3.4 acres

Vegetated Cover = 2.4 acres

Percent Vegetated Cover =
2.4 acres/3.4 acres = 70%
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ATTACHMENT 3. Flow chart depicting timing of surveys and monitoring.

a) Eelgrass impact surveys

Post-action
monitoring

Post-action
Survey

Preliminary
Survey Pre-action

Action (if indirect
impacts

possible)

(project Survey
planning)

(verify extent
of impacts)

* All surveys should be completed during the growing season

* Surveys should be completed at the impact site and an appropriate reference site(s)

* A preliminary survey completed for planning purposes may be completed a year or more in
advance of the action.

* Pre-action and post-action surveys should be completed within 60 days of the action.

* Asurvey is good for 60 days, or if that 60 day period extends beyond the end of growing
season, until start of next growing season

* Two years of monitoring following the initial post-action monitoring event may be needed to
verify lack or extent of indirect effects.

* Survey reports should be provided to NMFS and the federal action agency within 30 days of
completion of each survey event

b) Eelgrass mitigation monitoring

Mitigation

60-month
100% coverage
85% density

0-month
confirm survival
and coverage

48-month
100% coverage
85% density

6-month
50% survival
well distributed

36-month
100% coverage
85% density

Mitigation should occur coincident or prior to the action

All monitoring should be completed during the growing season
Performance metrics for each monitoring event are compared to the 1.2:1 mitigation ratio
Monitoring reports should be provided to NMFS and the federal action agency 30 days of
completion of each monitoring event
NMEFS and action agency will evaluate if performance metrics met
mitigation or other adaptive management measures are needed
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12-month
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ATTACHMENT 4. Eelgrass transplant monitoring report.

In order to ensure that NMFS is aware of the status of eelgrass transplants, action agencies
should provide or ensure that NMFS is provided a monitoring report summary with each
monitoring report. For illustrative purposes only, an example of a monitoring report summary is

provided below.

ACTION PARTY CONTACT INFORMATION:

Action Name (same as permit reference):

(@) Action party Information
Name Address
Contact Name City, State, Zip
Phone Fax
Email
MITIGATION CONSULTANT
Name Address
Contact Name City, State, Zip
Phone Fax
Email
PERMIT DATA:
Permit Issuance Date Expiration Date Agency Contact
EELGRASS IMPACT AND MITIGATION NEEDS SUMMARY::
Permitted Eelgrass Impact Estimate (m?):
Actual Eelgrass Impact (m®): dOn ) (post-construction
ate):
e 2. Mitigation Plan
Eelgrass Mitigation Needs (m”): Reference:

Impact Site Location:

Impact Site Center Coordinates (actionion &
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datum):

Mitigation Site Location:

Mitigation Site Center Coordinates (actionion &
datum):

ACTION ACTIVITY DATA:

Activity

Start Date

End Date

Reference Information

Eelgrass Impact

Installation of Eelgrass Mitigation

Initiation of Mitigation Monitoring

MITIGATION STATUS DATA:

Mitigatio
n
Milestone

Scheduled
Survey

Survey
Date

Eelgrass
Habitat
Area
(m?)

Bottom
Coverage
(Percent)

Eelgrass
Density
(turions/m?

)

Reference
Information

Month

0

6

12

24

36

48

60

FINAL ASSESSMENT:

Was mitigation met?

Were mitigation and monitoring performed timely?

Were mitigation delay increases needed or were supplemental mitigation
programs necessary?
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ATTACHMENT 5. Wetlands mitigation calculator formula and parameters.

Starting mitigation ratios for each region within California were calculated using “The Five-Step
Wetland Mitigation Ratio Calculator” (King and Price 2004) developed for NMFS Office of
Habitat Conservation. The discrete time equation this method uses to solve for the appropriate
mitigation ratio is as follows:

Tmax

Z(’I +r)t
R =

(a‘l!:_)(*IJr)'_).»ﬁi)ri:1 (t+D) +%1+r }{iw)ﬁﬁ)m)}(ﬁ(‘hrf_))

D C('H—l’ cD o (1+r

The calculator parameters in the above equation and values used to calculate starting mitigation
ratios for CEMP are as follows:

Symbol Calculator Parameter Value
A The level of habitat function provided at the mitigation site prior to the mitigation 0%
project
B The maximum level of habitat function that mitigation is expected to attain, if it is 100%
successful
C The number of years after construction that the mitigation project is expected to 3 yrs

achieve maximum function

D The number of years before destruction of the impacted wetland that the mitigation 0 yrs
project begins to generate habitat function

E The percent likelihood that the mitigation project will fail and provide none of the various*
anticipated benefits

L The percent difference in expected habitat function based on differences in landscape 0%
context of the mitigation site when compared with the impacted wetland

k The percent likelihood that the mitigation site, in the absence purchase or easement 0%
would be developed in any future year

r The discount rate used for comparing gains and losses that accrue at different times in 3%**
terms of their present value

Tmax The time horizon used in the analysis (chosen to maintain 1.2:1 ratio at E=100% and 13 yrs
other parameter values listed above).

* The value for E was based on regional history of success in eclgrass mitigation and varied between regions (see
Attachment X).

** NOAA suggests the use of a 3 percent real discount rate for discounting interim service losses and restoration
gains, unless a different proxy for the social rate of time preference is more appropriate. (NOAA-DARP 1999) We
use this value here, because it is based on best available information and is consistent with the NOAA Damage
Assessment and Restoration Program.
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ATTACHMENT 6. Example calculations for application of starting and final mitigation
ratios for impacts to eelgrass habitat in southern California.

In this example, a pier demolition and construction would impact 0.122 acres of vegetated
eelgrass habitat (dark green) and 0.104 acres of unvegetated habitat (pink). Area of impact is
indicated by purple hatch mark. Application of recommended starting mitigation ratio for
southern California (1.38:1) and final mitigation ratio (1.2:1) to compute starting and final
mitigation area for this example are shown in the table.

o] Eelgrass Habitat Affected by
4 Pier Demolition and Construction

Legend

Habitat
- Vegetated Eelgrass Cover
E Unvegetated Eelgrass Habitat
[T ] High Interiidal

7 shaded

ProjPhase

[ ] pn1 Demalition

|:] Ph1 Dem Phi Constr

- Ph1 Construction

[T Pni constr Ph2 Dem

B P2 Demaiition
l:l Phz Construction

Eelgrass Impact |Mitigation  |Mitigation [Mitigation |Mitigation
Habitat Arca  |Ratio (start) [Area (start) |Ratio (final) |Area (final)
Vegetated 0.122 1.38:1 0.168 Lz1 0.146
> ) Eelgrass Cover
NOAA-NME 5-SWH-Long Beach Unvegetated 0104 1.2:1 0.125 1.2:1 0.125
Date: 2013-08-27 Scale:1.2,362

Eelgrass Data Provided by Eelgrass Habitat
Port of San Diego y Total 0.225 0.293 0.271
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ATTACHMENT 7. Example mitigation area multipliers for delay in initiation of
mitigation activities.

Delays in eelgrass transplantation result in delays in ultimate reestablishment of eelgrass habitat
values, increasing the duration and magnitude of project effects to eelgrass. The delay
multipliers in the table below have been generated by altering the implementation start time
within “The Five-Step Wetland Mitigation Ratio Calculator” (King and Price 2004).

MONTHS POST-IMPACT DELAY MULTIPLIER
(Percent of Initial Mitigation Area Needed)
0-3 mo 100%
4-6 mo 107%
7-12 mo 117%
13-18 mo 127%
19-24 mo. 138%
25-30 mo. 150%
31-36 mo 163%
37-42 mo. 176%
43-48 mo. 190%
49-54 mo. 206%
55-60 mo. 222%
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ATTACHMENT 8. Summary of Eelgrass Transplant Actions in California

See table starting next page.
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SUMMARY OF EELGRASS (ZOSTERA MARINA) TRANSPLANT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA

Consistent with  Success Net
No. Region System Location Year Size* Type** Permit Conditions Status*** Result***
"Southern California Eelgrass Restoration History

Southern San Diego Bay North Island 1976 <01 SP yes no -
Southern San Diego Bay "Delta" Beach 1977 1.6 SP yes partial -
Southern San Diego Bay North Island 1978 <01 SP yes yes +
Southern Newport Bay Carnation Cove 1978 <01 SP no no -
Southern Newport Bay West Jetty 1980 <01 SP yes partial 0
Southern Mission Bay multiple beaches 1982 <01 SP no partial 0
Southern LA/LB Harbor Cabrillo Beach 1985 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Alamitos Bay Peninsula 1985 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Huntington Hbr. Main Channel 1985 <01 BR yes no 0
Southern Newport Bay Upper 1985 <0.1 BR yes no 0
Southern Mission Bay Sail Bay 1986 27 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay NEMS | 1987 3.8 BR no yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Chula Vista Wildlife Reserve 1987 <0.1 BR yes no +
Southern San Diego Bay Harbor Island 1988 0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Huntington Harbour Entrance Channel 1989 0.1 BR no yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Le Meridien Hotel 1920 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Embarcadero 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes +2
Southern Mission Bay Sea World Lagoon 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Loew's Marina 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay NEMS 2 1983 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Sea Grant Study 1983 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Agua Hedionda Lagoon Outer Lagoon 1983 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay NEMS 5 1984 0.4 BR yes yes +
Southern Mission Bay South Shores Basin 1994 29 BR yes yes +
Southern Talbert Marsh Talbert Channel 1985 <0.1 BR na yes +*
Southern Mission Bay various sites 1985 48 BR yes yes +
Southern Mission Bay Ventura Cove’ 1996 0.5 BR yes yes +9
Southern Mission Bay Santa Clara Cove 1996 <0.1 BR yes no 0"
Southern Mission Bay West Mission Bay Drive Bridge 1996 <01 BR no yes 0"
Southern Mission Bay De Anza Cove 1996 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Batiquitos Lagoon all basins 1997 2167 BR yes yes +*
Southern San Diego Bay NEMS 5 1997 71 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Convair Lagoon 1988 25 BR yes no o2
Southern San Diego Bay NEMS 6 1989 03 BR yes yes +
Southern Aqua Hedionda Bristol Cove 1999 0.3 BR yes yes +
Southern Aqua Hedionda Middle Lagoon and Inner Lagoon 1989 4 BR yes yes +
Southern Newport Bay Balboa |s.Grand Cana 1999 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern Mission Bay West Ski Island 2001 0.2 BR yes yes +

43




Consistent with

Success

Net

No. Region System Location Year Size* Type** Permit Conditions Status*** Result***
Southern San Diego Bay Expanded NEMS 6 2001 06 BR yes yes +
Southern Newport Bay USCG Corona del Mar 2002 <01 BR yes yes +
Southern Huntington Harbour Sunset Bay 2002 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Navy Enhancement Is. 2002 1 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay Coronado Bay Bridge 2003 0.3 BR no no 0
Southern LA Harbor P300 Expansion Area 2003 59 BR yes partial &
Southern Newport Bay Newport Bay Channel Dredging 2004 0.4 BR yes no -
Southern San Diego Bay South Bay Borrow Pit 2004 42 BR yes yes pending8
Southern San Diego Bay USCG ATC Pier 2004 01 BR yes yes +
Southern San Diego Bay South Bay Borrow Pit Sup. 2006 42 BR yes yes pending®
Southern San Diego Bay D Street Marsh 2006 0.3 BR yes pending  pending
Southern LA Harbor P300 Supplement 2007 0.8 BR yes yes pending
Southern San Diego Bay Glorietta Bay Shoreline Park 2007 0.2 BR yes yes pending
Southern Bolsa Chica Pilot Eelgrass Restoration 2007 0.5 BR yes yes +*
Southern San Diego Bay Borrow Pit Supplement 2007 42 BR yes yes pending®
Southern San Diego Bay Sweetwater Silvergate Frac-out 2008 <0.1 BR yes yes o
Southern San Diego Bay Harbor Drive Bridge/NTC Channel 2009 <0.1 BR yes pending  pending

Southern California Eelgrass Success Rate (1989-2009, Last 20 Years) 87% n=43

Central California Eelgrass Restoration History
Central Morro Bay Anchorage Area 1985 <0.1 BR no yes +
Central Morro Bay Target Rock 1997 <0.1 BR no yes +
Central Morro Bay Morro Bay Launch Ramp 2000 <01 BR yes yes +
Central Morro Bay Mooring Area A1 2002 0.3 BR yes yes +
Central Morro Bay Western Shoal 2010 0.8 BR yes pending  pending

Tentral California Eelgrass Success Rate (1985-2009, Inadequate History to Exclude Older Projects) 100% n=4

San Francisco Bay Eelgrass Restoration History
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Richmond Training Wall 1985 <0.1 BR NA no NA®
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Keil Cove and Paradise Cove 1989 0.1 Plugs NA partial NAY
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Bayfarm Island/Middle Harbor Shoal 1998 01 BR and Plugs NA partial NAY
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Bayfarm Island 1999 01 BR NA partial NA
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Brickyard Cove, Berkeley 2002 0.2 BR yes yes +1°
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Emeryville Shoals 2002 0.1 Mixed Test NA no NAY
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubcn 2006 0.6 Seed Bouy NA partial  pending”
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubon 2006 <01 mod. TERFS NA partial  pending®
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubon 2006 <0.1 Seeding NA no NAY
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Clipper Yacht Harbor, Sausalito 2007 <0.1 Frames yes pending  pending
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Albany, Emeryville, San Rafael 2007 <0.1 BR NA partial pending4
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Belvedere 2008 <0.1 Frames yes pending  pending

San Francisco Bay Eelgrass Success Rate (1985-2009, Inadequate History to Exclude Older Projects) 40% n=10




Consistent with  Success Net
No. Region System Location Year Size* Type** Permit Conditions Status*** Result****

Northern California Eelgrass Restoration History

Northern Humboldt Bay Indian Island 1982  unknown BR unknown no -
Northern Bodega Harbor Spud Point Marina 1984 1.3 BR yes no -
Northern Humboldt Bay Indian Island 1986 <0.1 BR yes no -
Northern Humboldt Bay 1986 02 unknown unknown no -
Northern Humboldt Bay SR255 Bridge 2004 <0.1 BR yes no -
Northern Humboldt Bay Maintenance Dredging Project 2005 <0.1 BR yes yes +
Northemn California Eelgrass success Rate {1982-2009, Inadequate History to Exclude Older Projects) 25% n=4

* size in hectares
SP = sediment laden plug
** BR = bare root
*** success status is measured as yes, ho, partial, pending, or unknown. Success rate is reported as percentage of sucessful over total completed within the past 25 years.
yes = 1, partial = 0.5, no = 0, and pending or unknown are not counted in either the numeratar or denominator in determining success percentage.
**** + = netincrease in eelgrass coverage, 0 = no change in eelgrass coverage, - = het decrease in eelgrass coverage
1 Transplant was initially adversely impacted by an unknown source of sediment and was deemed unsuitable.
2 The transplant declined initially and later recavered from what was determined to be a one time sedimentation event.
3 Transplant was experimental due to dense beds of the exotic muscld{usculista senhousia
which inhibited the growth of the transplant. Replacement transplant done elsewhere.
Transplant was completed in an area deemed unsuitable. Insufficient coverage required the construction of a remedial site.
Menitaring continues at both the initial and remedial sites.
4 Transplant was experimental.
5 Multiple sites.
6 Mitigation for marina at Princess Resort, project not built
7 Amount of eelgrass present within all basins as of 2000 mapping.
8 Regional eelgrass decline has resulted in die-offs both within restoration and reference areas equally full recovery had not occurred at the time of evaluation, yet project exceeds contral-corrected requ
9 Original site was constructed as a plateau that was underfilled and anticipated to fall short of abjectives. A supplemental
transplant was therefore completed when development began to exhibit shortfalls in area.
10 Shortfall mitigated by withdraw from established eelgrass mitigation bank.
11 Exception conditions from SCEMP requiring only replacement in place for unanticipated damage
12 Mitigated out-of-kind with non-eelgrass to satisfy permit requirements after shortfall in eelgrass mitigation.
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NOAA’s Fisheries  U.S. Fish and  California/Washington/ California U.S. Federal
Northwest and Wildlife Service Oregon Departments Department of Highway
Southwest Regions Regions1 & 8 of Transportation Fish and Game Administration

MEMORANDUM

June 12, 2008

From: Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group

Subject: Agreement in Principle for Interim Criteria for Injury to Fish from Pile Driving
Activities

To: Applicable Agency Staff

The signatory agencies, identified below, have agreed in principle to use the attached Interim
Criteria for Injury to Fish from Pile Driving Activities. The agreement was concluded at a
meeting in Vancouver, Washington on June 10-11, 2008 with key technical and policy staff from
the Federal Highway Administration, NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Departments of Transportation from California, Oregon, and Washington; and national experts
on sound propagation activities that affect fish and wildlife species of concern. The agreed upon
criteria identify sound pressure levels of 206 dB peak and 187 dB accumulated sound exposure
level(SEL) for all listed fish except those that are less than 2 grams. In that case, the criteria for
the accumulated SEL will be 183 dB.

These criteria will apply to all new projects beginning no later than 60 days from the date of this
memorandum. During the interim 60 day period, the Transportation Agencies will work with the
Services to identify projects currently in the consultation process and reach agreement on which
criteria will be used to assess project effects.

The agencies agree to review the science periodically and revise the threshold and cumulative
levels as needed to reflect current information. Behavioral impacts to fish and impacts to marine
mammals are not addressed in this agreement. Sub-injurious effects will continue to be
discussed in future meetings.

The respective agencies also agree to develop appropriate training for staff on these revised
criteria, as well as a process to review and possibly refine the criteria, when appropriate.

For questions or concerns about the revised criteria, we recommend staff contact their agency
environmental coordinator or agency expert on pile driving issues.
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FHWG Agreement in Principle
Technical/Policy Meeting Vancouver, WA
June, 11 2008

Interim Criteria for Injury Agreement in Principle
Peak 206 dB (for all size of fish)
Cumulative SEL 187 dB - for fish size of two grams

or greater.

183 dB - for fish size of less than
two grams.*

*see Table—to be developed



Lily Tsukayama

From: Gowens Ed <egowens@san.org>

Sent: Thursday, January 2, 2025 2:59 PM

To: Lily Tsukayama

Cc: Redman Ralph; Hollarn Garret; Noyce Sidney; Anasis Ted; Tamura Lynda
Subject: UPD EIR 2024-104 - Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf NOP

You don't often get email from egowens@san.org. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ms Tsukayama:

As the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County, the Airport Authority appreciates notice of
preparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf project at 4918
North Harbor Drive.

The project site is not located within the noise contours or safety zones of the San Diego International Airport (SDIA)
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), so no determination of consistency with the SDIA ALUCP is required from
our agency as the ALUC.

However, the project site is located within the airspace notification area in which notice of project construction is
required to be given to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) unless the project meets shielding criteria, i.e., that it
would be substantially shielded by existing taller structures in the immediate project vicinity such that it could not
reasonably constitute a hazard to air navigation—including any temporary construction cranes employed to facilitate the
project. ALUC staff recommends that the project sponsor certify any shielding status if that is invoked in lieu of FAA
notice. Otherwise, a determination of no hazard to air navigation for any project structures and associated construction
cranes should be solicited and obtained from the FAA through its Form 7460-1 submittal and review process prior to any
construction of the project, including associated cranes, if applicable.

Thanks again for the notification of the project.

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? B%



San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

Environmental Review Committee

January 20, 2025
To: Ms. Lily Tsukayama, Program Manager
Planning Department
Port of San Diego
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project
UPD #EIR-2024-104

Dear Ms. Manaois:

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation, which we received last month.

I was unable to locate any information on the proposed project on the Porty District’s website, so
it is assumed that cultural resources, both archaeological and built environment, will be
addressed in the DEIR.

Regarding built environment, the typical approach would be to consider resources 45 or more
years of age, not 50, to account for resources which might reach the 50-year threshold during the

time the project is in processing.

Regarding archaeological resources, consideration should be given to the source and date of the
fill placement in the project area, as it could potentially include historic material.

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR when the public review period begins. Please ensure
that we receive notice at that time, and that a copy of the cultural resources technical report that
has been edited for public distribution is available.

Sincerely,

2 ; e . 2 .
ames W. Royle, Jr., Chairpersen

Environmental Review Committee

cc: SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935
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Environmental Checklist
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Environmental Checklist

Ascent

BMP
CAAQS
CAL FIRE
Caltrans
CBC
CERP
Coronado Bridge
CWA
District
DOC
Driscoll’s
EOP
HPD
MCAS
NAAQS
NAHC
PMio

PM2s

PMP
RWQCB
SCIC
SDAB
SDAPCD
SDFRD
SDHP
SDPD
SR

SRA
SWRCB
USACE
VHFHSZ
VMT

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Best Management Practices

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of Transportation
California Code of Regulations
Community Emissions Reduction Program
San Diego—Coronado Bridge

Clean Water Act

San Diego Unified Port District

California Department of Conservation
Driscoll’s Wharf

Emergency Operations Plan

Harbor Police Department

Maritime Clean Air Strategy

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10
micrometers or less

particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less

Port Master Plan

Regional Water Quality Control Board
South Coastal Information Center

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
San Diego Fire Rescue Department

San Diego Harbor Police

San Diego Police Department

State Route

State Responsibility Area

State Water Resources Control Board

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

very high fire hazard severity zones
vehicle miles traveled

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project Title: Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf 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:  Lily Tsukayama, (619) 686-8199

4. Project Location: The project site is within the existing Driscoll’s Wharf leasehold, located
on District property, at 4918 North Harbor Drive in San Diego,
California. The leasehold encompasses 2.9 acres of landside area, and
5.7 acres of water-side area. The project site also includes an additional
approximately 0.7-acre area where the floating wave attenuator is
proposed. The proposed demolition activities would occur within the
waterside area of the leasehold, as well as approximately 0.4-acre of
the landside of the leasehold. Figure 1 of the NOP provides a project
vicinity map.

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: San Diego Unified Port District (District)
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Driscoll Marina, Ltd, dba Driscoll's Wharf
4918 North Harbor Drive
San Diego, CA 92106

6. Port Master Plan Designation: Commercial Fishing (land), Promenade (land), Commercial Fishing
Berthing (water), and Navy Small Craft Berthing (water)

8. Description of Project:
The proposed project is the modernization of the existing commercial fishing marina at the existing Driscoll’s
Wharf (Driscoll's) leasehold area. Proposed actions would include a tenant (Driscoll Marina Ltd.) sponsored
demolition component, which is a condition of the lease, and a San Diego Unified Port District (District)
sponsored waterside development component. The demolition component would remove Piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and
8; demolish Building E and a small hazardous material storage shed; and remove all soil, groundwater, and
sediment contaminants from the leased premises. The District proposes to reconstruct and operate Piers 4, 5, 6,
7, and 8, which would also include new gangways, headwalks connecting piers, and a floating wave attenuator
to the east of the existing leasehold. Coastal Development Permits (CDPs) are required to implement the
proposed project.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Environmental Checklist Ascent

10.

1.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The project site is within and adjacent to the San Diego Bay in a commercialized area of the waterfront.
Commercial land uses to the northwest of the project site include restaurants, yacht sales, and office land uses.
Water uses to the west consist of marinas. Military land uses to the north, east, and southeast of the project site
include Naval Base Point Loma Harbor Drive Annex. San Diego Bay is southeast of the project site. A vessel
navigation corridor is located southwest of the project site. Land uses north of the project site across North
Harbor Drive include hotel, residential, and commercial land uses. The nearest residence is approximately 950
feet northwest of the project site and is separated from the project site by North Harbor Drive and commercial
uses.

Other public agencies whose approval is required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement)
The District is the primary approval authority for the project. District discretionary approvals would include the
following:

» Adoption of the Environmental Impact Report

» Adoption of Findings of Fact

» Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
» Approval of Coastal Development Permit for Demolition

» Approval of Coastal Development Permit for Construction

» Approval of the project

Additional subsequent approvals and other permits that may be required from local, regional, state, and federal
agencies include, but are not limited to the following:

» US. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) — Individual or Nationwide Permit, per the Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 404 Permit (33 U.S. Code Section 1341) and Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 Permit

» San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — Stormwater Construction General Permit and
CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification

» San Diego County Air Pollution Control District — Permits for diesel generators

» City of San Diego — Issuance of ministerial permits (e.g., demolition and grading)

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.17 If so, is there a plan for consultation that
includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentiality, etc.?

No California Native American tribes have requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Checklist

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. Where checked below,
the topic with a potentially significant impact will be addressed in an environmental impact report.

[] Aesthetics ] Agriculture and Forest Resources X Air Quality

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Energy

] Geology / Soils X] Greenhouse Gas Emissions X] Hazards / Hazardous Materials
X Hydrology / Water Quality X Land Use / Planning [] Mineral Resources

Xl Noise [] Population / Housing [] Public Services

|:| Recreation |Z| Transportation |:| Tribal Cultural Resources

[] X

Utilities / Service Systems L] wildfire Mandatory Findings of

Significance

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 3



Environmental Checklist Ascent

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

] | find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

] | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant 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 attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

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

(Z\)Q/\ 12{/17/)‘;}'

Signature / Date
Lesley Nishihira Assistant Vice President, Planning
Printed Name Title

San Diego Unified Port District

Agency

San Diego Unified Port District
4 Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Checklist

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects 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 will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

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

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

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” 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 “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be
cross-referenced).

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

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

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

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

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

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

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

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

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

San Diego Unified Port District
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Environmental Checklist Ascent

AESTHETICS

Potentially ¢, Leizsca“:\?vim Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn e Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

[. Aesthetics.

Except as provided in Public Resources Code section 21099 (where aesthetic impacts shall not be considered
significant for qualifying residential, mixed-use residential, and employment centers), would the project:

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

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

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] ] X ]
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would
the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare O O X O
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?
Discussion
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less-than-significant impact. Within the District’s jurisdiction, the District Port Master Plan (PMP) designates vista
areas, which are defined as “points of natural beauty, photo vantage points, and other panoramas” (District 2024a).
The PMP is intended to guide development within vista areas to preserve and enhance these areas of scenic and
visual importance (District 2024a).

The project site is within Planning District 1 (Shelter Island) of the PMP, which contains seven vista areas:

1. A vista area located along the southwestern tip of the island, adjacent to the Japanese Friendship Bell and Public
Art “Pearl of the Pacific” attractions, providing scenic vistas of San Diego Bay to the south, and is located
approximately 1.2 miles southwest of the project site;

2. A vista area from the Shelter Island Pier, providing scenic vistas of San Diego Bay to the southeast, and is located
approximately 0.83 miles southwest of the project site;

3. A vista area located along the northeastern tip of the island, adjacent to Shoreline Park and the restaurant Bali
Hai, providing scenic vistas of San Diego Bay to the east, and is located approximately 0.2 miles southwest of the
project site;

4. A vista area from the eastern terminus of Kellogg Street, providing scenic vistas of the inlet into the Shelter Island
Yacht Basin and the southwestern tip of Shelter Island to the east, and is located approximately 1.32 miles
southwest of the project site;

5. A vista area from the conjunction of Talbot Street and Anchorage Lane, providing scenic vistas of the Shelter
Island Yacht Basin to the south, and is located approximately 0.58 miles southwest of the project site;

San Diego Unified Port District
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Ascent Environmental Checklist

6. A vista area from a surface parking lot on the southwestern corner of Shelter Island Drive and Anchorage Lane,
providing scenic vistas of the Shelter Island Yacht Basin, and is located approximately 0.36 miles southwest of the
project site; and

7. A vista area from the eastern boundary of the Point Loma Marina and Driscoll Wharf (the project site), providing
scenic vistas of the America’s Cup Harbor, which includes a portion of the project site (District 2024a: Figure 4).

All of these vista areas provide views of the San Diego Bay, the Shelter Island Yacht Basin, or the southwestern tip of
Shelter Island, and only one includes views of the project site. The vista area with a view of the project site is the vista
area at the eastern boundary of the Point Loma Marina, within the project site, and northeasterly of America’s Cup
Harbor. This vista area provides a viewshed that includes the project site, as shown in Figure 4 of the PMP (District
2024a).

Within the Final Draft Port Master Plan Update (PMPU), the project site is within the Shelter Island Planning District.
As shown in Final Draft PMPU Figure PD1.4, Coastal Access Views and Pathways, there are a total of 10 scenic vista
areas within this planning district: Kellogg Beach, Yokohama Friendship Bell, Shelter Island Pier, Shelter Island Drive,
Shelter Island Boat Launch, Shelter Island Roundabout, two views associated with America’s Cup Habor, Point Loma
Marina Park, Shelter Island Drive (entry segment), a view of the Shelter Island Yacht Basin, and a view of the La Playa
Trail (District 2023a). Three of these scenic vista areas have viewsheds that overlap with the project site: two views of
America’s Cup Harbor, within the East Shelter Island Subdistrict, and one view associated with the Point Loma Marina
Park (District 2023a: Figure PD1.4). In addition, the Final Draft PMPU includes five view corridor extensions down the
following roadways and towards the bay within the Shelter Island Planning District: Bessemer Street, Nichols Street,
McCall Street, Dickens Street, and Garrison Street. The project site is not located within any of the five view corridor
extensions.

Existing views from the vista area [in the existing PMP] within the project site feature open water views of America’s Cup
Harbor punctuated by marine vessels moored to existing piers, an existing jib crane located on the offloading pier (Pier
4); and commercial fishing vessel loading and unloading activities.

During construction, the project would result in the temporary use of large construction equipment like pile drivers that
could interrupt the view from the existing on-site scenic vista. However, construction activities would be temporary,
transitory, and any obstruction of portions of the scenic vista would be short in duration (limited primarily to Pier 4,
which already has a jib crane and frequent commercial fishing vessels docking at the pier).

During operation, commercial fishing operations would continue similar to existing conditions and reconstructed
piers would not obstruct views of open water. Because the existing deteriorated piers would be replaced with new
floating boat docks and slips, the quality of the existing view would be improved. Therefore, the project would not
result in an adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts would be less than significant and further discussion in the EIR is
not warranted.

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 project site is in an area that is urban and developed with maritime-related
commercial uses (e.g., recreational marinas, yacht brokers, commercial fishing). There are no scenic rock
outcroppings on the project site. There are trees in the parking lot, but none are designated as scenic resources. The
nearest state scenic highway that is officially designated by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is a
portion of State Route (SR) 163 that travels north-south through Balboa Park, approximately 4 miles east of the
project site; and the San Diego—Coronado Bridge (Coronado Bridge), which is a 1.4-mile segment on SR 75 located
approximately 4 miles southeast of the project site (Caltrans 2024). Coronado Bridge spans the San Diego Bay,
connecting the City of San Diego to the City of Coronado. For traveling motorists, Coronado Bridge offers views of
the San Diego Bay and Downtown San Diego to the north, including high-rise residential, commercial, and urban
developments. Due to the distance and intervening urban development and vegetation, the project site is not clearly
visible from either scenic highway. Even during project construction, when large equipment such as cranes and pile
drivers would be temporarily present within the project site, viewer sensitivity from the Coronado Bridge would be
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considered low because motorists would generally focus on the roadway and would have limited and momentary
distant views of the project site. Following construction, the project site would be returned to a similar condition as
the existing setting. Therefore, the project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic
highway and impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is in an urbanized area that is developed entirely with maritime-related
commercial uses. The existing water and land use designations include Commercial Fishing Berthing and Navy Small
Craft Berthing (water), and Promenade and Commercial Fishing (land), in the PMP (District 2024a). Within the Final
Draft PMPU, the project site has a water and land use designation of Commercial Fishing Berthing (water) and
Commercial Fishing (land), respectively (District 2024b).

The project would not expand the existing use of the project site or expand existing commercial fishing operations. In
addition, the project would not require changes to existing land use designations under the current PMP or under the
Final Draft PMPU. The PMP establishes general development standards for each land and water use designations, and
for the Shelter Island Planning District identifies a maximum height of 41 feet above mean lower low water
(approximately 26 feet above ground level). In addition, the PMP states that buildings in the Shelter Island Planning
District should have low-profile silhouettes to maintain an inviting pedestrian scale, and that the location of all
structures on the site should enhance the waterfront by accentuating the land-water interface. The project would not
construct any new buildings landside, and would replace the waterside facilities with similar waterside facilities. The
project would not conflict with policies identified in the PMP for preserving visual access and vista areas. Further, the
project would not conflict with policies identified in the Final Draft PMPU that protect views and physical access and
require public access within view corridor extensions and scenic vista areas, and along pathways to be maintained.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality and
impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is used as a wharf for commercial fishing boat mooring. Landside
existing uses include surface parking, office buildings, outdoor storage areas, and other facilities associated with the
commercial fishing industry; and waterside uses include piers and docks used to moor commercial fishing vessels.
Existing light sources onsite include outdoor security lighting, lighting on commercial fishing vessels, onsite vehicles
traveling to and from the project site, as well as spillover lighting from streetlamps, existing buildings adjacent to the
project site, and vehicles from nearby roadways.

Construction work during night-time hours (between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) is not proposed. Additional temporary
light sources may be required to illuminate work areas; however, this lighting would be directed onsite and would be of
similar intensity to existing light sources throughout the project site and adjacent land uses. Following construction, the
project site would be returned to a similar condition as the existing setting. The project proposes the installation of four
new light poles, 14 feet in height at each concrete platform. Each slip would include the installation of a marina utility
power pedestal, three feet in height, equipped with a low glare light that comes on in the evening. The proposed
lighting would be similar in intensity and scale as the existing onsite lighting. Therefore, the project would not create
substantial new sources of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Potertialy me". . lLessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn e Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated

[l. Agriculture and Forest Resources.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted
by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or I I I X
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?

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

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

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

e) 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?

Discussion

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. According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, the project site is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land, and Water (DOC 2024a). There are no lands
classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Statewide Importance within the project site or adjacent area.
Project construction and operation would be contained within the existing leasehold. Therefore, the project would
not convert Important Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use and
there would be no impact. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

No impact. The use designations for the project site are Commercial Fishing (land), Promenade (land), Commercial
Fishing Berthing (water), and Navy Small Craft Berthing (water). The existing zoning/land use does not allow for
agricultural use and no agricultural operations exist on the project site or adjacent areas. No Williamson Act contracts
apply to the project site (DOC 2024b). Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract and no impact would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

No impact. The use designations for the project site are Commercial Fishing (land), Promenade (land), Commercial
Fishing Berthing (water), and Navy Small Craft Berthing (water). The project site is not zoned for forestland,
timberland, or zoned Timberland Production. Further, there is no timberland present on or adjacent to the project
site. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning/land use for forest land or timberland, and no
impact would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

No impact. There is no forest land or timberland resources on or adjacent to the project site, which is in an urbanized
portion of the City of San Diego. Therefore, the project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use. No impact would occur.

e) 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. As discussed above, no agricultural, forest land, or timberland resources exist on or adjacent to the
project site. Therefore, the project would not result in changes to the existing environment that could result in the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would
occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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AIR QUALITY

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  Slncantwith oot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated

[Il. Air Quality.
Would the project:

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

b) Resultin 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 quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Discussion

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

Less-than-significant impact. The San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) is currently designated as a “nonattainment” area with
respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) for ozone, and the CAAQS for particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10
micrometers or less (PMyo) and particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less
(PMz5). Air quality planning for San Diego County is under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Air Pollution Control
District (SDAPCD).The San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) outlines SDAPCD's plans and control measures
designed to attain and maintain the state standards, while San Diego’s portions of the SIP are designed to attain and
maintain federal standards. The most recent state plan is the 2022 RAQS, was approved by the SDAPCD board on
March 9, 2023. The most recent San Diego portion of the federal SIP is the 2020 Attainment Plan, which was
approved by CARB on November 19, 2020 (SDAPCD 2024). Both the RAQS and SIP rely on emissions forecasts based
on demographic and economic growth projections provided by city and county general plans, as well as the PMP.
Projects whose growth is included in the projections used in the formulation of the RAQS and SIP are consistent with
the RAQS and SIP and would not interfere with its implementation.

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing fish offloading pier (Pier 4) and Piers 5 through 8
followed by their reconstruction. Additionally, the project would include the demolition of Building E, which, after
demolition, would remain undeveloped land under the proposed project with no future plans for redevelopment. No
change in use would occur, no increase in commercial fishing operations would result, and the number of vessel slips
within Piers 5-8 would not increase over the existing condition. Moreover, additional employees would not be
needed once the project is operational. Thus, the project would not include components that would induce growth or
change the use of the site. Because the proposed project would not modify land uses or result in an unanticipated
increase in the residential population, the project would be consistent with the RAQS and SIP and potential impacts
related to a conflict with applicable air quality plans would be less than significant.

Additionally, the District's Maritime Clean Air Strategy (MCAS) provides goals and objectives for the District's cargo
terminals and shipyards located within the working waterfront, many of which focus on decreasing air emissions
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within the AB 617 Portside Community. None of the goals or objectives of the MCAS apply to the proposed project
due to the type of use (commercial fishing wharf and marina) and its distant location from an AB 617 Portside
Community. For the same reasons, the Community Emissions Reduction Program’s (CERP's) goals and actions do not
apply to the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the MCAS or CERP. Impacts
would be less than significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

b) 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
quality standard?

Potentially significant impact. The SDAB is designated as a "nonattainment” area with respect to the NAAQS and
CAAQS for ozone, and the CAAQS for PMz 5 and PMyo. The trigger levels developed by SDAPCD used as mass
emission thresholds for purposes of this analysis are tied to attaining and maintaining health-based standards.
Projects that exceed these thresholds would result in a cumulative, regional contribution (i.e., significant) to the
nonattainment status of the SDAB and may also contribute to adverse health impacts affecting nearby sensitive
receptors.

The proposed project includes demolition and construction activities that would occur over several months.
Therefore, the proposed project would have the potential to exceed SDAPCD's trigger levels for one or more criteria
pollutants. This issue will be discussed within the EIR.

C) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially significant impact. Sensitive receptors include land uses where exposure to pollutants could result in
health-related risks to sensitive individuals, such as children or the elderly. Residential dwellings, schools, hospitals,
playgrounds, and similar facilities are of primary concern because of the presence of individuals particularly sensitive
to pollutants and the potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to pollutants. The project is
located within the Shelter Island Planning District of the PMP. The nearest sensitive receptors include personnel
barracks at the Naval Base Point Loma Harbor Drive Annex. Due to its proximity to the proposed project site,
construction-related emissions may expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This issue will
be discussed within the EIR.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less-than-significant impact. Project operations would be similar to existing commercial fishing operations. No
change in existing odors associated with commercial fishing would occur. Additionally, no additional odor generating
uses, such as wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, chemical
manufacturing plants, are proposed. Therefore, operation of the project would not expose a substantial number of
people to any new objectionable odors.

During construction activities, minor odors from the use of heavy-duty diesel equipment would be intermittent and
temporary, and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. Therefore, project construction
is not anticipated to result in an odor-related impact. Consequently, odor-related impacts would be less than
significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SlSCAMWith oot No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
IV. Biological Resources.
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or X O O O

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian X O O ]
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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally X ] ] ]
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any X O O ]
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?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances X ] O O

protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

Discussion

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially significant impact. The landside portion of the project site is fully developed and does not contain natural
habitat suitable for special status plant species that would have the potential to be affected by project construction or
operation. Project construction activities within the waterside portion of the project site would potentially cause
substantial temporary noise from pile driving, increases in turbidity from sediment disturbance, and may have an
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increase in overwater coverage that could affect foraging habitat. Therefore, waterside construction- and operation-
related activities would have the potential to significantly impact a sensitive species and will be discussed in the EIR.

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially significant impact. The landside portion of the project site is entirely developed and does not contain any
natural habitat. Therefore, no terrestrial sensitive natural communities or riparian habitat would be adversely affected
as a result of project implementation. Eelgrass habitat, which is present within the water portion of the project site, is
considered a sensitive habitat, and is managed by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH). Proposed in-water construction activities would have the potential to substantially effect eelgrass from pile
installation, shading from overwater floating docks, and shading from construction-related barges. This issue will be
discussed in the EIR.

Cc) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Potentially significant impact. The landside portion of the project site is completely developed and does not contain
any natural habitat, including state or federally protected wetlands. The waterside portion of the project site is
located within San Diego Bay, which is considered a Water of the United States and State. Project implementation
would not result in changes in operational activities and commercial fishing activities would continue; thus, project
operation would not result in increased adverse effects on a Water of the U.S. or State relative to existing conditions.

However, construction of the in-water project elements may result in temporary turbidity from the disturbance of
sediment from pile installation that could affect eelgrass habitat (see IV.b above). In addition, any fill or dredging
within a Water of the United States or State would require approval by the USACE and Regional Water Board,
respectively. This issue will be discussed within the EIR.

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?

Potentially significant impact. The landside portion of the project site is fully developed, does not contain natural
terrestrial habitat that could function as a native wildlife nursery site, and is characterized by existing barriers to
wildlife movement, including human-made structures. Moreover, it is surrounded by development and does not
function as a wildlife movement corridor.

Aquatic wildlife, including fish, birds, and marine mammals, likely transit periodically through the marine environment
in the project site to access foraging and resting habitat elsewhere in San Diego Bay or at sea. The project site also
contains eelgrass, which is a nursery area for many commercially and recreationally important finfish and shellfish
(Orth and Heck 2023). As discussed under IV a) and b), the proposed project has the potential to affect eelgrass,
foraging habitat, and special-status wildlife species during construction. These impacts have the potential to
substantially interfere with the movement of fish or other wildlife species or substantially impede the use of native
wildlife nursery habitat and will be discussed in the EIR.
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as
a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Potentially significant impact. The applicable local land use plans, policies, ordinances, or regulations of the District,
adopted for the purpose of protecting biological resources, are the PMP, San Diego Unified Port District Code, and
the District's Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP). The project would not result in any changes in
existing uses of the project site. Rather, the project would result in the demolition of Piers 4-8, Building E, and the
hazardous materials storage shed, followed by the reconstruction of Piers 4-8. Commercial fishing and commercial
fishing vessel berthing would continue with the proposed project.

However, because there may be significant biological resource impacts, the proposed project would potentially
conflict with the San Diego Bay INRMP. Therefore, this issue will be discussed in the EIR.

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?

Potentially significant impact. As discussed under IV. e), the project has the potential to conflict with the INRMP.
Therefore, this issue will be discussed in the EIR.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially Si Le;swmnf:mh LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant > 'onncan Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
V. Cultural Resources.
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X O O O

significance of a historical resource pursuant to
Section 15064.57

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X O O O
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.57?

¢) Substantially disturb human remains, including those ] ] X ]
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Potentially significant impact. Buildings and structures located on the project site are over 50 years old and therefore
may constitute a historical resource. A historical resources evaluation report will be prepared and this issue will be
addressed in the EIR.

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

Potentially significant impact. Although the shoreline and majority of the project site above ground is underlain by
artificial fill, a records search with the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) identified archaeological sites within
0.5 miles of the project site. Therefore, this issue will be addressed in the EIR.

c) Substantially disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Less-than-significant impact. There are no known cemeteries or burials on the project site or immediate area. The
proposed project and surrounding area are either fully developed or in active waters, and there is no record of
human remains being identified during development of the area. For these reasons, the potential for human remains
to be present at the project site is extremely low. However, if human remains are discovered, California law
recognizes the need to protect Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with Native
American burials from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. The procedures for the treatment of Native American
human remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources
Code Section 5097.

These statutes require that, if human remains are discovered, potentially damaging ground-disturbing activities in the
area of the remains shall be halted immediately, and the County coroner shall be notified immediately. If the remains
are determined by the coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be
notified within 24 hours and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the
remains. Following the coroner’s findings, the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendant and the landowner shall
determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional

San Diego Unified Port District
16 Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Checklist

human interments, if present, are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting upon notification of a discovery of
Native American human remains are identified in Public Resources Code Section 5097.94.

Compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code Section
5097 would provide an opportunity to avoid or minimize the disturbance of human remains, and to appropriately
treat any remains that are discovered. Therefore, through compliance with existing regulations, the proposed
project’s demolition and construction activities would not disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries. As such, impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.
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ENERGY

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  SnCantwith e ot No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
VI. Energy.
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact X O O O

due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for X O I I
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Discussion

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Potentially significant impact. Energy would be required to operate and maintain construction equipment and to
transport construction materials. The one-time energy expenditure required to demolish and construct the existing
facilities associated with the proposed project would be non-recoverable. Once operational, the proposed project
would not consume any more energy than the existing condition. Therefore, while operation-related energy use
would be less than significant, construction-related energy use would be potentially significant and will be discussed
in the EIR.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency

Potentially significant impact. State and local renewable energy and energy efficiency plans that are applicable to the
proposed project include California Title 24 energy efficiency standards, the State of California Energy Action Plan,
the District’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), which includes strategies to reduce GHG emissions, and SANDAG's Regional
Energy Strategy, which establishes long-term energy goals in the region through 2050, including energy efficiency,
renewable energy, distributed generation, transportation fuels, land use and transportation planning, border energy
issues, and the green economy. The proposed project is required to comply with these plans, to the extent
applicable, all of which are aimed at increasing energy efficiency and renewable energy development. This issue will
be discussed in the EIR.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

LessThan
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VII. Geology and Sails.

Would the project:

a)

e)

Directly or indirectly cause 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 California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

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

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, liquefaction,
or collapse?

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

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?

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

OoOooO OO

OoOooO OO

XXO XK

OOX OO
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Discussion

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

)] 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 California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

Less-than-significant impact. Fault rupture impacts are limited to areas in the immediate vicinity of an earthquake
fault line. According to the DOC, the project site is not located on or adjacent to an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone area (DOC 2022). The nearest fault is the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, the closest segment of which is named the
Spanish Bight Fault, located 2 miles east of the project site (DOC 2022). Therefore, due to this distance, surface
rupture from an earthquake is not anticipated to occur onsite. Construction and operation of the project would
therefore not exacerbate the existing risk of fault rupture to the surrounding area. Further, the project site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo fault zone. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Further discussion in
the EIR is not warranted.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is located in southern California, which is known to be a seismically
active area. The Spanish Bight Fault is located 2 miles east of the project site, and the landside portion of the project
could be subjected to seismically induced ground shaking. However, the project does not include landside
construction; instead, it would involve the demolition of Building E and a hazardous materials storage shed. The only
components to be constructed on the project site would be within the waterside portion of the project site. However,
adverse effects associated with seismic ground shaking would be managed through project design and the use of
piled foundations for the proposed docks and supporting structures. The project would include modular concrete
floating docks, anchored in place by prestressed concrete piles installed vertically through loose near-surface sandy
bay deposits up to or in the underlying competent Bay Point Formation. The proposed docks would connect to the
guide piles by freely sliding collars which restrain lateral movement but permit vertical displacement to accommodate
water level changes. Therefore, the proposed dock system would be fully isolated from ground motion and the piles
would have sufficient flexibility to deform laterally such that significant lateral loads would not transfer into the
proposed dock system. Further, competent formational materials are known to exist at relatively shallow depths at
the site and pile foundations would reduce seismically induced geotechnical hazards. Therefore, the project’s
potential to cause direct or indirect adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic
ground shaking would be less than significant, and no further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

The project’s construction work would adhere to the California Building Code (CBC [California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 2]), Chapter 16, Structural Design, which contains provisions for earthquake safety based on factors
including occupancy type, soil and rock type, and probable strength of ground motion. Regulatory compliance with
the CBC regarding seismic safety design requirements would ensure that project construction activities conform to
current building codes and engineering practices. This would minimize the project’s potential to cause direct or
indirect adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking. This impact is
less than significant, and no further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-significant impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when the seismic ground shaking of relatively
loose, granular soils that are saturated or submerged cause soils to “liquefy” and temporarily behave as a dense fluid;
this can lead to substantial damage to structures, causing them to sink, tilt, or both during seismic shaking. According
to the Final Draft PMPU Program EIR (District 2024c), based on the granular nature of subsurface materials, the
shallow depth to groundwater, and proximity to San Diego Bay and the Pacific Ocean, the entire Final Draft PMPU

San Diego Unified Port District
20 Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Checklist

area (including the project site) has a high potential for liquefaction (District 2023b: Figure 4.5-9). The landside
portion of the project site is therefore considered to be in a high potential liquefaction-prone area, due to shallow
groundwater, major drainages, and hydraulic fills (District 2023b: Figure 4.5-9).

Landside structures within the project site include Building A, Building C-D, and Building E, all located north of the
waterside area (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2, "Project Description”). The project proposes to demolish Building E and
the existing hazardous materials storage shed. After demolition of Building E is completed, the cleared area would
then be used as a construction laydown area for waterside demolition activities. The demolition of Building E and the
hazardous materials storage shed would not result in exacerbating, worsening, or otherwise substantially affecting
the existing liquefaction risk of the project site. In addition, no buildings are proposed as part of the project.
Waterside construction activities would include the demolition and replacement of Piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, and
construction of a floating wave attenuator which would involve pile driving. The waterside project components would
have the potential to exacerbate the existing risk of seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. However,
the project site lies within the zone of marginal shoreline that has been changed by dredging and filling. The bay
deposit soils that underlie the project site down to the Bay Point Formation are well-known and, although susceptible
to seismically-induced liquefaction, the entire basin is deemed suitable for construction of marine-based facilities,
similar to the project. The project includes the installation of piles to support the proposed docks. Typical methods
for pile installation include jetting and driving, either with a vibratory hammer or impact hammer. Given the project’s
proximity to existing slopes that are underlain by loose sandy soils, the use of a vibratory hammer could liquefy
portions of the underlying soils which could potentially impact the stability of the nearby slopes. The use of an impact
hammer would lessen the potential for liquefaction. To further reduce the potential for vibration-induced liquefaction
and lateral ground movement, jetting of the concrete piles through bay deposit soils up to or in the Bay Point
Formation, with final penetration being achieved by driving, would be considered. Therefore, the project’s potential
to cause direct or indirect adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving liquefaction would be less
than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

iv) Landslides?

No impact. Landslide susceptibility is typically determined based on local terrain conditions and sometimes the
volume of rainfall. According to DOC, the project site is not located within or adjacent to a landslide hazard area
(DOC 2022). There are no steep slopes or sharp gradients on or adjacent to the project site, and both overwater and
landside construction improvements would have no potential to impact any existing risk of landslides. Project
construction and operation would have no impact, and no further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

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

Less-than-significant impact. For the landside component of construction activities, a total of 0.4 acre would be
disturbed. Construction of the project would be required to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs), consistent
with the District’s Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan (JRMP), to contain soil on the project site during stormwater
runoff events. BMPs can include, but are not limited to, scheduling construction activity during dry weather, when
possible; preservation of natural features, vegetation, soil, and buffers around surface waters; drainage swales or lined
ditches to control stormwater flow; mulching or hydroseeding to stabilize disturbed soils; erosion control to protect
slopes; protection of storm drain inlets (gravel bags or catch basin inserts); perimeter sediment control (perimeter silt
fence, fiber rolls); sediment traps or sediment basins to retain sediment onsite; stabilized construction exists; and wind
erosion control. Operation and maintenance of the project would not require additional soil disturbance and would
not result in erosion or loss of topsoil. Adherence to District required BMPs would reduce potential project
construction-related soil erosion impacts to a less-than-significant impact. Further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 21



Environmental Checklist Ascent

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, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is not located in areas prone to landsliding and does not have steep
gradients or slopes that might otherwise trigger lateral spreading or collapse. Subsidence typically occurs when
groundwater is over-pumped in agricultural areas, and the project site is not zoned for agricultural land uses, does
not involve the operation of agricultural lands, and does not involve groundwater pumping. However, the project is
located within a liquefaction hazard area. However, as described in Section 3.7 (iii), the project site lies within the
zone of marginal shoreline that has been changed by dredging and filling. The bay deposit soils that underlie the
project site down to the Bay Point Formation are well-known and, although susceptible to seismically-induced
liquefaction, the entire basin is deemed suitable for construction of marine-based facilities, similar to the project.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

No impact. Expansive soils properties have the ability to expand and contract (swell/shrink) based on moisture levels
and can cause fatigue and cracks in structure foundations resulting in structural damage over time. Expansive soils
are typically rich in clay minerals which have the capacity to absorb water and expand. As a result, proper engineering
and construction techniques are required to minimize problems associated with expansive soils.

The project site is situated on artificial engineered fill that overlies late Holocene marine deposits, as shown in Figure
4.5-1, Geology Planning District 1 - Shelter Island, of the Final Draft PMPU Program EIR (District 2024c). Therefore, the
project site would not be located on expansive soils and project implementation would not create substantial direct
or indirect risks to life and property related to expansive soils. No impact would occur, and no further analysis in the
EIR is warranted.

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 project site would include the continued operation of existing underground utilities, including
electricity, water, and sewer. The project does not propose to redevelop these utility lines or construct septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. No impact would occur, and no further analysis in the EIR is warranted.

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

Less-than-significant impact. Paleontological resources are the remains or traces of prehistoric plant and animal life
(e.g., fossil teeth and bones) exclusive of human remains. The project site is situated on artificial engineered fill, which
overlies Holocene marine deposits (District 2023b). This underlying formation has a low paleontological sensitivity.
Given that construction activities would predominantly be in-water, and the only landside component would be the
demolition of Building E and the hazardous materials storage shed, both of which would not involve disturbance of
the underlying formation, it is unlikely that paleontological resources would be encountered. Following construction,
the project site would be returned to a similar condition as the existing setting. The project would not introduce new
activities during operation that would have potential to disturb native soils. Therefore, the project would not destroy
a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. Impacts would be less than significant. Further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Potentially Si Lerzscamn?:vnh LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

VIIl.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or X ] ] ]

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the

environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation X O O O

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

Discussion

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

Potentially significant impact. GHG emissions would result from construction activities associated with the proposed
project, and thus there is the potential for the project to generate GHG emissions that would be considered
significant. Once operational, the proposed project would generate GHG emissions similar to or less than the existing
condition. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with construction will be quantified (to the extent feasible) and
analyzed in the EIR.

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

Potentially significant impact. The project would result in construction-related GHG emissions. Once operational, the
proposed project would generate GHG emissions similar to or less than the existing condition. Therefore, the EIR will
analyze if construction-related GHG emissions would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted to
reduce GHG emissions.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  Senmcantwith it No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
P Incorporated P
IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] X ]

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or O O X O
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of X O O O
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 ] ] X ]
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 or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] ] X ]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or ] ] ] X
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires?

Discussion

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

Less-than-significant impact. 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, which include Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act; U.S. DOT Hazardous Materials Regulations; California Health and Safety Code; and
San Diego County Code, Title 6, Division 8. In addition, Occupational Safety and Health Administration provides
specific standards for maintaining safe and healthy working conditions pertaining to hazardous materials in 29 CFR
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1910 Subpart H. Project construction may also require the disposal of creosote-treated wood waste, which is
regulated by Division 20, Chapter 6.5, and Title 22, Division 4.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. A licensed
contractor would be responsible for the removal, transportation, and disposal of the removed piles in accordance
with these regulations. Any accidental release of hazardous materials due to spills or leaks would be cleaned up in the
normal course of business, consistent with the above-mentioned regulations. Compliance with the above-listed
regulations would ensure the safe transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, such that construction-related
hazardous materials impacts would be less than significant.

Following completion of construction, the project would continue commercial fishing operations currently operating
onsite, and would not increase the project site’s operational activities. Therefore, the proposed project would not
increase the use of hazardous materials on the site. The transport, use, and disposal of any hazardous materials
would continue to occur in compliance with the above-mentioned regulations. As such, operational impacts related
to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant and further discussion
in the EIR is not warranted.

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

Potentially significant impact. The proposed project would include construction work above and adjacent to the San
Diego Bay and would disturb sediment that may be contaminated from historical uses. Therefore, this issue will be
discussed in the EIR.

Cc) 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. Nearby schools include Cabrillo Elementary (0.6 miles from the project site) and High
Tech Elementary, Middle, High and Graduate Schools (0.6 miles from the project site). No schools are within 0.25
miles of the project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

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

Potentially significant impact. The California Environmental Protection Agency lists the following data resources that
provide information regarding facilities or sites identified in California Government Code 65962.5 (commonly referred
to as the “Cortese List"):

» List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
EnviroStor database,

» List of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) sites from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
GeoTracker database,

» List of solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents above hazardous waste levels
outside the waste management unit,

» List of “active” Cease and Desist Actions (CDO) and CAO from the SWRCB, and

» List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the Health and Safety
Code, identified by DTSC.
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Because the proposed project would include ground and sediment disturbance, the EIR will include review of all of these
databases and provide a discussion of the project’s potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment by disturbing an existing potential hazardous materials site. Therefore, this issue will be discussed in the
EIR.

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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in
the project area?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is approximately 1.5 miles from the San Diego International Airport
(SDIA) and 1 mile from the Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI). The project site is located within the Airport
Influence Area in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans for the SDIA and NASNI. However, the proposed project
would not construct any buildings or facilities that would increase the potential for airport and aircraft related hazards
to occur. For instance, there would be no reflective materials used, such as mirrored architectural features or
extensive use of glass that may have high reflectivity. In addition, the project does not propose constructing any tall
structures that may interfere with the flight path of aircraft. Moreover, the distance between the project site and
either the SDIA or the NASNI is too far to hear any excessive noise from project construction activities like pile
driving. Therefore, impacts associated with creating a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working
in the project area would be less than significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

Less-than-significant impact. The San Diego County Office of Emergency Services adopted its Emergency Operations
Plan (EOP) in September 2022. Highways in proximity to the project site include I-5, I-15, and SR 75, which are
identified in the EOP as primary evacuation routes in San Diego County (County of San Diego 2022). Project
construction includes demolition of Building E and a small hazardous materials shed. In addition, Piers 4 through 8
would be demolished and reconstructed to modern standards. In addition, a wave attenuator will be installed in the
water east of the leasehold. No construction would require closing roads or access to the area and there would be no
encroachment into any evacuation routes. Therefore, emergency access to and from the project site along Harbor
Drive and on designated evacuation routes would be maintained during project construction. Because project
implementation would not expand the existing use of the site, the project would not result in permanent changes to
emergency access following construction. Thus, the project would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than
significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

No Impact. State law requires that all local jurisdictions identify very high fire hazard severity zones (VHFHSZ) within
their areas of responsibility (California Government Code Section 51175-51189). Inclusion within these zones is based on
vegetation density, slope severity, and other relevant factors that contribute to fire severity. The project site is within a
local responsibility area and is designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as a
non-VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest lands classified as VHFHSZ are several miles east of the project site (CAL FIRE
2024). Furthermore, the project site is in a developed urban area on and adjacent to the San Diego Bay. Therefore, the
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fire. No
impact would occur and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Potentially Si Ler;scaThn?cvnh LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

X. Hydrology and Water Quality.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge X ] ] ]

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade

surface or groundwater quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or O O X L]

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in @ manner which would:

i) Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or
siltation;

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;

iy Create or contribute runoff water which would O O O X
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or

X
O
O
O

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release
of pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Discussion

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Potentially significant impact. The project proposes features that would involve in-water construction and disturbance
to the bay floor. Disturbance of the bay floor would cause sediment to be temporarily resuspended, thereby
increasing turbidity and potentially lowering levels of dissolved oxygen, increasing salinity, increasing concentrations
of suspended solids, and possibly releasing contaminants present in the sediment into the water column. This issue
will be discussed in the EIR.
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Less-than-significant impact. Construction activities would occur within the project site located within and adjacent to
San Diego Bay. The project would not result in a net increase in impervious surfaces, such that the surface area for
percolation of stormwater would be reduced. Furthermore, groundwater at the project site is saline from saltwater
intrusion and is not used as a groundwater supply source.

The project would not require landside excavation and would not have the potential to encounter groundwater such
that dewatering would be required. Furthermore, construction-related water use would represent a small demand on
local and regional water supplies that could be accommodated by the existing water service provider. The project would
not generate a permanent increase in water demand compared to existing conditions. Consequently, the project would
not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Impacts would be less than
significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

)] Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or siltation;

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is entirely paved with no areas of exposed soil. Construction activities
would include demolition of Building E and a small hazardous materials storage shed. In addition, Piers 4 through 8
would occur over water. Therefore, the project would have limited disturbance of landside soils, namely the grading
of topsoil where the currently Building E is located. All soil disturbance would comply with the District's Stormwater
Best Management Practices (BMPs), which would include minimizing stormwater runoff from the graded site.
Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in on- or off-site erosion or siltation. Impacts would be less than
significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

i) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

No impact. The project would not increase impervious surface area and would not include any project features that
would increase the rate or amount of surface runoff. On the contrary, Building E would be demolished, which would
lead to an increase in pervious surface area and contribute to stormwater percolation. Therefore, the project is not
anticipated to result in on- or off-site flooding. No impact would occur and further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

iii)  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; or

No impact. The project would not substantially increase runoff to the existing storm drainage system. As described
under X. i) and ii), the project would lead to an increase in pervious surface area and facilitate additional stormwater
percolation once Building E is removed. Therefore, no impact would occur and further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

Potentially significant impact. As described under X. i), ii), and iii), proposed construction on land would be limited to
demolition of Building E and the small hazardous materials shed. Once Building E is demolished, the land underneath
would be graded and BMPs would be incorporated, consistent with the District's JRMP. Moreover, the temporary
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presence of the construction-related equipment would not impede or redirect flood flows. As such, there would be
no potential to impede or redirect flood flows.

However, although the project would not impede or redirect flood flows, the EIR will analyze whether the proposed
project would have the potential to exacerbate risks from future sea level rise.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

Less-than-significant impact. The waterside portion of the project site is within Flood Zone AE and is subject to
flooding during the 100-year storm event (FEMA 2024). In addition, the project site is within a tsunami hazard area, as
delineated on the Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning for San Diego County (CalEMA, CGS, and USC
2009). Because the project site is situated on and adjacent to the San Diego Bay, it could also be susceptible to
seiche. The project would include the replacement of in-water structures, demolition of Building E, and removal of a
small hazardous materials shed. As such, the proposed project would reduce potential sources of pollutants onsite.
Therefore, the project would not have potential to risk release of pollutants during a flood hazard event such as a
tsunami or seiche. Impacts would be less than significant and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Potentially significant impact. The water quality control plans that apply to the project site are the San Diego Basin
Plan and the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries: Part 1 Sediment Quality Objectives.

The proposed project does not propose any increase or expansion of the existing operations and therefore project
operations would not conflict with or otherwise obstruct the Basin Plan or the Water Quality Control Plan for
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries: Part 1 Sediment Quality Objectives.

In addition, the project proponent(s) would be required to comply with permit conditions imposed by USACE and the
RWQCB during construction. Specifically, permits required include the CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification
issued by the RWQCB and the Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Permit issued by the USACE. These permits will provide
specific conditions to ensure the proposed project does not violate the Clean Water Act, Porter Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, and does not hinder implementation of or otherwise conflict with the RWQCB's Basin Plan and
Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries. However, this issue will be discussed in the EIR because
mitigation measures may be necessary to ensure no conflict would occur.

The groundwater basin, Coastal Plain of San Diego, is considered a low priority groundwater basin and is not
overdrafted. As discussed in X. b), the project would not have potential to decrease groundwater supplies, impair
groundwater quality, or affect groundwater recharge. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan and further discussion
in the EIR is not warranted.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 29



Environmental Checklist Ascent

LAND USE AND PLANNING

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant S'ﬂﬁ.can.tw'“‘ Significant No
itigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
Xl. Land Use and Planning.
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O] L] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a X ] ] ]

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Discussion

a) Physically divide an established community?

No impact. The project involves the demolition of Piers 4 through 8, Building E, and a small hazardous materials
storage shed. Reconstruction of Piers 4 through 8 would also occur. All project construction would occur within the
existing project leasehold with the exception of a floating wave attenuator, which would be located in the bay
immediately east of the leasehold. Project construction would not expand the physical landside boundaries of the
fishing wharf and marina or expand into any adjacent communities. The project would not result in the construction
of any physical barriers or require any road closures that would disrupt access within the surrounding community. No
impact would occur and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Potentially significant impact. Several land and water use plans and regulations apply to the project site. Although not
anticipated to conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect, the EIR will include a conflict analysis with at least the following laws and plans: California
Coastal Act, PMP, Final Draft PMPU, California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, SDIA Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), NASNI ALUCP, and San Diego Bay INRMP.
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MINERAL RESOURCES

Potentialy o Lﬁscamn:’,‘m LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificant Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact

Incomorated
XIl. Mineral Resources.
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral O O O X

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 ] ] ] X
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Discussion

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?

No impact. According to the City of San Diego’s General Plan Conservation Element, the project site is located within
an area designated as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 1, indicating that no significant mineral deposits are present (City
of San Diego 2024a: Figure CE-6; 2024b: 5-2). The existing project site is in a highly developed and urbanized area
with marine-related land uses including commercial fishing berthing (water) and commercial fishing (land) that are
incompatible with and preclude mineral extraction. Therefore, the project would not result in the loss of availability of
locally important mineral resources and no impact would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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. According to the City of San Diego’s General Plan Conservation Element, the project site is not designated
as a locally important mineral resource recovery site. The project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resources and therefore no impact would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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NOISE

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  SnCantwith e ot No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
Xlil.Noise.
Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent X ] ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies, or a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in noise levels
above existing ambient levels that could result in an
adverse effect on humans?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or X O] O] O
groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private X ] ] ]

airstrip or 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?

Discussion

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, or a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in noise levels above existing ambient levels that
could result in an adverse effect on humans?

Potentially significant impact. Construction activities associated with the project would result in a temporary increase
in noise. Operational noise would be similar to the existing condition because commercial fishing and vessel berthing
would continue with the project. Therefore, operational noise would be less than significant and noise associated with
construction will be quantified and discussed in the EIR.

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Potentially significant impact. Vibration assessments are generally separated into two distinct analyses: one that is
concerned about the receiving land uses perception and associated level of annoyance to vibration-inducting
activities, and the second which is concerned with the possibility of vibration-inducing activities to cause structural
damage to nearby structures. Project construction would involve the use of ground vibration—intensive activities, such
as impact and/or vibratory pile driving. Once operational, the project would not generate any excessive groundborne
vibration or noise levels and levels would be similar to the existing condition. Therefore, construction activities that
may result in vibration impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.
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C) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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?

Potentially significant impact. The SDIA and NASNI are the closest public and private airports, and their runways are
both located approximately 1.5 miles and 1 mile, respectively, from the project site. Therefore, because these airports are
within 2 miles of the project site, this issue will be discussed in the EIR.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING

. LessThan
Potentially Sienificant with LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn.. . Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
P Incorporated p
XIV.  Population and Housing.
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in ] ] X ]
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ] ] ] X
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion
a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)?

Less-than-significant impact. The growth inducing potential of a project would typically be considered significant if it
fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in applicable land use plans. Significant
growth impacts could also occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate levels of
growth beyond levels currently permitted by local or regional plans or policies.

The project involves the demolition of two landside structures, construction of a floating wave attenuator, and
removal and replacement of the existing piers to support ongoing commercial fishing operations within the project
site. The project does not propose new homes or businesses that would directly induce population growth. In
addition, the project does not include the expansion of existing infrastructure, including changes to existing fishing
operations, that would indirectly induce population growth. Construction activities are anticipated to occur over a 48-
month period, with a minimal number of construction workers present on the project site during the construction
period. Construction workers are anticipated to commute from the surrounding area and would not likely require
temporary local housing. Thus, the project would not induce substantial unplanned growth and impacts would be
less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

No impact. The land use designation for the project site is Commercial Fishing (land), Promenade (land), Commercial

Fishing Berthing (water), and Navy Small Craft Berthing (water). Further, residential uses are not allowed within District
property. Therefore, the project would not displace any existing people or housing, or necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  SEnmcantwith e ot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
XV.Public Services.
Would the project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or the 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:
Fire protection? O O X ]
Police protection? O O X ]
Schools? O O O X
Parks? | | | X
Other public facilities? O O O X

Discussion

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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:

Fire protection?

Less-than-significant impact. The San Diego Harbor Police (SDHP) and City of San Diego Fire Rescue Department
(SDFRD) provide marine firefighting and firefighting services to the project site. The closest fire station is SDFRD Fire
Station 22 at 1055 Catalina Blvd, San Diego, CA 92106, approximately 1.3 miles west of the project site. The project
involves the demolition of Building E and a hazardous materials shed, the removal and replacement of Piers 4
through 8 within the leasehold, as well as the construction of a floating wave attenuator. The project construction
period would involve a minimal number of workers over a 48-month period and would not result in a permanent
population growth that would have the potential to affect performance objectives for SDFRD or the SDHP.

Project construction staging will occur within the project site, in the parking areas adjacent to Building E. Following
the demolition of Building E, construction staging would continue to be contained within the leasehold, including the
newly-cleared area, and would not require any road closures. In addition, project construction would result in
negligible vehicle trips on surrounding roadways associated with worker commutes and haul trips (refer to Section
4.17 “Transportation,” for more information). Therefore, project construction would not contribute to substantial
congestion on surrounding roadways that would affect response times for SDHP or SDFRD.

The project would not result in an expansion of existing uses on the site, an increase in operations, or additional
employees after construction is completed. Therefore, project operations would not affect response times for the
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SDHP and SDFRD. Based on the above discussion, the project would not require the provision of new or physically
altered fire protection facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

Police protection?

Less-than-significant impact. The Port of San Diego Harbor Police Department (HPD) and the City of San Diego
Police Department (SDPD) provide law enforcement services to the project site. The closest police station is the HPD
Headquarters at 3380 North Harbor Drive, approximately 1.6 miles east of the project site.

As previously discussed in Section 3.14 “Population and Housing,” the project would not create permanent population
growth. The project would not expand existing uses or increase the number of employees on site. Project
construction staging would be located within the project site. Pedestrian access would be temporarily closed during
construction and rerouted. Since project construction does not require closure of nearby roads and would not
contribute to substantial congestion on surrounding roadways, the project is not anticipated to hinder police
response such that responses times for the HPD or SDPD would be affected. The project would not require the
provision of new or physically altered police protection facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

Schools?

No impact. The nearest schools to the project site are Cabrillo Elementary School approximately 0.6 mile west, and
High Tech Elementary, Middle, High and Graduate Schools approximately 0.6 mile north. The project would not result
in an expansion of the existing use of the site (i.e., an increase in commercial fishing operations), or additional
employees, other than those needed during construction. Jobs generated during construction would be drawn from
the local workforce which is served by existing school facilities, and would not result in an increased demand. As
discussed in 3.14 "Population and Housing,” the project would not result in permanent population growth. The
project does not include residential uses that would increase the demand for school facilities or increase existing
student to teacher ratios. Furthermore, project activities would be contained within the existing leasehold and would
not encroach onto any school property. No impact would occur and further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

Parks?

No impact. Refer to Section 3.16, “Recreation,” for additional information. As previously discussed, the project would
not result in permanent population growth that would generate additional demand for parks. Project construction
would not require the closure of nearby parks and project operation would not encroach on park property. Therefore,
the project would not require the provision of new or physically altered parks. No impact would occur and further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

Other public facilities?

No impact. As discussed in Section 3.14, “Population and Housing,” the project would not result in permanent
population growth. Therefore, the project would not increase the demand for existing public facilities. Furthermore,
project operations are not anticipated to expand nor include additional employees. Therefore, the project would not
require the provision of new or physically altered public facilities. No impact would occur and further discussion in the
EIR is not warranted.
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RECREATION

Potentially Si Lﬁ;scaThn?vr:/m LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ghificant Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
P Incorporated P
XVI.  Recreation.
Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and O O X L]

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

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

Discussion

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?

Less-than-significant impact. An increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities typically results from
an increase in the number of housing units or residences in the surrounding area. The project would not involve the
construction of housing units or residences. As discussed in 3.14 “Population and Housing,”, the construction workers
for the project are anticipated to commute from the surrounding area and would not likely require temporary local
housing and would not contribute to permanent population growth. The demand for short-term construction jobs
would be met by the local work force, and it is anticipated that no outside labor would be needed. Further, the
project would operate within the leasehold, would not expand existing operations, and would not increase the
number of employees after construction. Thus, the project would not contribute to a permanent increase in
population that would increase the use of existing recreational facilities including Point Loma Marina Park located
approximately 600 feet northwest of the leasehold. Project activities would be contained within the existing leasehold
and would not require closure of any parks or recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

No impact. The project involves the demolition of Building E and a hazardous materials storage shed, removal and
replacement of Piers 4 through 8, and construction of a floating wave attenuator. The project does not include
recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might result in an adverse
physical effect on the environment. Therefore, no impact would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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TRANSPORTATION

Potertialy L‘:;Sc;hnfv':’m LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ghificant Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
P Incorporated P
XVII.  Transportation.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy X O O] O]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] X ]

Discussion

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Potentially significant impact. Implementation of the project is not anticipated to generate a substantial number of
vehicle and truck traffic that could affect the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
access. Vehicular access to the project site would be provided by public roadway connections to the project site from
North Harbor Drive. No new public streets are proposed to be constructed as part of the proposed project. Once
construction activities are completed, the project site would be returned to a similar condition as the existing setting
and would resemble the appearance and scale of existing conditions onsite. Nevertheless, during construction the
project may have the potential to result in a temporary increase and redistribution of vehicle trips that could conflict
with applicable plans, ordinances, and policies related to public transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. This
impact is potentially significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to
vehicle miles travelled?

Potentially significant impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 was added December 28, 2018, to address the
new method of determining significance for transportation impacts. The new method requires that analysis is based on
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of congestion (such as level of service). A “VMT" is one vehicle traveling on a
roadway for one mile. Regardless of how many people are traveling in the vehicle, each vehicle traveling on a roadway
generates one VMT for each mile it travels. Therefore, VMT is an indicator of the amount of driving generated by a
proposed project. The project proposes both landside and waterside components. The landside component proposes
the demolition of Building E and the hazardous materials storage shed. The waterside component proposes the
demolition and reconstruction of Piers 4 through 8 and associated docks, gangways, headwalks, as well as the
construction of a floating wave attenuator, to address deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures, and
to allow commercial fishing operations to continue within the marina. After construction is complete, operations at the
project site would be similar to the existing operations/setting and would generally resemble the appearance and scale
of existing conditions onsite once operational, construction activities may result in a temporary increase in VMT
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relating to construction worker trips to and from the project site as well as delivery trips for construction equipment
and the hauling of construction and demolition debris offsite.

Along with the transportation analysis to determine the proposed project’s consistency with transportation
guidelines, circulation-related programs, plans, and policies, a VMT analysis will be prepared to address the proposed
project’s potential to substantially increase VMT using the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA to inform the VMT analysis methodology
and significance thresholds as applicable. The project site is located within a VMT efficient area; thus, it is not
anticipated to have a significant VMT related impact, regardless of the results of the trip generation assessment.
However, a VMT impact analysis will be included in the proposed project’s Transportation Impact Study, regardless of
whether it can be screened out due to small project size exemption. This impact is potentially significant and will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

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

Less-than-significant impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes new roadway design or introduces a
new land use or features to an area with specific transportation requirements and characteristics that have not been
previously experienced in that area, or if project site access was designed in such a way as to create hazardous
conditions compared to existing conditions. The project would demolish two landside structures (Building E and the
hazardous materials storage shed) and demolish and replace the existing waterside structures in order to address
deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures, and to allow commercial fishing operations to continue
within the marina. Construction activities would occur within the leasehold boundaries of the project site, and no
unusual or hazardous design features would be constructed as a result of project implementation. Site deliveries and
the staging of all construction equipment would be organized in the most efficient manner possible onsite to reduce
any temporary impacts to the neighborhood and surrounding traffic. Construction activities would not encroach into
the right-of-way along North Harbor Drive or into the parking lots of adjacent buildings due to the fencing that
separates project site parking and adjacent use parking. Further, the project site would be returned to a similar
condition as the existing setting and would resemble the appearance and scale of existing conditions onsite once
operational. For these reasons, the project would not substantially increase hazards due to design features or
incompatible uses. This impact would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less-than-significant impact. A significant impact may occur if a project’s design would not provide emergency
access or impede the ability of emergency vehicles to access the project site and serve the surrounding uses.
Emergency access to the project site is provided via Nixie Way. As discussed, construction activities would occur
within the leasehold boundaries of the project site. This would not substantially interfere with emergency response or
evacuation. The project would not cause permanent alterations to vehicular circulation routes and patterns. The
project would not include hazardous design features that could otherwise impede emergency access. For these
reasons, the project would not result in inadequate emergency access. This impact would be less than significant.
Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  SEnmcantwith e ot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated

XVIII.  Tribal Cultural Resources.

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

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register ] ] ] X
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k)?

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

Discussion

AB 52, signed by the California Governor in September of 2014, established a class of resources under CEQA:
“tribal cultural resources,” defined in PRC Section 21074. Pursuant to PRC Sections 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, and 21082.3,
lead agencies undertaking CEQA review must, upon written request of a California Native American Tribe, begin
consultation before the release of an EIR, negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration. The District has not
received any written requests for consultation from a California Native American Tribe.

A records search at SCIC was conducted for the project site and areas within a 0.25-mile radius to determine if tribal
cultural resources are present within the project site. No tribal cultural resources that are listed in or eligible for listing
in the CRHR were identified during the records search.

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

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)?

No impact. The SCIC records search resulted in the identification of no tribal cultural resources that are listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources, within
the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

No impact. No California Native American tribes have requested to be informed of projects by the District; therefore,
there is no trigger to begin consultation under AB 52, resulting in no resources identified as tribal cultural resources
under Public Resources Code Section 21074. Therefore, there would be no impact. Further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

LessThan
Significant with
Mitigation
Incomorated

Potentially
Significant
Impact

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIX.  Utilities and Service Systems.
Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

b) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

C) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand, in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Fail to comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Discussion

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

Less-than-significant impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would increase demands on infrastructure to
such a degree that the construction and relocation of facilities currently serving the project site would be required
and have the potential to cause significant environmental impacts.

The project includes landside and waterside components. The landside component proposes the demolition of
Building E and a hazardous materials storage shed. The waterside component proposes the demolition and
reconstruction of Piers 4 through 8 and associated docks, gangways, headwalks, and the construction of a floating
wave attenuator, to address deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures, and to allow commercial
fishing operations to continue within the marina. Existing utilities onsite include water, wastewater, and electricity.
These utilities serve the existing buildings and piers onsite. Building E and the hazardous materials storage shed
would be demolished as part of the project and would not be replaced or redeveloped. No other buildings or
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landside structures would be demolished or otherwise altered. Therefore, the project’s landside use of water,
wastewater, and electricity would ultimately decrease compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the project’s
landside use of existing utilities would not require the relocation or construction of new utility facilities.

In terms of waterside use of utilities, electrical connections to the piers would be removed as part of demolition of the
existing piers and associated structures (i.e., docks, gangways, and headways); however, these piers and associated
structures would be reconstructed similar to existing conditions onsite. Project implementation would not result in a
change in demand on municipal systems. Therefore, the project would not increase demands on existing
infrastructure such that new facilities would be required. Therefore, project implementation would not require or
result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. This impact would be less than significant. Further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

b) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Less-than-significant impact. As previously discussed in XIX a), the project includes landside and waterside
components. Utility connections to the project site serve the landside buildings, one of which (Building E) would be
demolished and not replaced or redeveloped. Therefore, the project’s water usage would ultimately decrease
compared to existing conditions. No other buildings would be demolished or otherwise altered. The waterside
component would involve replacement of water lines on the new piers, similar to existing conditions onsite. Once
operational, the project would operate similar to existing conditions and would not increase water demand compared
to existing conditions. Therefore, sufficient water supplies would be available for the project. This impact would be
less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

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

Less-than-significant impact. As previously discussed in Section XIX a), utility connections to the project site serve the
landside buildings and piers. The minimal wastewater generated from project construction would not exceed the
requirements of any wastewater treatment facilities. As part of the project, Building E and the hazardous materials
storage shed would be demolished and not replaced or redeveloped. Therefore, the project’s wastewater usage
would ultimately decrease compared to existing conditions. The project would not generate a permanent increase in
demand for wastewater treatment compared to existing conditions. Therefore, since an increase in wastewater
treatment is not anticipated from this project, this impact would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR
is not warranted.

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

Less-than-significant impact. The project would require removal or demolition of existing structures and disposal of
the subsequent debris. Non-hazardous construction trash and debris would be sent to approved recycling facilities in
accordance with the City's Recycling Ordinance and Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris Deposit Ordinance,
which requires recycling of a minimum of 65 percent of the construction waste. Remaining non-hazardous
construction trash and debris would be handled through the existing current trash hauler, and disposed at local
landfills located outside the coastal zone. These landfills are anticipated to include Republic Services Sycamore and
Otay Landfills in San Diego County, California.

Removal of the existing Piers 4 through 8 is anticipated to remove approximately six 14-inch creosote-treated timber
piles. In conformance with California Department of Toxic Substances Control standards, the timber piles would be
managed and manifested as hazardous waste and transported to a Class | hazardous waste landfill for disposal. If

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 43



Environmental Checklist Ascent

other hazardous waste is generated, it would be transported under a waste manifest to an authorized hazardous
waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility.

No changes in operational generation of solid waste are anticipated. Operational solid waste generation would
continue to comply with applicable statutes and regulations defined in Section 3.19.2(e) below, including AB 939 and
AB 341 to support statewide goals of diverting solid waste from landfills. It is anticipated that local recycling facilities
and landfills have adequate capacity to accommodate the solid waste that would be temporarily generated from
construction activities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Further discussion in the EIR is not
warranted.

e) Fail to comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Less-than-significant impact. The following statutes and regulations related to solid waste are applicable to local
jurisdictions and solid waste collectors:

» AB 939 (1989) California Integrated Waste Management Act: Requires all California cities, counties, and approved
regional solid waste management agencies to divert 25 percent of their solid waste by 1995 and 50 percent by
2000. AB 939 established the California Integrated Waste Management Board, which later became CalRecycle.

» AB 341 (2012) Mandatory Recycling: Increases California’s waste diversion goal from 50 percent to 75 percent by
2020. AB 341 also includes mandatory commercial recycling to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. All commercial
businesses that generate more than four cubic yards or more of solid waste per week are required to have a
recycling program in place.

» AB 1594 (2014) Green Material Disposal: Effective January 1, 2020, jurisdictions can no longer count green
material used as alternative daily cover (ADC) at landfills toward their recycling goals. Jurisdictions are required to
develop plans to divert green material from landfills.

» Senate Bill (SB) 1383 (2016) Short-Lived Climate Pollutants — Organic Waste Methane Emissions Reductions:
Requires a 50 percent reduction in the level of the statewide disposal of organic waste from the 2014 level by
2020 and a 75 percent reduction by 2025. SB 1383 also requires at least 20 percent of currently disposed edible
food be recovered for human consumption by 2025. Jurisdictions, haulers, and generators are required to
implement programs to comply with the law by January 1, 2022.

» Port of San Diego Climate Action Plan (District 2013): Part of the District's approved Climate Action Plan, which
identifies measures to increase the diversion of solid waste from landfill disposal.

» City of San Diego Recycling Ordinance: Provides recycling requirements for City-serviced multi-family residences,
privately serviced businesses, commercial/institutional facilities, apartments, condominiums and permitted special
events.

» City of San Diego C&D Debris Deposit Ordinance: Requires construction, demolition, and remodeling projects
needing building, combination (i.e., permits for structural modifications to existing structures), and demolition
permits pay a refundable deposit and divert at least 65 percent of their debris by recycling, reusing, or donating
usable materials.

» City of San Diego Zero Waste Plan (City of San Diego 2015): Part of the City's approved Climate Action Plan,
which sets goals of achieving 75 percent diversion of solid waste by 2020, 90 percent diversion of solid waste by
2035, and zero solid waste by 2040.

The project would not conflict with or cause a local jurisdiction or service provider to conflict with any federal, state,
or local solid waste regulations, including AB 939 (California Integrated Waste Management Act), AB 341 (Mandatory
Recycling), AB 1594 (Green Material Disposal), or SB 1383 (Short-Lived Climate Pollutants: Organic). The project
proposes to modernize the wharf and marina to be capable of supporting modern commercial fishing operations
and accommodating a range of commercial fishing vessels. The project would include the demolition of Building E
and a small hazardous material storage shed, as well as the demolition and reconstruction of Piers 4 through 8,
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including their associated structures (i.e., docks, gangways, and headwalks), and the construction of a floating wave
attenuator. Waste generated from construction activities would be required to comply with the City Recycling
Ordinance and the City's C&D Debris Deposit Ordinance. The demolition of Building E, and subsequently not
rebuilding of Building E, would ultimately result in decreasing the generation of solid waste onsite and would thus
serve to comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste. The project, once operational, would resemble the appearance and scale of existing conditions. Therefore, no
significant increases in operational generation of solid waste would occur.

In addition, hazardous wastes would be separated, classified, and disposed of at an appropriate landfill that accepts
hazardous waste. The disposal of hazardous wastes would be conducted in accordance with applicable regulations
and laws, including the Federal Toxic Substances Control Act, RCRA and Hazardous Solid Waste Act Amendments,
Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste (CCR Title 22, Division 4.5, Section 66001
et seq.), California Labor Code (Division 5, Parts 1 and 7), and San Diego County Code (Title 6, Division 8) (see Section
3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Waste, for additional information). No changes in operational generation of hazardous
wastes are anticipated.

Based on the discussion above, project construction and operation would comply with all federal, state, and local
management regulations related to solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant and further discussion in the
EIR is not warranted.
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WILDFIRE

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SSmcantwith oo et No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

XX. Wildfire.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] O X
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, O O] L] X

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation of associated infrastructure O O O X
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ] ] ] X
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No impact. State law requires that all local jurisdictions identify very high fire hazard severity zones (VHFHSZ) within
their areas of responsibility (California Government Code Section 51175-51189). Inclusion within these zones is based on
vegetation density, slope severity, and other relevant factors that contribute to fire severity. The project site is within a
local responsibility area, not a state responsibility area (SRA) and is designated by the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as a non-VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest lands classified as VHFHSZ are several 3
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf IS Checklist_102824.docx

miles east of the project site (CAL FIRE 2024). Furthermore, the project site is in a developed urban area on and adjacent
to the San Diego Bay. Therefore, the project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

No impact. As previously discussed, the project site is not located within an SRA or VHFHSZ; therefore, no impact
would occur. Further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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C) Require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

No impact. The project site is not located within an SRA or VHFHSZ; therefore, no impact would occur. Further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

No impact. The project site is not located within an SRA or VHFHSZ; therefore, no impact would occur. Further
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SSmcantwith oo et No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

XX. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially X ] ] ]
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 an endangered, rare, or
threatened species, or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

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

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

Discussion

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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
an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Potentially significant impact. As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, project construction has potential to
result in direct and indirect effects on eelgrass habitat and aquatic wildlife if they were to be present in the project
site, which would be a potentially significant impact. As such, this issue will be further evaluated in the EIR.

As part of the project, in-water work is proposed to occur in the Bay, which would cause potential impacts on fish and
marine mammal species. Although the shoreline and majority of the Project site above ground is underlain by
artificial fill, the SCIC records search results revealed archaeological sites within a half mile of the project site. Further,
buildings and structures located on the project site are at least 50 years old and therefore may constitute a historical
resource. A historical resources evaluation report is currently being conducted. As such, this issue will be further
evaluated in the EIR.
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

Potentially significant impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a discussion of the cumulative impacts of
a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental
effects are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects.

As determined by this Initial Study, there may be potentially significant effects related to air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, energy, GHG emissions, hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use
and planning, noise, and transportation. Therefore, the project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts related
to these resources will be discussed in the EIR.

Although the project would result in a less than significant impact on aesthetics, agriculture and forest resources,
geology and soils, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, utilities
and service systems, or wildfire, the proposed project may have the potential to result in cumulative impacts related
to these resource areas. Analysis of the project’'s cumulative effects will be discussed in the EIR.

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

Potentially significant impact. Based on the analysis above, the proposed project has the potential to result in
significant impacts on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, GHG emissions, hazards/hazardous
materials, hydrology/water quality, land use and planning, noise, and transportation. As such, the project has the
potential to result in environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly. Therefore, this issue area will be discussed in the EIR.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 49



Environmental Checklist Ascent

REFERENCES

California Department of Conservation. 2022. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation. Available:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/. Accessed October 16, 2024.

. 2024a. California Important Farmland Finder. Available: maps.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/ciff/. Accessed
October 8, 2024.

. 2024b. Williamson Act Enrollment Finder. Available:
https://gis.conservation.ca.gov/portal/home/item.htm|?id=18f7488c0a9d4d299f5e9c33b312f312 . Accessed
October 8, 2024.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 2024. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Area.
Available: https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/03beab8511814e79a0edeabf0d3e7247/. Accessed
November 22, 2024.

California Department of Transportation. 2024. California State Scenic Highway System Map. Available:
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa.
Accessed October 16, 2024.

California Emergency Management Agency, California Geologic Survey, and University of Southern California. 2009
(June 1). Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, County of San Diego, City of San Diego. Available:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/tsunami/maps/san-diego. Accessed October 8, 2024.

CalEMA, CGS, and USC. See California Emergency Management Agency, California Geologic Survey, and University of
Southern California.

CAL FIRE. See California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.
Caltrans. See California Department of Transportation.

City of San Diego. 2015. City of San Diego Zero Waste Plan. Available:
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/environmental-services/pdf/recycling/ZWPlan.pdf.
Accessed November 22, 2024.

. 2024a July. "Mineral Production.” In City of San Diego General Plan Conservation Element, CE-79 through CE-
83. Available: https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/work/general-plan. Accessed October 13, 2024.

. 2024b July. “5.2 Mineral Resources.” In City of San Diego General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact
Report. Page 5-2 through 5-3. Available: https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/genplan/documents/peir.
Accessed: October 14, 2024.

County of San Diego. 2022. Emergency Operations Plan. Annex Q — Evacuation. Available:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/oes/emergency_management/plans/op-area-
plan/2022/EOP2022_Annex%20Q.pdf. Accessed October 16. 2024.

District. See San Diego Unified Port District.
DOC. See California Department of Conservation.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2024. FEMA Flood Map Service Center. Available:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/home. Accessed October 16, 2024.

FEMA. See Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Orth, RJ., Heck Jr., K.L. 2023. The Dynamics of Seagrass Ecosystems: History, Past Accomplishments, and Future
Prospects. Estuaries and Coasts 46, 1653-1676. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-023-01252-4.
Accessed: December 2, 2024.

San Diego Unified Port District
50 Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Checklist

San Diego Air Pollution Control District. 2024. 2020 Plan for Attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Ozone in San Diego County. Available:
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/grants/planning/Att%20A%20(Attainment%20Pla
n)_ws.pdf. Accessed December 9, 2024.

SDAPCD. See San Diego Air Pollution Control District.

San Diego Unified Port District. 2013. Port of San Diego Climate Action Plan. Available:
https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/environment/Port-of-San-Diego-Climate-Action-Plan.pdf.
Accessed November 26, 2024.

. 2023a (December). Port Master Plan Update. Available:
https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-development/Final-Draft-PMPU-Approved-by-
BPC-2_28_2024.pdf. Accessed October 21, 2024.

. 2023b. Port Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report. Volume 2. Available:
https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-development/Final-Environmental-Impact-
Report-EIR-for-Final-Draft-Port-Master-Plan-Update-February-2024-Volume-2-of-4-Part-2-of-3.pdf
Accessed October 16, 2024.

. 2024a (September). Port Master Plan. Available: https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-
development/Port-Master-Plan.pdf. Accessed November 22, 2024.

. 2024b (February). Port Master Plan Update. Available:
https://pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-development/Final-Draft-PMPU-Approved-by-
BPC-2_28_2024.pdf. Accessed November 13, 2024.

. 2024c. Port Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report. Volume 2. Available:
pantheonstorage.blob.core.windows.net/waterfront-development/Final-Environmental-Impact-Report-EIR-
for-Final-Draft-Port-Master-Plan-Update-February-2024-Volume-2-of-4-Part-2-of-3.pdf. Accessed
November 13, 2024.

San Diego Unified Port District
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project Initial Study 51



Appendix D

Air Quality, GHG, and Energy Modeling



Calculation Sheets

Proposed Project



Tables used in sections

Table X. Maximum Daily Emission (lbs/day)

Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Phase Dates
ROG NOXx co SOx PM10T PM2.5T

Landside Demolition 04/01/2026 —07/22/2026 <1 5 7 <1 <1 <1
Waterside Demolition Part 1 08/01/2026 —11/21/2026 5 68 33 <1 2 2
Waterside Construction Part 1 12/01/2026 —03/23/2027 3 27 19 <1 1 1
Waterside Demolition Part 2 04/01/2027 — 05/27/2027 5 68 33 <1 2 2
Waterside Demolition Part 3 06/01/2027 —07/27/2027 5 68 33 <1 2 2
Waterside Construction Part 2 07/28/2027 —08/23/2028 3 29 19 <1 1 1
Maximum Daily 5 68 33 <1 2 2

Significance Threshold 75 250 550 250 100 55

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No




Construction Emission Off-Road and On-Road
Off-Road Total, Landside + Waterside Construction

Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Construction Activities ROG NOXx co SOx PM10E PM2.5E
Landside Demolition 0.4092 3.3766 4.6025 0.0082 0.1808 0.1663
Waterside Demolition 4.5563 66.8974 31.0535 0.0375 1.6665 1.5753
Waterside Construction 2.2223 26.2200 16.4462 0.0319 0.7803 0.7313
On-Road Total, Exhaust + Fugitive
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Phase Trip type ROG NOXx co SOx PM10E PM2.5E PM10D PM2.5D
Landside Demolition Haul Truck 0.3219 1.2745 2.0779 0.0056 0.1803 0.1725 0.3965 0.1006
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck 0.3221 1.2983 2.0788 0.0058 0.1807 0.1729 0.4013 0.1019
Waterside Construction Part 1 Delivery Truck 0.3218 1.2528 2.0771 0.0054 0.1800 0.1722 0.3920 0.0994
Waterside Demolition Part 2 Haul Truck 0.3218 1.2507 2.0770 0.0054 0.1800 0.1722 0.3916 0.0993
Waterside Demolition Part 3 Haul Truck 0.3218 1.2593 2.0774 0.0055 0.1801 0.1723 0.3934 0.0998
Waterside Construction Part 2 Truck and Commute 0.4450 2.5691 2.1347 0.0088 0.1872 0.1791 0.4326 0.1102
Construction Emissions Summary
Maximum Daily
Phase Start End Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG NOx co SOx PM10E PM2.5E PM10D PM2.5D PM10T PM2.5T
Landside Demolition 4/1/2026 7/22/2026 0.7311]  46511]  6.6805 0.0138 03611 0.3388 0.3965 0.1006|  0.7576 0.4395
Waterside Demolition Part 1 8/1/2026 11/21/2026 4.8784 68.1957 33.1323 0.0433 1.8472 1.7481 0.4013 0.1019 2.2485 1.8500
Waterside Construction Part 1 12/1/2026 3/23/2027 2.5441 27.4728 18.5233 0.0373 0.9603 0.9036 0.3920 0.0994 1.3524 1.0030
Waterside Demolition Part 2 4/1/2027 5/27/2027 4.8781 68.1480 33.1305 0.0430 1.8465 1.7475 0.3916 0.0993 2.2381 1.8468
Waterside Demolition Part 3 6/1/2027 7/27/2027 4.8781 68.1567 33.1308 0.0430 1.8466 1.7476 0.3934 0.0998 2.2400 1.8474
Waterside Construction Part 2 7/28/2027 8/23/2028 2.6673 28.7892 18.5808 0.0407 0.9675 0.9104 0.4326 0.1102 1.4001 1.0206




Construction Emissions Detail

Exhaust Emission from Off-Road Equipment

Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Construction Activities ROG NOXx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
Landside Demolition 0.4092 3.3766 ]4.6025 0.0082 (0.1808 ]0.1663
Waterside Demolition 1.2646 15.4315 (14.2195 |0.0375 |0.4977 |0.4579
Waterside Construction 1.1727 9.4863 ]10.3323 |0.0319 [0.4066 |0.3740
Exhaust Emission from CHC

Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Construction Activities voC NOXx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
Waterside Demolition 3.2917 51.4659 |16.8340 [0.0000 (1.1688 |1.1174
Waterside Construction 1.0496 16.7337 |6.1139 (0.0000 |0.3737 ]0.3573
Exhaust Emission from Mobile

Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Phase Trip type ROG NOx co SOx PM10E PM2.5E | PM10D | PM2.5D
Landside Demolition Haul Truck 0.0127 |0.2267 |0.0031 |0.0009 |0.0012 |0.0012 0.0049 [0.0016
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck 0.0129 [0.2505 |(0.0040 |0.0011 [0.0016 (0.0015 0.0063 (0.0020
Waterside Construction Part 1 [Delivery Truck 0.0125 [0.2050 (0.0023 |0.0007 [0.0009 (0.0009 0.0037 (0.0012
Waterside Demolition Part 2 Haul Truck 0.0125 [0.2028 |(0.0022 |0.0007 [0.0009 (0.0009 0.0035 (0.0011
Waterside Demolition Part 3 Haul Truck 0.0126 |0.2115 [0.0026 |0.0008 |0.0010 [0.0010 0.0040 [0.0013
Waterside Construction Part 2 [Truck and Commute
0.1358 [1.5213 (0.0599 |0.0041 [0.0081 (0.0078 0.0131 (0.0042

Entire Construction Commute - workers |0.3092 [1.0478 |2.0748 (0.0047 (0.1791 [0.1713 0.0215 |0.0065




On-Road Fugitive

Phase Trip type Emissions (lbs/day)

PM10D | PM2.5D
Landside Demolition Haul Truck 0.0123 |0.0031
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck 0.0158 |0.0039
Waterside Construction Part 1 [Delivery Truck 0.0092 |0.0023
Waterside Demolition Part 2 Haul Truck 0.0088 |0.0022
Waterside Demolition Part 3 Haul Truck 0.0101 |0.0025
Waterside Construction Part 2 |[Truck and commute [0.0403 ]0.0101
Entire Construction Commute - workers [0.3577 (0.0894




Construction GHG Emission Summary
Table X. Construction GHG Emission Summary

Construction GHG Emissions Detail
Exhaust Emission from Off-Road Equipment

Construction Activities |C02e (MT) Construction Activities CO2e (MT)

GHG by Phase Landside Demolition 29 Landside Demolition

Off-Road Land Equipment 29 Waterside Demolition 65 Waterside Demolition

Off-Road Water Equipment 1,221 Waterside Construction 462 Waterside Construction

Truck and Worker Commute 305

Project Total 1,556 Exhaust Emission from CHC

GHG by Year Construction Activities CO2e (MT)

2026 212 Waterside Demolition 60

2027 704 Waterside Construction 635

2028 640

Project Total 1,556 Exhaust Emission from mobile GHGs by source by Phase

Truck CO2e Worker MT Off-Road
Phase (MT) CO2e Phase workdays Equip CHC Mobile |Total
Landside Demolition 4 19 Landside Demolition 80 29 22 51
Waterside Demolition Part 1 4 19 Waterside Demolition Part 1 80 32 30 23 85
Waterside Construction Part 1 3 19 Waterside Construction Part 1 80 103 141 21 265
Waterside Demolition Part 2 1 Waterside Demolition Part 2 40 16 15 11 42
Waterside Demolition Part 3 2 Waterside Demolition Part 3 40 16 15 11 42
Waterside Construction Part 2 12 65 Waterside Construction Part 2 280 359 494 217 1,070
600 workday

Electrical Upgrade 2| 0.057908743 160 total workday _ waterside demolition
Worker 139 360 total workday_ waterside construction

Workday Phase Year Distribution

Construction Phase Phase Start Phase End Workdays 2026 2027 2028

Landside Demolition 4/1/2026 7/22/2026 80 81 0 0

Waterside Demolition Part 1 8/1/2026 11/21/2026 80 80 0 0

Waterside Construction Part 1 12/1/2026 3/23/2027 80 23 58 0

Waterside Demolition Part 2 4/1/2027 5/27/2027 40 41 0

Waterside Demolition Part 3 6/1/2027 7/27/2027 40 0 41 0

Waterside Construction Part 2 7/28/2027 8/23/2028 280 113 168

Workday Percent Distribution

Construction Phase 2026 2027 2028

Landside Demolition 100%

Waterside Demolition Part 1 100%

Waterside Construction Part 1 28% 72%

Waterside Demolition Part 2 100%

Waterside Demolition Part 3 100%

Waterside Construction Part 2 40% 60%

GHG Emission Distribution

Construction Phase 2026 2027 2028

Landside Demolition 51

Waterside Demolition Part 1 85

Waterside Construction Part 1 75 190

Waterside Demolition Part 2 42

Waterside Demolition Part 3 42

Waterside Construction Part 2 430 640

Yearly total 212 704 640




Energy Consumption, Construction

Table X. Project Energy Consumption Summary

Off-Road Equipment Energy Consumption

Source Diesel (gallons Gasoline (gallons
(e ) (e ) Phase Diesel (gallons)

Off-Road Land Equipment 2,880 - Landside Demolition 2,880

Off-Road Water Equipment 120,380 - Waterside Demolition
6,335

Waterside Construction
Trucks and Worker Commute 1,851 13,562
45,096
Project Total 125,111 13,562 Note: Fuel consumption summarized over all equipment during phases. See sheet Off-

Road Land Emissions for detailed equipment fuel consumption.

CHC Energy Consumption

Phase

Diesel (gallons)

Waterside Demolition

6,076

Waterside Construction

62,874

Note: Fuel consumption calculation is in sheet CHC Emissions

Mobile Energy Consumption

Source

Diesel (gallons)

Gasoline (gallons)

Trucks

1,851

Worker Commute

13,562

Note: Worker commute energy calculation is in sheet On-Road Exhaust.




Fugitive Dust Emissions

On-Road Dust Emissions

Total VMT Paved Road  Total Emissions (lbs) Emissions (Ibs/day)

Phase Vehicle Type (mi) Workdays VMT (mi) PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5
Landside Demolition Haul Truck 1,560 80 1,560 0.985 0.246 0.012 0.003
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck 2,000 80 2,000 1.263 0.316 0.016 0.004
Waterside Construction Part 1  Delivery Truck 1,160 80 1,160 0.733 0.183 0.009 0.002
Waterside Demolition Part 2 Haul Truck 560 40 560 0.354 0.088 0.009 0.002
Waterside Demolition Part 3 Haul Truck 640 40 640 0.404 0.101 0.010 0.003
Waterside Construction Part 2 Delivery Truck 4,960 280 4,960 3.132 0.783 0.011 0.003
Entire Construction Commute - 339,840 600 339,840 214.619 53.655 0.358 0.089

Assume default of 100% paved roads for worker, construction hauling, vendor trips in San Diego County (CalEEMod default

Appendix G21)

Emission Factors

PM10 EF (Ibs/VMT)

Paved Roads

Paved Roads,
Corrected

6.6E-4

6.3E-4

Emission factor for travel on paved roads is estimated using Eq 3 and 3a on worksheet "Fugitive Dust EF".

For calculating EF from paved road, the average weight of all vehicles traveling the road is assumed to be 2.4 tons

PM2.5 to PM10 Mass Emission Ratio used in Calculation

Fugitive Dust Source PM2.5/PM10 Reference
Paved road 0.25 EPA. AP-42. Analysis of the Fine Fraction of Particulate Matter in Fugitive Dust, Final
Unpaved road 0.15 EPA. AP-42. Analysis of the Fine Fraction of Particulate Matter in Fugitive Dust, Final




Fugitive Dust Emission Factors

Travel on Paved Roads
E(lbs/VMT)=(k)(sL)*.91 (W)A1.02

Where: PM10
k= Particle Size Multiplier: 0.0022
sL=road surface silt loading 0.1
W= average weight of the vehicles traveling the roz 2.4

PM10 Emission factor 0.00066

Correction for Natural Precipitation5
E(ext)=E[(1-P/4N)]

Where:

Eext = annual or other long-term average emission factor

P=#days/yr with >=0.01 inch precipitation during 43

N=# days in averaging period 365
Corrected EF PM10  0.00064

Sources

Unit
Ib/VMT
g/mn2

tons

Ibs/VMT

Unit
dimensionless
days
days
lbs/VMT

Source

AP-42 Chapter 13.2.1, Table 13.2.1-1, PM10 emissions

Caleemod default

Statewide average vehicle weight in CA

Public roads

Source

Western Regional Climate Center

Public roads

EPA. AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume |, Chapter 13: Miscellaneous Sources, 13.2.1 Paved Road, Eqn. 1
EPA. AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume I, Chapter 13: Miscellaneous Sources, 13.2.1 Paved Road, Eqn. 2

SAN DIEGO LINDBERGH FLD, CALIFORNIA



https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7740

Offroad Equipment Emissions

Off-Road Land Equipment Emission

Emission Factor (grams/hp-hr)

Emission (lbs/day

y)

Phase Equipment #/da Hours Engine HP
Modeled Equipment Name per Tier Workdays |HP LD Bin ROG |TOG |[CO NOx |CO2 PM10 [PM2.5 |SOx ROG |TOG |[CO NOx |CO2 PM10 |PM2.5 |SOx Gallons/ Diesel COo2
day hp-hr (gallons) (MT)
Landside Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 na 80 33 0.73 |50 0.3012 |0.3644 |3.15 2.5742 |427.42 |0.0621 |0.0571 |0.0054 [0.13 0.1548 |1.3384 |1.0937 |181.6 |0.0264 |0.0243 |0.0023 | 0.0420 647 7
Landside Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1 na 80 367 0.4 600 ]0.1727 ]0.2055 |1.3608 |1.1545 |454.78 |0.0578 |0.0532 |0.0043 |0.06 0.0665 |0.4404 |0.3736 |147.19 [0.0187 |0.0172 |0.0014 | 0.0446 524 5
Landside Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes |2 6 na 80 84 0.37 100 [0.274 |0.3261 |3.4342 |2.322 |583.58 |0.165 |0.1518 |0.0055 |0.23 |0.2681 |2.8237 |1.9093 |479.84 [0.1357 [0.1248 |0.0045 | 0.0573 1,709 17
Waterside Demolition American 5299 Crane (On Cranes 1 8 Tier 3 50 168 0.29 175 ]0.292310.3478 |3.4078 |2.6743 |653.18 |0.1367 [0.1258 |0.0062 |0.25 0.2989 |2.9282 |2.2979 |561.26 [0.1175 |0.1081 |0.0053 | 0.0641 1,249 13
Waterside Demolition Ape 775 HP Vibratory Piledriver HPU Cranes 1 8 Tier 4 20 775 0.29 19999 ]0.1163]0.1384 |0.9337 |2.2518 |509.46 [0.0468 |0.043 ]0.0048 |0.46 0.5487 |3.701 |[8.9261 |2019.5 |0.1853 [0.1705 |0.0191 | 0.0500 1,798 18
Waterside Demolition Byron Jackson Jet Pump Rental Pump 1 8 Tier 4 35 200 0.2 300 ]0.0408 |0.0486 [0.3389 |0.2017 |164.56 |0.0084 |0.0077 |0.0015 |0.03 0.0343 |0.2391 [0.1423 |116.09 |0.0059 [0.0054 |0.0011 | 0.0162 181 2
Waterside Demolition American #250 Anchor Winch (on DB Palomar) Other Material Handling Equ|1 8 Tier 4 55 173 0.4 175 ]0.2145 |0.2553 |3.0116 [1.6654 |519.81 |0.0774 |0.0712 |0.0049 |0.26 0.3116 |3.6756 |2.0326 |634.42 |0.0945 |0.0869 |0.006 0.0510 1,553 16
Waterside Demolition DB Palomar Skagit 2-Drum Waterfall Spud Winch  |Other Material Handling Equ|1 8 Tier3 |55 173 0.4 [175 [0.2145]0.2553 [3.0116 |1.6654 |519.81 |0.0774 [0.0712 [0.0049 |0.26  |0.3116 |3.6756 [2.0326 |634.42 |0.0945 |0.0869 |0.006 | 0.0510 1,553 16
Waterside Construction Crane barge Cranes 1 4 na 360 367 0.29 |600 ]0.1439]0.1713 [1.3323 |1.1726 |528.11 |0.0503 |0.0463 |0.005 [0.14 0.1608 |1.2504 |[1.1005 |495.66 |0.0472 |0.0434 [0.0047 | 0.0518 7,943 81
Waterside Construction Pump Rental Pump 1 4 na 360 200 0.2 300 ]0.0408 |0.0486 |0.3389 |0.2017 |164.56 |0.0084 [0.0077 |0.0015 |0.01 0.0171 |0.1195 |0.0712 |58.046 [0.003 [0.0027 |0.0005 | 0.0162 931 9
Waterside Construction Vibratory hammer Cranes 1 4 na 360 630 0.29 750 ]0.1223]0.1456 |1.0475 |1.1055 |514.51 |0.0471 |0.0433 |0.0049 [0.20 0.2346 |1.6877 [1.781 |828.96 |0.0758 [0.0698 |0.0079 | 0.0505 13,284 135
Waterside Construction Impact hammer (only for concrete support piles at |Cranes 1 4 na 360 367 0.29 |600 ]0.1439]0.1713 [1.3323 [1.1726 |528.11 |0.0503 |0.0463 |0.005 |0.14 0.1608 |1.2504 |[1.1005 |495.66 |0.0472 |0.0434 [0.0047 | 0.0518 7,943 81
Waterside Construction Jetting hose Bore/Drill Rigs 1 4 na 360 400 0.5 600 ]0.2079 ]0.2474 |1.3584 |1.5292 |504.75 |0.0686 |0.0632 |0.0048 |0.37 0.4363 |2.3959 [2.6971 |890.22 |0.1211 [0.1114 |0.0084 | 0.0495 14,266 145
Waterside Construction Concrete Pump 1 4 na 360 11 0.74 100 ]0.2516 ]0.2994 |3.5744 |2.3508 |622.79 |0.1605 |0.1477 |0.0059 [0.02 0.0215 |0.2566 |0.1687 |44.706 [0.0115 |0.0106 |0.0004 | 0.0611 716 7
Notes: Emission factors were derived from either OFFROAD Emission Inventory or from CalEEMod default diesel emission factor (sheet OFFROAD EF). Load factors were from CalEEMod default for diesel
equipment (Sheet Default HP LF). Horsepower not provided were determined using equipment models used in similar projects, as follows: HP Bin
Vibratory Hammer Impact Hammer Horsepower Calculation 0
Vibratory Hammer APE Model Delmag- |[Delmag D36
200 Equipment Model |D46-32 32 25
HP 630 ax energy per blow (ft-Il§ 122435 90720 50
Vibratory Hammer APE model 200-6 uses Caterpillar CAT Engine C18 ACERT Tier llI Blows per min 44 45 75
Certified Energy (ft-lbs/min) 5387140 4037040 100
HP 163 122 175
1HP= 33,000 ft-lbs/min 300
Equipment specs from Delmag Diesel Pile Hammers Specs for specified models 600
Total Energy per Minute=Energy per BlowxBlows per Minute 750

9999




Construction Equipment Details

Land Demolition

Offroad Equipment  |Equipment Modeled Equipment Fuel Number Per Day Hours Per |Engine Tier|Workdays [HP Load Equip
Category Day Per factor Hours
Equipment
Construction Concrete/Industrial Saws Concrete/Industrial Saws Diesel 1 8 na 80 33 0.73 640
Construction Rubber Tired Dozers Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel 1 1 na 80 367 0.4 80
Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel 2 6 na 80 84 0.37 480
Equipment number and hours are based on CalEEMod default for demolition project size < 1 acre
Equipment HPs and Load factors are CalEEMod default.
Waterside Demolition Equipment
Offroad Equipment  |Equipment Type Modeled Equipment Fuel Quantity Hours of |Engine Tier|Workdays [HP Load FactorlEquip
Category Use/Day |or Engine Hours
Year
Construction American 5299 Crane (On Cranes Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 50 168 0.29 400
Flexifloat Spud Barge)
Construction Ape 775 HP Vibratory Piledriver HPU Cranes Diesel 1 8 Tier 4 20 775 0.29 160
Construction Byron Jackson Jet Pump Rental Pump Diesel 1 8 Tier 4 35 200 0.20 280
CHC Derrick Barge DB Palomar None
Construction American #250 Anchor Winch (on DB Palomar) Other Material Handling Equipment Diesel 1 8 Tier 4 55 173 0.40 440
Construction DB Palomar Skagit 2-Drum Waterfall Spud Winch Other Material Handling Equipment Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 55 173 0.40 440
CHC DB Palomar Main Engine AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 55 600 440
CHC DB Palomar Genset AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 55 300 440
CHC Killeen — Harbor Tug None No engine 1 8 2 16
CHC Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 2 803 16
CHC Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 2 803 16
CHC Survey Boat ME - Work Boat Diesel N/A Tier 3 - 230
BACT
CHC Push Boat Jeanie R ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 40 160
CHC Push Boat Jeanie R -Main Engine ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 Tier 4 40 234 160
CHC Push Boat Jeanie R — Main Engine ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 Tier 4 40 234 160
Note: Both anchor winches and spud winches are used to lift and position heavy loads, similar to hoisting equipment in material handling, and thus modeled as Other Material Handling Equipment
Waterside Construction Equipment Note: Equipment is based on Triton Response 110824.docx and email, need to update based on other similar project
Offroad Equipment |Equipment Modeled Equipment Fuel Number of Hours per |Engine Tier|Workdays |HP Load Notes Equip
Category Equipment day Factor Hours
Construction Crane barge Cranes Diesel 1 4 na 360 367 0.29 1440
Construction Pump Rental Pump Diesel 1 4 na 360 200 0.20 1440
Construction Vibratory hammer Cranes Diesel 1 4 na 360 630 0.29 1 1440
Construction Impact hammer (only for concrete support piles at Pier 4) Cranes Diesel 1 4 na 360 367 0.29 2 1440
Construction Jetting hose Bore/Drill Rigs Diesel 1 4 na 360 400 0.5 3 1440
Construction Concrete Pump Diesel 1 4 na 360 11 0.74 4 1440
On-Road Delivery truck Diesel 1 8 na 360 na 2880
CHC Barge None No Engine 1 8 na 360 0 2880
CHC Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 na 360 803 2880
Notes

Vibratory hammer is modeled as drilling rig. Horsepower is of Vibratory Hammer APE model 200-6 that uses Caterpillar CAT Engine C18 ACERT Tier IlI Certified, from a similar project (MGBW)

Impact hammer is modeled as cranes because impact hammers often use a crane-like structure for the hammer mechanism
let hose/let piling/jet grouting piles involves injecting a high-pressure jet of water, air, or grout into the ground to break up and mix the existing soil, forming a cemented column or pile in place. It has drilling, high-

pressure jet injection, soil mixing and grouting, and pile formation process. Thus, it is modeled as a drill rig (typically 100-400 HP) and a concrete pump (50-300 HP), assuming grout injection is involved.




OFFROAD Emission Inventory
Model Output: OFFROAD2021 (v1.1.0) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: Statewide

Region: California

Calendar Year: 2026

Scenario: All Adopted Rules - Exhaust

Vehicle Classification: OFFROAD2021 Equipment Types
Units: tons/day for Emissions, gallons/year for Fuel, hours/year for Activity, Horsepower-hours/year for Horsepower-hours

Calend
Region ar Year Vehicle Category

Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Misc - Concrete/Industrial Saws
2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Excavators

2026 Industrial - Forklifts

Model
Year
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat

Horsepo
wer Bin  Fuel

100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
25 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
50 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
25 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
50 Diesel
100 Diesel

0.00186
0.00998
0.01204
0.00131
0.01633
0.00236
0.00588
0.00192
4.5E-05
0.0006
0.00021
9E-06
0.00062
7.2E-05
0.00086
0.0055
3.4E-05
0.01283
0.00012
0.01401
0.00045
0.00189
0.00061
0.00076
0.00072
0.00183
0.00181
0.00014
0.00891
0.00035
0.00021
0.00059
0.13457
0.11348
6E-06
0.04449
0.03681
0.03144
0.07646
0.00144
0.0071
0.00694
0.01508
0.02405
0.00038
0.0209
0.00561
0.00148
0.00027
0.00167
0.00504
0.00446
0.00111
0.00676
0.00091
0.00096
0.0022
0.05347
0.01837

0.00225
0.01208
0.01457
0.00158
0.01976
0.00286
0.00712
0.00233
5.4E-05
0.00073
0.00026
1.1E-05
0.00075
8.8E-05
0.00104
0.00666
4.1E-05
0.01552
0.00015
0.01695
0.00054
0.00228
0.00074
0.00091
0.00087
0.00221
0.00219
0.00017
0.01078
0.00043
0.00025
0.00072
0.16283
0.13731
7.3E-06
0.05383
0.04455
0.03804
0.09251
0.00174
0.00859
0.00839
0.01825
0.02911
0.00046
0.02529
0.00679
0.0018
0.00033
0.00202
0.00609
0.00539
0.00134
0.00817
0.0011
0.00117
0.00267
0.0647
0.02223

0.00268
0.01437
0.01733
0.00189
0.02352
0.0034
0.00847
0.00277
6.5E-05
0.00086
0.00031
1.3E-05
0.00089
0.0001
0.00124
0.00792
4.9E-05
0.01847
0.00018
0.02018
0.00064
0.00272
0.00088
0.0011
0.00104
0.00264
0.0026
0.0002
0.01283
0.00051
0.0003
0.00085
0.19378
0.16342
8.7E-06
0.06407
0.05301
0.04527
0.1101
0.00207
0.01023
0.00999
0.02171
0.03464
0.00054
0.03009
0.00808
0.00214
0.00039
0.00241
0.00725
0.00642
0.0016
0.00973
0.00131
0.00139
0.00317
0.077
0.02645

0.02389
0.16396
0.07716
0.01128
0.12916
0.03084
0.03862
0.01236
0.00077
0.01299
0.00187
8.1E-05
0.00382
0.00086
0.00987
0.07763
0.00041
0.11385
0.00101
0.15695
0.00401
0.01956
0.00593
0.00951
0.00833
0.02597
0.01367
0.00184
0.08496
0.00398
0.0018
0.00485
2.04066
2.154
6.5E-05
0.33103
0.26327
0.26102
0.8821
0.01302
0.06138
0.19971
0.44882
0.24162
0.0057
0.20255
0.1226
0.01259
0.00491
0.02106
0.08556
0.03357
0.01141
0.05639
0.0118
0.00987
0.01882
0.61752
0.31836

0.01889
0.08729
0.11474
0.00924
0.14539
0.02931
0.05267
0.03163
0.00051
0.00391
0.00078
7E-05
0.00773
0.00083
0.00886
0.06092
0.00027
0.12935
0.00081
0.13814
0.00491
0.02064
0.01431
0.00777
0.00683
0.01772
0.01367
0.00122
0.07208
0.00432
0.00134
0.01251
1.37979
0.8914
4.9E-05
0.32871
0.21509
0.21334
0.91209
0.0112
0.1124
0.07487
0.10735
0.14385
0.00356
0.11356
0.09532
0.01171
0.01518
0.01693
0.04731
0.03652
0.00992
0.0485
0.012
0.00893
0.04224
0.50209
0.20114

HC tpd ROG_tpd TOG_tpd CO_tpd NOx_tpd CO2 tpd d

3.95282
28.0088

33.363
1.32807
47.9896
5.12917
19.8099
6.56553
0.13424
2.14381
0.86006
0.01178
2.02661
0.14153
1.93523
14.8798
0.09825
45.4736
0.18755
62.2142
0.78845

9.6077
3.23779
1.29003
1.42649
4.32876
5.37487
0.39745
28.3921

0.7287
0.85309
2.39746
346.771
362.055

0.0073
152.849
33.4167
115.824

148.25
5.34792
21.2043
27.8043
74.4775
117.327
0.63271
102.169

18.807
6.30247
2.70441
3.59424
14.7678
15.0887
1.67887

26.704
2.00388
2.90971
9.84708
82.3107
55.0837

0.00142
0.00408
0.00504
0.00046
0.00653
0.00089
0.00226
0.00069
3.5E-05
0.00014
4.7E-05
2.2E-06
0.00024
2.6E-05
0.00062
0.00311
1.7E-05
0.00632
4E-05
0.00593
0.00028
0.00088
0.0003
0.00019
0.00056
0.00086
0.00072
4.1E-05
0.00361
0.00017
6.9E-05
0.00031
0.09806
0.03807
3.2E-06
0.01423
0.01145
0.0095
0.03101
0.00059
0.00334
0.0063
0.00422
0.00599
5.2E-05
0.00536
0.00196
0.00064
0.00031
0.00122
0.0022
0.00168
0.00039
0.00211
0.00039
0.00049
0.00097
0.01737
0.01446

PM10_tp PM2.5_t
pd

0.0013
0.00375
0.00464
0.00043

0.006
0.00082
0.00208
0.00064

3.2E-05
0.00013
4.4E-05
2E-06
0.00022
2.4E-05
0.00057
0.00286
1.6E-05
0.00581
3.7E-05
0.00545
0.00026
0.00081
0.00027
0.00017
0.00052
0.00079
0.00067
3.7E-05
0.00332
0.00016
6.3E-05
0.00029
0.09021
0.03502
2.9E-06
0.01309
0.01054
0.00874
0.02853
0.00054
0.00307

0.0058
0.00388
0.00551

4.8E-05
0.00493

0.0018
0.00059
0.00029
0.00113
0.00202
0.00154
0.00036
0.00194
0.00036
0.00045

0.0009
0.01598

0.0133

Horsepo
Fuel Total_Ac wer_Ho
NH3_ Consum tivity_hp Total_Po urs_hhp
SOx_tpd tpd  ption y pulation vy
3.7E-05 0 128448 51747.5 101.015 2272054
0.00027 0 910152 260001 400.299 1.8E+07
0.00032 0 1084137 192576 313.202 2.2E+07
1.3E-05 0 43155.9 38749.2 82 769535
0.00045 0 1559430 155035 269.112 3.1E+07
4.9E-05 0 166673 92779.9 191.015 2952194
0.00019 0 643725 39567.7 70.0234 1.3E+07
6.2E-05 0 213348 9918.84 17 4229323
1.3E-06 0 4362.3 214893 4.00456 71374.4
2E-05 0 69663.5 25576.2 32 1380981
8.1E-06 0 27947.8 74343 12 554026
1.1E-07 0 382.948 387.106 1 6828.55
1.9E-05 0 65855 9382.51 18 1305483
1.3E-06 0 4599.03 3454.66 7 82007.7
1.8E-05 0 62885.6 29282.4 151.196 726742
0.00014 0 483523 178938 679.924 7543222
9.3E-07 0 3192.61 328.317 2 2070.86
0.00043 0 1477672 389933 1529.2 2.7E+07
1.8E-06 0 6094.62 5103.87 26.0246 59218
0.00059 0 2021660 322222 1222.02 3.9E+07
7.5E-06 0 25620.8 14101.4 77.0484 250814
9.1E-05 0 312204 33200.2 141.044 6183186
3.1E-05 0 105212 8015.71 33.0197 2104383
1.6E-05 1E-05 41960.4 30284.1 51.74 999374
1.4E-05 0 46354.1 22168.1 50.0356 768619
4.1E-05 0 140664 48590 83.037 2773570
5.1E-05 0 174657 38213.7 67.0561 3480044
3.8E-06 0 12915.2 6928.05 18.0687 107774
0.00027 0 922607 132585 244.926 2.1E+07
6.9E-06 0 23679.4 13963.1 30.0514 345173
8.1E-06 0 27721.3 2570.04 5.0127 686933
2.3E-05 0 77905.9 2953.5 5 1544376
0.00328 0 1.1E+07 6077385 12668.9 2E+08
0.00343 0 1.2E+07 4948464 7515.81 2.3E+08
6.9E-08 0 237.339 497.312 2 4232.12
0.00145 0 4966865 1214556 2068.77 9.8E+07
0.00032 0 1085882 1280468 3230.67 1.8E+07
0.0011 0 3763719 524014 881.443 7.6E+07
0.0014 0 4817422 3382630 7630.57 8.3E+07
5.1E-05 0 173782 13550.9 26.0152 3500418
0.0002 0 689036 19166.5 35.0113 1.4E+07
0.00026 2E-04 904384 642321 634.038 5.6E+07
0.00069 6E-04 2422514 1049408 1035.88 1.5E+08
0.00109 1E-03 3816280 1020156 1007 2.4E+08
5.9E-06 5E-06 20580 23157.7 22.859 1145211
0.00095 8E-04 3323242 516782 510.117 2.1E+08
0.00017 2E-04 611732 532626 525.758 3.8E+07
5.8E-05 5E-05 204999 19501.2 19.2497 1.3E+07
2.5E-05 2E-05 87965.6 1218.82 1.20311 5441870
3.4E-05 0 116795 57036.7 146.039 2012666
0.00014 0 479882 181823 355.089 9407214
0.00014 0 490309 104071 222.085 9722277
1.6E-05 0 54555.3 64389.4 186.049 873227
0.00025 0 867752 108951 214.052 1.7E+07
1.9E-05 0 65116.3 44132 117.014 1139984
2.8E-05 0 94551.4 6842.85 19 1874349
9.3E-05 0 319983 16374.2 35 6343207
0.00078 0 2674700 3512064 7473.15 4.7E+07
0.00052 0 1789955 1823946 4460.36 3.1E+07

ROG
0.3282735
0.2197591
0.2215741
0.6819579

0.207863
0.3206511
0.1823054

0.182304
0.2516186
0.1738867
0.1546465
0.5307058
0.1902552
0.3536442
0.4758928
0.2922763
6.5705901
0.1903813
0.8314545

0.143924

0.713729
0.1223435

0.116317
0.3011772
0.3751214
0.2644031
0.2080399
0.5133032
0.1727045
0.4108554
0.1198826
0.1537619
0.2740288
0.1963415
0.5693484

0.181008
0.8328871
0.1665853
0.3700206
0.1646271
0.2053057
0.0496638
0.0403124
0.0408208
0.1320306

0.040728
0.0594126
0.0468848
0.0200122

0.332903
0.2145142
0.1837047
0.5099673
0.1566289
0.3203633

0.206002

0.13915
0.4522375
0.2394262

TOG
0.391
0.262
0.264
0.812
0.247
0.382
0.217
0.217
0.299
0.207
0.184
0.632
0.226
0.421
0.566
0.348

7.82
0.227
0.989
0.171
0.849
0.146
0.138
0.364
0.446
0.315
0.248
0.611
0.206
0.489
0.143
0.183
0.326
0.234
0.678
0.215
0.991
0.198

0.44
0.196
0.244
0.059
0.048
0.049
0.157
0.048
0.071
0.056
0.024
0.396
0.255
0.219
0.607
0.186
0.381
0.245
0.166
0.538
0.285

co

3.482
2.984
1.174
4.852
1.358
3.459
0.989
0.967
3.574
3.115
1.119
3.944
0.969
3.484
4.496
3.408
65.64
1.396
5.671
1.332
5.297
1.047
0.934
3.15
3.588
3.1
1.301
5.648
1.361
3.821
0.865
1.04
3.434
3.08
5.057
1.113
4.923
1.143
3.528
1.232
1.467
1.182
0.992
0.339
1.649
0.326
1.073
0.329
0.299
3.464
3.012
1.143
4.327
1.081
3.429
1.744
0.983
4.316
3.429

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)

NOx
2.753
1.589
1.745
3.977
1.529
3.287
1.349
2.476
2.351
0.937
0.464
3.401
1.961
3.333
4.038
2.674
42.64
1.586
4.523
1.173

6.48
1.105
2.252
2.574
2.942
2.116

13
3.741
1.155
4.141
0.647
2.682
2.322
1.275
3.867
1.105
4.022
0.934
3.648

1.06
2.686
0.443
0.237
0.202
1.029
0.183
0.834
0.306
0.924
2.785
1.665
1.244
3.763
0.929
3.484
1.577
2.205
3.509
2.167

CO2

576.0726

509.731
507.5305
571.4542
504.7455
575.2956
507.4024
514.0287
622.7912
514.0287
514.0287
571.4542
514.0287
571.4542
881.7404
653.1759
15709.59
557.6822
1048.728
528.1137
1040.904
514.5125
509.4624
427.4246
614.5355
516.7882
511.4133
1221.119
454.7831

699.041
411.2144
514.0287
583.5781
517.6896
571.4542
513.9389
624.8134
507.2231
592.9516
505.8875
506.6689
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
182.9391
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
591.3214
519.8089
513.8921
636.6192
511.6951
582.0504
514.0287
514.0287
575.3161
593.3846

PM10
0.206288
0.074175
0.076714
0.199582
0.068645
0.099987
0.057958
0.054188
0.160506
0.033868
0.028367
0.105796
0.059848
0.104866

0.28052
0.136685
2.707179
0.077502
0.223917
0.050319
0.375662
0.047061
0.046755
0.062114
0.241955
0.102607
0.068885
0.125111
0.057778
0.163551
0.033198
0.066841

0.16502
0.054433
0.248161

0.04785
0.214118
0.041613
0.124037
0.055846
0.079779
0.037287
0.009314
0.008395
0.014962
0.008632
0.017135

0.01663
0.019069
0.201347
0.077413
0.057133
0.147405
0.040456
0.113171
0.086725
0.050873

0.12139

0.15579

PM2.5
0.189785
0.068241
0.070577
0.183616
0.063154
0.091988
0.053322
0.049853
0.147666
0.031158
0.026098
0.097333

0.05506
0.096477
0.258079
0.125751
2.490604
0.071302
0.206004
0.046294
0.345609
0.043296
0.043014
0.057145
0.222598
0.094398
0.063374
0.115102
0.053156
0.150467
0.030543
0.061494
0.151818
0.050079
0.228308
0.044022
0.196989
0.038284
0.114114
0.051378
0.073397
0.034304
0.008569
0.007723
0.013765
0.007942
0.015764

0.0153
0.017543
0.185239

0.07122
0.052562
0.135613
0.037219
0.104117
0.079787
0.046803
0.111679
0.143327

SOx
0.005457
0.004829
0.004808
0.005413
0.004781

0.00545
0.004807
0.004869

0.0059
0.004869
0.004869
0.005413
0.004869
0.005413
0.008353
0.006187
0.148814
0.005283
0.009934
0.005003

0.00986
0.004874
0.004826

0.00542
0.005821
0.004895
0.004845
0.011567
0.004308
0.006622
0.003895
0.004869
0.005528
0.004904
0.005413
0.004868
0.005919
0.004805
0.005617
0.004792

0.0048
0.001524
0.001524
0.001524
0.001692
0.001524
0.001524
0.001524
0.001525
0.005601
0.004924
0.004868
0.006031
0.004847
0.005514
0.004869
0.004869

0.00545
0.005621

Gallons
per
Horsepow
er-hour  Offroad Equipment Short Name
0.057 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.056 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.056 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.061 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.056 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.056 Concrete Pump
0.087 Cranes
0.064 Cranes
1.542 Cranes
0.055 Cranes
0.103 Cranes
0.052 Cranes
0.102 Cranes
0.050 Cranes
0.050 Cranes
0.042 Concrete/Industrial Saws
0.060 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.051 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.050 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.120 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.045 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.069 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.040 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.050 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.057 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.051 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.056 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.061 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.058 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.018 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.058 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.051 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.062 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.057 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.056 Excavators
0.058 Forklifts



Emission Factors based on VMT, Trip, and Idle/Diurnal

Vehicle VMT-based (g/mile) Trip-based (g/trip) Idle/diurnal-based (g/vehicle/day)

Category Fuel ROG |NOx [PM10(PM2. |PM10[PM2.5 [SOx |CO |CO2 [CH4 |N20 |ROG NOx |PM10|PM2. |PM10{PM2. |SOx |CO [CO2 |CH4 |N20 [ROG |[NOx |PM10[(PM2. |PM1|PM2. |SOx [C [CO2 |CH4 [N20O
HHDT Diesel 0.02] 1.82] 0.03] 0.03| 0.11f 0.036| 0.01] 0.07] 1578 0f 0.25 0] 2.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.46] 64.5[ 0.03] 0.03 0 0 0.12| O] ####| 0.25] 1.95
LDA Gasoline 0.01] 0.03 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.67] 285 0 0 0] 0.23 0 0 0 0 0| 2.76] 66.66] 0.06( 0.03[ 1.38 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDA Diesel 0.03] 0.15] 0.01] 0.01f 0.02[ 0.005 0[] 0.52] 250 0f 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDA Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDA Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0[] 0.23] 143 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27] 62.84] 0.04{ 0.02[ 0.45 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT1 Gasoline 0.04| 0.14 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0f 1.55| 349( 0.01] 0.01 0] 04 0 0 0 0 0 5.32| 85.89 0.11{ 0.04f 3.15 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT1 Diesel 0.34| 1.52] 0.28| 0.27| 0.02| 0.006 0f 1.89] 449 0.02| 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT1 Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT1 Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0f 0.21] 129 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27| 66.44] 0.04| 0.02| 0.28 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT2 Gasoline 0.01] 0.06 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.8] 352 0 0.01 0] 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 3.2] 83.22] 0.07] 0.04] 1.43 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT2 Diesel 0.03] 0.05] 0.01 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.26] 326 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT2 Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT2 Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0[] 0.22] 135 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27] 72.55] 0.04] 0.02| 0.31 0 0 0 0 0 0]l O 0 0 0
Worker Fleet |[EMFAC defaul 0.18 0.81| 0.14( 0.14| 0.02| 0.005 0 1.31] 384| 0.01| 0.06 0| 0.33 0 0 0 0 0| 4.15| 80.42| 0.09| 0.04| 2.27 0 0 0 0 0 ol 0 0 0 0

Notes:

Assume Worker Fleet = 25/50/25 percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1, and light duty truck class 2

EMFAC Emission Types Used to Estimate Onroad Emission Rates

Pollutant VMT-based Trip-based (g/trip) Idle/Diurnal-based
STREX, HOTSOAK,

TOG, ROG RUNEX RUNLOSS IDLEX, DIURN

Gases RUNEX STREX IDLEX

PM - Exhaust RUNEX STREX IDLEX

PM - Dust PMTW, PMBW

Acronyms:

RUNEX Running exhaust g/mile

PMBW PM brake wear g/mile

PMTW PM tire wear g/mile

STREX Start exhaust gltrip

HOTSOAK Hot Soak evaporativ g/trip

RUNLOSS Running Loss evapo g/trip

IDLEX Idle exhaust g/vehicle/day

DIURN Diurnal Loss evapori g/vehicle/day




Mobile Trip Exhaust Emissions

One-way
Trips per | Total | Number One-way Emission
Modeled day per Work of Total One-| Trip Length Emission (lbs/day) (MT) Gallons
Phase Vehicle Vehicle Type vehicle Days Vehicles | Total Trucks | way Trips (mi) Total VMT| Fuel ROG NOx | PM10OE |PM2.5E|PM10D | PM2.5D | SOx Cco C02 CH4 N20 CO2e |Diesel Gasoline
Landside Demolition Haul Truck HHDT 2 80 1 39 78 20 1,560 Diesel 0.013| 0.227| 0.001| 0.001| 0.005 0.002| 0.001] 0.003] 95.127| 0.001 0.015 3.6 258 Landside Demolition
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck HHDT 2 80 1 50 100 20 2,000 Diesel 0.013| 0.251| 0.002| 0.002| 0.006 0.002| 0.001] 0.004| 114.255| 0.001 0.018 4.3 330 Waterside Demolition
Waterside Construction Part 1 Delivery Truck HHDT 2 80 1 29 58 20 1,160 Diesel 0.013| 0.205| 0.001| 0.001] 0.004 0.001|] 0.001] 0.002| 77.738| 0.001 0.012 3.0 192 Waterside Construction
Waterside Demolition Part 2 Haul Truck HHDT 2 40 1 14 28 20 560 Diesel 0.013| 0.203| 0.001| 0.001] 0.004 0.001] 0.001] 0.002] 75.999( 0.001 0.012 1.4 93 Waterside Demolition
Waterside Demolition Part 3 Haul Truck HHDT 2 40 1 16 32 20 640 Diesel 0.013| 0.212| 0.001] 0.001] 0.004 0.001] 0.001] 0.003] 82.955| 0.001 0.013 1.6 106 Waterside Demolition
Waterside Construction Part 2 Delivery Truck HHDT 2 280 1 124 248 20 4,960 Diesel 0.013| 0.219] 0.001] 0.001| 0.004 0.001] 0.001] 0.003] 88.917 0.001 0.014 11.8 820 Waterside Construction
Entire Construction Commute - workers | Worker Fleet 3 600 16 - 28,800 11.8f 339,840 Gasoline 0.309| 1.048| 0.179| 0.171] 0.022 0.007| 0.005( 2.075( 487.404| 0.021 0.076 139.0 13,556|split evenly
Notes: Truck trips are from sheet "Truck Trips"
trips per worker per day 3 gallons/mi kWh/mi I
Trip lengths used CalEEMod default values for San Diego County Diesel Gasoline|Electricity
11.8 miles/trip for residential home-work trips HHDT|0.165224
20 miles/trip for hauling trip length . Applied to delivery trucks as well. LDA(0.024634 [0.03396521 386
LDT1|0.04418 (0.04177287 386
LDT2|0.032109 [0.04204771 386
Particulate Matter Dust emission from vehicle break wear and tire wear only. Worker Fleet 0.03988967
GWP used for quantifying CO2e, source: IPCC Fifth Assessment Report (Avg) Use CalEEMod default for worker fleet composition, and default EMFAX fleet composition.
co2 1 EMFAC vehicle population EMFAC default mix Fleet
Composi
CH4 25 Fleet Diesel Gasoline [Electricity Diesel| Gasolinelectricity| tion
N20 298 LDA|4,624 1,154,345 (79,089 [0.004 0.93 0.06 25%
LDT1|47 120,690 362 0.0004 |1.00 0.00 50%
The calculation is based on the following emission rates: LDT2(2,137 558,134 4,915 0.004 0.99 0.01 25%
Based on EMFAC default data, >90% vehicles use gasoline across LDA, LDT1, and LDT2. Thus, all worker vehicles are assumed t
On-Road Emission Rates
VMT-Based Emission Rate (g/mi) Trip-Based Emission Rate (g/trip) Idle/Diurnal-Based Emission Rate (g/vehicle/day)
PM2.5_E PM10_ |PM2.5_ PM2.5_ PM10_E | PM2.5_E |PM10_| PM2.5_
Fleet Type Fuel Type ROG NOx PM10_Ex X PM10_D PM2.5_D SOx co Cco2 CH4 N20 ROG NOx Ex Ex |PM10_D D SOx co Cc02 CH4 N20 ROG NOx X X D D SOx co CO2 | CH4 | N20O
HHDT Diesel 1.6E-2 1.8E+0 2.7E-2 2.6E-2 1.1E-1 3.6E-2 1.5E-2 7.3E-2 1.6E+3 7.3E-4 2.5E-1| 0.0E+0| 2.9E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0 0.0E+0 5.5E+0| 6.4E+1| 3.3E-2 3.1E-2| 0.0E+0 O0.0E+0| 1.2E-1| O.0E+O| ##### | 2.5E-1| #H#Hi#
EMFAC default
Worker Fleet mix 1.8E-1 8.1E-1 1.4E-1 1.4E-1 1.7E-2 5.2E-3 3.7E-3 1.3E+0 3.8E+2 9.2E-3 5.8E-2| 0.0E+0| 3.3E-1| 2.5E-3| 2.3E-3| O0.0E+0| 0.0E+O| 8.0E-4| 4.1E+0| 8.0E+1 8.8E-2 3.6E-2 2.3E+0| 0.0E+0[ O0.0E+0f 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| O0.0E+0| 3.6E-3|##### | 0.0E+0| #H#Hi#

Note:
Emission type -specific emission rates are calculated using EMFAC 2021 (sheet EMFAC EF).



Construction Phases and Truck Trips

Construction Phase and Truck Trips Compiled

Phase # Construction Phase Duration Workdays Phase Start | Phase End # of Trucks On_\fll_ar?;IFUCk Description of Activities
1 Landside Demolition 4 months 80 40172026 | 7/22/2026 39 78 Sheergo“Sh Building £ and the hazardous materials storage
2 Waterside Demolition Part 1 4 months 80 8/1/2026 11/21/2026 50 100 Demolition of Piers 5,7, and 8.
3 Waterside Construction Part 1 4 months 80 12/1/2026 3/23/2027 29 58 Construction of Pier 5
4 Waterside Demolition Part 2 2 months 40 4/1/2027 5/27/2027 14 28 Demolition of Pier 6.
5 Waterside Demolition Part 3 40 6/1/2027 7/27/2027 16 32 Demolition of Pier 4.
16 months
6 Waterside Construction Part 2 280 7/28/2027 8/23/2028 124 248 Construction of Piers 4, 6, 7, and 8, and wave attenuator
Notes: Total Workdays 600 days Construction activity 7a - 7p M-F
Waterside Demolition 160 days
Waterside Construction 360 days

Construction phase and schedule is based on Table 2-8 PD. The original provided schedule has water demolition and construction lumped as one phase. For analysis purpose, they are separated into phase

5 and 6. Phase 5 (Demolition of Pier 4) is assumed to take 40 days, the same duration for Pier 6 demolition.
Haul truck and delivery truck trips are estimated in the following tables.
During Landside Demo (Phase 1), there would be two weekly haul trips (loads, so 4 trips)

Landside Demolition Haul Truck Estimation

Structure
. Volume of
Size to be "
Structures ) Demolition # of Trucks
Demolished Debris (cy)
ri
(sf Y
Building E 20,170 498 36
Hazardous Materials Storage Shed 200 5
Hazardous Materials Storage Shed - 25 2 25 cy of soil associated with the demo of the storage shed
Total 20,370 528 39
Assume 14 cy per truck load

Demolition data Provided, PD Table 2-1



Waterside Demolition Haul Truck Estimation

Volume of Volume of Total Trucks
Phase Material Material Unit During this
Imported Exported Phase*
. o Wood (will be
Waterside Demolition 200 Tons 15
recycled)

Waterside Demolition Concrete 900 Tons 45
Waterside Demolition Steel 250 Tons 20
Total 80

Source: Port of San Diego - Driscoll's Wharf Equipment - 11-20-2024.pdf
*Debris will be removed from the Driscoll site via barge, transported to R. E. Staite’s Waterfront facility

at 2145 East Belt Street for off loading / processing and trucking to permitted disposal sites. The boat

Water Construction Delivery Trucks Estimation

# Proposed .
Area (sqft) of . . . # Construction
. . Demo Demolition Pier Construction .
Pier Pier to be i i Delivery Trucks
Proportion Trucks Coverage Proportion
removed Allocated
Allocated (saft)
4 3,553 0.20 16 3,717 0.1 17
5 4,510 0.25 20 6,603 0.19 29
6 3,149 0.17 14 3,281 0.10 15
7 3,934 0.22 17 6,158 0.18 27
8 2,890 0.16 13 6,028 0.18 27
Main Walk 8,541 0.25 38
Total 18,036 1 80 34,328 1 153
Note: »QFT per Truck 225

Demo pier SQFT are provided (PD Table 2-2 and 2-3)

Construction pier SQFT are provided (PD Table 2-4 and Table 2-5)

Truck trips are allocated using estimated Pier SQFT

Total # of truck trips during construction is estimated assuming the delivery trucks having similar load capacity as haul trucks.
Small number discrepancy due to rounding error




EMFAC

EMFAC 2021 (On-Road) Emission Rates Output

Region Type: Sub-Area

Region: San Diego (SD)

Calendar Year: 2026

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for CVMT and EVMT, trips/day for Trips, kWh/day for Energy Consumption, tons/day for Emissions, 1000 gallons/day for Fuel Consumption

Fuel
Vehicle Energy SOx NH3_ Consu Gallon
Calenda Categor Model Consumptio _TO RUNE mptio s per

Region rYear vy Year Speed Fuel Population Total VMT CVMT EVMT  Trips n TEX X n mile
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 5.9232158 471.7979 471.8 0 1185 0 0 2E-05 0.121 0.257
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 15402.403 1900421 2E+06 0 2E+05 0 0 0.451 314 0.165
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 177.65522 20129.29 0 20129.3 2366 37104.199 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 1154344.5 46405189 5E+07 0 5E+06 0 0.1 1.872 1576 0.034
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 4624.0904 137704.5 1E+05 0 19454 0 0 5E-04 3.392 0.025
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 79088.749 3959769 0 3959769 4E+05 1528797.6 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Plug-inH 37511.098 1771766 8E+05 934044 2E+05 282109.06 0 0.037 30.54 0.036
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1  Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 120689.67 4165596 4E+06 0 5E+05 0 0 0.169 174 0.042
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 47.210227 661.8267 661.8 0 130.1 0 0 2E-06 0.029 0.044
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 362.24285 17688.21 0 17688.2 1769 6829.1089 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1  Aggregate Aggregate Plug-in H 253.16162 13025.07 5545 7479.76 1047 2259.1102 0 3E-04 0.203 0.037
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 558133.64 22684895 2E+07 0 3E+06 0 0.1 0.932 953.8 0.042
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 2137.242 89302.38 89302 0 10104 0 0 3E-04 2.867 0.032
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2  Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 4914.9869 184923.9 0 184924 24925 71395.894 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2  Aggregate Aggregate Plug-inH 5389.5737 264862 1E+05 146795 22286 44336.484 0 0.005 4.334 0.037
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 3363.9172 196488.8 2E+05 0 67305 0 0 0.01 40.47 0.206
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 18054.212 755338.8 8E+05 0 2E+05 0 0 0.176 88.44 0.117
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 297.61914 16818.97 0 16819 3837 18557.364 0 0 0 0

KWh
per
mile



Commercial Harbor Craft Emissions

Ibs/day (or gallons)

Construction Phase Equipment Type Modeled Equipment Fuel Quantit [Hours |Workdays |HP Equipment

y of TotalHours | e | nox | co | pmio | pm2s | so2 co2 Fuel | CHa4 nao |VTCO2e/tota
Use/Da I
y
Waterside Demolition Derrick Barge DB Palomar None 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waterside Demolition DB Palomar Main Engine AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 8 55 600 440 0.33972] 6.25285| 1.81706| 0.17107| 0.16354 0] 974.92756 2502| 0.64387| 0.01704943| 24.72368585
Waterside Demolition DB Palomar Genset AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 8 55 300 440 0.18716| 3.87068| 0.99456| 0.07687| 0.07349 0| 629.570037| 1615.69| 0.41578| 0.01100985| 15.96558808
Waterside Demolition Killeen — Harbor Tug None No engine 1 8 2 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waterside Demolition Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 2 803 16 1.04963| 16.7337| 6.11391| 0.3737| 0.35726 0] 3827.30543| 349.299| 2.47195| 0.06545658| 3.528140126
Waterside Demolition Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 2 803 16 1.04963| 16.7337| 6.11391| 0.3737| 0.35726 0| 3827.30543| 349.299| 2.47195| 0.06545658| 3.528140126
Waterside Demolition Survey Boat ME - Work Boat Diesel N/A 0 0 230 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waterside Demolition Push Boat Jeanie R ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 40 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waterside Demolition Push Boat Jeanie R -Main Engine ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 40 234 160 0.33276| 3.9375| 0.89727| 0.08675| 0.08294 0] 331.82112| 629.818| 0.22286| 0.0059012| 6.121554761
Waterside Demolition Push Boat Jeanie R — Main Engine ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 4 40 234 160 0.33276| 3.9375| 0.89727| 0.08675| 0.08294 0] 331.82112| 629.818| 0.22286| 0.0059012| 6.121554761
Waterside Construction Barge None No Engine 1 8 360 0 2880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waterside Construction Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel 1 8 360 803 2880 1.04963| 16.7337| 6.11391| 0.3737| 0.35726 0| 3827.30543| 62873.9| 2.47195| 0.06545658| 635.0652226
Summary by Phase
Ibs/day (or gallons/day) MT CO2e MT CO2e
Phase |vOC NOX CcO PM10 PM2.5 |[SO2 CO2 Diesel CH4 N20 per day total

Waterside Demolition 3.29( 51.47( 16.83 1.17 1.12 0.00f 9,923 6,076 6.45 0.17 5 59.99
Waterside Construction 1.05( 16.73 6.11 0.37 0.36 0.00{ 3,827 62,874 2.47 0.07 2 635.07




CHC Emission Rate Calculation
1. CARB OFFROAD OUTPUT

Model Output: OFFROAD2021 (v1.1.0.) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: Statewide

Region: California
Calendar Year: 2026

Scenario: All Adopted Rules - Exhaust

Vehicle Classification: Off-Road Web Query Equipment Types

Units: tons/day for Emissions, gallons/year for Fuel, hours/year for Activity, Horsepower-hours/year for Horsepower-hours

Region

Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide

Statewide

Calendar Vehicle Category

Year
2026

2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026

Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other

Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow

Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat

Model
Year
Aggregate

Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat

Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate

Horsep Fuel
ower

100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
9999 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel

HC_tpd ROG_tp TOG_tp CO_tpd NOx_tp

4E-05

0.0002
0.0007
2E-05

0.0007
2E-05

0.0004
0.0024
0.004

0.0012
0.0012
2E-05

0.0011
0.0005
0.0011
0.0031
0.0005
0.0031
0.0007
0.0018
1E-05

0.0001
0.0021
5E-06

0.0177
0.017

0.0025
0.0086
4E-05

0.0329
0.0001
0.0243

d
5E-05

0.0003
0.0008
2E-05

0.0009
3E-05

0.0005
0.0029
0.0048
0.0014
0.0015
3E-05

0.0014
0.0006
0.0013
0.0037
0.0006
0.0038
0.0008
0.0022
2E-05

0.0001
0.0026
5E-06

0.0214
0.0205
0.0031
0.0104
5E-05

0.0398
0.0001
0.0294

d
6E-05

0.0004
0.0009
3E-05

0.0011
3E-05

0.0005
0.0035
0.0057
0.0017
0.0017
3E-05

0.0017
0.0007
0.0015
0.0045
0.0007
0.0045
0.001

0.0026
2E-05

0.0002
0.0031
7E-06

0.0255
0.0245
0.0036
0.0124
6E-05

0.0474
0.0002
0.035

0.0002
0.0017
0.0042
0.0001
0.0047
0.0001
0.0016
0.008

0.0155
0.0046
0.0041
9E-05

0.0038
0.0017
0.0055
0.0153
0.0022
0.0138
0.0024
0.0063
5E-05

0.0003
0.0056
2E-05

0.0431
0.1197
0.0086
0.028

0.0002
0.1101
0.0004
0.1047

d
0.001

0.0058
0.0163
0.0004
0.0163
0.0005
0.0072
0.0442
0.0778
0.0232
0.0184
0.0005
0.0209
0.0063
0.0178
0.0476
0.0063
0.0423
0.0073
0.0162
0.0003
0.0027
0.0448
6E-05

0.342

0.3276
0.0407
0.123

0.0006
0.5581
0.0015
0.3134

CO2_tp
d
0.1528

0.9748
2.6553
0.0576
2.5347
0.0811
1.0444
3.6797
7.4935
2.1678
1.6031
0.0436
1.7393
0.5687
1.8903
4.8721
0.6374
4.1269
0.6691
2.6015
0.0241
0.235

3.6526
0.0055
26.022
74.925
3.4283
10.368
0.058

47.15

0.1363
40.393

PM10_t PM2.5_ SOx_ NH3 Fuel
_tpd Consum

pd
2E-05

0.0001
0.0003
1E-05
0.0004
1E-05
1E-04
0.001
0.0012
0.0006
0.0006
2E-05
0.0005
0.0003
0.0005
0.0015
0.0003
0.0014
0.0003
0.0007
1E-05
6E-05
0.0009
9E-07
0.0042
0.0073
0.0008
0.0027
3E-05
0.0108
7E-05
0.0093

tpd
2E-05

0.0001
0.0003
1E-05
0.0004
1E-05
9E-05
0.001
0.0012
0.0005
0.0006
2E-05
0.0004
0.0003
0.0005
0.0014
0.0003
0.0013
0.0003
0.0006
1E-05
5E-05
0.0008
9E-07
0.004
0.007
0.0008
0.0026
2E-05
0.0103
6E-05
0.0088

tpd

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

O O O O O O O 0O O O O O O 0O OO OO0 oo o o oo Oo oo o o o o

5203.06
33203.7
90444.5
1960.38
86339.2
2762.08
35576.4
122188
248438
72656.1
53311
1486.78
57682.6
19700.8
65478
168767
22078.2
142955
23176.5
90103.2
819.126
8002.53
123496
181.66
866112
2495889
118756
359140
2008.29
1633271
4721.86
1399216

Total_Ac Total_
tivity_hp Popula

3268.54
13234.7
24630.7
2951.54
15183.6
2438.86
2615.09
64424.7
96313.3
17666.4
56829.4
235.469
45674.4
11649.2
25446.2
43066.1
32897.4
22387.8
21720.6
434411
471.447
2793.62
28023
235.723
111296
114327
48108.9
91236.5
1960.34
229087
3920.69
57997.5

16.4
51.2
56.6
10.8
23.8
4.4
6.6
42
72.17
13.71
42.46
1.542
32.75
16.27
35.54
60.16
45.95
31.27
30.34
6.068
3.083
9.708
32.21
1.542
90.92
96.21
75.29
142.8
3.068
352.4
6.136
78.5

Horsepowe
r_Hours_h
92018.49

600698.84
1668936.6
30595.452
1591326.9
48672.893
681083.48
2160897.3
4393900.8
1341126.4
831819.38
27443.885
1020120.3
338606.3
1172522.7
3111928
348043.43
2636570
405999.96
1754637.6
14486.611
141534.88
2279550.8
2834.337
15987152
49094459
2129624.2
6625171.8
31334.15
30124952
80293.762
27019376



CHC Emission Rate Calculation
2. CALCULATION OF HOURLY EMISSIONS BY TYPE BY BIN

equation:
daily tons x 365 x 2000

equation:

annual Ibs / annual hours

ROG =VOC
PM10e = DPM
Ibs per year Ibs of pollutant (or gallons of fuel) per hour
CHC short name VoC NOX co PM10 | PM2.5 S0O2 Cc02 Fuel (gpy) Hours | VOC | NOX | CO [PM10|PM2.5 S02 Cco2 Fuel

AE - Barge-Other 36 732 164 17 16 0 111,508 5,203 3269| 0.01 0.2 0.1| 0.005 0.0 0.0 34.1 1.6
AE - Barge-Other 216 4,206 1,212 106 101 0 711,598 33,204 13235| 0.02 0.3 0.1 0.008| 0.0 0.0 53.8 2.5
AE - Barge-Other 576| 11,917| 3,062 237 226 0 1,938,341 90,444 24631| 0.02 0.5 0.1] 0.010f 0.0 0.0 78.7 3.7
AE - Barge-Other 16 277 74 9 8 0 42,013 1,960 2952| 0.01 0.1 0.0[ 0.003 0.0 0.0 14.2 0.7
AE - Barge-Other 645| 11,868| 3,449 325 310 0 1,850,360 86,339 15184| 0.04] 0.8 0.2 0.021 0.0 0.0 121.9 5.7
AE - Barge-Other 20 397 88 10 9 0 59,195 2,762 2439| 0.01] 0.16| 0.04| 0.004| 0.00 0.00 24.27 1.13
AE - Barge-Other 331 5,264| 1,175 71 68 0 762,448 35,576 2615| 0.13] 2.01] 0.45| 0.027| 0.03 0.00 291.56 13.60
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 2,146 32,254 5,811 745 712 0 2,686,153 122,188 64425 0.03 0.50f 0.09| 0.012| 0.01 0.00 41.69 1.90
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 3,504 56,772 11,306 908 868 0 5,470,220 248,438 96313| 0.04| 0.59] 0.12] 0.009| 0.01 0.00 56.80 2.58
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,028 16,961 3,368 418 399 0 1,582,497 72,656 17666| 0.06] 0.96] 0.19| 0.024 0.02 0.00 89.58 4.11
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,065 13,466 3,016 420 402 0 1,170,252 53,311 56829 0.02( 0.24| 0.05| 0.007| 0.01 0.00 20.59 0.94
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 19 329 65 12 11 0 31,864 1,487 235| 0.08 1.40| 0.28| 0.050( 0.05 0.00 135.32 6.31
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,015 15,244 2,747 334 320 0 1,269,701 57,683 45674| 0.02] 0.33] 0.06] 0.007| 0.01 0.00 27.80 1.26
AE - Work Boat 409 4,570 1,233 192 184 0 415,176 19,701 11649| 0.04] 0.39] 0.11}| 0.017[ 0.02 0.00 35.64 1.69
AE - Work Boat 944 12,970 3,982 382 365 0 1,379,890 65,478 25446 0.04( 0.51| 0.16] 0.015| 0.01 0.00 54.23 2.57
AE - Work Boat 2,736| 34,748| 11,170 1,089| 1,041 0 3,556,604 168,767 43066/ 0.06] 0.81] 0.26] 0.025| 0.02 0.00 82.58 3.92
AE - Work Boat 403 4,633 1,574 199 191 0 465,278 22,078 32897 0.01 0.14| 0.05| 0.006| 0.01 0.00 14.14 0.67
AE - Work Boat 2,756 30,880 10,050( 1,014 969 0 3,012,643 142,955 22388 0.12f 1.38] 0.45| 0.045| 0.04 0.00 134.57 6.39
AE - Work Boat 590 5,359 1,758 237 226 0 488,424 23,177 21721| 0.03] 0.25| 0.08| 0.011| 0.01 0.00 22.49 1.07
AE - Work Boat 1,587 11,793| 4,584 478 457 0 1,899,118 90,103 4344 0.37| 2.71] 1.06| 0.110f 0.11 0.00 437.17 20.74
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 13 205 37 10 9 0 17,596 819 471 0.03( 0.44| 0.08]| 0.021| 0.02 0.00 37.32 1.74
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 108 1,942 239 42 40 0 171,549 8,003 2794| 0.04| 0.70] 0.09]| 0.015| 0.01 0.00 61.41 2.86
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,889 32,715 4,053 622 595 0 2,666,404 123,496 28023 0.07 1.17| 0.14] 0.022| 0.02 0.00 95.15 4.41
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 4 47 11 1 1 0 4,040 182 236/ 0.02| 0.20|{ 0.05( 0.003| 0.00 0.00 17.14 0.77
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 15,625| 249,639 31,459| 3,084| 2,948 0 18,996,215 866,112| 111296| 0.14| 2.24] 0.28]| 0.028| 0.03 0.00 170.68 7.78
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 15,000| 239,138 87,373| 5,340 5,105 0 54,695,361 2,495,889 114327| 0.13] 2.09] 0.76| 0.047| 0.04 0.00 478.41 21.83
ME - Work Boat 2,227 29,697 6,242 610 583 0 2,502,669 118,756 48109| 0.05| 0.62] 0.13] 0.013| 0.01 0.00 52.02 2.47
ME - Work Boat 7,590 89,811| 20,466| 1,979| 1,892 0 7,568,546 359,140 91236 0.08| 0.98| 0.22| 0.022| 0.02 0.00 82.96 3.94
ME - Work Boat 36 418 135 18 18 0 42,323 2,008 1960 0.02f 0.21f 0.07| 0.009| 0.01 0.00 21.59 1.02
ME - Work Boat 29,064| 407,442 80,366 7,887 7,540 0 34,419,706 1,633,271| 229087 0.13| 1.78| 0.35| 0.034| 0.03 0.00 150.25 7.13
ME - Work Boat 94 1,098 280 48 46 0 99,509 4,722 3921| 0.02] 0.28] 0.07| 0.012| 0.01 0.00 25.38 1.20
ME - Work Boat 21,495| 228,752 76,451 6,753] 6,455 0 29,487,250 1,399,216 57998] 0.37| 3.94| 1.32| 0.116] 0.11 0.00 508.42 24.13

Row (QA)
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CHC Emission Rate Calculation
3. ASSIGNING HOURLY RATES TO CALCULATE DAILY EMISSIONS

gtolb 453.59
Ib to ton 0.0005
CHC HP Bins 50 75 100 175 300 600 9999
Emission Rate Calculation
Ibs per hour (calculated
Row (QA) 4 of Engines Ibs per activity hour (or gallons per activity hour) from fuel)
Equipment Modeled CHC Equipment Assumed HP each HP Bin | VOC NOX co PM10 | PM2.5 S0O2 C0o2 Fuel CH4 N20
Derrick Barge DB Palomar None 1 0
5(DB Palomar Main Engine AE - Barge-Other 1 600 600 0.042 | 0.782 0.227 0.021 0.020 0.000 |121.866| 5.686 0.080 0.002
3|DB Palomar Genset AE - Barge-Other 300 300 0.023 | 0.484 0.124 0.010 | 0.009 0.000 | 78.696 | 3.672 0.052 0.001
Killeen — Harbor Tug None 1 0 50
26|Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1 803 9999 | 0.131 | 2.092 0.764 0.047 | 0.045 0.000 |478.413] 21.831 | 0.309 0.008
26|Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor Tug  |ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1 803 9999 | 0.131 | 2.092 0.764 0.047 | 0.045 0.000 |478.413| 21.831 | 0.309 0.008
28|Survey Boat ME - Work Boat 1 230 300 0.083 | 0.984 0.224 0.022 | 0.021 0.000 | 82.955 | 3.936 0.056 0.001
Push Boat Jeanie R ME - Work Boat 1 0
28|Push Boat Jeanie R -Main Engine ME - Work Boat 1 234 300 0.083 | 0.984 0.224 0.022 | 0.021 0.000 | 82.955 | 3.936 0.056 0.001
28|Push Boat Jeanie R — Main Engine ME - Work Boat 1 234 300 0.083 | 0.984 0.224 0.022 | 0.021 0.000 | 82.955 | 3.936 0.056 0.001
Barge None 1 0 50
26|Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1 803 9999 | 0.131 | 2.092 0.764 0.047 | 0.045 0.000 |478.413] 21.831 | 0.309 0.008
GHG Emission Factor from diesel usage
CH4 6.42(g/gallon
N20 0.17|g/gallon

CR2022 per gallon, ships and boats, diesel(Table 2.7)



Electrical Upgrade

Electrical upgrade occurs at Phase Waterside Construction Part 2. It includes trenching and conduit installation.

On-Road Emissions

Emissi
Total One-way on
Modeled | Work | Number of |Total One-| Trip Length | Total Emission (Ibs/day) (MT) Gallons
Vehicle Vehicle Type| Days Vehicles way Trips (mi) VMT Fuel ROG NOx PM10E | PM2.5E | PM10D | PM2.5D SOx co Cc0o2 CH4 N20 CO2e |Diesel |Gasoline
Haul Truck HHDT 10 8 16 20 320| Diesel|0.097347 [1.276207 [0.002492 ]0.002384 |0.008059 |0.002572 {0.003123 [0.005135 |329.7595 [0.004522 |0.051954 |(1.567 53
0.025783 10.026195 [0.004478 [0.004284 |0.000538 [0.000163 [0.000118 |0.051898 [12.18511 (0.000521 |0.001908 [0.058
Commute - workers Worker Fleet 10 4 12 11.80 142pkasoline 6
Note: Electrical upgrade takes 2-3 weeks, and the following on-road vehicle sum  0.12313  1.302402 0.00697 0.006668 0.008597 0.002735 0.00324 0.057033 341.9447 0.005042 0.053862 1.624 53 6
Haul trucks 3 for concrete asphalt demolition
Deliver trucks 5 =3 trucks for material + 2 trucks for gears
Worker vehicles 4
Worker one-way 3
Off-Road Emissions Emission Factor (grams/hp-hr) Emission (lbs/day)
Modeled Equ|#/day [Hours/day Engine Tier|Workdays |HP LD HP Bin ROG TOG co NOx Cco2 PM10 PM2.5 SOx ROG TOG co NOx (CO2 PM10 |PM2.5|SOx | Gallons/h
Equipment p-hr Diesel (gallons)| CO2e (MT)
Concrete/Ind|1 8 na 10 33 0.73 50 0.301177 |0.364424 |[3.150046 (2.57422 |427.4246 |0.062114 (0.057145 |0.00542 |0.127963 [0.154836 |1.338 [1.094 |181.6 0.026 |0.024 (0.002
Asphalt/Concrete ustrial Saws
Cutter 0.0420 3 1
Forklift Forklifts 1 8 na 10 82 0.2 100 0.239426 |0.284937 [3.429491 (2.166739 |593.3846 |0.15579 (0.143327 |0.005621 |0.069254 |0.082417 |0.992 (0.627 |171.64 |0.045 (0.041 |0.002 0.0582 5 1
Mini Excavator Excavators |1 8 na 10 36 0.38 50 0.452238 10.5382 4.316172 |3.509419 [575.3161 (0.12139 |0.111679 |0.00545 |[0.109114 |0.129854 |1.041 |0.847 |138.81 |0.029 |0.027 (0.001 0.0565 5 1
sum 0.30633 0.36711 3.37 2.567 492.05 0.101 0.093 0.005 13 2
On-Road Fugitive Dust Emissions
Total Emissions (lbs) Emissions
Total VMT Workd Paved Road
Vehicle Type (mi) ays VMT (mi) PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5
Delivery Truck 320 10 320 0.202 0.051 0.020 0.005
Commute - workers 142 10 142 0.089 0.022 0.009 0.002
sum 0.029 0.007

Assume default of 100% paved roads for worker, construction hauling, vendor trips in San Diego County

(CalEEMod default Appendix G21)




Default Horsepower and Load Factor for Construction Equipment

Sources: CalEEMod 2022 Appendix G Table 12

Equipment Fuel Default Horsepower Load Factor
Bore/Drill Rigs Diesel 83 0.50
Concrete/Industrial Saws Diesel 33 0.73
Cranes Diesel 367 0.29
Excavators Diesel 36 0.38
Forklifts Diesel 82 0.20
Other Material Handling Equipment Diesel 93 0.40
Pumps Diesel 11 0.74
Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel 367 0.40
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel 84 0.37




Constants and Conversions

Variable Value

grams_per_lb 453.59
grams_per_MT 1000000
grams_per_ton 907185
Ilbs_per_MT 2204.62
Ibs_per_ton 2000

cm3_per_cy 764555



Calculation Sheets

Remediation



Site Remediation Emission Summary

Remediation Activities

Table X. Maximum Daily Emission (lbs/day)

Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Souce
ROG NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
Off-Road Equipment 0.3 2.2 2.5 0.0 0.1 0.1
CHC 1.0 154 4.9 0.0 0.4 0.3
On-Road Vehicle 0.2 3.6 1.4 0.0 0.9 0.3
Maximum Daily 1 21 9 0 1 1
Significance Threshold 75 250 550 250 100 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No
On-Road Vehicle Emission Details
Exhaust Emission from Mobile
Trip type Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG NOx co SOx PM10E | PM2.5E | PM10D (PM2.5D
Haul Truck 0.0227 1.4808 0.0496 0.0104 0.0186 0.0178 0.0778 ]0.0248
Delivery Truck 0.0222 1.4159 0.0472 0.0099 0.0177 0.0169 0.0740 |0.0236
Commute - workers 0.1682 0.6549 1.2967 0.0029 0.1119 0.1071 0.0135 |(0.0041
Total 0.2131 3.5516 1.3935 0.0233 0.1482 0.1418 0.1653 [0.0525

On-Road Fugitive

Trip type Emissions (lbs/day)
PM10D | PM2.5D
Haul Truck 0.1951 0.0488
Delivery Truck 0.1857 0.0464
Commute - workers 0.2236 0.0559
Total 0.6 0.2




Remediation GHG Emission Summary
Table X. Construction GHG Emission Summary

Construction Activities CO2e (MT)

GHG by Phase project total

Off-Road Land Equipment 9 29 38
Off-Road Water Equipment 27 1,221 1,248
Truck and Worker Commute 93 305 399
Remediation Total 129 1,556 1,685
GHG by Year

Total 129

Overlap with Project Construction project site remediation total with overlap
2026 212 129 341

2027 704 129 833

2028 640 129 769

Project Total 1,556




Energy Consumption, Site Remediation

Table X. Project Energy Consumption for Site Remediation

Source

Diesel (gallons)

Gasoline (gallons)

Off-Road Land Equipment 883 -

Off-Road Water Equipment 2,680 -
Trucks and Worker Commute 7,970 1,130
Project Total 11,533 1,130




Fugitive Dust Emissions

On-Road Dust Emissions

Total VMT Paved Road  Total Emissions (lbs) Emissions (Ibs/day)
Phase Vehicle Type (mi) Workdays VMT (mi) PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck 24,720 80 24,720 15.611 3.903 0.195 0.049
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Delivery Truck 23,520 80 23,520 14.854 3.713 0.186 0.046
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Commute - workers 28,320 80 28,320 17.885 4,471 0.224 0.056
Assume default of 100% paved roads for worker, construction hauling, vendor trips in San Diego County (CalEEMod default Appendix

G21)

Emission Factors
PM10 EF (Ibs/VMT)

Paved Roads Paved Roads, Corrected
6.6E-4 6.3E-4
Emission factor for travel on paved roads is estimated using Eq 3 and 3a on worksheet "Fugitive Dust EF".
For calculating EF from paved road, the average weight of all vehicles traveling the road is assumed to be 2.4 tons

PM2.5 to PM10 Mass Emission Ratio used in Calculation

Fugitive Dust Source PM2.5/PM10 Reference

Paved road 0.25 EPA. AP-42. Analysis of the Fine Fraction of Particulate Matter in Fugitive Dust, Final
Unpaved road 0.15 EPA. AP-42. Analysis of the Fine Fraction of Particulate Matter in Fugitive Dust, Final




Fugitive Dust Emission Factors

Travel on Paved Roads
E(lbs/VMT)=(k)(sL)*.91 (W)A1.02

Where: PM10
k= Particle Size Multiplier: 0.0022
sL=road surface silt loading 0.1
W= average weight of the vehicles traveling the roz 2.4

PM10 Emission factor 0.00066

Correction for Natural Precipitation5
E(ext)=E[(1-P/4N)]

Where:

Eext = annual or other long-term average emission factor

P=#days/yr with >=0.01 inch precipitation during 43

N=# days in averaging period 365
Corrected EF PM10  0.00064

Sources

Unit
Ib/VMT
g/mn2

tons

Ibs/VMT

Unit
dimensionless
days
days
lbs/VMT

Source

AP-42 Chapter 13.2.1, Table 13.2.1-1, PM10 emissions

Caleemod default

Statewide average vehicle weight in CA

Public roads

Source

Western Regional Climate Center

Public roads

EPA. AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume |, Chapter 13: Miscellaneous Sources, 13.2.1 Paved Road, Eqn. 1
EPA. AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume I, Chapter 13: Miscellaneous Sources, 13.2.1 Paved Road, Eqn. 2

SAN DIEGO LINDBERGH FLD, CALIFORNIA



https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7740

Mobile Trip Exhaust Emissions

Une-way Emission
One-way | Total |Number Trip Emission (lbs/day) (MT) Gallons
Modeled Vehicle Trips per Work of Total One{ Length Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Phase Vehicle Type day Days |Vehicles |way Trips (mi) VMT Fuel ROG NOx |PM10E E PM10D D SOx (o) C02 CH4 N20 CO2e |Diesel Gasoline
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Haul Truck HHDT 15.45 80 1 1,236 20| 24,720| Diesel| 2.3E-2| 1.4808| 0.0186| 0.0178| 0.0778| 0.0248| 0.0104| 0.0496 1102 0.0011| 0.1736 41.9 4,084 Waterside Demolition
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Delivery Truck HHDT 14.7 80 1 1,176 20| 23,520| Diesel| 0.0222| 1.4159| 0.0177| 0.0169| 0.074| 0.0236{ 0.0099( 0.0472| 1049.8| 0.001| 0.1654 39.9 3,886 Waterside Demolition
Waterside Demolition Part 1 Commute - workers Worker Fleet 6 80 5 2,400 12| 28,320 Misc.| 1.7E-1] 6.5E-1| 1.1E-1| 1.1E-1| 1.3E-2| 4.1E-3| 2.9E-3| 1.3E+0| 3.0E+2| 1.3E-2| 4.8E-2 11.6 1,130|Waterside Demoliton
Notes: 0.2 3.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.4 2456.4 0.0 0.4 93.3 79704 1129.7
Truck trips are from sheet "Truck Trips"
Assume remediation requires 5 additional workers. gallons/mi kWh/mi |
trips per worker per day 3 Diesel Gasoline|Electricity
Trip lengths used CalEEMod default values for San Diego County HHDT|0.16522
20 miles/trip for hauling to Otay Landfill LDA|0.02463 (0.03397 386
20 miles/trip for vendor trip length LDT1|0.04418 |0.04177 386
11.8 miles/trip for residential home-work trips LDT2|0.03211 |0.04205 386
Particulate Matter Dust emission from vehicle break wear and tire wear only. Worker Fleet 0.03989
GWP used for quantifying CO2e, source: IPCC Fifth Assessment Report (Avg) Use CalEEMod default for worker fleet composition, and default EMFAX fleet composition.
Co2 1 EMFAC vehicle population EMFAC default mix Fleet
CH4 25 Fleet Diesel| Gasoline|Electricity| Diesel| Gasoline|Electricity| Composit
N20 298 LDA|4,624 HitHEHHE 79,089 10.00 ]0.93 0.06 25%
LDT1|47 120,690 |362 0.00 [1.00 0.00 50%
The calculation is based on the following emission rates: LDT2|2,137 558,134 |4,915 0.00 |0.99 0.01 25%
Based on EMFAC default data, >90% vehicles use gasoline across LDA, LDT1,
On-Road Emission Rates and LDT2. Thus, all worker vehicles are assumed to use gasoline.
VMT-Based Emission Rate (g/mi) Trip-Based Emission Rate (g/trip) Idle/Diurnal-Based Emission Rate (g/vehicle/day)
PM2.5_E PM10_| PM2.5 |PM10_| PM2.5 PM10_E | PM2.5_E PM2.5_

Fleet Type Fuel Type ROG NOx PM10_Ex X PM10_D|PM2.5 D SOx Cco Cc0o2 CH4 N20 | ROG NOx Ex _Ex D _D SOx Cco C02 CH4 N20 ROG NOx X X PM10_D D SOx CcO CO2 | CH4 | N20
HHDT Diesel 1.6E-2 1.8E+0 2.7E-2 2.6E-2 1.1E-1 3.6E-2 1.5E-2| 7.3E-2| 1.6E+3| 7.3E-4| 2.5E-1| 0.0E+0| 2.9E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0 0.0E+0| O0.0E+0| 5.5E+O0| #####| 3.3E-2 3.1E-2 0.0E+0| O0.0E+0| 1.2E-1| O.0E+O| ##### | 2.5E-1 | #####
LDA Gasoline 8.7E-3 3.4E-2 1.6E-3 1.4E-3 1.5E-2 4.5E-3 2.8E-3| 6.7E-1| 2.8E+2| 2.4E-3| 4.2E-3| 0.0E+0| 2.3E-1| 2.0E-3| 1.9E-3| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 6.6E-4| 2.8E+0| 6.7E+1 6.2E-2 3.1E-2 1.4E+0( #####| 0.0E+0 0.0E+0 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| O.0E+0| 3.1E-3| #####|0.0E+0| H###

EMFAC default
Worker Fleet mix 1.8E-1 8.1E-1 1.4E-1 1.4E-1 1.7E-2 5.2E-3 3.7E-3| 1.3E+0| 3.8E+2| 9.2E-3| 5.8E-2| 0.0E+0| 3.3E-1| 2.5E-3| 2.3E-3| 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| 8.0E-4| 4.1E+0| 8.0E+1 8.8E-2 3.6E-2 2.3E+0| #####| 0.0E+0 0.0E+0 0.0E+0| 0.0E+0| O.0E+0| 3.6E-3| #####|0.0E+0| Hi###
Note:

Emission type -specific emission rates are calculated using EMFAC 2021 (sheet EMFAC EF).




Emission Factors based on VMT, Trip, and Idle/Diurnal

Vehicle VMT-based (g/mile) Trip-based (g/trip) Idle/diurnal-based (g/vehicle/day)

Category Fuel ROG |NOx [PM10(PM2. |PM10[PM2.5 [SOx |CO |CO2 [CH4 |N20 |ROG NOx |PM10|PM2. |PM10{PM2. |SOx |CO [CO2 |CH4 |N20 [ROG |[NOx |PM10[(PM2. |PM1|PM2. |SOx [C [CO2 |CH4 [N20O
HHDT Diesel 0.02] 1.82] 0.03] 0.03| 0.11f 0.036| 0.01] 0.07] 1578 0f 0.25 0] 2.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.46] 64.5[ 0.03] 0.03 0 0 0.12| O] ####| 0.25] 1.95
LDA Gasoline 0.01] 0.03 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.67] 285 0 0 0] 0.23 0 0 0 0 0| 2.76] 66.66] 0.06( 0.03[ 1.38 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDA Diesel 0.03] 0.15] 0.01] 0.01f 0.02[ 0.005 0[] 0.52] 250 0f 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDA Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDA Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0[] 0.23] 143 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27] 62.84] 0.04{ 0.02[ 0.45 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT1 Gasoline 0.04| 0.14 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0f 1.55| 349( 0.01] 0.01 0] 04 0 0 0 0 0 5.32| 85.89 0.11{ 0.04f 3.15 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT1 Diesel 0.34| 1.52] 0.28| 0.27| 0.02| 0.006 0f 1.89] 449 0.02| 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT1 Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT1 Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0f 0.21] 129 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27| 66.44] 0.04| 0.02| 0.28 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT2 Gasoline 0.01] 0.06 0 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.8] 352 0 0.01 0] 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 3.2] 83.22] 0.07] 0.04] 1.43 0 0 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 0
LDT2 Diesel 0.03] 0.05] 0.01 0[ 0.02] 0.005 0] 0.26] 326 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT2 Electricity 0 0 0 0[ 0.01] 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol O 0 0 0
LDT2 Plug-in Hybrid 0 0 0 0f 0.01] 0.003 0[] 0.22] 135 0 0 0] 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 1.27] 72.55] 0.04] 0.02| 0.31 0 0 0 0 0 0]l O 0 0 0
Worker Fleet |[EMFAC defaul 0.18 0.81| 0.14( 0.14| 0.02| 0.005 0 1.31] 384| 0.01| 0.06 0| 0.33 0 0 0 0 0| 4.15| 80.42| 0.09| 0.04| 2.27 0 0 0 0 0 ol 0 0 0 0

Notes:

Assume Worker Fleet = 25/50/25 percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1, and light duty truck class 2

EMFAC Emission Types Used to Estimate Onroad Emission Rates

Pollutant VMT-based Trip-based (g/trip) Idle/Diurnal-based
STREX, HOTSOAK,

TOG, ROG RUNEX RUNLOSS IDLEX, DIURN

Gases RUNEX STREX IDLEX

PM - Exhaust RUNEX STREX IDLEX

PM - Dust PMTW, PMBW

Acronyms:

RUNEX Running exhaust g/mile

PMBW PM brake wear g/mile

PMTW PM tire wear g/mile

STREX Start exhaust gltrip

HOTSOAK Hot Soak evaporativ g/trip

RUNLOSS Running Loss evapo g/trip

IDLEX Idle exhaust g/vehicle/day

DIURN Diurnal Loss evapori g/vehicle/day




EMFAC

EMFAC 2021 (On-Road) Emission Rates Output

Region Type: Sub-Area

Region: San Diego (SD)

Calendar Year: 2026

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for CVMT and EVMT, trips/day for Trips, kWh/day for Energy Consumption, tons/day for Emissions, 1000 gallons/day for Fuel Consumption

Fuel
Vehicle Energy SOx NH3_ Consu Gallon
Calenda Categor Model Consumptio _TO RUNE mptio s per

Region rYear vy Year Speed Fuel Population Total VMT CVMT EVMT  Trips n TEX X n mile
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 5.9232158 471.7979 471.8 0 1185 0 0 2E-05 0.121 0.257
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 15402.403 1900421 2E+06 0 2E+05 0 0 0.451 314 0.165
San Diego (SD) 2026 HHDT  Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 177.65522 20129.29 0 20129.3 2366 37104.199 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 1154344.5 46405189 5E+07 0 5E+06 0 0.1 1.872 1576 0.034
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 4624.0904 137704.5 1E+05 0 19454 0 0 5E-04 3.392 0.025
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 79088.749 3959769 0 3959769 4E+05 1528797.6 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Plug-inH 37511.098 1771766 8E+05 934044 2E+05 282109.06 0 0.037 30.54 0.036
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1  Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 120689.67 4165596 4E+06 0 5E+05 0 0 0.169 174 0.042
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 47.210227 661.8267 661.8 0 130.1 0 0 2E-06 0.029 0.044
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 362.24285 17688.21 0 17688.2 1769 6829.1089 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT1  Aggregate Aggregate Plug-in H 253.16162 13025.07 5545 7479.76 1047 2259.1102 0 3E-04 0.203 0.037
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 558133.64 22684895 2E+07 0 3E+06 0 0.1 0.932 953.8 0.042
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 2137.242 89302.38 89302 0 10104 0 0 3E-04 2.867 0.032
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2  Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 4914.9869 184923.9 0 184924 24925 71395.894 0 0 0 0
San Diego (SD) 2026 LDT2  Aggregate Aggregate Plug-inH 5389.5737 264862 1E+05 146795 22286 44336.484 0 0.005 4.334 0.037
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 3363.9172 196488.8 2E+05 0 67305 0 0 0.01 40.47 0.206
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 18054.212 755338.8 8E+05 0 2E+05 0 0 0.176 88.44 0.117
San Diego (SD) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Electricit 297.61914 16818.97 0 16819 3837 18557.364 0 0 0 0

KWh
per
mile



Site Remediation Truck Trips

On-way Truck

Phase # Construction Phase Duration | Workdays | Phase Start | Phase End Trips Description of Activities
2 Waterside Demolition Part 1 | 4 months 80 8/1/2026 11/21/2026 1,236|Haul dredged material to Otay Landfill
2 Waterside Demolition Part 1 | 4 months 80 8/1/2026 11/21/2026 1,176|Deliver replacement sand

Site Remediation Trucks
CY dredged 8,235.45
tons per CY, wet 1.5
total weight 12353.175
tons per truck 20
dredge = 618 if assume 20 tons/truck
sand = 588 if assume 14 CY/truck
New Existing
Component Proposed [Improvemen
Improveme |ts to be
nts Demolished
Total SQF of Area 111,179 107,082
Cubic Yards of Dredge Material §235.45 793202
(2ft Dredge) T T
Cubic Yards of Sand Placement
8,235.45 7,932.02

(2ft Placement)




Land Equipment Emissions

Off-Road Land Equipment Emission Emission Factor (grams/hp-hr) Emission (lbs/day)

d Hours

Equipme|#/da |per Engine |Workda HP PM1 |PM2 PM1 |PM2 Gallons | Diesel CO2e
Phase Equipment |[nt Name|y day |Tier ys HP LD |Bin ROG |TOG [CO |NOx [CO2 |0 .5 SOx |ROG |TOG |CO [NOx |CO2 |0 .5 SOx | /hp-hr | (gallons) | (MT)
Waterside Demolition Part
1 Cranes Cranes |1 8 na 20 367 (0.3 |600 ]0.14 |0.17 |1.33 |1.17 |528 ]0.05 |0.05 |0.01 [0.27 |0.32 |2.5 |2.2 |991 |0.09 |0.09 |0.01 | 0.0518 883 9

Notes: Emission factors were derived from either OFFROAD Emission Inventory or from CalEEMod default diesel emission factor (sheet OFFROAD EF). Load factors were from CalEEMod default for diesel equipment (Sheet Default H



OFFROAD Emission Inventory
Model Output: OFFROAD2021 (v1.1.0) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: Statewide

Region: California

Calendar Year: 2026
Scenario: All Adopted Rules - Exhaust
Vehicle Classification: OFFROAD2021 Equipment Types

Units: tons/day for Emissions, gallons/year for Fuel, hours/year for Activity, Horsepower-hours/year for Horsepower-hours

Calend
Region ar Year Vehicle Category

Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals
Statewide Totals

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Bore/Drill Rigs

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Concrete Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Cranes

2026 Construction and Mining - Misc - Concrete/Industrial Saws
2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Rubber Tired Dozers

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Construction and Mining - Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Portable Equipment - Rental Pump

2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Other Material Handling Equipme
2026 Construction and Mining - Excavators

2026 Industrial - Forklifts

Model
Year
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat
Aggregat

Horse
powe
r Bin Fuel

100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
25 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
50 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
25 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
750 Diesel
9999 Diesel
50 Diesel
100 Diesel

0.00186
0.00998
0.01204
0.00131
0.01633
0.00236
0.00588
0.00192
4.5E-05
0.0006
0.00021
9E-06
0.00062
7.2E-05
0.00086
0.0055
3.4E-05
0.01283
0.00012
0.01401
0.00045
0.00189
0.00061
0.00076
0.00072
0.00183
0.00181
0.00014
0.00891
0.00035
0.00021
0.00059
0.13457
0.11348
6E-06
0.04449
0.03681
0.03144
0.07646
0.00144
0.0071
0.00694
0.01508
0.02405
0.00038
0.0209
0.00561
0.00148
0.00027
0.00167
0.00504
0.00446
0.00111
0.00676
0.00091
0.00096
0.0022
0.05347
0.01837

0.00225
0.01208
0.01457
0.00158
0.01976
0.00286
0.00712
0.00233
5.4E-05
0.00073
0.00026
1.1E-05
0.00075
8.8E-05
0.00104
0.00666
4.1E-05
0.01552
0.00015
0.01695
0.00054
0.00228
0.00074
0.00091
0.00087
0.00221
0.00219
0.00017
0.01078
0.00043
0.00025
0.00072
0.16283
0.13731
7.3E-06
0.05383
0.04455
0.03804
0.09251
0.00174
0.00859
0.00839
0.01825
0.02911
0.00046
0.02529
0.00679
0.0018
0.00033
0.00202
0.00609
0.00539
0.00134
0.00817
0.0011
0.00117
0.00267
0.0647
0.02223

0.00268
0.01437
0.01733
0.00189
0.02352
0.0034
0.00847
0.00277
6.5E-05
0.00086
0.00031
1.3E-05
0.00089
0.0001
0.00124
0.00792
4.9E-05
0.01847
0.00018
0.02018
0.00064
0.00272
0.00088
0.0011
0.00104
0.00264
0.0026
0.0002
0.01283
0.00051
0.0003
0.00085
0.19378
0.16342
8.7E-06
0.06407
0.05301
0.04527
0.1101
0.00207
0.01023
0.00999
0.02171
0.03464
0.00054
0.03009
0.00808
0.00214
0.00039
0.00241
0.00725
0.00642
0.0016
0.00973
0.00131
0.00139
0.00317
0.077
0.02645

0.02389
0.16396
0.07716
0.01128
0.12916
0.03084
0.03862
0.01236
0.00077
0.01299
0.00187
8.1E-05
0.00382
0.00086
0.00987
0.07763
0.00041
0.11385
0.00101
0.15695
0.00401
0.01956
0.00593
0.00951
0.00833
0.02597
0.01367
0.00184
0.08496
0.00398
0.0018
0.00485
2.04066
2.154
6.5E-05
0.33103
0.26327
0.26102
0.8821
0.01302
0.06138
0.19971
0.44882
0.24162
0.0057
0.20255
0.1226
0.01259
0.00491
0.02106
0.08556
0.03357
0.01141
0.05639
0.0118
0.00987
0.01882
0.61752
0.31836

0.01889
0.08729
0.11474
0.00924
0.14539
0.02931
0.05267
0.03163
0.00051
0.00391
0.00078
7E-05
0.00773
0.00083
0.00886
0.06092
0.00027
0.12935
0.00081
0.13814
0.00491
0.02064
0.01431
0.00777
0.00683
0.01772
0.01367
0.00122
0.07208
0.00432
0.00134
0.01251
1.37979
0.8914
4.9E-05
0.32871
0.21509
0.21334
0.91209
0.0112
0.1124
0.07487
0.10735
0.14385
0.00356
0.11356
0.09532
0.01171
0.01518
0.01693
0.04731
0.03652
0.00992
0.0485
0.012
0.00893
0.04224
0.50209
0.20114

HC _tpd ROG_tpd TOG_tpd CO_tpd NOx_tpd CO2_tpd d

3.95282
28.0088

33.363
1.32807
47.9896
5.12917
19.8099
6.56553
0.13424
2.14381
0.86006
0.01178
2.02661
0.14153
1.93523
14.8798
0.09825
45.4736
0.18755
62.2142
0.78845

9.6077
3.23779
1.29003
1.42649
4.32876
5.37487
0.39745
28.3921

0.7287
0.85309
2.39746
346.771
362.055

0.0073
152.849
33.4167
115.824

148.25
5.34792
21.2043
27.8043
74.4775
117.327
0.63271
102.169

18.807
6.30247
2.70441
3.59424
14.7678
15.0887
1.67887

26.704
2.00388
2.90971
9.84708
82.3107
55.0837

0.00142
0.00408
0.00504
0.00046
0.00653
0.00089
0.00226
0.00069
3.5E-05
0.00014
4.7E-05
2.2E-06
0.00024
2.6E-05
0.00062
0.00311
1.7E-05
0.00632
4E-05
0.00593
0.00028
0.00088
0.0003
0.00019
0.00056
0.00086
0.00072
4.1E-05
0.00361
0.00017
6.9E-05
0.00031
0.09806
0.03807
3.2E-06
0.01423
0.01145
0.0095
0.03101
0.00059
0.00334
0.0063
0.00422
0.00599
5.2E-05
0.00536
0.00196
0.00064
0.00031
0.00122
0.0022
0.00168
0.00039
0.00211
0.00039
0.00049
0.00097
0.01737
0.01446

PM10_tp PM2.5_t
pd

0.0013
0.00375
0.00464
0.00043

0.006
0.00082
0.00208
0.00064

3.2E-05
0.00013
4.4E-05
2E-06
0.00022
2.4E-05
0.00057
0.00286
1.6E-05
0.00581
3.7E-05
0.00545
0.00026
0.00081
0.00027
0.00017
0.00052
0.00079
0.00067
3.7E-05
0.00332
0.00016
6.3E-05
0.00029
0.09021
0.03502
2.9E-06
0.01309
0.01054
0.00874
0.02853
0.00054
0.00307

0.0058
0.00388
0.00551
4.8E-05
0.00493

0.0018
0.00059
0.00029
0.00113
0.00202
0.00154
0.00036
0.00194
0.00036
0.00045

0.0009
0.01598

0.0133

Fuel Total_Ac
NH3_ Consum tivity_hp Total_Po
SOx_tpd tpd ption y pulation
3.7E-05 0 128448 51747.5 101.015
0.00027 0 910152 260001 400.299
0.00032 0 1084137 192576 313.202
1.3E-05 0 43155.9 38749.2 82
0.00045 0 1559430 155035 269.112
4.9E-05 0 166673 92779.9 191.015
0.00019 0 643725 39567.7 70.0234
6.2E-05 0 213348 9918.84 17
1.3E-06 0 4362.3 214893 4.00456
2E-05 0 69663.5 25576.2 32
8.1E-06 0 27947.8 74343 12
1.1E-07 0 382.948 387.106 1
1.9E-05 0 65855 9382.51 18
1.3E-06 0 4599.03 3454.66 7
1.8E-05 0 62885.6 29282.4 151.196
0.00014 0 483523 178938 679.924
9.3E-07 0 3192.61 328.317 2
0.00043 0 1477672 389933 1529.2
1.8E-06 0 6094.62 5103.87 26.0246
0.00059 0 2021660 322222 1222.02
7.5E-06 0 25620.8 14101.4 77.0484
9.1E-05 0 312204 33200.2 141.044
3.1E-05 0 105212 8015.71 33.0197
1.6E-05 1E-05 41960.4 30284.1 51.74
1.4E-05 0 46354.1 22168.1 50.0356
4.1E-05 0 140664 48590 83.037
5.1E-05 0 174657 38213.7 67.0561
3.8E-06 0 12915.2 6928.05 18.0687
0.00027 0 922607 132585 244.926
6.9E-06 0 23679.4 13963.1 30.0514
8.1E-06 0 27721.3 2570.04 5.0127
2.3E-05 0 77905.9 2953.5 5
0.00328 0 1.1E+07 6077385 12668.9
0.00343 0 1.2E+07 4948464 7515.81
6.9E-08 0 237.339 497.312 2
0.00145 0 4966865 1214556 2068.77
0.00032 0 1085882 1280468 3230.67
0.0011 0 3763719 524014 881.443
0.0014 0 4817422 3382630 7630.57
5.1E-05 0 173782 13550.9 26.0152
0.0002 0 689036 19166.5 35.0113
0.00026 2E-04 904384 642321 634.038
0.00069 6E-04 2422514 1049408 1035.88
0.00109 1E-03 3816280 1020156 1007
5.9E-06 5E-06 20580 23157.7 22.859
0.00095 8E-04 3323242 516782 510.117
0.00017 2E-04 611732 532626 525.758
5.8E-05 5E-05 204999 19501.2 19.2497
2.5E-05 2E-05 87965.6 1218.82 1.20311
3.4E-05 0 116795 57036.7 146.039
0.00014 0 479882 181823 355.089
0.00014 0 490309 104071 222.085
1.6E-05 0 54555.3 64389.4 186.049
0.00025 0 867752 108951 214.052
1.9E-05 0 65116.3 44132 117.014
2.8E-05 0 94551.4 6842.85 19
9.3E-05 0 319983 16374.2 35
0.00078 0 2674700 3512064 7473.15
0.00052 0 1789955 1823946 4460.36

Horsepo
wer_Ho
urs_hhp
y
2272054
1.8E+07
2.2E+07
769535
3.1E+07
2952194
1.3E+07
4229323
71374.4
1380981
554026
6828.55
1305483
82007.7
726742
7543222
2070.86
2.7E+07
59218
3.9E+07
250814
6183186
2104383
999374
768619
2773570
3480044
107774
2.1E+07
345173
686933
1544376
2E+08
2.3E+08
4232.12
9.8E+07
1.8E+07
7.6E+07
8.3E+07
3500418
1.4E+07
5.6E+07
1.5E+08
2.4E+08
1145211
2.1E+08
3.8E+07
1.3E+07
5441870
2012666
9407214
9722277
873227
1.7E+07
1139984
1874349
6343207
4.7E+07
3.1E+07

ROG
0.3282735
0.2197591
0.2215741
0.6819579

0.207863
0.3206511
0.1823054

0.182304
0.2516186
0.1738867
0.1546465
0.5307058
0.1902552
0.3536442
0.4758928
0.2922763
6.5705901
0.1903813
0.8314545

0.143924

0.713729
0.1223435

0.116317
0.3011772
0.3751214
0.2644031
0.2080399
0.5133032
0.1727045
0.4108554
0.1198826
0.1537619
0.2740288
0.1963415
0.5693484

0.181008
0.8328871
0.1665853
0.3700206
0.1646271
0.2053057
0.0496638
0.0403124
0.0408208
0.1320306

0.040728
0.0594126
0.0468848
0.0200122

0.332903
0.2145142
0.1837047
0.5099673
0.1566289
0.3203633

0.206002

0.13915
0.4522375
0.2394262

TOG CO

0.391
0.262
0.264
0.812
0.247
0.382
0.217
0.217
0.299
0.207
0.184
0.632
0.226
0.421
0.566
0.348

7.82
0.227
0.989
0.171
0.849
0.146
0.138
0.364
0.446
0.315
0.248
0.611
0.206
0.489
0.143
0.183
0.326
0.234
0.678
0.215
0.991
0.198

0.44
0.196
0.244
0.059
0.048
0.049
0.157
0.048
0.071
0.056
0.024
0.396
0.255
0.219
0.607
0.186
0.381
0.245
0.166
0.538
0.285

3.482
2.984
1.174
4.852
1.358
3.459
0.989
0.967
3.574
3.115
1.119
3.944
0.969
3.484
4.496
3.408
65.64
1.396
5.671
1.332
5.297
1.047
0.934
3.15
3.588
3.1
1.301
5.648
1.361
3.821
0.865
1.04
3.434
3.08
5.057
1.113
4.923
1.143
3.528
1.232
1.467
1.182
0.992
0.339
1.649
0.326
1.073
0.329
0.299
3.464
3.012
1.143
4.327
1.081
3.429
1.744
0.983
4.316
3.429

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)

NOx
2.753
1.589
1.745
3.977
1.529
3.287
1.349
2.476
2.351
0.937
0.464
3.401
1.961
3.333
4.038
2.674
42.64
1.586
4.523
1.173

6.48
1.105
2.252
2.574
2.942
2.116

1.3
3.741
1.155
4.141
0.647
2.682
2.322
1.275
3.867
1.105
4.022
0.934
3.648

1.06
2.686
0.443
0.237
0.202
1.029
0.183
0.834
0.306
0.924
2.785
1.665
1.244
3.763
0.929
3.484
1.577
2.205
3.509
2.167

COo2

576.0726

509.731
507.5305
571.4542
504.7455
575.2956
507.4024
514.0287
622.7912
514.0287
514.0287
571.4542
514.0287
571.4542
881.7404
653.1759
15709.59
557.6822
1048.728
528.1137
1040.904
514.5125
509.4624
427.4246
614.5355
516.7882
511.4133
1221.119
454.7831

699.041
411.2144
514.0287
583.5781
517.6896
571.4542
513.9389
624.8134
507.2231
592.9516
505.8875
506.6689
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
182.9391
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
164.5555
591.3214
519.8089
513.8921
636.6192
511.6951
582.0504
514.0287
514.0287
575.3161
593.3846

PM10
0.206288
0.074175
0.076714
0.199582
0.068645
0.099987
0.057958
0.054188
0.160506
0.033868
0.028367
0.105796
0.059848
0.104866

0.28052
0.136685
2.707179
0.077502
0.223917
0.050319
0.375662
0.047061
0.046755
0.062114
0.241955
0.102607
0.068885
0.125111
0.057778
0.163551
0.033198
0.066841

0.16502
0.054433
0.248161

0.04785
0.214118
0.041613
0.124037
0.055846
0.079779
0.037287
0.009314
0.008395
0.014962
0.008632
0.017135

0.01663
0.019069
0.201347
0.077413
0.057133
0.147405
0.040456
0.113171
0.086725
0.050873

0.12139

0.15579

PM2.5
0.189785
0.068241
0.070577
0.183616
0.063154
0.091988
0.053322
0.049853
0.147666
0.031158
0.026098
0.097333

0.05506
0.096477
0.258079
0.125751
2.490604
0.071302
0.206004
0.046294
0.345609
0.043296
0.043014
0.057145
0.222598
0.094398
0.063374
0.115102
0.053156
0.150467
0.030543
0.061494
0.151818
0.050079
0.228308
0.044022
0.196989
0.038284
0.114114
0.051378
0.073397
0.034304
0.008569
0.007723
0.013765
0.007942
0.015764

0.0153
0.017543
0.185239

0.07122
0.052562
0.135613
0.037219
0.104117
0.079787
0.046803
0.111679
0.143327

SOx
0.005457
0.004829
0.004808
0.005413
0.004781

0.00545
0.004807
0.004869

0.0059
0.004869
0.004869
0.005413
0.004869
0.005413
0.008353
0.006187
0.148814
0.005283
0.009934
0.005003

0.00986
0.004874
0.004826

0.00542
0.005821
0.004895
0.004845
0.011567
0.004308
0.006622
0.003895
0.004869
0.005528
0.004904
0.005413
0.004868
0.005919
0.004805
0.005617
0.004792

0.0048
0.001524
0.001524
0.001524
0.001692
0.001524
0.001524
0.001524
0.001525
0.005601
0.004924
0.004868
0.006031
0.004847
0.005514
0.004869
0.004869

0.00545
0.005621

Gallons
per
Horsepow
er-hour  Offroad Equipment Short Name
0.057 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.056 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.056 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.050 Bore/Drill Rigs
0.061 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.056 Concrete Pump
0.050 Concrete Pump
0.056 Concrete Pump
0.087 Cranes
0.064 Cranes
1.542 Cranes
0.055 Cranes
0.103 Cranes
0.052 Cranes
0.102 Cranes
0.050 Cranes
0.050 Cranes
0.042 Concrete/Industrial Saws
0.060 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.051 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.050 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.120 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.045 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.069 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.040 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.050 Rubber Tired Dozers
0.057 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.051 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.056 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.061 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.058 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.050 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.018 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.016 Rental Pump
0.058 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.051 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.062 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.057 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.050 Other Material Handling Equipment
0.056 Excavators
0.058 Forklifts



Default Horsepower and Load Factor for Construction Equipment
Sources: CalEEMod 2022 Appendix G Table 12

Equipment Fuel Default Horsepower Load Factor

Cranes Diesel 367 0.29




Commercial Harbor Craft Emissions

Ibs/day of pollutant or gallons of fuel

Construction Phase Equipment Modeled Equipment Fuel Quantit [Hours of Workdays [HP Equipmen MTCO2e/to
y Use/Day t Total VvoC NOX co PM10 | PM2.,5 | SO2 Cco2 Fuel CH4 N20 tal
Hours

Water Demolition Part 1 American 5299 Crane (On AE - Barge-Other Diesel |1 8 20 168 160

Flexifloat Spud Barge) 0.13041f 2.54221| 0.73277] 0.0641] 0.06128 0] 430.14] 401.413] 0.28408] 0.00752| 3.96659582
Water Demolition Part 1 DB Palomar Main Engine AE - Barge-Other Diesel |1 2 20 600 40 0.08493| 1.56321| 0.45427{ 0.04277] 0.04088 0] 243.732] 227.454| 0.16097{ 0.00426] 2.2476078
Water Demolition Part 1 DB Palomar Genset AE - Barge-Other Diesel |1 2 20 300 40 0.04679| 0.96767] 0.24864| 0.01922| 0.01837 0] 157.393| 146.881| 0.10395{ 0.00275{ 1.4514171
Water Demolition Part 1 Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel |1 2 20 803 40 0.26241] 4.18342| 1.52848] 0.09342] 0.08931 0] 956.826| 873.249] 0.61799| 0.01636| 8.82035031
Water Demolition Part 1 Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Diesel |1 2 20 803 40 0.26241| 4.18342| 1.52848| 0.09342] 0.08931 0] 956.826| 873.249| 0.61799 0.01636] 8.82035031
Water Demolition Part 1 Survey Boat ME - Work Boat Diesel |1 2 20 230 40 0.16638| 1.96875| 0.44864| 0.04338] 0.04147 0] 165.911] 157.455| 0.11143{ 0.00295] 1.53038869

Summary by Phase

Ibs/day (or gallons/day)
Phase VOC NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 SO2 CO2 Diesel CH4 N20 CO2e MT
Water Demolition Part 1 0.95| 15.41 4.94 0.36 0.34 0.00| ######t| 2679.70 1.90 0.05 27




CHC Emission Rate Calculation
1. CARB OFFROAD OUTPUT

Model Output: OFFROAD2021 (v1.1.0.) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: Statewide

Region: California

Calendar Year: 2026
Scenario: All Adopted Rules - Exhaust

Vehicle Classification: Off-Road Web Query Equipment Types

Units: tons/day for Emissions, gallons/year for Fuel, hours/year for Activity, Horsepower-hours/year for Horsepower-hours

Calen
dar
2026

2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
Statewide 2026
Statewide 2026
Statewide 2026
Statewide 2026
Statewide 2026

Region

Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide
Statewide

Vehicle Category

Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Barge-Other
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - AE - Work Boat

Model
Year
Aggregate

Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow Aggregate

Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat
Commercial Harbor Craft - ME - Work Boat

Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate
Aggregate

Horsep Fuel
ower

100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel
100 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
9999 Diesel
175 Diesel
300 Diesel
50 Diesel
600 Diesel
75 Diesel
9999 Diesel

HC_tpd ROG_tp TOG_tp CO_tpd NOx_tp CO2_tp

4E-05

0.0002
0.0007
2E-05

0.0007
2E-05

0.0004
0.0024
0.004

0.0012
0.0012
2E-05

0.0011
0.0005
0.0011
0.0031
0.0005
0.0031
0.0007
0.0018
1E-05

0.0001
0.0021
5E-06

0.0177
0.017

0.0025
0.0086
4E-05

0.0329
0.0001
0.0243

d
5E-05

0.0003
0.0008
2E-05

0.0009
3E-05

0.0005
0.0029
0.0048
0.0014
0.0015
3E-05

0.0014
0.0006
0.0013
0.0037
0.0006
0.0038
0.0008
0.0022
2E-05

0.0001
0.0026
5E-06

0.0214
0.0205
0.0031
0.0104
5E-05

0.0398
0.0001
0.0294

d
6E-05

0.0004
0.0009
3E-05

0.0011
3E-05

0.0005
0.0035
0.0057
0.0017
0.0017
3E-05

0.0017
0.0007
0.0015
0.0045
0.0007
0.0045
0.001

0.0026
2E-05

0.0002
0.0031
7E-06

0.0255
0.0245
0.0036
0.0124
6E-05

0.0474
0.0002
0.035

0.0002
0.0017
0.0042
0.0001
0.0047
0.0001
0.0016
0.008

0.0155
0.0046
0.0041
9E-05

0.0038
0.0017
0.0055
0.0153
0.0022
0.0138
0.0024
0.0063
5E-05

0.0003
0.0056
2E-05

0.0431
0.1197
0.0086
0.028

0.0002
0.1101
0.0004
0.1047

d
0.001

0.0058
0.0163
0.0004
0.0163
0.0005
0.0072
0.0442
0.0778
0.0232
0.0184
0.0005
0.0209
0.0063
0.0178
0.0476
0.0063
0.0423
0.0073
0.0162
0.0003
0.0027
0.0448
6E-05

0.342

0.3276
0.0407
0.123

0.0006
0.5581
0.0015
0.3134

d
0.1528

0.9748
2.6553
0.0576
2.5347
0.0811
1.0444
3.6797
7.4935
2.1678
1.6031
0.0436
1.7393
0.5687
1.8903
4.8721
0.6374
4.1269
0.6691
2.6015
0.0241
0.235

3.6526
0.0055
26.022
74.925
3.4283
10.368
0.058

47.15

0.1363
40.393

PM10_t PM2.5_ SOx_ NH3 Fuel
_tpd Consum

pd
2E-05

0.0001
0.0003
1E-05
0.0004
1E-05
1E-04
0.001
0.0012
0.0006
0.0006
2E-05
0.0005
0.0003
0.0005
0.0015
0.0003
0.0014
0.0003
0.0007
1E-05
6E-05
0.0009
9E-07
0.0042
0.0073
0.0008
0.0027
3E-05
0.0108
7E-05
0.0093

tpd
2E-05

0.0001
0.0003
1E-05
0.0004
1E-05
9E-05
0.001
0.0012
0.0005
0.0006
2E-05
0.0004
0.0003
0.0005
0.0014
0.0003
0.0013
0.0003
0.0006
1E-05
5E-05
0.0008
9E-07
0.004
0.007
0.0008
0.0026
2E-05
0.0103
6E-05
0.0088

tpd

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

O O O O O O OO O 0O OO0 OO 0O O 0O 0O OO 0O o oo o o o o o o o o o

Total_Ac
tivity_hp
3268.54
13234.7
24630.7
2951.54
15183.6
2438.86
2615.09
64424.7
96313.3
17666.4
56829.4
235.469
45674.4
11649.2
25446.2
43066.1
32897.4
22387.8
21720.6
434411
471.447
2793.62

5203.06
33203.7
90444.5
1960.38
86339.2
2762.08
35576.4
122188
248438
72656.1
53311
1486.78
57682.6
19700.8
65478
168767
22078.2
142955
23176.5
90103.2
819.126
8002.53
123496 28023
181.66 235.723
866112 111296
2495889 114327
118756 48108.9
359140 91236.5
2008.29 1960.34
1633271 229087
4721.86 3920.69
1399216 57997.5

Total_
Popula
16.4

51.2
56.6
10.8
23.8
4.4
6.6
42
72.17
13.71
42.46
1.542
32.75
16.27
35.54
60.16
45.95
31.27
30.34
6.068
3.083
9.708
32.21
1.542
90.92
96.21
75.29
142.8
3.068
352.4
6.136
78.5

Horsepowe
r_Hours_h
92018.49

600698.84
1668936.6
30595.452
1591326.9
48672.893
681083.48
2160897.3
4393900.8
1341126.4
831819.38
27443.885
1020120.3
338606.3
1172522.7
3111928
348043.43
2636570
405999.96
1754637.6
14486.611
141534.88
2279550.8
2834.337
15987152
49094459
2129624.2
6625171.8
31334.15
30124952
80293.762
27019376



CHC Emission Rate Calculation
2. CALCULATION OF HOURLY EMISSIONS BY TYPE BY BIN

equation:
daily tons x 365 x 2000

equation:

annual Ibs / annual hours

ROG =VOC
PM10e = DPM
Ibs per year Ibs/hr of pollutant or gallons/hr of fuel
CHC short name VoC NOX co PM10 | PM2.5 S0O2 Cc02 Fuel (gpy) Hours | VOC | NOX | CO [PM10|PM2.5 S02 Cco2 Fuel

AE - Barge-Other 36 732 164 17 16 0 111,508 5,203 3269| 0.01 0.2 0.1| 0.005 0.0 0.0 34.1 1.6
AE - Barge-Other 216 4,206 1,212 106 101 0 711,598 33,204 13235| 0.02 0.3 0.1 0.008| 0.0 0.0 53.8 2.5
AE - Barge-Other 576| 11,917| 3,062 237 226 0 1,938,341 90,444 24631| 0.02 0.5 0.1] 0.010f 0.0 0.0 78.7 3.7
AE - Barge-Other 16 277 74 9 8 0 42,013 1,960 2952| 0.01 0.1 0.0[ 0.003 0.0 0.0 14.2 0.7
AE - Barge-Other 645| 11,868| 3,449 325 310 0 1,850,360 86,339 15184| 0.04] 0.8 0.2 0.021 0.0 0.0 121.9 5.7
AE - Barge-Other 20 397 88 10 9 0 59,195 2,762 2439| 0.01] 0.16| 0.04| 0.004| 0.00 0.00 24.27 1.13
AE - Barge-Other 331 5,264| 1,175 71 68 0 762,448 35,576 2615| 0.13] 2.01] 0.45| 0.027| 0.03 0.00 291.56 13.60
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 2,146 32,254 5,811 745 712 0 2,686,153 122,188 64425 0.03 0.50f 0.09| 0.012| 0.01 0.00 41.69 1.90
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 3,504 56,772 11,306 908 868 0 5,470,220 248,438 96313| 0.04| 0.59] 0.12] 0.009| 0.01 0.00 56.80 2.58
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,028 16,961 3,368 418 399 0 1,582,497 72,656 17666| 0.06] 0.96] 0.19| 0.024 0.02 0.00 89.58 4.11
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,065 13,466 3,016 420 402 0 1,170,252 53,311 56829 0.02( 0.24| 0.05| 0.007| 0.01 0.00 20.59 0.94
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 19 329 65 12 11 0 31,864 1,487 235| 0.08 1.40| 0.28| 0.050( 0.05 0.00 135.32 6.31
AE - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,015 15,244 2,747 334 320 0 1,269,701 57,683 45674| 0.02] 0.33] 0.06] 0.007| 0.01 0.00 27.80 1.26
AE - Work Boat 409 4,570 1,233 192 184 0 415,176 19,701 11649| 0.04] 0.39] 0.11}| 0.017[ 0.02 0.00 35.64 1.69
AE - Work Boat 944 12,970 3,982 382 365 0 1,379,890 65,478 25446 0.04( 0.51| 0.16] 0.015| 0.01 0.00 54.23 2.57
AE - Work Boat 2,736| 34,748| 11,170 1,089| 1,041 0 3,556,604 168,767 43066/ 0.06] 0.81] 0.26] 0.025| 0.02 0.00 82.58 3.92
AE - Work Boat 403 4,633 1,574 199 191 0 465,278 22,078 32897 0.01 0.14| 0.05| 0.006| 0.01 0.00 14.14 0.67
AE - Work Boat 2,756 30,880 10,050( 1,014 969 0 3,012,643 142,955 22388 0.12f 1.38] 0.45| 0.045| 0.04 0.00 134.57 6.39
AE - Work Boat 590 5,359 1,758 237 226 0 488,424 23,177 21721| 0.03] 0.25| 0.08| 0.011| 0.01 0.00 22.49 1.07
AE - Work Boat 1,587 11,793| 4,584 478 457 0 1,899,118 90,103 4344 0.37| 2.71] 1.06| 0.110f 0.11 0.00 437.17 20.74
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 13 205 37 10 9 0 17,596 819 471 0.03( 0.44| 0.08]| 0.021| 0.02 0.00 37.32 1.74
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 108 1,942 239 42 40 0 171,549 8,003 2794| 0.04| 0.70] 0.09]| 0.015| 0.01 0.00 61.41 2.86
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1,889 32,715 4,053 622 595 0 2,666,404 123,496 28023 0.07 1.17| 0.14] 0.022| 0.02 0.00 95.15 4.41
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 4 47 11 1 1 0 4,040 182 236/ 0.02| 0.20|{ 0.05( 0.003| 0.00 0.00 17.14 0.77
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 15,625| 249,639 31,459| 3,084| 2,948 0 18,996,215 866,112| 111296| 0.14| 2.24] 0.28]| 0.028| 0.03 0.00 170.68 7.78
ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 15,000| 239,138 87,373| 5,340 5,105 0 54,695,361 2,495,889 114327| 0.13] 2.09] 0.76| 0.047| 0.04 0.00 478.41 21.83
ME - Work Boat 2,227 29,697 6,242 610 583 0 2,502,669 118,756 48109| 0.05| 0.62] 0.13] 0.013| 0.01 0.00 52.02 2.47
ME - Work Boat 7,590 89,811| 20,466| 1,979| 1,892 0 7,568,546 359,140 91236 0.08| 0.98| 0.22| 0.022| 0.02 0.00 82.96 3.94
ME - Work Boat 36 418 135 18 18 0 42,323 2,008 1960 0.02f 0.21f 0.07| 0.009| 0.01 0.00 21.59 1.02
ME - Work Boat 29,064| 407,442 80,366 7,887 7,540 0 34,419,706 1,633,271| 229087 0.13| 1.78| 0.35| 0.034| 0.03 0.00 150.25 7.13
ME - Work Boat 94 1,098 280 48 46 0 99,509 4,722 3921| 0.02] 0.28] 0.07| 0.012| 0.01 0.00 25.38 1.20
ME - Work Boat 21,495| 228,752 76,451 6,753] 6,455 0 29,487,250 1,399,216 57998] 0.37| 3.94| 1.32| 0.116] 0.11 0.00 508.42 24.13

Row (QA)
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CHC Emission Rate Calculation
3. ASSIGNING HOURLY RATES TO CALCULATE DAILY EMISSIONS

gtolb
Ib to ton

Row (QA)

w U1 N

26
26
28

453.59
0.0005
CHC HP Bins 50 100 175 300 600 9999
Emission Rate Calculation
Ibs per hour (calculated
Ibs/hr of pollutant or gallons/hr of fuel from fuel)
# of Engines

Equipment Modeled CHC Equipment Assumed HP each HP Bin | VOC NOX co PM10 | PM2.5 S0O2 C0o2 Fuel CH4 N20
American 5299 Crane (OnFlexifloat Spu{AE - Barge-Other 1 168 175 0.016 | 0.318 0.092 0.008 | 0.008 0.000 | 53.767 | 2.509 0.036 0.001
DB Palomar Main Engine AE - Barge-Other 1 600 600 0.042 | 0.782 0.227 0.021 0.020 0.000 |[121.866| 5.686 0.080 0.002
DB Palomar Genset AE - Barge-Other 1 300 300 0.023 | 0.484 0.124 0.010 | 0.009 0.000 | 78.696 | 3.672 0.052 0.001
Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor Tug ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1 803 9999 | 0.131 | 2.092 0.764 0.047 0.045 0.000 |(478.413( 21.831 | 0.309 0.008
Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor Tug  |ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow 1 803 9999 | 0.131 | 2.092 0.764 0.047 | 0.045 0.000 |478.413] 21.831 | 0.309 0.008
Survey Boat ME - Work Boat 1 230 300 0.083 | 0.984 0.224 0.022 | 0.021 0.000 | 82.955 | 3.936 0.056 0.001
GHG Emission Factor from diesel usage
CH4 6.42|g/gallon
N20 0.17|g/gallon

CR2022 per gallon, ships and boats, diesel(Table 2.7)




Site Remediation Off-Road Equipment

Phase: Water Demolition Part 1
Vehicle Equipment Offroad Modeled Equipment Fuel Number |Hours Per |Engine Tier Workdays |HP Load factor
Equipment Per Day |Day
Category
Barge w/ Crane Cranes Construction _|Cranes Diesel 1 8 na 20 367 0.29
American 5299 Crane (On CHC AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 8 Tier 3 20 168
Flexifloat Spud Barge)
Flat Deck Barge DB Palomar Main Engine CHC AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 2 Tier 3 20 600
DB Palomar Genset CHC AE - Barge-Other Diesel 1 2 Tier 3 20 300
Tugboat Killeen Rear Genset - Harbor CHC ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow |Diesel 1 2 Tier 3 20 803
Tug
Killeen Forward Genset - Harbor|CHC ME - Tugboat-Push/Tow |Diesel 1 2 Tier 3 20 803
Tug
Workboat Survey Boat CHC ME - Work Boat Diesel 1 2 Tier 3-BACT |20 230
Notes:
Crane HP and Load factor are CalEEMod default.
Horsepower and types of other CHC equipment for the remediation are derived from clients equipment list.
Equipment activities are estimated as follows:
Remediation material and quantitiy
Dredged Material 8,235.45|CY
Replacement Sand 8,235.45|CY
Total CY 16,470.9|CY
Remediation Equipment Activities
Equipment Qty. (CY) CY per Equp- |# equip Hours/day|Equip Estimated
hours hours Workdays
Derrick Barge+Crane |16,470.90 104.17 1 8 158 20
Workboat 16,470.90 416.67 1 2 40 20
Flat Deck Barge 16,470.90 416.67 1 2 40 20
Tugboat 16,470.90 416.67 1 2 40 20
CY per hours is based on dredging activity as shown below:
Reference: Cal Maritime Waterfront Master Plan FEIR Calculations
Phase Dredging CY Equip # equip workdays |Hr/day Equipment|CY per equip
hours hours
Phase 2-1 40,000 Derrick 1 48 8 384 104.1666667
Barge+Crane
Phase 2-1 40,000 Workboat 1 48 2 96 416.67
Phase 2-1 40,000 Flat Deck Barge|1 48 2 96 416.67
Phase 2-1 40,000 Tugboat 1 48 2 96 416.67
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Marine Biological Resources Report and Essential
Fish Habitat Assessment for the Shelter Island
Commercial Fishing Wharf Project

March 23, 2026

1 Introduction

Marine Taxonomic Services, LTD. (MTS) was contracted by Ascent Environmental to provide a marine
biological assessment and essential fish habitat assessment for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing
Wharf Project (Project), formerly known as Driscoll’s Wharf. MTS completed a survey and analysis of
the resources occurring within the designated survey area and prepared the following report on the
findings.

1-1 Project Location

The Project is located at 4918 North Harbor Drive in San Diego, California. The project site
encompasses 2.9 acres of landside area, and 6.4 acres of water-side area. Proposed demolition and
redevelopment activities would occur within the entire 6.4-acre waterside area of the project site,
and landside demolition and utility upgrades would occur within approximately 0.4 acres of the 2.9-
acre landside portion of the project site. The Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf facilitates
commercial fishing operations includes four pier structures and one offloading dock. Figure 1 shows
the location of the Project site within the San Diego Bay. The survey area includes all areas of in-water
construction proposed by the Project and includes an approximate 17 meter buffer around Project
construction activities as shown in Figure 1.
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Shelter Island
Commercial Fishing

X

Figure 1. Vicinity map of the Shelter Island Commercial Fishin Wharf Project site and survey area within San Diego
Bay, CA.
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Project Description

pose of the Project is to modernize the existing facilities, since they are in disrepair, to account
ent needs of the Commercial fisherman and increase safety for vessel berthing and tenant

use. Proposed Project plans are included as Appendix A. The list below describes specific Project
elements proposed to achieve the goals of this Project.

1-2.1 Demolition

1-2.2

MTS

Demolition of the existing fish offloading Pier (Pier 4), removing a total of 3,553 sq ft of
overwater coverage. The existing jib-crane would be removed and stored for re-use. The
existing pier, pier deck, 83 piles, mooring piles, floating dock, associated hardware, and other
supporting infrastructure would be removed.

Demolition of Piers 5, 6, 7, and 8, removing a total of 14,484 square feet (sq ft) of overwater
coverage. Demolition of Piers 5, 7, and 8 would occur prior to demolition of Pier 6. All
commercial fishing vessels would be temporarily relocated to Pier 6. Demolition would
involve the removal of all existing pier components including electrical power, potable water,
gantry cranes, fencing and gates, lighting, ladders, gangways, and float docks, followed by the
removal of deck planks, wood and steel stringers and wood and steel pile caps. A total of 390
piles are proposed for removal.

Demolition of one landside building. Building E, also known as Building 4922.

Demolition of the underlying concrete pad of a removed storage shed.

Reconstruction

Reconstruction of up to three floating dock piers (Piers 5, 7, and 8) and associated structures,
such as new gangways and headwalks connecting the piers. The reconstruction of Piers 5, 7,
and 8 would result in 26,991 sq ft of total overwater cover. A total of 81 concrete piles would
be installed to support the proposed structures including the associated main walk.
Construction of a floating platform to replace the existing Pier 6 for vessel loading and
unloading. The new Pier 6 construction would result in 2,846 sq ft of overwater cover and
would require 8 piles to secure the structure.

Reconstruction of Pier 4 for unloading of fish, seafood, and related equipment. Structural
upgrades and reconfiguration of Pier 4 include the replacement of the existing timber pier
with a concrete fixed deck pier supported by concrete piles and protected by a fender system.
The proposed new Pier 4 would result in overwater cover of 3,717 sq ft. A total of 30 concrete
piles would be installed to support the proposed Pier 4 structure.

Installation of a new floating wave attenuation dock east of the marina. A wave attenuation
dock is proposed outside of the existing leasehold to protect the Project infrastructure. The
wave attenuation dock would result in 3,245 sq ft of overwater cover and require a total of
30 piles for installation.
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2 Methods

MTS staff completed a marine biological assessment at the waterside portion of the Project site on
September 24, 2024 (refer to Figure 1 for the survey area). A side-scan sonar survey was performed
to get a complete view of the seafloor within the survey area. Where the survey area includes all in-
water construction activities proposed by the Project and a buffer of approximately 17 meters. A
SCUBA diver survey was used to verify the side-scan data and record habitat and species observations
within the Project site. Water depths were provided by the Port of San Diego.

2-1 Side-Scan Sonar Survey

The side-scan sonar survey was performed by navigating a small vessel along a series of transects
through the Project site. Additional transects were also made outside the Project site boundary such
that the survey area included a buffer of approximately 30 meters beyond all proposed Project
elements.

The vessel was fitted with a pole-mounted side-scan sonar operating at 450 kHz. The sonar was set
to scan 30 meters on both the port and starboard sides of the vessel for a total scanning swath of 60
meters. Multiple side-scan survey transects, within close proximity to one another, were navigated.
The survey area extent is provided in Figure 1.

2-2 SCUBA Survey

During the diver survey, the diver swam multiple transects in the survey area and along the shallow
water portion of the Project site. As the diver swam within the Project site, they towed a surface buoy
mounted with a differential global positioning system (dGPS) with sub-meter accuracy. The start and
end points of the diver transects, and nearshore extent of eelgrass were tracked in real time by a dive
tender, topside on a small vessel, equipped with a handheld tablet with mapping software that was
connected via Bluetooth to a dGPS. As the diver swam through the Project site, they recorded species
and habitat observations on a dive slate. When swimming the boundary of eelgrass beds, the diver’s
track was recorded in real time. All habitat observations and corresponding dGPS positions were used
to validate eelgrass beds as described in the side-scan sonar data.

When eelgrass was encountered, the diver would then tow the dGPS along the perimeter of the
eelgrass bed or patch while the tender plotted the boundary using mapping software that wirelessly
received position data from the dGPS. In areas where side-scan data was collected, the intent of the
diver survey was to map the nearshore boundaries of eelgrass and within areas where side-scan data
could not be collected due to lack of vessel access or maneuverability; the intent of the diver survey
was to map the entire perimeter of eelgrass within that given area. This data was used in combination
with side-scan sonar data to delineate all eelgrass resources within the survey area.

Eelgrass density was measured by randomly placing a 1/16 square meter quadrat within eelgrass
beds. Density data were collected along transects within the survey area. The survey team sampled

30 quadrats within the Project site.

Additionally, the diver observed dock, pile, and riprap structures and recorded species observations
on a dive slate.

MTS 4
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2-3 Sensitive Species and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment

A detailed assessment was conducted to determine if any sensitive species holding special or
protected status may occur within, or adjacent to, the designated Project site. Species lists provided
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) (USFWS 2023 and NMFS 2023a) were evaluated for sensitive species near the Project site.

To accurately identify Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) within the survey area, fish species managed by the
Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC) that are known to either occur within the survey area,
have historically occurred within the survey area, or depend upon those marine habitats that are
known to occur within the survey area, were identified. An analysis of the range and habitat
preferences of species managed by the PFMC was conducted through EFH geographic information
system (GIS) mapping software regularly maintained and updated by National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries (NMFS 2023b). Additional literature reviews were
performed to further evaluate habitat requirements of fish species managed by the PFMC.

MTS 5
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3 Results

3-1 Marine Habitats Surveyed

Marine habitats observed during the SCUBA survey within the Project site fell within three distinct
categories: unvegetated soft-bottom, eelgrass, and hard substrate including docks, dock floats, and
piles. Notable fauna observed included 5 species of marine vertebrates, 17 unique species of marine
invertebrates, and 12 species of marine macroalgae (Table 1). Water depths within the Project site
ranged between +4 and -14 feet mean lower low water (MLLW). Habitats mapped throughout the
Project site during this survey are provided in Figure 2.

Table 1. Common marine species observed within the designated Project site during the SCUBA survey.
Common Name Scientific Name Conservation Status Habitat Observed

Shiner surfperch
Kelp bass
Opaleye
Topsmelt

Round ray

Sponges

Bryozoan

Tunicate

Tunicate

Pacific oyster
California spiny lobster
Tunicate
Tube-dwelling anemone
Anemone

Barnacles

Bryozoan

Tunicate

Limpet

Tunicate

California mussels

Bay mussels

Lined shore crab

Sea lettuce
Red algae
Red algae
Brown algae
Brown algae
Red algae
*Brown algae
Turf algae
Red algae
Brown algae
Red algae
Red algae

Marine Vertebrates

Cymatogaster aggregata
Paralabrax clathratus
Girella nigricans
Atherinops affinis
Urobatis halleri

Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern

Marine Invertebrates

Haliclona

Amathia verticillata
Ciona robusta

Styela plicata
Crassostrea gigas
Panulirus interruptus
Styela clava

Pachycerianthus fimbriatus

Bunodeopsis sp.
Chthalamus sp.
Watersipora subtorqata
Styela montereyensis
Lottia sp.

Botryllus schlosseri
Muytilus californianus
Muytilus trossulus
Pachygrapsus crassipes

Ulva sp.

Callophyllis sp.
Gelidium coulteri
Dictyopteris undulata
Ductyota flabellata
Endocladua muricata

Least Concern
Invasive

Least Concern
Least Concern
Non-Native
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern

Macroalgae

Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern
Least Concern

Macrocystis pyrifera (juv./small)  Least Concern

Un Identified
Gracilaria pacifica
Sargassum muticum
Pyropia sp.

Proinitis sternbergii

Least Concern
Least Concern
Invasive

Least Concern
Least Concern

Eelgrass
Eelgrass
Riprap
Riprap

Soft Bottom

Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Pile, Riprap

Eelgrass

Riprap, Piles

Soft Bottom

Eelgrass

Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles

Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles

Piles

Piles

Floats and Dock
Riprap, Piles

Piles, Floats and Dock

Piles, Floats and Dock, Riprap

Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Piles, Floats and Dock
Riprap

Soft Bottom

Riprap

Floats and Dock
Floats and Dock

*Few sparce individuals identified during the survey. Coverage, height, and health of observed individuals did not indicate the

presence of kelp canopy or kelp forest HAPC.
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Figure 2. Map showing habitat types observed within the Project site during the side-scan sonar and SCUBA
survey. Bathymetry provided by Port of San Diego.
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3-2 Unvegetated Soft-Bottom Habitat

A large portion of the seafloor at the Project site was classified as unvegetated soft-bottom (Figure
2). The substrate consisted mostly of very fine sand and mud.

The unvegetated soft-bottom habitat was generally barren with minimal signs of bioturbation.
Species observed over soft-bottom habitat included round rays (Urobatis halleri), tube dwelling
anemones (Pachycerianthus fimbriatus), and red algae (Gracilaria pacifica).

3-3 Eelgrass Habitat

Approximately 102,989 (sq ft) (2.36 acres) of eelgrass and 75,896 sq ft (1.74 acres) of unvegetated
eelgrass habitat occur within the Project site (Figure 2). In general, eelgrass was observed within
fairways of the pre-existing docks. Eelgrass was observed in water depths ranging from approximately
+1 to -13 feet MLLW. Eelgrass resources mapped are shown in Figure 2.

Vertebrate species observed in eelgrass habitat included shiner surfperch (Cymatogaster aggregata)
and kelp bass (Paralabrax clathratus). The commercially important California spiney lobster
(Panulirus interruptus) was also observed in eelgrass habitat. Bunodeopsis sp. anemones were
observed attached to eelgrass blades throughout the Project site.

3-4 Hard Substrate Habitat

Hard substrates including piles, dock floats, and riprap were observed within the Project site (Figure
2). Piles and dock floats were present scattered throughout the Project site. Riprap was observed
along the northeastern boundary of the Project site.

3-4.1 Piles

Piles within the Project site were composed of wood or metal (Figure 3). In general, species
distribution among shallower portions of piles were more homogeneous, consisting of acorn
barnacles (Balanus glandula), Pacific oysters (Crassostrea gigas), and minor amounts of California
mussels (Mytilus californianus). These same species were observed in the upper portions of the piles
and extended deeper into the water column. Lined shore crab (Pachygrapsus crassipes) were
observed near the water’s surface on piles. The middle and bottom portion of the pile invertebrate
community was composed of tunicates (Styela plicata, Ciona robusta, Styela clava, Styela
montereyensis, and Botryllus schlosseri), sponges (Haliclona spp.), invasive bryozoan (Amathia
verticillata), and bryozoan (Watersipora subtorgata). Algae species observed associated with pile
communities included sea lettuce (Ulva sp.), red alga (Callophyllis sp., Gelidium coulteri, and
Endocladua muricata), brown alga (Dictyopteris undulata and Ductyota flabellata). Small individual
giant kelp (Macrocystis pyrifera) stipes were observed attached to or near the base of piles within the
Project site.

MITS 8
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Figure 3. Representative above-water phoos of piles (left) and growth at the surface of a pile (right)

3-4.2 Docks and Dock Floats

Dock structures and floats within the Project site were generally composed of similar species
observed on upper portions of piles (Figure 4). Invertebrate species observed on this hard substrate
included sponges, tunicates, Pacific oyster, barnacles, bryozoans, and occasional bay mussels (Mytilus
trossulus).

. e e e e S S
Figure 4. Picture of species growth on dock float structure.
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3-4.3 Riprap

Riprap was observed along the northeastern portion of the Project site (Figure 5). Vertebrate species,
opaleye (Girella nigricans) and topsmelt (Atherinops affinis) were observed swimming near riprap
structures, seeking refuge within gaps of large rock. Pacific oysters were attached to rock in mid and
low-intertidal portions of the riprap. Tunicate (Styela clava) was observed on deeper subtidal rock
riprap substrate. Lined shore crabs were observed crawling over high inter-tidal riprap. Turf algae and
red algae (Callophyllis sp.) were encrusting mid and low-intertidal portions of riprap. Additionally,
invasive brown algae (Sargassum muticum) was growing on mid and deeper water riprap rock.

Figure 5. Phoos f riprap within the Prbiéct éite.
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3-5 Sensitive Species

In addition to accounting for all marine species identified during the field survey, an assessment was
also conducted to determine other sensitive species holding special or protected status that may
occur within, or adjacent to, the designated Project site. Based on the species lists provided by USFWS
and NMFS (USFWS 2023 and NMFS 2023a), an analysis of the range and habitat preferences of
sensitive species that have a potential to occur within or nearby the Project site was completed (Table
2).

Table 2. Special status and protected species with the potential to occur within or near the Project site (USFWS

2023 and NMFS 2023a).

Common Name

Species Name

Marine Mammals

Conservation Status

Likelihood to
Occur

Not expected to

Baird's Beaked Whale Berardius bairdii Protected occur
. . . Not expected to
Blainville's Beaked Whale Mesoplodon densirostris Protected O(F:)cur
Not expected to
Blue Whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered oEcur
. Not ted t
Bryde's Whale Balaenoptera edeni Protected ot expectedto
occur
California Sea Lion Zalophus californianus Protected Possible
Common Bottlenose Dolphin Tursiops truncatus Protected Possible
. L . . Not ted t
Cuvier's Beaked Whale Ziphius cavirostris Protected ° ezgfjre °
. . . Not ted t
Dall's Porpoise Phocoenoides dalli Protected ot expectedto
occur
. Not expected to
Dwarf Sperm Whale Kogia sima Protected P
occur
Not expected to
False Killer Whale Pseudorca crassidens Protected O(F:)cur
. Not expected to
Fin Whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered oEcur
. Not ted t
Gray Whale Eschrichtius robustus Protected ot expectedto
occur
. Not ted t
Guadalupe Fur Seal Arctocephalus townsendi Threatened ° eé?:jre °
. Not expected to
Harbor Porpoise Phocoena phocoena Protected P
occur
Not expected to
Harbor Seal Phoca vitulina Protected P
occur
. Not expected to
Humpback Whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered oEcur
Killer Whale Orcinus orca Endangered Not expected to
occur
Long-Beaked Common Dolphin Delphinus capensis Protected Possible
Not ted t
Melon-Headed Whale Peponocephala electra Protected ot expectedto

occur
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Not expected to

Minke Whale Balaenoptera acutorostrata Protected occur
North Pacific Right Whale Eubalaena japonica Endangered Not ezi):]::ed to
N
Northern Elephant Seal Mirounga angustirostris Protected ot ezzf:j::ed to
Not ted t
Northern Fur Seal Callorhinus ursinus Protected ot expectedto
occur
. . . . . Not expected to
Northern Right Whale Dolphin Lissodelphis borealis Protected of:)cur
Pacific White-Sided Dolphin Lagenorhynchus obliquidens Protected Not ezi):j:ed to
. . Not ted t
Pygmy Sperm Whale Kogia breviceps Protected ° ezgfjre °
N
Risso's Dolphin Grampus griseus Protected ot expected to
occur
. . Not expected to
Rough-Toothed Dolphin Steno bredanensis Protected O(F:)cur
. . Not ted t
Sei Whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered ot expected fo
occur
Short-Beaked Common Dolphin Delphinus delphis Protected Not ezi):j:ed to
Short-Finned Pilot Whale Globicephala macrorhyncus Endangered Not ezi):]::ed to
N
Sperm Whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered ot ezz:;::ed to
. . . . Not expected to
Spinner Dolphin Stenella longirostris Protected P
occur
. . . Not expected to
Stejneger's Beaked Whale Mesoplodon stejnegeri Endangered ocF:)cur
. . L Not expected to
Steller Sea Lion (eastern population) Eumetopias jubatus Protected of:)cur
Striped Dolphin Stenella coeruleoalba Protected Not expected to
occur
Sea Turtles
Green Turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened Possible
Leatherback Turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered Not ezi):]::ed to
N
Loggerhead Turtle Caretta caretta Endangered ot expected to
occur
Not expected to
Olive Ridley Turtle Lepidochelys olivacea Endangered O(F:)cur
Birds
California Least Tern* Sterna antillarum browni Endangered Possible
Not expected to
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica Threatened O(F:)cur
. . " . Not expected to
Least Bell’s Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus Endangered P
occur
. . . Not expected to
Western Snowy Plover* Charadrius nivosus nivosus Threatened of:)cur

*Possible fly over for both species and possible foraging by California least tern.
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Protected, rare, threatened, or endangered species that may occur within the region include green
sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) (Federally Threatened) and California least tern (Sterna antillarum
browni) (State and Federally Endangered). Mammals protected under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act with potential to occur in San Diego Bay (Bay) include common bottlenose dolphin
(Tursiops truncatus), long-beaked common dolphin (Delphinus capensis), and California sea lion
(Zalophus californianus).

Green sea turtles (GST) are found throughout San Diego Bay which hosts a resident population of
benthic-foraging juveniles and adults. The Project site lies within the proposed critical habitat
designated by NMFS’s latest report that is currently under review (NMFS 2023c). This area has been
designated as having high conservation value due to migratory, foraging, and resting behavior of GST
documented in the region. GSTs use narrow corridors that connect reproductive, foraging, and resting
areas for adults. Obstruction of such corridors would interfere with migration, thus inhibiting
recovery of the species. Foraging is less common in the northern portion of the Bay due to lower
abundance of eelgrass; however, given the amount of eelgrass documented within the Project site
there is potential for GST to utilize this area for foraging. Additionally, GST may use this area as they
move towards foraging area in the southern portions of the Bay and nesting sites in Mexico (NMFS
2023c). Therefore, sightings of GST at the Project site are possible, but likely to be rare.

The California least tern is seasonally present in the Bay, from April to September. The two closest
nesting areas are the San Diego Airport and the Naval Amphibious Base. The San Diego Airport nest
site is approximately 1.5 miles (2.4 kilometers) away from the Project site; the Naval Amphibious Base
nest site is approximately 2.5 miles (4.0 kilometers) away from the Project site. Estimates of foraging
distance vary by location and have been summarized by Harvey and Associates (2012). Atwood and
Minsky (1983) found that 60% of foraging trips were limited to within 2 miles of nesting sites.
Steinbeck et al. (2005) found that 91% of surveyed birds within 3.5 miles of the colony and 98% within
4 miles. Due to the proximity of the Project site to local nesting sites in California least tern
management area V (refer to USFWS 2006) it is possible that least terns may forage within the Project
site. Where management area V refers to California least tern nesting sites located within the Bay at
San Diego International Airport, Chula Vista Wildlife Reserve, D Street Fill, North Island Naval Air
Station, Delta Beach, and Saltworks. Typical foraging habitat is within two miles of colony sites in
relatively shallow nearshore ocean waters in the vicinity of major river mouths so it is possible for
California least terns to forage within and near the Project site.

California sea lions do not breed in the Bay, but forage in the bay year-round. This species has
potential to be found foraging in and transiting through the Project site. During the marine biological
assessment survey, California sea lions were observed transiting through the Project site.

Common dolphin’s and bottlenose dolphins have widespread distributions and are commonly
observed in southern California nearshore environments. They are also often observed in the Bay,
with sightings more concentrated in the northern part of the Bay (NAVFACSW 2016). These animals
are often observed either swimming along shore or bow-riding vessels entering and leaving the Bay.
Although the location of the Project site is close to the Bay entrance, the potential for the occurrence
of these species within the Project site is low because dolphin species are rarely observed within
highly modified shoreline environments. It is important to note that while dolphins may have a low
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potential for occurrence within the Project site, they may be observed within acoustic zones of
influence and proper precautions must be taken during pile driving.

All other remaining pinnipeds and cetaceans have a very low potential for observation within the
Project site. Many of these species are rarely seen along the San Diego coast and generally prefer
habitats associated with less disturbance. Additionally, the relatively shallow water depth associated
with the Project site, between +4 and -14 feet MLLW, would limit the ability for large marine
mammals to transit easily within the Project site and further reduce the potential for their
occurrence.
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4 Essential Fish Habitat Assessment

This section provides an essential fish habitat (EFH) assessment for EFH located within the designated
Project site. EFH includes coral reefs, kelp forests, bays, wetlands, rivers, and areas of the deep ocean
that are necessary for fish reproduction, growth, feeding, and shelter. Essential fish habitat covers
federally managed fish and invertebrates, but does not apply to freshwater species. The entirety of
San Diego Bay, including the Project site, is designated as EFH (NOAA 2025). This EFH includes an
evaluation of proposed actions from the Project that could potentially impact EFH. The following
section discusses the legal background and purpose of an EFH for managed species, fisheries, and
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) with potential to occur within the Project site.

4-1 Essential Fish Habitat Background

The following EFH assessment for the proposed Project is provided in accordance with the 1996
amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act (MSA) (Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 50, Chapter VI, Part 600). The amendments require the delineation of
“essential fish habitat” for all managed species. Federal action agencies which fund, permit, or carry
out activities that may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with the NMFS regarding the
potential effects of their actions on EFH and respond in writing to the NMFS’s recommendations.

The MSA defines EFH as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity.” For the purpose of interpreting the definition of essential fish
habitat: “waters” includes aquatic areas and their associated physical, chemical, and biological
properties that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas historically used by fish where
appropriate; “substrate” includes sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, and
associated biological communities; “necessary” means the habitat required to support a sustainable
fishery and the managed species' contribution to a healthy ecosystem; and “spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity” covers a species' full life cycle. A healthy ecosystem is defined under
the MSA as, “an ecosystem where ecological productive capacity is maintained, diversity of the flora
and fauna is preserved, and the ecosystem retains the ability to regulate itself”.

The purpose of this EFH assessment is to comprehensively identify and analyze EFH occurring within
the designated study area so that federal agencies can best determine whether the proposed Project
would adversely affect designated EFH and identify possible conservation measures to avoid,
minimize, or otherwise offset potential adverse effects to EFH. The MSA requires consultation for all
federal agency actions that may adversely affect EFH. EFH consultation with NMFS is required by
federal agencies undertaking, permitting, or funding activities that may adversely affect EFH,
regardless of its location. Under Section 305(b)(4) of the MSA, NMFS is required to provide EFH
conservation and enhancement recommendations to federal and state agencies for actions that
adversely affect EFH. As such, the following EFH assessment, which includes an analysis of species
managed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) that are known to utilize EFH within the
study area, and an analysis of potential HAPCs within the study area, will provide all the information
necessary for NMFS to conduct any future EFH consultations for the proposed Project.
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4-2 Managed Fisheries with the Potential to Occur Within the Project
Site

To adequately address EFH within the Project site, fish species managed by the PFMC that are known
to either occur within the study area, have historically occurred within the study area, or depend
upon those marine habitats that are known to occur within study area, were identified. This was
accomplished through an analysis of the habitat requirements of PFMC managed fish species (McCain
et al. 2005 and Love et al. 2002), and by running an analysis using the latest EFH GIS software regularly
maintained and updated by NOAA Fisheries (NMFS 2023b). In all, 92 fish species managed by the
PFMC were identified, including species managed under the Coastal Pelagic Species Fisheries
Management Plan (FMP), which includes the Finfish FMP (Table 3), and species managed under the
Pacific Groundfish FMP (Table 4). No species listed in the below tables were observed during the
survey effort.

Table 3. Fish species under the Coastal Pelagic Species FMP.

Common Name Species Name
Pacific sardine Sardinops sagax
Pacific (chub) mackerel Scomber japonicus
Northern anchovy Engraulis mordax
Market squid Doryteuthis opalescens
Jack mackerel Trachurus symmetricus
Krill Euphausia pacifica and Thysanoessa spinifera

Table 4. Fish species managed under the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP.

Common Name Species Name

Elasmobranchs

Big skate Raja binoculata
Leopard shark Triakis semifasciata
Longnose skate Raja rhina
Spiny dogfish Squalus suckleyi
Roundfish
Cabezon Scorpaenichthys marmoratus
Kelp greenling Hexagrammos decagrammus
Lingcod Ophiodon elongatus
Pacific cod Gadus macrocephalus
Pacific whiting (hake) Merluccius productus
Sablefish Anoplopoma fimbria
Rockfish
Aurora rockfish Sebastes aurora
Bank rockfish S. rufus
Black rockfish S. melanops
Black and yellow rockfish S. chrysomelas
Blackgill rockfish S. melanostomus
Blackspotted rockfish S. melanostictus
Blue rockfish S. mystinus
Bocaccio S. paucispinis
Bronzespotted rockfish S. gilli
Brown rockfish S. auriculatus
Calico rockfish S. dallii
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Common Name Species Name

California scorpionfish
Canary rockfish
Chameleon rockfish
Chilipepper rockfish
China rockfish
Copper rockfish
Cowcod
Darkblotched rockfish
Deacon rockfish
Dusky rockfish
Dwarf-red rockfish
Flag rockfish
Freckled rockfish
Gopher rockfish
Grass rockfish
Greenblotched rockfish
Greenspotted rockfish
Greenstriped rockfish
Halfbanded rockfish
Harlequin rockfish
Honeycomb rockfish
Kelp rockfish
Longspine thornyhead
Mexican rockfish
Olive rockfish
Pink rockfish
Pinkrose rockfish
Pygmy rockfish
Pacific Ocean perch
Quillback rockfish
Redbanded rockfish
Redstripe rockfish
Rosethorn rockfish
Rosy rockfish
Rougheye rockfish
Sharpchin rockfish
Shortraker rockfish
Shortspine thornyhead
Silvergray rockfish
Speckled rockfish
Splitnose rockfish
Squarespot rockfish
Sunset rockfish
Starry rockfish
Stripetail rockfish
Swordspine rockfish
Tiger rockfish
Treefish
Vermilion rockfish

Scorpaena gutatta
Sebastes pinniger
S. phillipsi
S. goodei
S. nebulosus
S. caurinus
S. levis
S. crameri
S. diaconus
S. ciliatus
S. rufinanus
S. rubrivinctus
S lentiginosus
S. carnatus
S. rastrelliger
S. rosenblatti
S. chlorostictus
S. elongatus
S. semicinctus
S. variegatus
S. umbrosus
S. atrovirens
Sebastolobus altivelis
Sebastes macdonaldi
S. serranoides
S. eos
S. simulator
S. wilsoni
S. alutus
S. maliger
S. babcocki
S. proriger
S. helvomaculatus
S. rosaceus
S. aleutianus
S. zacentrus
S. borealis
Sebastolobus alascanus
Sebastes brevispinis
S. ovalis
S. diploproa
S. hopkinsi
S. crocotulus
S. constellatus
S. saxicola
S. ensifer
S. nigrocinctus
S. serriceps
S. miniatus
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Common Name Species Name

Widow rockfish S. entomelas
Yelloweye rockfish S. ruberrimus
Yellowmouth rockfish S. reedi
Yellowtail rockfish S. flavidus
Flatfish
Arrowtooth flounder (turbot) Atheresthes stomias
Butter sole Isopsetta isolepis
Curlfin sole Pleuronichthys decurrens
Dover sole Microstomus pacificus
English sole Parophrys vetulus
Flathead sole Hippoglossoides elassodon
Pacific sanddab Citharichthys sordidus
Petrale sole Eopsetta jordani
Rex sole Glyptocephalus zachirus
Rock sole Lepidopsetta bilineata
Sand sole Psettichthys melanostictus
Starry flounder Platichthys stellatus

4-3 Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) Observed Within the

Project Site

HAPCs are present within the Project site. HAPCs are a discreet subset of habitats within an EFH that
are distinguished by characteristics including their high ecological value and vulnerability to
anthropogenic stressors (Figure 6).

All Waters EFH HAPC

*(Adapted from NMFS 2023b)
Figure 6. Figure depicting organization chart of essential fish habitat and habitats of particular concern.

Areas within designated EFH can also be designated as an HAPC based on one or more of the following
characteristics (NMFS 2023b):

1) The importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat
2) Its sensitivity to human-induced environmental degradation

3) The extent of threats posed by development of the habitat

4) The rarity of the habitat type
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HAPCs are considered high priority areas for conservation, management, or research because they
are rare, sensitive, stressed by development, or important to ecosystem function (NMFS 2023b). The
HAPC designation does not necessitate additional protections or restrictions upon an area, but the
help to prioritize and focus conservation efforts (NMFS 2023b). Although these habitats are
particularly important for healthy fish populations, other EFH areas that provide suitable habitats are
also necessary to support and maintain sustainable fisheries and a healthy ecosystem (NMFS 2023b).
Current HAPC types are estuaries, canopy kelp, seagrass, and rocky reefs.

The entirety of the Bay is listed as both an estuarine HAPC and a seagrass HAPC (NMFS 2023b).
Estuaries are defined by an inland extent of saltwater intrusion where ocean-derived salts measure
less than 0.5 ppt during the period of average annual low flow from a freshwater source. The Bay is
considered a low-inflow estuary (Largier et al. 1996) due to low freshwater input. Dams and extensive
use of groundwater over the past century in the Sweetwater and Otay Rivers have significantly
reduced the input from these rivers to the Bay (WURMP 2003). Most of the freshwater input to the
Bay is from surface runoff from urban areas and intermittent flow from rivers and creeks during rain
events. The mean rainfall of 26 cm/ year mostly occurring in winter (Largier et al. 1996), results in
categorizing the Bay as a low-inflow estuary. Additionally, eelgrass beds were observed throughout
fairways within the Project site.
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5 Laws and Regulations.

5-1 Federal

5-1.1 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is administered by the NOAA Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Management, provides for management of the nation’s coastal resources and balances
economic development with environmental conservation.

The Coastal Zone Management Act outlines two national programs. The National Coastal Zone
Management Program includes 34 coastal programs. The goal of these programs is to balance
competing land and water issues in the coastal zone. The National Estuarine Research Reserve System
creates field laboratories that provide a greater understanding of estuaries and how humans affect
them. The overall program objectives of the act are to “preserve, protect, develop, and where
possible, to restore or enhance the resources of the nation’s coastal zone.”

The Coastal Zone Management Act ensures that development projects in coastal areas are designed
and permitted in a manner that is consistent with coastal zone land uses, maximizes public health
and safety, and ensures that biological resources (e.g., wetlands, estuaries, beaches, and fish and
wildlife and their habitat) within the coastal zone are protected. In California, the California Coastal
Commission enforces the Coastal Zone Management Act by certifying that any proposed project is
consistent with the California Coastal Act of 1976 (as amended). The enforceable policies of the
Coastal Zone Management Act are found in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

5-1.2 Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10)

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to regulate any activity within or
over any navigable water of the United States pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.
Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 jurisdiction is defined as “those waters that are subject to the ebb
and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible
for use, to transport interstate or foreign commerce” (33 Code of Federal Regulations 322). The Bay
is considered a traditional navigable water regulated under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.

5-1.3 Endangered Species Act of 1973

Species listed as endangered and/or threatened by the USFWS are protected under Section 9 of the
federal Endangered Species Act, which forbids any person to “take” an endangered or threatened
species. Take is defined in Section 3 of the act as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in
1995 that the term “harm” includes destruction or modification of habitat. Sections 7 and 10 of the
Act may authorize “incidental take” for an otherwise lawful activity (a development project, for
example) if it is determined that the activity would not jeopardize survival or recovery of the species.
Section 7 applies to projects where a federally listed species is present and there is a federal nexus,
such as a federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit (e.g., impacts on waters of the U.S.) that
is required. Section 10, requiring an incidental take permit, applies when a federally listed species is
present, but there is no federal nexus.
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5-1.4 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act, as
amended 1996 (Public Law 104-267)

Federal agencies must consult with NOAA Fisheries on actions that may adversely affect EFH. EFH is
defined as those “waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth
to maturity.” NOAA Fisheries encourages streamlining the consultation process using review
procedures under the National Environmental Policy Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the
CWA, and/or the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) provided that documents meet requirements
for EFH assessments under Section 600.920(g). EFH assessments must include (1) a description of the
proposed action, (2) an analysis of effects, including cumulative effects, (3) the federal agency’s views
regarding the effects of the action on EFH, and (4) proposed mitigation, if applicable. The EFH is
discussed in Section 5 of this report.

5-1.5 Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972 prohibits, with certain exceptions, the take of
marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S. citizens on the high seas, and the importation of marine
mammals and marine mammal products into the United States. Congress passed the MMPA based
on the following findings and policies: (1) some marine mammal species or stocks may be in danger
of extinction or depletion as a result of human activities, (2) these species of stocks must not be
permitted to fall below their optimum sustainable population level (depleted), (3) measures should
be taken to replenish these species or stocks, (4) there is inadequate knowledge of the ecology and
population dynamics, and (5) marine mammals have proven to be resources of great international
significance.

The MMPA was amended substantially in 1994 to provide for: (1) certain exceptions to the take
prohibitions, such as for Alaska Native subsistence, and for permits and authorizations for scientific
research; (2) a program to authorize and control the taking of marine mammals incidental to
commercial fishing operations; (3) preparation of stock assessments for all marine mammal stocks in
waters under U.S. jurisdiction; and (4) studies of pinniped-fishery interactions. Additionally, under
the 1994 amendments to the MMPA, harassment is statutorily defined as any act of pursuit, torment,
or annoyance that:

° Has the potential to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild (Level A
harassment); or
° Has the potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing

disruption of behavior patterns, including, but not limited to migration, breathing, nursing,
breading, feeding, or sheltering but which does not have the potential to injure a marine
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild (Level B harassment).

NOAA Fisheries and USFWS administer the MMPA. The proposed Project must be analyzed to ensure
that marine mammals protected under the MMPA would not be harassed or injured as a result of
future activities in or adjacent to the Bay. Any future Project activities that may result in Level A or B
harassment, injury, or mortality would require consultation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS under
the MMPA.
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5-1.6 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) was enacted in 1918 to prohibit the killing or transport of native
migratory birds, or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird, unless allowed by another regulation
adopted in accordance with the MBTA. Under the MBTA, “take” means to kill, directly harm, or
destroy individuals, eggs, or nests or to otherwise cause failure of an ongoing nesting effort.
Migratory bird species that are protected by the MBTA is maintained by USFWS, which regulates most
aspects of the taking, possession, transportation, sale, purchase, barter, exportation, and importation
of migratory birds. The USFWS does not issue permits for “incidental take” of migratory birds that
results from otherwise lawful activities such as construction of development projects.

5-1.7 Clean Water Act

The major federal legislation governing water quality is the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972, commonly known as the CWA (33 United States Code [USC] 1251-1376), as
amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The intention of the CWA is to “restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” Discharges into waters of the
United States (WoUS) are regulated under CWA Section 404 and includes (1) all navigable waters
(including all waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide); (2) all interstate waters and wetlands;
(3) all other waters, such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams),
mudflats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, or natural ponds; (4) all impoundments of waters mentioned
above; (5) all tributaries to waters mentioned above; (6) the territorial seas; and (7) all wetlands
adjacent to waters mentioned above. Important applicable sections of the CWA are discussed below.

° Section 401 requires any federal permit applicant that proposes an activity that may result in
a discharge into WoUS to obtain certification from the state that the discharge will comply
with the CWA. A 401 certification is provided by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) assigned to the Project’s region. A Section 401 certification from the San Diego
RWQCB would be required this Project if a Section 404 permit and Rivers and Harbor Act
(Section 10) permit is required.

° Section 404 certification is required where USACE issues permits for discharge of dredged or
fill material into WoUS. These permits typically include conditions to minimize impacts on
water quality. Common conditions include: (1) USACE review and approval of sediment
quality analysis before dredging; (2) a detailed pre- and post-construction monitoring plan
that includes disposal site monitoring; and (3) requiring compensation for loss of WoUS.

5-1.8 California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy

Eelgrass, Zostera spp., is protected under the CWA as a habitat forming species and the resource is
managed locally under the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP) as developed by NOAA
Fisheries (NMFS 2014). Additionally, due to the high ecological value of eelgrass as essential fish
habitat, eelgrass is also designated as a habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) by NOAA Fisheries.
The CEMP requires that an eelgrass survey be performed prior to construction to evaluate the
presence of eelgrass and or potential eelgrass habitat.
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NMFS has provided this policy to other state and federal agencies, including the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as guidance for handling project-related impacts on eelgrass
habitat.

5-1.9 Caulerpa Control Protocol

In September 2023, NOAA Fisheries was notified of an invasive algae species discovered in the
Coronado Cays in south San Diego Bay. The algae, which is native to Florida and other subtropical and
tropical locales, is scientifically known as Caulerpa prolifera. This is the first positive identification of
C. prolifera on the U.S. West Coast and is closely related to the previously eradicated Caulerpa
taxifolia, which was discovered in north San Diego County and determined to be successfully
eradicated in 2006.

NOAA Fisheries believes any species of Caulerpa that is allowed to establish and spread within coastal
areas may adversely impact local fisheries and disrupt eelgrass communities important to protected
species. It can grow quickly, choking out native seaweeds and potentially harming marine life through
loss of habitat. During the previous Caulerpa taxifolia eradication process, the Southern California
Caulerpa Action Team (SCCAT) was formed. This team was made up of federal, state, and local
governmental agencies, scientists, consultants, and local stakeholders. The SCCAT works quickly to
identify the extent of any Caulerpa infestation and recommends immediate action should be taken
to eradicate the species, by the development of a Rapid Response Eradication Plan (Eradication Plan).
Eradication and survey efforts, consistent with the Eradication Plan.

The SCCAT developed the Caulerpa Control Protocol to detect existing infestations and avoid the
spread of these invasive species to other systems. NOAA Fisheries and the RWQCB serve as the lead
Federal and State agencies, respectively, for administering the Caulerpa Control Protocol. It outlines
the certification, survey, and reporting guidelines required when surveying for all Caulerpa species in
California nearshore coastal and enclosed bays, estuaries, and harbors from Morro Bay to the
U.S./Mexican border. These guidelines apply to any bottom disturbing activities (e.g., pile driving,
dredging, etc.) as those have the potential to fragment and spread Caulerpa. NOAA Fisheries and the
RWQCB use the Caulerpa Control Protocol, in partnership with other resource and permitting
agencies, as an important tool for conserving sensitive marine ecosystems, including eelgrass beds
and other benthic habitats, and the important functions they provide.

5-2 State

5-2.1 California Coastal Act of 1976

California ports, harbors, and coastline beaches are recognized as primary economic and coastal
resources and as essential elements of the national maritime industry by the California Coastal Act of
1976. Decisions to undertake specific development projects are to be based on consideration of
alternative locations and designs to minimize any adverse environmental impacts. The California
Coastal Act is implemented by the California Coastal Commission (CCC).

5-2.2 California Endangered Species Act; Fully Protected Species

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) establishes the policy of the State to conserve, protect,
restore, and enhance threatened or endangered species and their habitats. Projects that would
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species if reasonable and prudent
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alternatives are available should not be approved according to the CESA. For projects that affect both
a state- and federally listed species, compliance with the federal ESA will satisfy the CESA if the CDFW
determines that the federal incidental take authorization is consistent with the CESA under California
Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. Also, California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050,
and 5515 prohibit the take or possession of fully protected species.

5-2.3 California Fish and Game Code

Other sections of the California Fish and Game Code establish the Fish and Game Commission, as
authorized by Article 1V, Section 20, of the Constitution of the State of California. Under Sections 200-
221 the Fish and Game Commission is responsible for regulating the take of fish and game, not
including the taking, processing, or use of fish, mollusks, crustaceans, kelp, or other aquatic plants for
commercial purposes. The Fish and Game Commission does regulate aspects of commercial fishing,
including fish reduction; shellfish cultivation; take of herring, lobster, sea urchins, and abalone; kelp
leases; leases of state water bottoms for oyster allotments; and aquaculture operations. The resource
protection is responsible for setting recreational and commercial limits on species collection,
collection method, and determines the conditions under which permits, or licenses may be issued or
revoked by CDFW. The Fish and Game Commission also oversees the establishment of wildlife areas
and ecological reserves and regulates their use and sets policy for CDFW.

CDFW is a state agency that manages native fish, wildlife, plant species, and natural communities for
their ecological value and their benefits to people. CDFW oversees the management of marine
species through several programs, some in coordination with NMFS and other agencies.

5-2.4 Marine Life Protection Act

The Marine Life Protection Act of 1999 directs the state to redesign California's system of marine
protected areas (MPAs) to function as a network in order to: increase coherence and effectiveness in
protecting the state's marine life and habitats, marine ecosystems, and marine natural heritage, as
well as to improve recreational, educational and study opportunities provided by marine ecosystems
subject to minimal human disturbance. For the purposes of MPA planning, a public-private
partnership commonly referred to as the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) Initiative was established,
and the state was split into five distinct regions (four coastal and the San Francisco Bay) each of which
had its own MPA planning process. All four coastal regions have completed these individual planning
processes. As a result, the coastal portion of California’s MPA network is now in effect statewide.
Options for a planning process in the fifth and final region, the San Francisco Bay, have been
developed for consideration at a future date.

5-2.5 Marine Life Management Act

The Marine Life Management Act (MLMA), which became law on January 1, 1999, The MLMA applies
not only to fish and shellfish taken by commercial and recreational fishermen, but to all marine
wildlife. The MLMA shifts the burden of proof toward demonstrating that fisheries and other
activities are sustainable. Greater management authority was delegated to the Fish and Game
Commission and the CDFW. Instead of focusing on single fisheries management, the MLMA requires
an ecosystem perspective including the whole environment. The MLMA strongly emphasizes science-
based management developed with the help of all those interested in California's marine resources.
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5-2.6 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the California or state equivalent of the federal CWA.
It provides for statewide coordination of water quality regulations through the establishment of the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and nine separate RWQCBs that oversee water quality
on a day-to-day basis at the regional/local level. The RWQCB regulates actions involving “discharging
waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that could affect the water of the state”
(Water Code Section 13260(a)), pursuant to provisions of the Porter-Cologne Act. Waters of the state
(WoS) are defined as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the
boundaries of the state” (Water Code Section 13050 (e)).

The RWQCB regulates WoS under Section 401 of the CWA. This requires states to certify that federally
authorized activities comply with state water quality standards. A Water Quality Certification or a
waiver must be obtained from the RWQCB if an activity requiring a Section 404 permit would affect
WoS. Additionally, the RWQCB issues waste discharge requirements for discharges to WoS for fill of
wetlands and other waters that are not regulated by Section 404 of the federal CWA.

5-3 Local

5-3.1 San Diego Unified Port District Port Master Plan

Through implementation of the Port Master Plan (PMP), the San Diego Unified Port District (District)
maintains authority over tidelands and submerged lands conveyed in trust to the District by the
California legislature. Any amendments to the PMP are first reviewed and adopted by the Board of
Port Commissioners and then certified by the CCC, thereby allowing the District to issue coastal
development permits for projects within its jurisdiction. The PMP provides for protection of biological
resources and states that the District will remain sensitive to the needs of, and will cooperate with,
other communities and other agencies in Bay and tideland development. The District is currently in
the process of updating the current PMP, an effort often referred to as the Port Master Plan Update
or PMPU.

5-3.2 San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) is a long-term strategy sponsored by
the U.S. Navy and the District. Its intent is to provide direction for the management of natural
resources while also supporting the ability of the Navy and District to meet their missions and
continue functioning within the Bay. The main strategies of the plan are to (1) manage and restore
habitats, populations, and ecosystem processes; (2) plan and coordinate projects and activities so
that they are compatible with natural resources; (3) improve information sharing, coordination, and
dissemination; (4) conduct research and long-term monitoring that supports decision-making; and
(5) put in place a Stakeholder’s Committee and Focus Subcommittees for collaborative, ecosystem-
based problem-solving in pursuit of the goal and objectives.

5-3.3 Port of San Diego Environmental Mitigation Property (BPC Policy No. 735)
Board of Port Commissioners (BPC) Policy 735 establishes a policy for the allocation of environmental
mitigation property within District Tidelands. Environmental mitigation property refers to land, water
area, natural or constructed habitats, credit for the removal of shading over open water, or other
assets, held in trust by the District and that could be used to offset the environmental impacts of
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projects. The District recognizes the demand for mitigation property within Tidelands for capital
development projects and major maintenance pursuant to the District's land-use obligation (as
defined in Section 4 of the San Diego Unified Port District Act). The District also recognizes that the
demand for environmental mitigation property for non-District funded projects is increasing. It is the
policy of the District that property suitable for mitigation, which is held in trust by the District, will be
retained for District-funded capital development and major maintenance projects. Due to the limited
area of mitigation property available to the District, each project requiring mitigation shall be
evaluated through an administrative procedure as described in BPC Policy No. 735 to ensure that
environmental mitigation property is only used for the most appropriate project. Further, unused
mitigation land and new mitigation opportunities on District tidelands that are not encumbered by a
project will be under the control of the District and will be added to the District's accounting of
available mitigation property.

5-3.4 San Diego Unified Port District Code, Article 10

District Code, Article 10, the District Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance,
prohibits the deposit or discharge of any chemicals or waste to the tidelands or San Diego Bay and
makes it unlawful to discharge pollutants directly into non-stormwater or indirectly into the
stormwater conveyance system. Article 10 also requires the implementation of best management
practices (BMPs), stormwater plans, and other measures, as appropriate to control the discharge of
pollution to tideland or receiving waters. Where enforcement is required to maintain compliance,
the District will use its enforcement authority established by Article 10. The article enables the
District, including District inspectors, to prohibit discharges and require BMPs so that discharges on
tidelands do not cause or contribute to water quality problems. Article 10 establishes enforcement
procedures to ensure that responsible dischargers are held accountable for their contributions
and/or flows.
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6  Project Impact Analysis

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the State of California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and provide the basis for determining the significance of biological
resource impacts resulting from the proposed Project. The determination of whether a biological
resource impact would be significant is based on the threshold described below and the professional
judgment and recommendations of qualified MTS personnel.

Impacts are considered if the proposed Project would result in any of the following.

Threshold 1: 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
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Threshold 2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW,
NMFS, or USFWS.

Threshold 3: Result in substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impedance of the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Threshold 4: Conflict with any applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, or with the provisions of an applicable adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan.

6-1 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
The proposed Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project is summarized by the following
waterside elements:
e Removal of existing 18,306 sq ft of overwater structures including all support supported piles,
mooring piles, abutments, and floating docks.
e Removal of 461 piles of various sizes and materials.
e Installation of 37,039 sq ft of new piers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, and floating wave attenuator with
concrete dock system including the main walk and all piles.
e Installation of 149 concrete piles of various size.
e Installation of pile supported gangway and ramp platforms.

A breakdown of overwater cover, pile type, and pile count that are existing and proposed is presented in
Table 5.
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Table 5. Summary table of existing and proposed overwater cover and pile count. Table includes the total change

Component

Pier 4

Pier5

Pier6

Pier7

Pier 8

Main Walk
Floating
Wave
Attenuator
Total

of overwater cover and piles relative to Project components.

Overwater Cover (sq ft)

3553

4510

3149

3934

2890

18036

3717

6502

3006

6076

5952

8541

3245

37039

Existing Proposed Change

164

1992

-143

2142

3062

8541

3245

19003

Pile Type

12-inch square concrete
16-inch square concrete
12-inch square Steel rail
Encased timber pile
12-inch steel pipe
20-inch steel pipe
12-inch square concrete
16-inch round concrete
Steel rail

12-inch square concrete
16-inch round concrete
Steel rail

12-inch square concrete
16-inch round concrete
Steel rail

12-inch square concrete
16-inch round concrete
16-inch round concrete

24-inch square concrete

Existing

461

# of Piles
Proposed

30

149

Change

30

-312

Total permanent overwater coverage would increase by 19,003 sq ft. The revised dock layout shades
8,036 sq ft (0.18 acre) of eelgrass resources (Figure 7). Additionally, assuming all slips were filled with
vessels 100% of the time, additional impacts related to vessel birthing could impact an additional
11,703 sq ft (0.27 acre)of eelgrass resources (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Map showing existing eelgrass resources relative to the proposed dock layout including proposed wave

attenuator. The figure includes impacts for shading by the proposed dock structure.
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6-1.1 Impacts and Mitigation Summary

A summary of the potential impacts and associated mitigation measures is provided below. Each of
the impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in further detail in the sections that follow.
Numbering of impacts and mitigation measures in this technical report may not align with numbering
with the EIR.

Impact-1: Pile driving-induced noise impacts can disrupt foraging behavior of California least tern and
other piscivorous avian species.

Mitigation-1: Perform construction outside of the California least tern nesting season or implement
construction monitoring and avoidance measures to eliminate noise impacts to California
least tern.

Impact-2: Construction noise impacts on nesting behavior of marine dependent species or other
species protected under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.

Mitigation-2: Perform construction outside of the nesting season or implement construction
monitoring and noise avoidance measures as necessary to reduce noise impacts on sensitive
nesting avian species.

Impact-3: Pile driving could generate in-water noise levels that could injure (Level A harassment) or
alter the behavior (Level B harassment) of marine mammals, green sea turtles, and fishes.

Mitigation-3: Implement a marine mammal and green sea turtle monitoring program during pile
installation activities.

Impact-4: Increased water turbidity from disturbance of submerged sediments during in-water
construction such as pile driving would limit the ability of protected piscivorous avian species,
green sea turtle, and fish to locate prey and can disrupt eelgrass productivity.

Mitigation-4: Implement construction measures to eliminate water quality impairment impacts on
birds, fish, green sea turtles, and eelgrass. Construction measures include contractor
education, utilization of depth sounders to avoid shallow waters wherever feasible,
appropriate spill kits onsite, and the use of a silt curtain during bottom disturbing activities.

Impact-5: Permanent overwater coverage from new overwater structures would reduce available
open water foraging space for protected avian species and depress primary production of
surrounding waters. This shading will also impact a portion of the eelgrass present at the site.

Mitigation-5: For the increase in overwater cover, either or in tandem can implement the following
measures: reduce overwater cover within another area of San Diego Bay, utilize credits held
by the Port of San Diego for past removal of overwater cover, or implement eelgrass or
wetland restoration at a 1:1 ratio. For impacts to eelgrass additional establishment and
maintenance of a mitigation area according to the CEMP at a 1.2:1 mitigation to impact ratio
(NMFS 2014).

Impact-6: The proposed Project construction may result in a conflict with the San Diego Bay INRMP
by resulting in adverse effect on special-status species or sensitive habitats.
Mitigation-6: Implementation of Mitigation-1 through Mitigation-5 will reduce to the maximum extent

feasible impacts to special-status species or sensitive habitats.
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6-1.2 Threshold 1 - Marine Species

In general, construction activities from implementation of the proposed Project could cause
construction-induced noise, increases in turbidity, and release of particulates and chemicals of
concern into U.S. and State waters.

6-1.2.1 Construction Noise Impact on Marine Resources

The use of large machinery for construction and demolition as well as pile driving could result in
construction-induced noise impacts that could alter the behavior of protected species. These impacts
could occur from construction activities such as hammering, drilling, operation of heavy construction
equipment, or unloading building materials. Construction-induced noise impacts from landside
construction activity and overwater construction activities such as pile driving could disrupt the
foraging behavior of the California least tern if construction occurs during the California least tern
nesting season. Other sensitive piscivorous avian species such as brown pelican can similarly be
impacted. This would be considered a significant impact without mitigation (Impact-1). Construction
noise can also impact species protected under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code. For
instance, marine dependent avian species such as the black-crowned night heron nest in trees or
buildings near shore where their nesting activities could be disturbed by construction noise.
Disturbance can cause nesting birds to abandon nest sites or alter nesting behavior in ways that lower
nesting success. This would be considered a significant impact without mitigation (Impact-2). In-
water construction associated with proposed construction could generate enough underwater noise
to physically injure marine mammals, sea turtles, and fishes, should impact hammer or vibratory pile
driving occur during construction. Any noise related impacts would be dependent on the type of
activity being performed, the proximity to marine waters, and the biology of the considered species.
In-water impact hammer or vibratory pile driving activity could potentially generate enough
underwater noise to injure (Level A Harassment) or alter behavior (Level B Harassment) for marine
mammals, green sea turtles, and fishes. Additionally, in-air acoustic impacts from construction could
occur if pinnipeds are hauled out near noise-generating activities. In-water and in-air acousticimpacts
are therefore considered significant without mitigation (Impact-3).

6-1.2.1.1 Airborne Noise Impacts

As discussed above, activities such as pile driving have the potential to create adverse noise impacts
on marine wildlife. lllingworth & Rodkin, Inc. (I & R 2025) analyzed noise levels associated with noise-
generating activities associated with the Project. The full acoustic report is included as Appendix B.

In-air acoustic impacts are only calculated for marine mammals that would haul out of the water (i.e.
pinnipeds (seals and sealions). The behavioral disturbance acoustic thresholds and in-air auditory
injury criteria for pinnipeds are summarized in | & R 2025. Disturbance and injury thresholds were
calculated for 24-inch concrete piles. Since the 24-inch concrete piles represent the greatest potential
sound generated by impact pile driving the 12-inch and 16-inch piles were not evaluated (Table 6).
The greatest calculated distance for behavioral disturbance is 69 m at 90 decibels (dB) root-mean-
square (RMS). The minimum distance for auditory injury over a 24-hour cumulative sound exposure
level (SEL) is 11 m.
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Table 6. Distance to RMe thresholds for impact pile driving on pinnipeds.
Distance (m)

Auditory Injury Thresholds® Behavioral Thresholds®*
Pile Type Species/Hearing Grou Peak SELcum
o ’ ¢ i 162 dB Phocid 140 dB P;:;::id 100dB 90dB
) N RMS RMS
177 dB Otariid 163 dB Otariid
Phocid Pinnipeds )
. ) - 11
24-inch  (including harbor seals)
22 69
Concrete
Otariid Pinnipeds -2 -2

1 peak sound pressure (Peak) and RMS has a reference value of 20 pPa (in air) while the weighted
cumulative sound exposure level has a reference value of 20 pPa?s (in air).
2 Within the near-field of the sound source < 15 m [50 ft]

6-1.2.1.2 Hydroacoustic Noise Impacts

In-water sound pressure levels are summarized by activity in Table 7. Significance criteria related to
marine mammals, fish, and GST are summarized in | & R 2025.

The | & R 2025 assessment of underwater sound levels associated with different in-water
construction activities were analyzed for impact pile driving of concrete piles with and without jetting.
The pulling of piles was not evaluated as those in-water activities were not anticipated to generate
sound levels elevated enough to cause injury or harassment.

The isopleths for the different categories of marine mammals within which take can occur are shown
in Table 8. Both unattenuated with and without jetting are provided. The greatest distance for Level
B harassment is associated with unattenuated impact pile driving of 24-inch round concrete piles, at
293 m. The Level A injury zone for marine mammals is greatest for unattenuated impact pile driving
without jetting (“No jetting”) of 12-inch and 24-inch piles, at 28 m and 69 m for low-frequency
cetaceans and 44 m and 107 m for very high-frequency cetaceans, respectively.

Construction noise impacts to fishes results in both behavioral modification or injury at different
levels depending on pile type (Table 9). Behavioral modifications were calculated using RMS and the
impact zones were calculated for unattenuated distances with no jetting as 159 m for impact driving
12-inch concrete piles, 159 m for impact driving 16-inch concrete piles, and 1,359 m for impact driving
24-inch concrete piles. The greatest distances for injury (cumulative SEL at 183 dB) are 29 m for 12-
inch piles, 20 m for 16-inch piles, and 70 m 24-inch piles. Unattenuated impact pile driving with jetting
resulted in shorter distances for behavioral modifications or auditory injury of fish to occur.

Impacts of noise on GST were also calculated (Table 10). No distance resulted from the calculation of
far-field predictions for potential sound exposure from impact pile driving of 12-inch or 16-inch piles.
The unattenuated distance for impact pile driving of 24-inch piles is 29 m without jetting and 17 m
with or without jetting. Cumulative SEL threshold was calculated for impact pile driving. The greatest
distances for injury (cumulative SEL at 184 dB) are 24 m for 12-inch piles, 17 m for 16-inch piles, and
59 m 24-inch piles. Unattenuated impact pile driving with jetting resulted in shorter distances for
behavioral modifications or auditory injury of GST to occur.
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Table 7. Table summarizing measured levels for activities generating underwater sound impacts (I&R 2025).

Pile Type Estimated Piles Total Ffil.e Sound Prgssure Level in.dB
Structure Blows Per Numberof Driving at10m Distance FromPile TL* Source Sound Levels
(all concrete) . per Day .
Pile Piles Method Peak RMS SELss
) 16-inch square 240 4 14 Impact 193 168 160 15
Plerd 15 inch square 240 4 16 Impact 193 168 160 15
) 16-inch round 95 6 21 Impact 193 168 160 15
PlerS  12-inch square 240 4 3 mpact 193 168 160 15  1ginchconcrete piles
Pier 6 16-inch round 95 6 4 Impact 193 168 160 15 driven at Westside
12-inch square 240 4 4 Impact 193 168 160 15 Boat Launch Bodega
, 16-inch round 95 6 15 Impact 193 168 160 15 Bay, CA (Caltrans
Pier7 12-inch square 240 4 4 Impact 193 168 160 15 2020)**
Pier 8 16-inch round 95 6 19 Impact 193 168 160 15
12-inch square 240 4 4 Impact 193 168 160 15
Main Walk 16-inch round 95 6 15 Impact 193 168 160 15
Average of
measurements that
Floating were conducted for 6
Wave 24-inch square 145 4 30 Impact 195 182 168 15 piles on 3 separate
Attenuator days at USCG
Homeport LA/LB base

in Long Beach

* Coefficient of the transmission loss, expressed as a Logio function of the increasing distance from the sound source.
**Insufficient data for 12-inch piles. The data for 16-inch piles is used conservatively as a source level for both 12- and 16-inch piles
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Table 8. Table summarizing distances to the adopted marine mammal thresholds for different construction activities and associated Level A and B zones (I&R

2025).
. Level A Injury Zone (m [ft])

Pile 0 (using SELcum Threshold) Level B
Driving  Pile Type Strikes Condition? .. Harassment
Method per Pile Cetaceans Pinnipeds Zone

HF VHF PW ow
Unattenuated 28m b 44 m 25m 10m
impact Square 12- 240 No Jetting [93 ft] - [144 ft] [83ft] [33ft] 34m
Concrete  inch Unattenuated 18m b 28m 16m b [112ft]
with Jetting [59 ft] - [91 ft] [52 ft] -
Unattenuated 20m b 31m 18 m b
Round 16- No Jetting [66 ft] - [102 ft] (58 ft] - 34m
Impact Concrete  inch 9% Unattenuated 16m b 24m 14m b [112ft]
with Jetting [51 ft] a [79 ft] [45 ft] a
Unattenuated 69m b 107 m 62m 23m
Impact _ound - 24- 145 No Jetting [227 ft] B [351f]  [202ft] [75 f] 293 m
Concrete  inch Unattenuated 49m b 75m 43 m 16m [961 ft]
with Jetting [159 ft] a [246 ft] [141 ft] [53 ft]
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Table 9. Table summarizing the distance to adopted fish thresholds for construction activities (1&R 2025).

Pile Piles No. of Distance to Adopted Fish Thresholds (m [ft])
Driving Pile Type per Strikes per Condition?

Method Day Pile Cumulative SEL

Peak 206 dB RMS 150 dB 203 dB 187 dB 183 dB

Unattenuated b 159 m b 15m 29m
Square . No Jetting [520 ft] [511t] [94 ft]
I t 12-inch 4 240
MPAC " Concrete ne Unattenuated b 159 m b 10m 18m
with Jetting [520 ft] [32ft] [59 ft]
Unattenuated b 159 m b 11m 20m
Round . No Jetting [520 ft] [36 ft] [66 ft]
Impact Concrete 16-ineh 6 9 Unattenuated b 159 m b 9m 16m
with Jetting [520 ft] [28 ft] [51ft]
Unattenuated b 1,359 m b 38m 70m
No Jettin 4,460 ft 124 ft 228 ft
mpact " oginch 4 145 & [ ] [1241]  [2287]
Concrete Unattenuated b 1,359 m b 26m 49m
with Jetting [4,460 ft] [87 ft] [160 ft]

b Within the near-field of the sound source < 10 m [33 ft]
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Table 10. Table summarizing the distance to adopted green sea turtle thresholds (I&R 2025).

Pile
Driving
Method

Impact

Impact

Impact

Pile Type

Square
Concrete

Round
Concrete

Round
Concrete

12-inch

16-inch

24-inch

Piles

per Day

No. of Strikes
per Pile?

240

95

145

Condition?

Unattenuated
No Jetting
Unattenuated
with Jetting
Unattenuated
No Jetting
Unattenuated
with Jetting
Unattenuated
No Jetting
Unattenuated
with Jetting

om [0 ft]
om [0 ft]
om [0 ft]
om [0 ft]
om [0 ft]

om [0 ft]

March 2026

Distance to Sea Turtle Threshold

RMS

29m
[96 ft]
29m
[96 ft]

Cumulative SEL
184dB° 198 dB°
é‘(‘) rf?] N/A
[;‘:’) rf?] N/A
[g rf?] N/A
[ﬁ rf?] N/A
[fggsr?t] N/A
[f§7n;t] N/A

® For impulsive sound sources
¢ For continuous sound sources
4 Within the near-field of the sound source < 10 m [33 ft]
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6-1.2.2 Construction Noise Mitigation Measures for Marine Resources

Mitigation measures for reducing noise related impacts on foraging California least tern and other
sensitive piscivorous avian predators during nesting season (Impact-1) include construction
monitoring during the nesting season (Mitigation-1). If impact, vibratory, or jetting pile driving
activities occur during the nesting season (April 1 — September 15), a qualified biologist would
monitor during pile driving activities with potential to result in noise induced harassment. The
monitor would have the ability to reduce or temporarily stop noise producing activities if those
activities were believed to impact or otherwise alter foraging behavior of sensitive avian species
within the Project site during the nesting season. The monitor would observe all areas within a 100
ft buffer of construction. The Project applicant shall take specific actions, as approved by the District,
to reduce or temporarily stop noise-producing activities if the qualified biologist identifies that the
activities are impacting the foraging behavior of sensitive avian species. These actions shall include
(where appropriate), but not be limited to, the installation of sound barriers, reducing intensity of
pile driving, and restricting pile driving to periods when sensitive avian species are not present.
Implementation of Mitigation-1 would reduce impacts to foraging California least terns and other
sensitive piscivorous avian predators during the nesting season to less than significant by minimizing
the effects of noise producing activities that could alter foraging behavior.

While disturbance of nesting marine dependent avian species (Impact-2) is not anticipated due to
the lack of nesting habitat within the Project site. Disturbance can be minimized by ensuring that
nesting bird behavior is not modified during construction activities that generate loud noises. Project
proponents would be required to retain a qualified biologist to perform a nesting bird survey within
500 feet of the noise generating activity one week prior to the start of construction utilizing heavy
equipment, and if nests are found, survey once per week during construction until use of heavy
equipment ceases (Mitigation-2). Regulatory agencies could consider a reduced frequency of avian
surveys due to the urban nature of the site and low likelihood of sensitive species nesting there. If
noise levels are anticipated to be 10dBA or greater above ambient background noise levels within the
vicinity of an active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish a no - disturbance buffer around each
nest until the nesting individuals have fledged. The disturbance buffer will be determined by the
gualified biologist dependent upon the species nesting and the noise acceptability exhibited by the
bird. If noise effects cannot be minimized, construction shall be altered, to the extent necessary and
as approved by the District to ensure that impacts to the nesting species are negligible.
Implementation of Mitigation-2 would reduce impacts on nesting marine dependent avian species
to less than significant by implementing the measures to minimize noise impacts on active nests.

Potential impacts on fish, marine mammals, and GST (Impact-3) can be minimized by implementing
the various measures required under mitigation measure Mitigation-3. This mitigation measure
describes monitoring of hauled out marine mammals whenever noise generating activities are in
excess of 90 dB root mean square (RMS) for harbor seals and 100 dB RMS for non-harbor seals (sea
lions) at the haul out locations. The monitoring distances from the noise source are dependent upon
the size of pile installed and if jetting is allowed and implemented. For 12-inch and 16-inch concrete
piles, a 150 ft survey buffer of the noise source is recommended. For 24-inch concrete piles, a 970 ft
monitoring buffer from the noise source is recommended. The recommended monitoring buffers are
based on calculated Level B harassment zones per pile size. These criteria are established by NOAA
NMFS as noise levels for a Level B harassment (behavior alteration) of marine mammals when those
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mammals are hauled out. Protecting marine mammals against Level B harassment when hauled out
also ensures protection against Level A harassment (injury).

If marine mammals are hauled out within the zone where sound thresholds are exceeded, then the
biological monitor will notify the contractor to halt or alter the noise generating activity such that
construction noise is at or below 90 dB RMS or 100 dB RMS for harbor seals and non-harbor seals,
respectively. For portions of the proposed Project that generate in water noise such as impact and
vibratory pile driving, the biological monitor will monitor for marine mammals in the water within
isopleth distances calculated to be within the range of sound thresholds established by NOAA NMFS
for Level A and Level B harassment of marine mammals (NMFS 2018). Like monitoring for hauled out
animals, the biological monitor will have the authority to halt or modify work based on animal
observations relative to monitoring isopleths. GST will be monitored using the maximum calculated
isopleth for Level B harassment of GST (Table 10, Illingworth & Rodkin 2025).

In addition, Project activities where impact hammer and vibratory pile driving occurs shall utilize a
soft start for pile driving. This generally means three pile strikes at reduced (approximately 50%)
force, then waiting 30 seconds. This is repeated three times before starting pile driving at full force.
This measure provides time for marine mammals, GST, and fishes to disperse from the sound source
area in the event that the sound is a source of stress for the animal. Implementation of Mitigation-3
would reduce impacts to less than significant.

6-1.2.3 Construction Water Quality Impacts on Marine Resources

Construction activities associated with pile driving activities and pier construction could increase
levels of turbidity in waters within the Bay in the absence of regulations. This could occur either
during activities such as pile driving, incidentally during vessel contact with bottom substrate, and by
propeller wash in shallower water. Increases in water turbidity may occur as a result of displaced
sediment from construction activities.

In general, increased turbidity could limit the ability of California least terns, other sensitive
piscivorous avian species, fish, and GST to locate prey. Decreased visual acuity caused by turbidity
can lower the foraging success for avian species and fish. While GST vision would also be affected by
increases in turbidity, GST foraging efficiency could be further reduced by the impact turbidity can
have on primary producers. Where the disruption to the photic zone can occur due to increased
turbidity. Prolonged increases in turbidity can reduce primary productivity because turbid water
prevents sunlight from reaching primary producers. These impacts would be considered a significant
impact without mitigation (Impact-4). Marine mammals with potential to occur in the Project site
including the California sealion and dolphin species utilize alternative methods for hunting and are
unlikely to have foraging impacts due to increases in turbidity. California sea lions have highly
sensitive whiskers that detect hydrodynamic trains left by fish and can track fish with good accuracy
even without vision (Glaser et al. 2010). Additionally, dolphins use echolocation to support prey
searches allowing effective foraging in dark or turbid water their vision fails (Wisniewska et al. 2014).
Dolphins have been found to target areas of higher turbidity or show preference for night-time
foraging (Miller and Baltz 2009; Simonis et al. 2017).

Construction activities could potentially result in impacts on protected species by the inadvertent
introduction of pollutants such as fuel, oil, and/or other industrial and mechanical fluids into waters
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of the U.S, either from construction equipment, landside construction vehicles, construction vessels,
and from partially completed overwater structures. These impacts would be considered a significant
impact without mitigation (Impact-4).

6-1.2.4 Construction Water Quality Mitigation Measures on Marine Resources
Turbidity generated by in-water construction activities (Impact-4) can be reduced by implementing
various measures required under Mitigation-4. These measures include contactor education. Vessel
operators shall be instructed regarding the impacts of propeller wash with regards to erosion of
sediments and suspension of fine particulates; this will allow vessel operators to adjust operations,
when possible, in ways that lessen impact. All vessels would be required to use depth sounders which
are routinely checked to ensure vessels are positioned to avoid shallow water areas to the extent
practical. Construction crews will have appropriate spill kits on site and shall not fuel or clean
equipment on site unless a spill containment structure is in place. Finally, when construction involves
necessary bottom disturbance such as pile driving methods including impact, vibratory, or jetting
methods where sediment displacement is likely, silt curtains would be in place around the activity to
limit the spread of any turbidity generated during bottom disturbing activity. As such, Mitigation-4
would reduce impacts to less than significant.

6-1.2.5 Operational Overwater Cover and Shading Impacts on Marine Resources

The operational impacts associated with overwater cover are introduced by the piers, mainwalks,
wave attenuator, and gangways. The installation and use of overwater structures would result in
permanent reduction of potential open water foraging habitat for California least tern and other
sensitive piscivorous species. Overwater coverage also leads to lower primary productivity in the
water column and at the seafloor due to shading. Similarly, the revised slip mix will cast additional
shadows that increase shading of water area. This will further lower primary productivity. The lost
primary productivity impacts all higher trophic levels due to the lost production of organic carbon.
The impact on primary productivity is considered to be significant due to the presence of eelgrass
resources at the Project site. Additionally, the impacts to California least tern associated with
overwater coverage are considered a significant impact (Impact-5).

6-1.2.6 Operational Overwater Cover Mitigation Measures for Marine Resources
Overwater cover from permanent structures can be mitigated in-kind if feasible, or out-of-kind if in-
kind options are not available. Mitigation measure Mitigation-5 includes options for mitigating
impacts associated with Impact-5. These options can be implemented either individually or on
combination, as may be required through consultation with applicable resource agencies during
permitting processes, including but not limited to, NMFS, USFWS, RWQCB, and/or USACE, to offset
impacts from permanent overwater coverage. The in-kind option includes removal of existing
overwater coverage at a 1:1 mitigation ratio at other locations within the Project site. Out-of-kind
mitigation measures include creation or restoration of wetlands or eelgrass habitat at a 1:1 mitigation
ratio to improve fisheries and associated wildlife beneficial uses in consultation with regulatory
agencies identified above, contribution to an approved mitigation bank, and/or purchasing credits
from the District’s shading credit program. Implementation of Mitigation-5 would reduce Impact-5
to less than significant. The potential impacts and mitigation measures related to eelgrass, which is
considered a sensitive natural community, are discussed below.
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Mitigation measure Mitigation-5 requires that a plan be developed to mitigate for impacts associated
with Impact-5. The plan should include mitigation for the increase in coverage of open Bay waters
that do not support eelgrass or potential eelgrass habitat by establishing an out-of-kind mitigation.
All impacts to eelgrass resources should comply with the CEMP (NMFS 2014) by performing two years
of post-construction eelgrass monitoring to determine the realized extent of impacts to eelgrass
resources. Additionally, the establishment of new eelgrass resources at 1.2 times the amount of
eelgrass impacts should be considered for implementation. Should an appropriate area for eelgrass
mitigation not be feasible, an alternative mitigation should be considered to establish marine
resources or support marine species.

6-1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation-1 would reduce potential noise related impacts on foraging California
least tern and other sensitive piscivorous avian predators during the nesting season (Impact-1) to less
than significant by requiring construction monitoring during the nesting season by a qualified
biological monitor. The monitor would have the ability to reduce or temporarily stop noise producing
construction activities if those activities were believed to impact or otherwise alter the foraging
behavior of sensitive avian species during the nesting season.

Impacts associated with disturbance of nesting marine dependent avian species (Impact-2) would be
reduced to less than significant by Mitigation-2, which requires pre-construction surveys and if nests
are detected, noise monitoring to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 10 dBA above ambient
levels. In the event noise exceedances occur or disruption of nesting behavior is observed, Mitigation-
2 provides for actions that can be taken to protect nesting marine dependent avian species from the
noise generating activity that the nest.

Implementation of Mitigation-3 would reduce impacts on marine mammals, GST, and fishes (Impact-
3) to less-than-significant levels by identifying when species are approaching or within the designated
isopleth for Level B harassment and halting in-water pile driving activities until the species has left
the construction area.

Implementation of Mitigation-4 would reduce impacts associated with Impact-4 to less than
significant levels by requiring contractor education relative to construction actions that can increase
turbidity. Turbidity will be reduced through the implementation of training and construction
measures, such as silt curtains, which will protect the foraging behavior of sensitive avian species and
minimize sedimentation of eelgrass resources from turbidity impacts.

Implementation of Mitigation-5 would reduce Impact-5 to less than significant by requiring in-kind
mitigation if feasible, or out-of-kind mitigation if in-kind options are not available. Mitigation measure
Mitigation-5 includes various mitigation options that can be implemented either individually or in
combination, as may be required through consultation with applicable resource agencies during
permitting process, to offset impacts from permanent overwater coverage.
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6-2 Threshold 2 - Sensitive Natural Community

Eelgrass habitat, which comprises approximately 102,989 sq ft (2.36 acres) of marine habitat in the
Project site. Eelgrass is considered a sensitive habitat and is managed by NMFS as EFH. The eelgrass
habitat on the Project site is also classified as a HAPC as defined by the MSA.

Proposed construction activities have the potential to have a substantial adverse effect on eelgrass.
These activities include placement of floating dock structures and pile replacement activities.
Construction related impacts associated with these proposed activities could result from increased
turbidity from support vessels, equipment, and installation of structures and piles. The operation of
vessels over shallow water during construction can decrease light to the seafloor by increasing
turbidity from propeller wash or direct contact with the seafloor. Suspended particles reduce water
clarity and can reduce the light reaching plant and algae cells. When suspended particles settle on
primary producers such as periphyton, macroalgae, and eelgrass, they can further continue to
prevent light from reaching the plant cells and reduce primary productivity. Additionally, any contact
with the seafloor where eelgrass occurs could directly dislodge and remove eelgrass and other
vegetation. Although Mitigation-4 provides for measures to reduce and restrict turbidity, in some
cases eelgrass may occur within the footprint where construction vessels and turbidity curtains are
placed during construction. In such cases, the contained turbidity may still impact eelgrass that is
within the limits of the silt curtains and construction activity. These construction-related impacts on
eelgrass would be significant (Impact-5).

The mitigation measures to reduce construction turbidity impacts on eelgrass beds are the same as
those proposed under Mitigation-4. Impacts associated with reduced growth and cover of eelgrass
or direct removal of eelgrass during construction would be mitigated by the measures identified
under Mitigation-5. This mitigation measure would follow guidelines set by the CEMP (NMFS 2014).
Pre- and post-construction eelgrass surveys would be required at the construction site and a suitable
reference area. The final calculation of mitigation requirements should occur after the post-
construction monitoring. Should losses to eelgrass occur, mitigation should be carried out in accordance
with the CEMP at or before the time of impact in a manner that conservatively mitigates all potential
impacts to eelgrass. Mitigation by replanting or restoring eelgrass should follow the CEMP’s eelgrass
restoration ratio. Any implemented eelgrass mitigation site shall be monitored for 5 years to ensure
successful eelgrass establishment in accordance with the CEMP. Implementation of mitigation
measures Mitigation-4 and Mitigation-5 would reduce Impact -5 to a less-than-significant level.

6-2.1 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation-4 and Mitigation-5 would reduce Impact-5 to less than significant by
requiring the implementation of various measures to reduce turbidity from in-water construction,
pre- and post-construction eelgrass surveys in accordance with the CEMP, and in the event, eelgrass
is impacted, requiring mitigation for eelgrass impacts at a ratio of no less than 1.2:1, as required by
the CEMP. If impacts on eelgrass are detected during the 2-year post-construction period, Mitigation-
5 also requires the project proponent to provide additional mitigation for eelgrass impacts.

In addition, the RWCQB is currently gathering and interpreting sediment data at the project site. It is
possible, but not certain at this time, that some form of remediation of existing sediments may be
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required as part of the CWA Section 401 water certification. If remediation is required, additional
impacts to eelgrass resources may occur.

The District calculated a reasonable area that sediment remediation, if required, may occur within.
Specifically, a 111,451 sq ft (2.56 acre) boundary for potential sediment remediation was evaluated
for eelgrass impacts. Within this boundary, 102,989 sq ft (2.36 acre) of eelgrass resources were
identified and 29,967 sq ft (0.68 acre) would be impacted by dredge/fill operations. A map showing
the potential sediment remediation boundary relative to existing eelgrass resources is included as
Appendix C. Please note that the potential sediment remediation shown on the map does not
represent the actual boundary of remediation to be completed, which, if needed, would be
determined at a later time once RWQCB has completed its analysis of the existing sediment data.
Therefore, the map should only be considered for CEQA impact purposes as a reasonable potential
remediation area depicted to present all reasonably foreseeable consequences of undertaking the
project, including potential requirements imposed by other regulatory agencies such as the RWQCB.
Based on the potential sediment remediation area evaluated, impacts to eelgrass resources would
be significant without mitigation. Implementation of an eelgrass mitigation plan would result in less
than significant impacts to eelgrass resources.

6-3 Threshold 3 - Movements of Fish or Wildlife

Aquatic wildlife, including fish, birds, marine mammals, and turtles, likely transit periodically through
the marine environment in the Project site to access foraging and resting habitat elsewhere in the
Bay or at sea. The project site also contains eelgrass, which is a nursery area for many commercially
and recreationally important finfish and shellfish. (Orth and Heck 2023). While the proposed Project
has the potential to affect eelgrass, open water habitat, and special-status wildlife species, the Project
site contains uses typical for Bay inner harbors, and the habitat types and species are all common
throughout the Bay. As discussed in Threshold 1 and 2, impacts on special-status species (Impact-1,
Impact-2, Impact-3, and Impact-4) would all be mitigated to less than significant by incorporating
Mitigation-1, Mitigation-2, Mitigation-3, and Mitigation-4. Impacts on open water habitat and
adjacent eelgrass habitat outside of the Project Site (Impact-5) would be mitigated to less than
significant with implementation of Mitiagtion-4 and Mitigation-5. Implementation of the proposed
Project would not substantially interfere with the movement of fish or other wildlife species or
substantially impede the use of native wildlife nursery habitat.

6-3.1 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially interfere with the movements of
fish or other wildlife species or substantially impede the use of native wildlife nursery habitat. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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6-4 Threshold 4 - Conflict with Policies Protecting Biological Resources

The applicable local land use plans, policies, ordinances, or regulations of the District, adopted for
the purpose of protecting biological resources, are the Port Master Plan, San Diego Unified Port
District Code, and the District’s INRMP. A conflict with the San Diego Bay INRMP that results in an
adverse effect on special-status species or sensitive habitat would also be considered a significant
biological resource impact (Impact-6).

6-4.1 Level of Significance after Mitigation

To ensure consistency with the San Diego Bay INRMP, Mitigation-1 through Mitigation-5 would be
implemented to avoid impacts to biological resources, including on special status species and
sensitive marine habitat. After mitigation is incorporated, Impact-6 would be reduced to less than
significant.
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7 Discussion

The biological communities present within the designated Project site are typical of the bays and
shorelines in the region, and are not notably diverse, unique, or sensitive. Fish and invertebrate
species that were observed during the SCUBA surveys throughout the Project site are generally
considered common throughout the bays and shorelines of the region and would generally not be
put at risk by activities such as those proposed by this Project.

The marine habitats within the Project site are generally composed of subtidal eelgrass and
unvegetated soft-bottom. Flora and fauna observed within the Project site were typical of species
likely to occur within San Diego Bay. Neither sensitive nor unique species were observed during the
survey. However, commercially, and recreationally important California lobster was observed on
occasion within the Project site. Invasive species seen include Amathia verticillate, Sargassum
muticum, and Pacific oyster (Crassostrea gigas).

The proposed Project would consist of construction and operational activities in marine
environments. Construction related impacts on marine resources that could occur from this Project
include construction-induced noise impacts, increases in turbidity, and release of particulates and
chemicals of concern into WoUS. Permanent operational impacts include loss of water due to
increases in overwater coverage that impede use of surface water by fish-foraging birds and cause
lowered primary productivity by plankton and benthic algae.

Construction-induced noise impacts from overwater and in-water construction activities such as pile
driving could disrupt the foraging behavior of California least tern and other sensitive piscivorous
avian species (Impact-1). Construction noise can also impact marine dependent species projected
under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code by causing nesting birds to abandon nest sites or
alter nesting behavior in ways that lower nesting success (Impact-2). Furthermore, in-water
construction activities could generate enough underwater noise to physically injure marine
mammals, sea turtles, and fish should impact hammer or vibratory pile driving occur during
construction (Impact-3). However, the implementation of Mitigation-1 through Mitigation-3 would
reduce these Project level impacts to less than significant.

In-water construction activities that involve bottom sediment disturbance would also potentially
result in temporary increases in turbidity, which could limit the ability of California least terns, other
sensitive piscivorous avian species, fish, and GST to locate prey (Impact-4). However, this Project level
impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation-4, which requires
implementation of various construction measures to reduce turbidity and its effects on foraging.

Additionally, the increase of overwater structures would result in increased overwater coverage,
which can impact foraging opportunities for sensitive piscivorous species and lowered primary
productivity due to shading (Impact-5). However, overwater cover from permanent structures will
be mitigated by the establishment and maintenance of a mitigation area as described by Mitigation-
5. Implementation of Mitigation-5 would reduce the Project level impact to less than significant.

MTS 44



Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf MBA & EFH March 2026

Through the implementation of Mitigation-1 through Mitigation-5 conflicts with existing plans,
policies, ordinances, or regulations will be complied with (Impact-6).

It is not anticipated that the GST or other sensitive species noted above would be significantly
impacted by the proposed improvement or construction activities. The change in overwater
structures has the potential to alter existing migration corridors for GST, but this is unlikely due to
the proximity of the Project site to similar existing piers along the shoreline. GSTs are not likely to be
seen at the Project site due to the location of the Project site in the northern portion of the Bay,
however given the amount of eelgrass growing within the Project site there is potential for GSTs
utilizing areas within the Project site for foraging. The pile driving associated with structural pile
replacement may produce noise levels that can cause behavioral disruption of marine mammals and
GSTs.

Many of the pacific coast groundfish and coastal pelagic fish species have potential to occur at the
Project site due to the structural complexity of the existing dock lay out and associated piles.
Additionally, the presence of eelgrass resources within the Project site may support potential prey
species and provide additional shelter that may increase the potential for pacific coastal groundfish
and coastal pelagic fish species presence.

The purpose of this assessment was to determine whether proposed Project activities would have
any effect on the surrounding marine environment, or to the marine flora and fauna reliant on the
resources provided by this marine environment. Based on the analysis previously described in this
assessment, it has been determined that any potential impacts caused by the Project to the marine
environment, sensitive species, and marine mammals can be reduced to less than significant and
impacts would be reduced if mitigation measures are followed.
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1.

GENERAL NOTES

DOCK AND GANGWAY RAMP MANUFACTURERS SHALL PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY
STRUCTURAL CALCULATIONS, SCALED SHOP DRAWINGS, AND ALL OTHER
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED BY THE SPECIFICATION FOR PERMIT. ALL

17. CONCRETE ANCHORS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN STRICT CONFORMANCE WITH
MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS, IN SOUND MATERIAL, WITH NO LESS THAN
THE MINIMUM EMBEDMENT SPECIFIED BY THE MANUFACTURER. HILTI KWIK-BOLT,

ABBREVIATION LIST

SHOP DRAWINGS AND CALCULATIONS SHALL BE SIGNED AND STAMPED BY A STATE ICBO REPORT NO. ER-4627. 8@ ﬂ D I[Bs: E%T,?\,Eé L-BRACKET
OF CALIFORNIA LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER. SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL SHOW e i Lk | AMINATED
ALL DETAILS AND OVERALL CONFIGURATIONS NECESSARY TO CLEARLY DESCRIBE 18. CONCRETE: SEE PRESTRESSED CONCRETE PILES DRAWING. AEE ABOVE FINISH FLOGR T LINEAL BRLIMEAR
THE WORK AND NATERIALSOF CONSTRUGTION, A.C.OE. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS LG: LONG
G co CTORS S coo ORK OF ALL SUBCONTRACTORS %Ofr'\l CRfoTOI(E) FO?@AE&;J 3@ TC:)ONFORMS TO ASTM C94 AC ALUMINUM LL. IVE LOAD
2.  GENERAL CONTRACTORS SHALL COORDINATE ALL WORK c= psi , .
AND OTHER SUBCONTRACTORS CONTRACTED DIRECTLY WITH THE PORT, AS 2) WATER-CEMENT RATIO = 0.45 MIN. QSTM gy ERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS k,,"lyly\',v: kA%VXE?_B\';\?EV; KVSVT,EVEATER
APPLICABLE, FOR SCHEDULE AND WORK COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS. THE CITY 3) PRIOR TO PLACEMENT OF CONCRETE, ENGINEERS SHALL INSPECT EXCAVATION BEL BELOW sy AATERIAL
SHALL BEAR NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR FAILURE ON THE PART OF THE CONTRACTOR AND PLACEMENT OF REBAR. B BOARD A NAKIVUN
TO COORDINATE ACTIVITIES OF CONTRACTOR'S EMPLOYEES OR SUBCONTRACTORS. BFP: Bt F| S PREVERTER MB- MACHINE BOLTS
REINFORLNG BARS; BM: BEAM, BENCH MARK MFR: MANUFACTURER
3. THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS INCLUDE WRITTEN SPECIFICATIONS UNDER 1) ASTM A615, GRADE 60 A BEST HANABEMENT FRACTIEES oy MANPIGLE
SEPARATE COVER. THESE PLANS SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCOMPLETE WITHOUT THE 2) ALL BARS TO BE EPOXY COATED PER ASTM A934 BV, BEGIN VERTICAL CURVE AL AR ETTEH ATER
SPECIFICATIONS. CONTRACTORS SHALL REPORT APPARENT DISCREPANCIES iy BAGIE GEVUALR AL MEAN LITGHER HIEH WEATER
BETWEEN THE PLANS AND THE SPECIFICATIONS TO THE PORT OR THE ENGINEER 1. ALL PILE DRIVING, INSTALLATION AND INSPECTIONS SHALL BE PROVIDED AND PAID s A RRIAEE BOLT MM: MILLIMETER
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. FOR BY THE CONTRACTOR AND SHALL BE PERFORMED UNDER PERIODIC INSPECTION o CENTER LINE MIN: MINIMUM
OF PORT DISTRICT INSPECTOR AND AND APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEER OF RECORD. i CENTER TG GEKTER ML METAL
4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS BEFORE A LOG OF PILE DRIVING SHALL BE KEPT BY THE CONTRACTOR AND A COPY oF. GURIC FOOT MG HIDDLE VERTIOAL GURVE
STARTING WORK. THE PORT OR ENGINEER SHALL BE NOTIFIED OF DISCREPANCIES SUBMITTED TO THE PORT DISTRICT ALONG WITH WRITTEN CERTIFICATION THAT THE o1b. CAST IN PLAGE iy OROJECT DATIM
PRIOR TO THE START OF THE WORK. THE PORT SHALL BEAR NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR WORK SUPERVISED MEETS THE REPORT. B CONTROL IBINT il BT [N EBHTRACT
EXPENSES INCURRED AS A RESULT OF FAILURE ON THE PART OF THE CONTRACTOR OLR: OLEAR NG R SLINBER
TO VERIFY DIMENSIONS AND/OR VERIFIABLE SITE CONDITIONS PRIOR TO BEGINNING 2. WELDING: cONG: CONGRETE N) NER
WORK. A. WELD LENGTHS SHOWN ARE EFFECTIVE LENGTH PER CODE. WHERE LENGTHS SONT RTINS L NGT TO SEALE
ARE NOT SHOWN, THE WELD SHALL BE FULL LENGTH OF JOINT. IN ADDITION TO oy. GUBIC YARD 5 5N GENTER
5. DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALE. INDICATED STRUCTURAL WELDS, ALL CONNECTED PARTS SHALL BE . SECREES o6 OUT TO.OUT
SEAL-WELDED, ALL-AROUND, A MINIMUM OF 18" FILLET WELDS. 2 DIAMETER CPNGS: SPENING
6. CONTRACTORS SHALL MAINTAIN FIRE LANES AND ACCESS TO EXISTING FACILITIES D DEPTH OPP- OPPOSITE
AND EQUIPMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO FIRE DEPARTMENT. B. ALL WELDING SHALL BE AS PER LATEST EDITION OF AWS D1.1. DBA. SEFEHKIED BAR ANEHER % PERCENT
7.  ALL WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT EDITIONS OF THE C. ALL WELDERS SHALL BE CERTIFIED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE GOVERNING B\?vvc\;'. SQ;'VFV?NRQ A DIVISION OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS ;,V: EI(')%ST %%?QZ%R AL VE
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE, CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL JURISDICTION(S). BET (S) DETAIL(S) PL PLATE
CODE, NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE, CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE, AND AMERICANS DL D EAGHLAD PCE: POUNDS PER CUBIC FOOT
WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA), ALUMINUM ASSOCIATION'S "SPECIFICATIONS FOR D. WELD DAMS ARE NOT PERMITTED IN LIEU OF WELD TABS. =ty it POC: BOINT OF CONNECTION
ALUMINUM STRUCTURES", "LAYOUT DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR SMALL CRAFT BAs EACH PSI: POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH
BERTHING FACILITIES" PREPARED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE PARKS DIVISION OF E. ALL WELDING REQUIREMENTS SHOWN OR INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS MAY BE EHT: EXTREME HIDE TIDE PVC: POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
BOATING AND WATERWAYS, LATEST EDITION, AND SAN DIEGO REGIONAL STANDARD FIELD OR SHOP WELDED AS REQUIRED FOR EFFICIENT ERECTION BY CERTIFIED =i St REINF: REINFORCEMENT. REINFORCED
DRAWINGS. WELDERS, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEER. ELT- EXTREME LOW TIDE REQ'D. R EGIIRED ’
8. CONTRACTORS SHALL STRICTLY ENFORCE ALL APPLICABLE SAFETY LAWS (I.E. OSHA, 21. STEEL: EtE\CI:ER o Etgm‘gﬁ- EQP?R RIS Egg:\(MS?LOPE PROTECTION
CAL-OSHA) AND MAINTAIN SITE SAFETY. A. STRUCTURAL STEEL SHALL CONFORM TO STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR EXISTOR ) EXISTING e SECOND
STRUCTURAL STEEL FOR BRIDGES AND BUILDINGS, ASTM A36, UNLESS NOTED Eh. " EROXY eyl SEHERULE
9. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE SUPERVISION OTHERWISE. iy EQUAL sQ: SQUARE
OF THE WORK TO ENSURE THAT IT IS CONSTRUCTED IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE EVC: END VERTICAL CURVE ey SQUARE FOOT
APPROVED PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. B. WELDED AND SEAMLESS STEEL PIPES SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A53 GRADE B. g o=l STl STEEL
10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE AND KEEP CURRENT A SET OF RECORD DRAWINGS C. COLD-FORMED WELDED AND SEAMLESS CARBON STEEL STRUCTURAL TUBING E)B(-P ' Ef:? gilF? : §L“|"T §L“|’2E’-?R
SHOWING EXACT DIMENSIONED LOCATIONS OF CONSTRUCTION CHANGES. TWO SETS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A500, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. oC: FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION SMH: SEWER MANHOLE
SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE PORT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF PROJECT COMPLETION FOR FHe FIRE HYDRANT ss: STAINLESS STEEL
ALL WORK AND SHALL INCLUDE ALL MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS MANUALS AND D. HOT-FORMED WELDED AND SEAMLESS CARBON STEEL STRUCTURAL TUBING i NS oTA. STATION
CERTIFICATIONS OF PERFORMANCE TO THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A501, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. L FLOW LINE TR TOP OF BERM
11. NO PENETRATIONS OR WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED ON THE EXISTING ABUTMENTS, E. FABRICATION AND ERECTION SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LATEST AISC E;R ,E:',ﬁgﬁ SURFAGE ?G; ¥8E SE gi,{i.?E
EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS. SPECIFICATIONS. T FEET 00, TOP OF CONCRETE
12. "REMOVE" SHALL MEAN TO DEMOLISH, TRANSPORT, AND DISPOSE OF AT F. ALL DIMENSIONS SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED PRIOR TO FABRICATION OR ERECTION gﬁi_v- gﬁf\l,EAN,ZED $§ (B; $8E§UBEO;1C-;(|)R'\(A)OVE
CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE. OF STRUCTURAL STEEL OR METAL FABRICATIONS. LU LAM OLUELAMINATED TW: TOP OF WALL
13. "REMOVE AND REINSTALL" SHALL MEAN TO REMOVE, PROTECT, STORE, CLEAN AND G. ALL STRUCTURAL AND MISCELLANEOUS STEEL SHALL HAVE HOT-DIPPED SE'G_ Sg?RD?PPg:JV ANIZED %i'.CAL R’IFCK
REINSTALL IN GOOD CONDITION. GALVANIZED FINISH, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. s LiaH e LTRE HIGH MOLECULAR WEIGHT
14. "SALVAGE" SHALL MEAN TO DISASSEMBLE, SORT INTO LIKE COMPONENTS, PACKAGE H. ALL EXPANSION ANCHORS USED FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE STAINLESS STEEL EET ggﬂgrm“GDHHT%E 3:5 OR UHE 3:fggg’ﬂgﬁ_g'fo%i%wEEEXCEPT'ON
OR PALLETIZE INTO TRANSPORTABLE UNITS AND TRANSPORT TO A SITE DESIGNATED TYPE 316. L TCHEST HIEH Wi ER ERT: VERTIGAL
BY THE CITY. 2 ALUMINUM HT: HEIGHT W.W.M. WELDED WIRE MESH
15. ALL UNISTRUT ATTACHED TO GANGWAYS FOR SUPPORT OF UTILITIES SHALL BE OF :-,'E'.DWR' :','\,A\‘,REDRVTV'E'EEVAT,ON mo mmom
STAINLESS STEEL TYPE 316 WITH STAINLESS STEEL TYPE 316 CONNECTORS AND A. ALUMINUM SHAPES SHALL BE EXTRUDED FROM 6061-T6 OR 6063-T6 UNLESS N NG WD. WOOD
BOLTS. OTHERWISE NOTED. e INTERIOR '
16. SPECIAL INSPECTIONS BY THE CONTRACTOR: CONTINUOUS INSPECTIONS SHALL BE B. ALL FASTENERS SHALL BE STAINLESS STEEL. SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR
MADE BY A REGISTERED DEPUTY INSPECTOR (PER CBC SECTION 1701). THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE WRITTEN REPORTS TO THE ENGINEER FOR THE
FOLLOWING: 23. CONTACT USA ALERT:
A. PILE DRIVING (SEE ALSO NOTE 19 BELOW). A. CONTACT UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT (1-800-422-4133) 10 CALENDAR DAYS
B. PRIOR TO EXCAVATION: EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND FACILITIES
DATA SHOWN OR REFERRED TO ARE PER RECORDS ONLY.VERIFY ALL
LOCATIONS OF AFFECTED UTILITIES AND FACILITIES IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO
COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTOR SHALL USE EXTREME CARE WHEN
EXCAVATING.
NOTE: SPEC NO. WBS NO. 50% DESIGN SUBMITTAL 02129/2024 , DESIGNED APPROVAL RECOMMENDED AN DIE ALIFORNIA DATE 02/29/24
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMP) AND
WATER QUALITY MONITORING

GENERAL

A. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STORMWATER POLLUTION
PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) INCLUDING APPROPRIATE BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES (BMP) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND
REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) TO REDUCE IMPACTS TO COASTAL WATERS BY
THE WORK. BMPS WHICH SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED INCLUDE THOSE SHOWN ON
THE PLANS AND ADDITIONAL BMPS DETERMINED TO BE REQUIRED FOR THE TYPE
OF WORK PERFORMED AS LISTED IN THE CONTRACTOR'S APPROVED SWPPP.
THE MMRP IS PROVIDED IN THE APPENDICES OF THE CONTRACT
SPECIFICATIONS.

B. THE MAINTENANCE OF BMPS IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT BMPS WEEKLY AND SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE
FAILING BMPS. THE CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE TO INSTALL OR MAINTAIN BMPS MAY
RESULT IN ENFORCEMENT ACTION. IF INSTALLED BMPS FAIL, THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE PORT DISTRICT AND THE ENGINEER AND
REPAIR OR REPLACE ALL FAILED BMPS WITHIN 72 HOURS, OR SOONER IF SAFE
TO DO SO. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE LIABLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES AND
FINES DUE TO NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE SWPPP, BMPS, AND MMRP.

C. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMPLEMENT THE SWPPP AND BMPS TO EFFECTIVELY
PREVENT OR MINIMIZE THE POTENTIALLY NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF THE WORK ON
WATER QUALITY. IF CONTROL MEASURES BEING IMPLEMENTED AT THE PROJECT
SITE ARE DETERMINED TO BE INADEQUATE, THE ENGINEER OR THE PORT
DISTRICT MAY REQUIRE THE CONTRACTOR TO SELECT AND IMPLEMENT NEW
AND/OR ADDITIONAL BMPS AT THE PROJECT SITE, AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO
THE CITY.

D. THESE MEASURES SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE
WORK AND SHALL REMAIN IN EFFECT FOR THE DURATION OF THE WORK UNTIL
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION IS ISSUED. ALL SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL BE
TRAINED ON THESE PRACTICES PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE WORK
AND SHALL BE HELD TO THESE STANDARDS FOR THE DURATION OF THEIR WORK
AT THE PROJECT SITE. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE THE PORT DISTRICT
DOCUMENTATION OF SUBCONTRACTOR EDUCATION OF THESE BMPS.
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE PROOF TO THE ENGINEER OF ON-SITE TRAINING
(E.G., TAILGATE, KICK-OFF MEETING) OF SUPERINTENDENT, WORKERS, AND
SUBCONTRACTORS IN WRITING WITHIN 5 DAYS OF COMMENCEMENT OF WORK
LISTING NAMES AND COMPANY IN A TRAINING ATTENDANCE ROSTER.

E. IMPLEMENT TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHOULD WORK AT THE
PROJECT SITE CEASE FOR A PERIOD EXCEEDING 10 DAYS. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL MONITOR AND MAINTAIN TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES
UNTIL WORK RESUMES AT THE PROJECT SITE.

F. NO DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, DEBRIS, OR
WASTE SHALL BE PLACED OR STORED WHERE IT MAY BE SUBJECT TO
INUNDATION, EROSION, OR DISPERSION IN COASTAL WATERS BY WAVE, WIND,
OR RAIN OR WHERE IT MAY ENTER A STORM DRAIN.

G. ACTIVE DEWATERING, WHICH IS DEFINED AS REMOVAL OF WATER FROM ANY
EXCAVATION OR TRENCH, IS NOT PERMITTED.

H. ERECT 8-FOOT-TALL, CHAIN-LINK FENCING WITH GREEN SCREENING AROUND
THE PERIMETER OF THE PROJECT SITE AND STAGING AREAS FOR THE DURATION
OF THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT WORK OUTSIDE OF WORK LIMIT
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS.

.  UPON COMPLETION OF THE WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH
THE PORT DISTRICT TO COMPLETE A VISUAL SITE INSPECTION TO ENSURE NO
DEBRIS, TRASH, OR CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS HAVE BEEN LEFT ON SHORE, IN
THE WATER, OR ON THE BAY BOTTOM. IF ANY DEBRIS, TRASH, OR
CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS ARE FOUND, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY
REMOVE AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF SUCH MATERIAL.

J. UPON COMPLETION OF THE WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH
THE PORT DISTRICTTO CERTIFY THAT THE PROJECT HAS NOT CREATED A
HAZARD TO NAVIGATION.

STOCKPILES AND STORAGE AREAS

A. NO PORTION OF EXISTING PUBLIC PARKING LOTS OR PUBLIC ON-STREET
PARKING AREAS SHALL BE USED FOR THE INTERIM OR OVERNIGHT STORAGE OF
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT OR MATERIALS, WITH THE EXCEPTION THAT THE A
PORTION OF THE DRISCOLL WHARF PARKING LOT MAY BE USED ON A
TEMPORARY BASIS.

B. THE CONSTRUCTION OR WORK AREA, INCLUDING ANY STAGING AREAS,
STOCKPILES, AND MATERIAL STORAGE SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE AREAS
DESIGNATED ON THE PLANS. ANY ALTERATION TO THE WORK AREAS SHALL BE
APPROVED BY THE AND UPDATED ON THE PLANS PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION.

C. ALL DEMOLITION CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS SHALL BE STORED
IN PREDESIGNATED STAGING AREAS. STAGING AND STORAGE BEYOND THE
PREDESIGNATED AREA LIMITS IS PROHIBITED.

D. STOCKPILES AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION-RELATED MATERIALS SHALL BE
PROTECTED FROM BEING TRANSPORTED FROM THE SITE VIA WIND OR WATER.

E. ALL STOCKPILES AND CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS STORED AT THE PROJECT SITE
SHALL BE KEPT OFF THE GROUND, COVERED ON ALL SIDES BY A TARP OR IN AN
ENCLOSED STORAGE UNIT, AND SHALL BE LOCATED AS FAR AS POSSIBLE FROM
DRAIN INLETS AND ALL WATERWAYS. FLOATING DOCK MODULES, GANGWAYS,
AND CURED CONCRETE PANELS ARE EXEMPT FROM THE REQUIREMENT TO BE
COVERED.

F. ALL TARPS SHALL BE TIED DOWN OR WEIGHTED DOWN WITH SAND OR GRAVEL
BAGS TO KEEP THEM SECURE IN WIND AND RAIN. PERIMETER OF ALL
STOCKPILES SHALL INCLUDE STRAW WATTLE OR GRAVEL BAGS.

G. DURING CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES OVER THE WATER, MATERIALS SHALL BE
STORED OFF THE FLOAT DECKS AND COVERED WITH A TARP IF NOT IN USE. ALL
EXCESS OR WASTE MATERIALS SHALL BE REMOVED AT THE END OF EACH DAY
AND DISPOSED OF IN COVERED RECYCLING AND TRASH CONTAINERS.

RAIN EVENTS

A. DURING CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES OVER THE WATER, ALL MATERIALS KEPT
ON FLOAT DECKS FOR PERFORMANCE OF THE DAY'S WORK SHALL BE REMOVED
FROM THE FLOATS IF RAIN IS IMMINENT OR FORECASTED WITH A 50 OR GREATER
CHANCE OF OCCURRENCE.

B. NO WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED DURING A RAIN EVENT IF THE PORT DISTRICT
DETERMINES THAT DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WILL
CONTAMINATE STORMWATER RUNOFF ENTERING STORM DRAINS OR THE
WATERS OF SAN DIEGO BAY.

C. IMMEDIATELY COVER ALL POTENTIAL SOURCES OF POLLUTION WITH A TARP AT
THE START OF A RAIN EVENT IF RAIN IS IMMINENT, OR IF RAIN IS FORECASTED
WITH A 50 OR GREATER CHANCE OF OCCURRENCE. ALL TARPS SHALL BE TIED
DOWN OR WEIGHTED DOWN WITH SAND OR GRAVEL BAGS.

D. A"STANDBY EMERGENCY CREW" SHALL BE ALERTED BY THE CONTRACTOR TO
PERFORM EMERGENCY WORK DURING RAIN EVENTS. NECESSARY MATERIALS
SHALL BE AVAILABLE ON SITE AND STOCKPILED AT CONVENIENT LOCATIONS TO
FACILITATE RAPID CONSTRUCTION OF TEMPORARY DEVICES WHEN RAIN IS
IMMINENT.

DEBRIS, WASTE, AND DISCHARGES

A. REMOVE ALL DEMOLITION DEBRIS AND BAY BOTTOM DEBRIS FOUND AFTER
DEMOLITION PRIOR TO COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION.

B. ALL DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION WASTE MATERIALS SHALL BE DISPOSED
OF IN COVERED TRASH AND RECYCLING CONTAINERS PROVIDED BY THE
CONTRACTOR AT THE END OF EACH DAY.

C. DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION WASTES SHALL BE TRANSFERRED TO AN
APPROVED DISPOSAL SITE OUTSIDE OF THE COASTAL ZONE. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL COORDINATE WITH EDCO, OR APPROVED COMPARABLE WASTE HAULER,
FOR RECYCLING AND WASTE DISPOSAL. A LIST OF OTHER APPROVED
CONSTRUCTION RECYCLING CENTERS IS AVAILABLE FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO. PROVIDE ALL REQUIRED RECYCLING AND WASTE HANDLING
DOCUMENTATION PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE WORK.

D. ANY AND ALL DEBRIS RESULTING FROM DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE PROJECT SITE WITHIN 24 HOURS OF
COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION.

E. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE NO DEBRIS, SOIL, SILT, SAND, SAWDUST,
RUBBISH, CEMENT OR CONCRETE WASHINGS, AND OIL OR PETROLEUM
PRODUCTS FROM DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE
ALLOWED TO ENTER INTO OR PLACED WHERE IT MAY BE WASHED BY RAINFALL
OR RUNOFF INTO COASTAL WATERS.

F. ANY AND ALL DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS DISCHARGED INTO
COASTAL WATERS SHALL BE RETRIEVED IMMEDIATELY AND DISPOSED OF IN A
COVERED RECYCLING OR TRASH CONTAINER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE
AVAILABLE ADEQUATE PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ANY SUCH RETRIEVAL.

G. REASONABLE AND PRUDENT MEASURES SHALL BE TAKEN BY THE CONTRACTOR
TO PREVENT ANY DISCHARGE OF FUEL OR OILY WASTE FROM HEAVY
MACHINERY, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT, OR POWER TOOLS INTO COASTAL
WATERS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE ADEQUATE EQUIPMENT AVAILABLE TO
CONTAIN ANY SUCH DISCHARGE IMMEDIATELY.

H. NO CONCRETE OR ASPHALT RUBBLE SHALL BE PLACED WITHIN THE EELGRASS
RESTORATION SITE, THE WATERS OF SAN DIEGO BAY, OR ANY OTHER WATER
BODY. ALL RUBBLE SHALL BE EXPORTED OFFSITE TO AN APPROVED RECYCLING
FACILITY.

LANDSIDE BMPS

A.

CONCRETE PLACEMENT

INSTALL GRAVEL BAG BERM, OR SIMILAR BMP IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SWPPP, AT A.

LIMIT OF WORK PERIMETER UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS. MAINTAIN
THE GRAVEL BAG BERMS SO THAT IT REMAINS FUNCTIONAL FOR THE DURATION OF
THE WORK.

INSTALL OIL-ABSORBENT ROLLS AT THE TOP OF THE LAUNCH RAMP, SEAWALL
OPENING, AND ALONG ANY SURFACES SLOPED TOWARD COASTAL WATERS.
MAINTAIN THE OIL-ABSORBENT ROLLS FOR THE DURATION OF THE WORK.

ERODED SEDIMENTS AND POLLUTANTS SHALL BE RETAINED ON SITE AND SHALL NOT B.

BE TRANSPORTED FROM THE SITE VIA SHEET FLOW, SWALES, AREA DRAINS,
NATURAL DRAINAGE COURSE, OR WIND.

SEDIMENTS AND OTHER MATERIALS SHALL NOT BE TRACKED FROM THE PROJECT
SITE BY VEHICLE TRAFFIC. ACCIDENTAL SEDIMENT DEPOSITIONS SHALL BE SWEPT UP

IMMEDIATELY AND SHALL NOT BE WASHED DOWN BY RAIN OR BY ANY OTHER MEANS. C.

IN-WATER BMPS

A.

PRESERVATIVE FOR TIMBER TREATMENTS SHALL BE ALKALINE COPPER
QUATERNARY (ACQ) OR AMMONIACAL COPPER ZINC ARSENATE (ACZA), LISTED IN
ORDER OF PREFERENCE.

MACHINERY OR DEMOLITION CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS NOT ESSENTIAL FOR
BRIDGE FOR PERSONAL VEHICLES, PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS SHALL NOT BE
ALLOWED AT ANY TIME IN THE SUBTIDAL OR INTERTIDAL ZONE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN NO-WAKE SPEEDS FOR ALL VESSELS UTILIZED
DURING DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL NOT OPERATE VESSELS IN
AREAS SUPPORTING EELGRASS UNLESS REQUIRED TO PERFORM THE WORK SHOWN
ON THE PLANS. MAINTAIN THE MINIMUM DISTANCE NECESSARY TO AVOID PROP
WASH AND POSSIBLE VESSEL GROUNDING THAT WOULD IMPACT EELGRASS BEDS.

WHEN DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES INVOLVE SIGNIFICANT REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES
FROM THE WATER, FLOATING BOOMS WITH SILT CURTAINS SHALL BE USED TO
CONTAIN DEBRIS AROUND THE STRUCTURE(S). ALL NON-BUOYANT DEBRIS
DISCHARGED INTO COASTAL WATERS SHALL BE RECOVERED BY DIVERS AS SOON AS
POSSIBLE AFTER LOSS, BUT NO LATER THAN AT THE END OF EACH DAY.
CONTRACTORS SHALL HAVE AVAILABLE STAFF AND EQUIPMENT TO COLLECT DEBRIS
IN A TIMELY MANNER.

FLOATING BOOMS SHALL BE DEPLOYED TO CONTAIN DEBRIS DURING DOCK
DEMOLITION, DOCK PLACEMENT, PLATFORM CONSTRUCTION, AND BOAT LAUNCH
RAMP CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.

FLOATING BOOMS WITH SILT CURTAINS SHALL BE USED TO CONTROL TURBIDITY
DURING ROCKWORK ACTIVITIES, DREDGING ACTIVITIES, AND DREDGED MATERIAL
PLACEMENT AT THE EELGRASS RESTORATION SITE. THE SILT CURTAIN SHALL BE
ANCHORED SECURELY TO TEMPORARILY DRIVEN PIPE STOP TO PREVENT DRIFT
THAT COULD IMPACT ADJACENT EELGRASS BEDS. SILT CURTAIN DEPLOYMENT,
DREDGING ACTIVITIES, AND DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT AT THE EELGRASS
RESTORATION SITES SHALL BE MONITORED BY A QUALIFIED BIOLOGICAL MONITOR
APPROVED BY THE PORT DISTRICT TO AVOID ADVERSE EFFECTS TO ADJACENT
EELGRASS HABITAT.

TURBIDITY PLUMES GENERATED BY DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
SHALL BE MONITORED CONTINUOUSLY BY THE CONTRACTOR. ALL TURBIDITY
GENERATED BY THE DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE
CONTAINED WITHIN THE CONFINES OF THE SILT CURTAIN. IF VISIBLE TURBIDITY
PLUMES ARE OBSERVED OUTSIDE OF THE PERIMETER OF THE SILT CURTAIN, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY SUSPEND OPERATIONS IN THE AFFECTED AREA
UNTIL COMPLIANCE WITH THIS CONDITION IS RESUMED. FOR THE PURPOSE OF
MONITORING, TURBIDITY SHALL BE DEFINED AS ANY CHANGE IN THE AMBIENT
CONDITION OF CLARITY OF THE WATER COLUMN BY USE OF A SECCHI DISK.

PILE REMOVAL AND DRIVING ACTIVITIES

A.

PILE REMOVAL AND DRIVING ACTIVITIES SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN A MANNER THAT
MINIMIZES DISTURBANCE TO BENTHIC SUBSTRATES AND TO MARINE LIFE.

WHEN REMOVING PILES, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FIRST HIT OR VIBRATE PILES TO
BREAK THE BOND WITH THE SEDIMENT. REMOVE PILES SLOWLY TO MINIMIZE
TURBIDITY. ACTIVITIES SHALL BE PERFORMED BETWEEN APRIL 1 AND SEPTEMBER 15
OF A GIVEN YEAR.

JETTING OF PILES SHALL BE TO THE DEPTHS SHOWN ON THE PLANS AND LISTED IN
THE CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL IMPACT DRIVE FINAL 5 FEET
TO TIP ELEVATION. JETTING OF PILES SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS AND REQUIREMENTS OF MMRP AND REGULATORY PERMITS.

PRIOR TO BEGINNING IMPACT PILE DRIVING ACTIVITIES, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
STRIKE THE PILE WITH 4 SHORT BLOWS FOLLOWED BY A 5-MINUTE DEAD PERIOD TO
ENCOURAGE SEA TURTLES TO LEAVE THE PROJECT SITE. PILE DRIVING ACTIVITIES
SHALL CEASE IF A SEA TURTLE IS OBSERVED WITHIN A 100-FOOT RADIUS OR IF A
MARINE MAMMAL IS OBSERVED WITHIN A 500-FOOT RADIUS OF THE PILE DRIVING
PERIMETER. WORK MAY RESUME ONCE THE ANIMALS HAVE LEFT THEIR RESPECTIVE
RADII.

EMPLOY METHODS TO PREVENT PLACEMENT OR DISCHARGE OF CEMENT
OR CONCRETE PRODUCTS, CEMENT OR CONCRETE WASHINGS, AND OR
CONCRETE DEBRIS INTO STORM DRAINS OR COASTAL WATERS.
PREVENTION METHODS INCLUDE LIMITING OVER-WATER CONCRETE WORK
AND PROPER DESIGN OF FORMWORK TO PREVENT OVERFLOW OF PLACED
CONCRETE. EXEMPT FROM THIS REQUIREMENT ARE CONCRETE AND
GROUT FORMULATED FOR IN-WATER PLACEMENT AND CURING OF
IN-WATER AND OVER-WATER WORK NOTED ON THE PLANS.

EXCESS OR WASTE CONCRETES SHALL NOT BE WASHED INTO ANY STORM
DRAINS, PUBLIC WAY, OR THE WATERS OF SAN DIEGO BAY. CONCRETE
WASHOUT AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS AND
LOCATED A MINIMUM OF 50 FEET FROM STORM DRAINS AND COASTAL
WATERS.

NO CONCRETE SHALL BE PLACED IF RAIN IS IMMINENT OR FORECASTED
WITH A 50 OR GREATER CHANCE OF OCCURRENCE.
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AND ELECTRICAL CONDUIT.
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AND ELECTRICAL CONDUIT.
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PHOTO 21 - TYP. LIGHT POLE BASE AT STEEL RAIL PILE

PHOTO 25 - APPROACH AND SECURITY GATE AT PIER 8

e

» &S

PHOTO 26 - TYP. PILE CAP CONDITION

’ JlJll‘ 55 U
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