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Figure 3.7-1. Current Dredged Area
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372 Regulatory Setting

This section describes federal, state, and local regulations concerning hazards and hazardous
materials that are applicable to the project. The agencies responsible for enforcing regulations
are identified.

3.7.2.1 Federal
Federal Toxic Substances Control Act/Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

The federal Toxic Substances Control Act (1976) and the RCRA, administered by the EPA, is
authorized to regulate hazardous wastes through the generation, transportation, treatment,
storage, and disposal process. The main objectives of the RCRA are to protect human health
and the environment from potential hazards, to conserve energy and natural resources, and to
reduce the amount of waste generated. EPA authorized the DTSC to implement and enforce the
RCRA requirements in California. Regulated entities that generate hazardous waste are subject
to waste accumulation, manifesting, and recordkeeping standards.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, also known as
the “Superfund Act,” provides a federal fund to identify, characterize, and remediate hazardous
material sites. The objective is to respond directly to releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances by cleaning up abandoned hazardous waste sites that may endanger
public health or the environment. Under the act, the EPA is responsible for identifying and
obtaining the cooperation of parties responsible for hazardous material incidents and
conditions. Where responsible parties cannot be found, the EPA is authorized to perform the
cleanup using a special trust fund.

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970

The Occupational Safety and Health Act, implemented by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), contains requirements to ensure the safety of workers. Under the act,
management and handlers of hazardous materials are required to receive training to recognize
and identify hazardous materials and become familiar with requirements, such as how to
remediate any accidental releases. Additional requirements of the act include notifying
employees who work in the vicinity of hazardous materials and acquiring material safety data
sheets. The act also regulates lead and asbestos in order to reduce potential exposure to
employees.

Hazardous Materials Transport Act

The Hazardous Materials Transport Act regulates the transportation of hazardous materials,
types of hazardous materials, and vehicle marking during transport. The hazardous materials
transportation regulations require carriers transporting hazardous materials to receive training
in the handling and transportation of hazardous materials.
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3.7.2.2 State
California Government Code Section 65962.5

California Government Code Section 65962.5 (commonly referred to as the Cortese List)
includes hazardous waste facilities and sites listed by the DTSC; the Department of Health
Services lists of contaminated drinking water wells; leaking underground storage tank sites
listed by the SWRCB or a discharge of hazardous wastes or materials into the water or
groundwater; and lists from local regulatory agencies of sites with a known migration of
hazardous waste/material.

Hazardous Waste Control Act of 1972

The Hazardous Waste Control Act of 1972 created the state hazardous waste management unit
within the Department of Health Services. This law was more comprehensive than the federal
program and would later become the model for RCRA.

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Cal/OSHA protects the health and safety of workers in California. Similar to federal OSHA,
Cal/OSHA regulates worker safety, but also requires preparation of an Injury and Iliness
Prevention Program, an employee safety program of inspections, procedures to correct unsafe
conditions, employee training, and occupational safety communication. In addition, it indirectly
protects the general public by requiring construction managers to post warning signs, limit
public access to construction areas, and obtain permits for work considered to present a
significant risk of injury, such as excavations 5 feet deep or greater.

3723 Local
San Diego County Department of Health Hazardous Materials Division

The Hazardous Materials Division of San Diego County aims to protect human health and the
environment through regulation. The Hazardous Materials Division oversees facilities handling
or storing hazardous materials in reportable amounts reported in their Hazardous Material
Business Plan, and those involved in the California Accidental Release Prevention Program. The
Hazardous Materials Division also regulates businesses that generate or treat hazardous waste,
as well as those subject to the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act, and underground storage
tank owner/operators. All relevant businesses in San Diego County must obtain a valid permit
through the California Environmental Reporting System.

San Diego Unified Port District, Article 10

The Port was created by Chapter 67, Statutes of 1962 to manage in trust certain tide and
submerged lands within the San Diego Bay. Article 10, the Port 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.
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373 Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on hazards and hazardous materials if
any of the following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

2. For aproject 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?

3. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Based on the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A), it was determined
that because the proposed project is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school, no further analysis of whether the proposed project would emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school is warranted in this EIR.

Based on the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A), it was determined
that the proposed project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and the proposed project does not include
construction or operation activities with the potential to encounter contaminated materials.
Therefore, no further analysis of whether the proposed project would be located on a site that
is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 or that is otherwise known to have been subject to a release of hazardous
substances, and as a result creates a significant hazard to the public or the environment is
warranted in this EIR.

Because the proposed project is not located in or near a state responsibility area or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, as identified in the Initial Study (Appendix A),
further analysis of whether the proposed project would expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires is not
warranted within this EIR.

374 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Measures incorporated into the proposed project as discussed in Section 2.5.4 and listed in
Table 2-1 include those intended to avoid or minimize impacts on water quality, which would
also serve to avoid or minimize impacts from hazardous substances. These measures are
considered part of the proposed project in the following impact analyses.
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Threshold 1: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Construction activities are not proposed in the adjacent landside areas other than parking and
staging of equipment and materials. Potential spills and/or leaks associated with landside
activities would be cleaned up immediately. All landside areas drain to the on-site waste
collection system in the event of a larger spill. Construction activities associated with mooring
dolphins, pile driving for wharf construction and FDD placement would require the use of
specialized overwater construction equipment such as floating cranes, barges, tugboats, and
hydraulic vibrators and/or diesel-powered impact hammers. There is a potential for discharge
of petroleum materials associated with leaks or equipment failure of floating pile drivers or
barges during mooring dolphin and wharf construction, as well as FDD placement. Construction
equipment would be reviewed and maintained daily or in accordance with their service manual
to minimize the potential for releases. Spill kits would be available on board and any accidental
release hazardous materials due to spills or leaks would be reported in accordance with state
and federal laws.

The project includes WQ-3, which requires the implementation of a SWPPP or Construction
Best Management Practices Plan during construction. Requirements of these plans would
address all construction-related activities, equipment, and materials that have the potential
impact water quality for the appropriate Risk Level. The SWPPP or Construction BMP Plan will
identify the sources of pollutants that may affect the quality of stormwater and include BMPs
to control the pollutants.

Pile driving would disturb the bay bottom which could potentially disturb hazardous substances
if they are present in the sediment. The SAPR findings are that contaminants were generally
found in the shallower Recent Bay Deposits, and that deeper Bay Formation and Bay Point
Formation do not have substantial anthropogenic contamination. Since the time that the SAPR
was conducted, dredging has subsequently removed the Recent Bay Deposits from the project
footprint. In-water construction activities such as pile driving would occur only within the
dredged area and therefore would directly affect only the deeper formations that do not have
substantial contamination. Because the area of bay bottom that would be disturbed during
construction does not have substantial contamination, dispersion of substantial contaminants
from sediment disturbance would not occur. In addition, use of silt curtains in the water during
construction would contain the spread of sediments in the water.

The project area is located within the Navy’s MRP Site 100. Activities that disturb the sediment
at the proposed project location must be executed with explosives safety precautions. More
than 20 feet of the underlying native sediments were dredged and removed, and material
potentially presenting an explosive hazard is unlikely to still be present. However, there is a
chance that something that was not previously at that depth has either been dropped, rolled,
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or somehow migrated into the dredged area. The Navy prepared the Site-Specific Explosive
Safety Submission (ESS) for the proposed project site (NAVFAC Southwest 2023). In-water
project construction activities would be conducted in accordance with the explosives safety
protection measures of this ESS.

Operations

Following completion of construction, the project would occasionally require the use of
hazardous materials (such as oils, lubricants, paints, cleaning solvents, and weld rods). Potential
waste materials that could be generated during general ship repair would be typical of shipyard
operations and would include spent sandblast and paint debris, as well as various lubricants
and cleaning solvents. Hazardous material deliveries, on-site storage, and off-site transport
currently occur at the Austal USA facility. The transport, use, and disposal of any hazardous
materials would continue to occur in accordance with the RCRA, US Department of
Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations (CFR Title 49), California Health and Safety
Code, and in combination with WQ-8 requirements. Any accidental releases of these materials
due to spills or leaks would be cleaned up as part of ongoing operations, consistent with the
above-mentioned regulations. Hazardous materials or waste would not be stored on the FDD or
on the piers. Hazardous waste would be stored onsite in accordance with the requirements of
Austal USA’s Unified Program Facility permit. Hazardous waste would be transported off site
quarterly by a hazardous waste hauler who has capacity to handle a larger volume of waste
than is currently generated without the need for additional vehicles or trips. Work-process-
related trash and debris, including hazardous waste, would be controlled and transported to
licensed treatment, storage and disposal facility for proper fuel blending or proper disposal. No
new additional hazardous material or hazardous waste storage areas would be required. Used
oil and oily wastewater generated by project operations would be collected, stored in landside
tanks, and sent to a licensed treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF) for fuel blending or
recycling.

The FDD includes a stormwater retention system to capture stormwater and prevent
stormwater runoff that could contain hazardous substances into the bay. Any non-oily
rainwater that collects in the FDD and vessel and deck wash-down water would be collected
and discharged to the sewer system under Austal USA’s existing Industrial User Permit. Any oily
wastewater generated from project operations would be collected and handled as hazardous
waste.

The project would comply with the provisions of the San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego Region
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Boatyards and Boat Maintenance
and Repair Facilities Adjacent to Surface Waters Within the San Diego Region (Order R9-2019-
0008), and any subsequent permit reissuance in effect at the time of construction. This permit
regulates discharges of industrial wastewater (for example, ballast water), and industrial storm
water runoff from the proposed project. It includes discharge prohibitions, water quality
effluent and receiving water limitations, and provisions for protecting water quality, including
the following:

e Monitoring and Reporting Program requirements
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e BMPs and Pollution Prevention: This permit requires Austal USA to eliminate the discharge
of the first-flush (that is, the first 0.25-inch) of industrial stormwater.

Austal USA would develop, implement, and maintain a SWPPP covering all industrial activities.
The SWPPP would incorporate by reference a SPCC plan, including handling procedures, storage
requirements, and cleanup equipment and procedures.

Current Austal USA operations include BMPs to avoid pollutant transport in to San Diego Bay,
including a system that captures and diverts stormwater to the municipal sewer system, and
storm drains in the vicinity of the project are not significant vectors of pollutant transport to
the San Diego Bay (Mission Environmental 2022). Adequate BMPs shall be incorporated to
prevent the discharge of any ship repair or other pollutants generated on floating drydocks, if
any, as well as BMPs for floating drydock ballast water discharges and vessel cooling water
discharges. BMPs to be considered for implementation in the SWPPP shall include, but not
limited to the following: hydrowashing; surface preparation, sanding, and paint removal;
painting and coating; hull cleaning; engine maintenance and repairs; containerized material
storage; and work areas for boat repair.

Implementation of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, storage, use, or disposable materials or
through reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 2: 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?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

The proposed project is within the airspace protection boundary and the airport influence area
of Naval Air Station North Island as mapped in the ALUCP (San Diego County Regional Airport
Authority 2020). The FDD would be installed and operated within property leased by Austal USA
from the Navy. The ALUCP for Naval Air Station North Island does not apply to property owned
by the US Government. The adjacent areas of the Austal USA facility leased from the Port are
subject to the ALUCP. Construction of the mooring dolphins and wharf would involve floating
equipment, such as pile-driving equipment, cranes, and other support barges. All construction
equipment would be less than 200 feet high. Placement of the FDD, would include typical tugs
boats and other equipment. Construction and operation of the FDD would not result in new
structures or objects taller than 200 feet in height above ground level, which is the height at
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processes and activities that take place within the Pueblo San Diego HU. The creeks in the
watershed are highly affected by urban runoff, such as contaminants from roadways, industry,
and other urban sources.

Contaminants found in San Diego Bay include chlorinated hydrocarbons, toxic components of
petroleum hydrocarbons, PAHs, PCBs, heavy metals, and organotins (that is, organic
compounds with one or more tin atoms) such as tributyltin. The most significant sources of
pollutants affecting the beneficial uses of San Diego Bay are urban and agricultural runoff,
resource extraction, septic systems, and marinas and boating activities.

Tidal exchange in San Diego Bay controls the flushing of contaminants, salt and heat balance,
and residence time of water. The ebb and flow of tides mix ocean and San Diego Bay waters.
Tides produce currents, which induce changes in salinity, and alternately expose and cover wet
portions of the shoreline. Tidal flushing and mixing are important for dispersing pollutants,
maintaining water quality, and moderating water temperature that has been affected by
exchange with the atmosphere or heating. Tidal flushing and currents affect water quality in
north-central San Diego Bay. Water quality also is influenced locally by freshwater inflows.

Upland Surface Waters

The project site is located within the 60,007-acre San Diego Bay Watershed and within the
16,270-acre Chollas Creek Watershed (Navy 2002). No upland surface waters are present at or
adjacent to the project site.

Beneficial Uses

The San Diego RWQCB is responsible for designating beneficial uses for water bodies in the San
Diego region; establishing water quality objectives; and developing implementation plans to
protect designated beneficial uses through the Basin Plan. Beneficial uses for the nearest inland
surface water, Chollas Creek, include contact (potential use) and non-contact water recreation,
warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat. Beneficial uses for the nearest coastal water, the
San Diego Bay, include industrial service supply, navigation, contact and non-contact recreation,
commercial and sport fishing, preservation of biological habitats of special significance,
estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, preservation of rare, threatened, or endangered species,
marine habitat, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning, reproduction and/or early
development, and shellfish harvesting (San Diego RWQCB 2021).

Total Maximum Daily Loads

CWA Section 303(d) requires the identification of water bodies that do not meet, or are not
expected to meet, water quality standards (that is, water bodies that are impaired). The
identified water body and associated pollutant or stressor is then prioritized in the current
303(d) List of Impaired Waters, or 303(d) List. The EPA approved California’s current 303(d) List
on May 11, 2022 (SWRCB 2022). The CWA further requires development of a total maximum
daily load (TMDL) for each listing. A TMDL is the maximum daily amount of a pollutant that a
water body can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.

As shown in Table 3.8-1, water bodies with 303(d)-Listed impairments with potential to be
affected by the proposed project include Chollas Creek, San Diego Bay Shoreline near Chollas
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Creek, San Diego Bay (which encompasses the project site), San Diego Bay shoreline between
Sampson Street and 28th Street (which encompasses the project site), and the San Diego Bay
shoreline near Coronado Bridge (SWRCB 2022).

Table 3.8-1. 303(d)-Listed Impairments for Water Bodies and Adjacent Shorelines in Project
Vicinity

Reach 303(d)-Listed Category Source Estimated TMDL
Impairment Completion
San Diego Bay Shoreline, North Benthic Sediment Unknown 2019
of 24" Street Marine Terminal Community
Effects
Sediment Toxicity = Sediment Unknown 2019
San Diego Bay PCBs Toxic Unknown 2019
Organics
Mercury Metals Unknown 2027
PAHs Toxic Unknown 2025
Organics

Sources: SWRCB 2024

Sediment Contamination

A sampling and analysis plan was prepared in 2022, which summarized the analysis of
sediments at the project site that has been NBSD property (Mission Environmental 2022).
Based on the sampling and analysis plan, historical operations near the project site may have
influenced sediment quality. The SAPR found that mercury, PAHs, and PCBs are present in the
sediment layers in concentrations generally below ERL thresholds, which are toxicity guidelines
used by EPA and indicate the concentration below which toxic effects are scarcely observed or
predicted. However, in some tests concentrations above ERL were found in sediments which
could cause toxicity to benthic organisms. No mercury, PAHs, or PCBs were found in water
quality tests. The SAPR findings are that contaminants were generally found in the shallower
Recent Bay Deposits, and that deeper Bay Formation and Bay Point Formation do not have
substantial anthropogenic contamination The entire area that was sampled has subsequently
been dredged (Figure 3.7-1) so the results reported in the SAPR do not reflect current
conditions. No sampling occurred in areas adjacent to the project footprint. However, the
condition of the sediment in adjacent areas that were not sampled and have not been dredged
is likely similar to the former condition of the project site as reported in the SAPR.

Marine Waters

As described in Section 3.8.1.1, San Diego Bay is a narrow, crescent-shaped natural
embayment-oriented northwest-southeast, with an approximate length of 15 miles (NAVFAC
SW 2020b). The width of the bay ranges from 0.2 to 3.6 miles, and depths range from -74 feet
MLLW near the tip of Ballast Point to less than 4 feet at the southern end (Merkel & Associates,
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Inc. 2009). Approximately half of the bay is less than 15 feet deep and most of it is less than

50 feet deep (Merkel & Associates, Inc. 2009). Prior to the 1960s, San Diego Bay was one of the
most polluted harbors in the world because of more than 70 years of discharge of raw sewage
and industrial waste as the population increased and San Diego became a major harbor for the
Navy and civilian commerce (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). In 1963, the City of San Diego
constructed its Wastewater Treatment Plant on the western side of the Point Loma peninsula
to properly treat sanitary sewage before ocean discharge via an offshore pipeline. Use of the
treatment plant and elimination of industrial discharges in the 1970s resulted in rapid water
quality improvements in the bay (NAVFAC SW 2020b).

Water temperature in San Diego Bay ranges from 59.1 to 78.9 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). This
range can be attributed to thermoclines exhibited in deeper industrial/port waters, which are
typical of this geographic region. Measured pH values range from 6.80 to 8.03 throughout the
bay (low pH values noted but verified with calibrated field meters). Dissolved oxygen levels
have an average of approximately 7.6 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and range from 0.80 to 8.50
mg/L. Light transmittance ranges from 22.5 to 79.5%. Levels of dissolved oxygen and light
transmittance tend to decrease with depth and known factors for a decline in measured values,
including reduced flushing and natural stratification (Amec Foster Wheeler Environment &
Infrastructure, Inc. [Amec Foster Wheeler] 2016).

Water quality is commonly assessed by measuring dissolved nutrients, dissolved oxygen, pH,
turbidity, chlorophyll a (that is, a measure of the phytoplankton present in San Diego Bay), and
coliform bacteria (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). Measured values for dissolved nutrients in the bay
such as phosphate and silicates range from 0.9 to 4 parts per million (ppm) for silicon and 0.02
to 0.3 ppm for phosphorus in the winter, to 0.3 to 1.3 ppm for silicates and 0.2 ppm for
phosphorus in the summer (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). This variation is the result of inflow of
these nutrients with winter runoff, and uptake by phytoplankton growth in the summer (SSC
San Diego et al. 1999). Dissolved oxygen levels range from approximately 4 milliliters per liter
(mL/L) during the summer to 8 mL/L during the winter (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). These
oxygen levels are typically at or near atmospheric equilibrium levels.

Surface water chemistry is analyzed by the Regional Harbor Monitoring Program using primary
and secondary indicators, including total and dissolved levels of copper (primary), and total and
dissolved zinc and nickel (secondary). Copper concentrations in San Diego Bay show
improvement in comparison with a historical baseline, and average copper concentrations do
not exceed the California Toxics Rule (CTR) threshold of 5.8 micrograms per liter (ug/L) total
and 4.8 pg/L dissolved. Less than 20% of measurements throughout the bay still exceed the CTR
threshold. Both total and dissolved zinc and nickel concentrations are well below CTR threshold
values used for the Regional Harbor Monitoring Program. All other dissolved and total metals
are found at concentrations below their respective acute and chronic CTR thresholds. Polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbon concentrations are also below their respective CTR threshold values
(Amec Foster Wheeler 2016).

Turbidity is a measure of water clarity or murkiness and can be caused by suspended sediments
transported in runoff or increased algal/bacterial growth. Turbidity can also be created by
natural and man-made resuspension of bottom sediments. Increased turbidity reduces the
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amount of light available for plant growth underwater, so it can affect the ability of San Diego
Bay to support living organisms. Turbidity in San Diego Bay varies, depending on the tides,
seasons, and location within the bay (NAVFAC SW 2020b).

The monthly average for the North Bay varies from 0.4 to 2.1 nephelometric turbidity units
(NTU), with amounts up to 3 NTU during December rainfall and 7 NTU during the maximum
tidal change (NAVFAC SW 2020b). The Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin
Plan) sets limits for allowable increases in turbidity over existing conditions (San Diego RWQCB
2016).

Chlorophyll a concentrations range from 0.2 to 25 pg/L (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). The highest
values were measured in the South Bay in winter when runoff carries high levels of nutrients
into the South Bay. In summer, chlorophyll a levels return to background levels of 1 to 2 ug/L.
These chlorophyll a levels are generally much higher than those found in the adjacent open
ocean. Before 1964, when untreated sewage was still being discharged into San Diego Bay,
bacterial counts (fecal coliform) were as high as 82 microorganisms per milliliter in the South
Bay (SSC San Diego et al. 1999). After these discharges ceased, bacterial counts have typically
remained below 10 microorganisms per milliliter except during some winter storms. These
levels are below federal limits for water contact, indicating that San Diego Bay is generally safe
for recreational use (SSC San Diego et al. 1999).

Current sources of pollution to San Diego Bay include underground dewatering, industries on
the bay and upstream, marinas and anchorages, Navy activities, materials used for underwater
hull cleaning and vessel anti-fouling paints, and urban runoff (SSC San Diego et al. 1999).
Additional pollution sources include creosote-treated wood pier pilings, which are a source of
PAHSs, stormwater runoff from land used for industrial, commercial, and transportation
purposes, bilge water discharge, and oil spills (SSC San Diego et al. 1999).

Overall, the levels of contamination in the water and sediment in San Diego Bay appear to be
lower now than in previous decades, including levels of some metals and PAHs (NAVFAC SW
2020b).

3.8.1.3 Drainage Patterns

The landside portions of the Austal USA facility are highly impervious and flat, consisting of
paved roadways, parking facilities, commercial buildings, an office building, and equipment
staging and storing areas. Current operations include many BMPs to avoid pollutant transport
to San Diego Bay, including a system that captures and diverts stormwater to the municipal
sewer system, and storm drains in the vicinity of the project are not significant vectors of
pollutant transport to the San Diego Bay (Mission Environmental 2022).

3814 Potential Flooding and Inundation

As shown on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) 06073C1911H and 06073C1892H, the
project site is partially within a Special Flood Hazard Area labeled Flood Zone AE (Figure 3.8-2).
Flood Zone AE is an area subject to flooding during the 100-year storm event (1% annual chance
of flooding where base flood elevations and flood hazard factors are determined) (FEMA 2019).
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The project site is within a tsunami hazard area, as delineated on the Tsunami Hazard Area Map
published by CGS (CGS 2022). Because the project site is situated on and adjacent to the San
Diego Bay, it could also be susceptible to seiche.
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Figure 3.8-2. FEMA Flood Zones
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382 Regulatory Setting
3.8.2.1 Federal

Clean Water Act

The primary goals of the CWA are to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters and to make all surface waters fishable and swimmable. The
EPA is the lead federal agency responsible for water quality management. The CWA, as codified
in 33 USC 1251-1387, is the primary federal law that governs and authorizes water quality
control activities by the EPA and the states. The CWA amends the federal Water Pollution
Control Act of 1972, and established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants
into the waters of the United States not including groundwater. Under the CWA, it is unlawful
for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters, unless an
NPDES permit is obtained and implemented within compliance. In addition, the CWA requires
the states to adopt water quality standards for receiving water bodies and to have those
standards approved by EPA. Water quality standards consist of designated beneficial uses for a
particular receiving water body (for example, wildlife habitat, agricultural supply, fishing), along
with water quality criteria necessary to support those uses. The proposed project would be
required to comply with the CWA, as discussed in the following subsections.

Clean Water Act Section 303: Impaired Water Bodies (303(d) List) and Total Maximum Daily Loads

Under CWA Section 303(d), the SWRCB is required to develop a list of impaired water bodies
that do not meet water quality standards (promulgated under the National Toxics Rule or the
CTR) after the minimum technology-based effluent limitations have been implemented for
point sources. Lists are to be priority ranked for development of a TMDL. The California
RWQCBs and EPA are responsible for establishing TMDL waste-load allocations and
incorporating improved load allocations into water quality control plans, NPDES permits, and
WDRs. CWA Section 305(b) requires states to assess the status of water quality conditions
within the state in a report to be submitted every 2 years.

Both CWA requirements are being addressed by the SWRCB through the development of a
303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report, which will address both an update to the 303(d) list and a
305(b) assessment of statewide water quality. As noted in Section 3.8.1.2 the SWRCB
developed a statewide 2020-2022 California Integrated Report (SWRCB 2022) based upon the
Integrated Reports from each of the nine RWQCBs. The 2020-2022 Integrated Report was
approved by the EPA on May 11, 2022.

All of the 303(d) listed impaired waters with potential to be affected by the proposed project
would be evaluated, and minimization measures would be implemented to protect waters from
further water quality impairment.

Clean Water Act Section 401: Water Quality Certification

Under CWA Section 401, an applicant for a Section 404 permit to discharge dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States must first obtain a certificate from the appropriate
state agency stating that the fill is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and
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criteria. In California, the authority to either grant water quality certification or waive the
requirement is delegated by the SWRCB to the nine RWQCBs.

On March 23, 2023, the San Diego RWQCB issued a conditioned CWA 401 Water Quality
Certification and Waste Discharge Requirements Order R0-2023-0030 for the proposed project
(Appendix B).

Clean Water Act Section 402: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits

CWA Section 402(p) was amended in 1987 to require the EPA to establish regulations for
permitting of municipal and industrial (including active construction sites) stormwater
discharges under the NPDES permit program. EPA published final regulations for industrial and
municipal stormwater discharges on November 16, 1990. The NPDES program requires all
industrial facilities and municipalities of a certain size that discharge pollutants into waters of
the United States to obtain a permit. Stormwater discharges in California are commonly
regulated through general and individual NPDES permits, which are adopted by the SWRCB or
RWQCBs and are administered by the RWQCBs. EPA requires NPDES permits to be revised to
incorporate waste-load allocations for TMDLs when the TMDLs are approved (40 CFR 122).

NPDES permits generally identify effluent and receiving water limits on allowable
concentrations and/or mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge; prohibitions on
discharges not specifically allowed under the permit; and provisions that describe required
actions by the discharger, including industrial pretreatment, pollution prevention, self-
monitoring, or other activities.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the CGP, which is described below.
Clean Water Act Section 404: Permits for Dredged or Fill Material

Under CWA Section 404, USACE and EPA regulate the discharge of dredged and fill materials
into the waters of the United States. These waters are primarily defined as navigable
waterways or water features (including wetlands) that have a significant nexus to navigable
waters. Project sponsors must obtain authorization from USACE for all discharges of dredged or
fill materials into waters of the United States before proceeding with a proposed activity.
Individual Section 404 permits may only be issued for a least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative. Compliance with CWA Section 404 requires compliance with several
other environmental laws and regulations. USACE cannot issue an individual permit or verify
the use of a general permit until the requirements NEPA, federal ESA, CZMA, and National
Historic Preservation Act have been met. Additionally, no permit can be issued or verified until
a water quality certification, or waiver of certification, has been issued pursuant to CWA
Section 401.

Section 10, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

The Rivers and Harbors Act is a primary federal law regulating activities that may affect
navigation on the nation’s waterways. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act grants USACE
control over obstructions to navigable waters of the United States and gives USACE exclusive
authority to approve construction of smaller structures. USACE and some states require a
permit for any in-water construction of piers, wharfs, bulkheads, pilings, marinas, docks, ramps,
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floats, moorings, and like structures; construction of wires and cables over the water, and
pipes, cables, or tunnels under the water; dredging and excavation; any obstruction or
alteration of navigable water; deposit of fill and dredged sediments; filling of wetlands adjacent
to or contiguous to waters of the US; construction of riprap, revetments, groins, breakwaters,
and levees; and transportation dredged sediments for dumping into ocean waters.

On July 15, 2023, the USACE approved a conditioned Army Corps Department of the Army
Permit to Austal USA, LLC for the proposed project (Permit SPL-2022-00654-RRS). This permit
included special conditions regulating activities pursuant to Section 10 (Appendix B).

National Toxics Rule and California Toxics Rule

EPA adopted the National Toxics Rule (40 CFR 131.36) on December 22, 1992, and later
amended it on May 4, 1995 and November 9, 1999. Approximately 40 criteria in the National
Toxics Rule apply in California, which are provided under 40 CFR 131.36 (d)(10). On May 18,
2000, EPA adopted the CTR. The CTR promulgated new toxics criteria for California and, in
addition, incorporated the previously adopted National Toxics Rule criteria that were applicable
in the state. The CTR was amended on February 13, 2001. These rules contain water quality
criteria for priority pollutants.

Federal Emergency Management Agency

FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program to provide subsidized flood insurance
to communities that comply with FEMA regulations limiting development in floodplains. FEMA
also issues FIRMs that identify which land areas are subject to flooding. These maps provide
flood information and identify flood hazard zones in the community. The design standard for
flood protection is established by FEMA. FEMA’s minimum level of flood protection for new
development is the 100-year flood event, also described as a flood that has a 1-in-100 chance of
occurring in any given year.

Additionally, FEMA has developed requirements and procedures for evaluating earthen levee
systems and mapping the areas affected by those systems. Levee systems are evaluated for
their ability to provide protection from 100-year flood events, and the results of this evaluation
are documented in the FEMA Levee Inventory System. Levee systems must meet minimum
freeboard standards and must be maintained according to an officially adopted maintenance
plan. Other FEMA levee system evaluation criteria include structural design and interior
drainage.

The waterside portion of the project site falls primarily within FEMA FIRM Nos. 06073C1911H
and 06073C1892H and would therefore be subject to FEMA regulations.

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible
the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of
floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development unless it is the
only practicable alternative. Flood potential of a site is usually determined by the 100-year
floodplain, which is defined as the area that has a 1% chance of inundation by a flood event in a
given year.
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Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that federal agencies adopt a policy to avoid, to the
extent possible, long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with destruction and
modification of wetlands and to avoid the direct and indirect support of new construction in
wetlands whenever there is a practicable alternative.

3.82.2 State
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Act is California’s statutory authority for the protection of water quality.
Under the Porter-Cologne Act, California must adopt water quality policies, plans, and
objectives that protect its waters for the use and enjoyment of the people. As specified in the
California Water Code, California is divided into nine regions governed by RWQCBs that, under
the guidance and review of the SWRCB, implement and enforce provisions of the California
Water Code and the CWA. The project site is in Region 9, the San Diego Region, and governed
by the San Diego RWQCB.

The Porter-Cologne Act also requires waste dischargers to notify the RWQCBs of their activities
through the filing of Reports of Waste Discharge and authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to
issue and enforce WDRs, NPDES permits, Section 401 water quality certifications, or other
approvals.

The proposed project requires compliance with the Porter-Cologne Act through compliance
with any conditions mandated by the San Diego RWQCB under the CWA Section 401 Water
Quality Certification.

State Water Resources Control Board Resolution Number 68-16

SWRCB Resolution Number 68-16, Statement of Policy Regarding Maintaining High-Quality
Water in California, also known as the Antidegradation Policy, protects the quality of water
bodies where the quality is higher than the established standards for the protection of
beneficial uses. Any actions that adversely affect water quality in surface or ground water must:

“1) be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State; 2) not
unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of the water; and 3)
not result in water quality less than that prescribed in water quality plans and
policies.”

Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries

The Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries: Part 1 Sediment Quality
Objectives (Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan) (SWRCB 2008) was adopted by the SWRCB in
2008, and was most recently amended on June 5, 2018, to include the Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries Plan Sediment Quality Provisions (Sediment Quality Provisions). The Sediment Quality
Provisions are intended to comply with the legislative directive of California Water Code
Section 13393, which requires the SWRCB to adopt sediment quality objectives (SQOs). The
Sediment Quality Provisions include measures to protect sediment-dependent biota
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communities in enclosed bays and estuaries. The Sediment Quality Provisions also include SQOs
for the projection of aquatic life, human health, wildlife, and resident finfish.

SWRCB CGP (Order WQ 2022-0057-DWQ)

The CGP (NPDES CAS000002 under SWRCB Order 2022-0057-DWQ, as adopted on September 8,
2022) became effective on September 1, 2023. The CGP regulates stormwater discharges from
construction sites which result in a disturbed soil area of 1 acre or greater, and/or are smaller
sites that are part of a larger common plan of development.

For all projects subject to the CGP, the applicant is required to hire a Qualified SWPPP
Developer to develop and implement an effective SWPPP. A Qualified SWPP Practitioner may
be hired as well to assist in field work. All Project Registration Documents, including the SWPPP,
risk level determinations, site map, and post-construction treatment documents are required to
be uploaded into the SWRCB’s online Stormwater Multiple Application and Report Tracking
System (SMARTS). A waste discharge Identification number will be issued within 10 business
days after the SWRCB receives a complete Notice of Intent (NOI) package.

The 2022 CGP requires post-construction treatment permit registration documents to be
submitted in SMARTS with the NOI to include: 1) An attachment or web-source containing the
NPDES municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) post-construction requirements and 2)
The post-construction plans and calculations. Preliminary post-construction plans and
calculations may be submitted as a Permit Registration Document, as long as the approved
plans and calculations are submitted within 14 days of approval by the municipal stormwater
permittee, through a Change of Information in SMARTS. Additionally, a Change of Information
in SMARTS must be submitted for any revisions to post-construction plans and calculations
prior to submitting the Notice of Termination.

The CGP contains a risk-based permitting approach by establishing three levels of risk possible
for a construction site. Risk levels are determined during the planning, design, and construction
phases, and are based on project risk of generating sediments and receiving water risk of
becoming impaired. Requirements apply according to the risk level determined, with additional
monitoring and reporting requirements for higher risk projects with detailed requirements
listed in Attachment D of the CGP. Requirements include:

e Deployment of stormwater BMPs, including site management (good housekeeping), non-
stormwater management, run-on and runoff controls, erosion control, and sediment
controls.

e Visual inspections weekly, prior to qualifying precipitation events, during those events
(every 24 hours) and post-event. A qualifying precipitation event is defined as a forecasted
50% probability of precipitation of 0.5-inch or more within a 24-hour period and continues
subsequent 24-hour periods when 0.25-inch or more is forecast.

e Rick Level 2 and 3 projects have sampling requirement for pH and turbidity.

e Additionally, sampling for numeric action levels and numeric effluent limits is required for
all risk level projects for TMDL-related non-visible pollutants listed in Attachment H of the
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CGP, if there is a discharge due to failure to implement a BMP, a container spill or leak, or a
BMP breach or malfunction.

The SWRCB finds that compliance with the CGP would be consistent with the antidegradation
provisions of 40 CFR Section 131.12 and SWRCB Resolution 68-16 and would ensure that
construction stormwater discharges would not lower water quality standards or interfere with
the maintenance and protection of beneficial uses and water quality objectives.

California Coastal Act Section 30233

Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act relates to in-water work in open coastal waters,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes. Specifically, diking, filling or dredging is allowed (in accordance
with other applicable provisions of the Coastal Act), where there is no feasible less
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Among the types of activities this section
is limited to is new or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities,
including commercial fishing facilities.

3.8.2.3 Local
Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)

The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans (Basin Plans) is required by
California Water Code Section 13240 as prescribed by the CWA. Section 303 of the CWA
requires states to adopt water quality standards that “consist of the designated uses of the
navigable waters involved and the water quality criteria for such waters based upon such uses.”
According to Section 13050 of the California Water Code, Basin Plans consist of a designation or
establishment of beneficial uses to be protected, water quality objectives to protect those uses,
and a program of implementation needed for achieving the objectives for the waters within a
specified area. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality
objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plans
are regulatory references for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality
control. The project site is within the San Diego RWQCB’s jurisdiction and would be required to
comply with the Basin Plan.

Beneficial Uses

The San Diego RWQCB has designated beneficial uses and water quality objectives for water
bodies under its jurisdiction (RWQCB 2021). They are defined as the uses of water necessary for
the survival or wellbeing of humans, plants, and wildlife. These uses of water serve to promote
the tangible and intangible economic, social, and environmental goals of mankind. Examples
include drinking, swimming, industrial, and agricultural water supply, and the support of fresh
and saline aquatic habitats (RWQCB 2021).
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Because of the project site’s location, the receiving waters are limited to the Bay, the
designated beneficial uses of which include the following:

e Industrial Service Supply (IND) includes use of water for industrial activities that do not
depend primarily on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water
supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, or oil well re-pressurization.

e Navigation (NAV) includes uses of water for shipping, travel, or other transportation by
private, military, or commercial vessels.

e Contact Water Recreation (REC1) includes uses of water for recreational activities that
involve body contact with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These
uses include, but are not limited to, swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving,
surfing, white water activities, fishing, or the use of natural hot springs.

e Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2) includes the uses of water for recreational activities
involving proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with water, where
ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to,
picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine life
study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities.

e Commercial and Sports Fishing (COMM) includes the uses of water for commercial or
recreational collection of fish, shellfish, or other organisms including, but not limited to,
uses involving organisms intended for human consumption or bait purposes.

e Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance (BIOL) includes uses of water that
support designated areas or habitats.

e Estuarine Habitat (EST) includes uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems including,
but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, fish,
shellfish, or wildlife (for example, estuarine mammals, waterfowl, or shorebirds).

e Wildlife Habitat (WILD) includes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including,
but not limited to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation,
wildlife, or wildlife water and food sources.

e Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE) includes uses of water that support
habitats necessary, at least in part, for the survival and successful maintenance of plant or
animal species established under state or federal law as rare, threatened, or endangered.

e Marine Habitat (MAR) includes uses of water that support marine ecosystems including, but
not limited to, preservation or enhancement of marine habitats, vegetation such as kelp,
fish, shellfish, or wildlife (for example, marine mammals, shorebirds).

e Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR) includes uses of water that support habitats
necessary for migration, acclimatization between fresh and salt water, or other temporary
activities by aquatic organisms, such as anadromous fish.
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e Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development (SPWN) includes uses of water that
support high-quality habitats suitable for reproduction, early development, and sustenance
of marine fish and/or cold freshwater fish.

e Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL) includes uses of water that support habitats suitable for the
collection of filter-feeding shellfish (for example, clams, oysters, and mussels) for human
consumption, commercial, or sport purposes.

Water Quality Objectives for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Coastal Lagoons, and
Ground Waters

The Basin Plan sets narrative and numerical water quality objectives that must be attained or
maintained to protect beneficial uses and conform to the state’s Antidegradation Policy. The
water quality objectives are the levels of water quality constituents that must be met to protect
the beneficial uses (San Diego RWQCB 2016). A complete and detailed list of water quality
objectives can be found in the Basin Plan. Applicable water quality objectives are listed in
Chapter 3. For San Diego Bay, applicable objectives include those contained in the (statewide)
Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries Plan, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan,
Thermal Plan, and applicable objectives.

Strategic Water Quality Assessment Approach for San Diego Bay

Pursuant to the requirements set forth in the Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries (SWRCB 2008) (discussed above), The Strategic Water Quality Assessment Approach
for San Diego Bay was finalized by the RWQCB in December 2021 and revised in August 2022.
The assessment approach builds on the RWQCB’s 2012 A Framework for Monitoring and
Assessment in the San Diego Region (Framework) by identifying the assessment needs for the
Bay’s three most important beneficial uses of waters: habitats and ecosystems, fish and
shellfish consumption, and recreation.

The document outlines an approach for assessments that provides focused information for a
better understanding of whether the RWQCB is achieving its goal of protecting and restoring
the beneficial uses of the Bay’s waters. The Strategic Water Quality Assessment Approach will
allow the RWQCB to assess the health of the entire water body and drive decisions for
management actions and resource allocation.

The assessment approach introduces a process for analyzing the data which will standardize the
assessment of water quality. Primary and supplemental assessment and monitoring needs are
identified to answer the Framework’s questions for the three most important beneficial uses.
The details of this Strategic Water Quality Assessment Approach are outlined in the tables
provided in Appendix C of the assessment approach. The RWQCB will periodically assess each
Framework question (conditions, stressors impacting conditions, sources of stressors, and
performance of management actions) of San Diego Bay in accordance with the data analysis
methods outlined in Appendix C and will use the information from the assessments to prioritize
and focus its staff and resources on what is most important to achieve a healthy San Diego Bay.
The monitoring effort to implement these assessments is likely too big for any one agency or
existing program. The RWQCB will use its regulatory means, resources, and partnerships to
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collect data and encourage other parties to collect the data so that the whole community can
truly understand whether the Bay’s waters provide safe recreation, food, and habitats.

Although the Strategic Water Quality Assessment Approach for San Diego Bay is not a project-
specific approach, the proposed project would need to meet the permit conditions mandated
under CWA Section 401 Water Certification to ensure no conflict with the overall goals of the

Assessment Approach.

Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order R9-2013-0001 As Amended by Orders R9-2015-001 and R9-2015-
0100)

The Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order R9-2013-0001 as amended by Orders R9-2015-0001
and R9-2015-0100) is a NPDES permit that requires the owners and operators of MS4s within
the San Diego region to implement management programs to limit discharges of pollutants and
non-stormwater discharges to and from their MS4 during all phases of development. The
Municipal Stormwater Permit requires “co-permittees” to develop watershed-based Water
Quality Improvement Plans (WQIP). The intent of the Municipal Stormwater Permit is to enable
each jurisdiction to focus its resources and efforts to:

e Reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from its MS4
e Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges to its MS4
e Achieve the interim and final WQIP numeric goals

The proposed project would be required to comply with the Municipal Stormwater Permit
requirements including implementation of a Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program, as
well as any specific WQIP requirements and BMPs identified by the Port to be implemented in
compliance with the Municipal Stormwater Permit.

BMP Design Manual

The Port has adopted an updated jurisdiction-specific local Port BMP Design Manual (Port
2020) to address the requirement of the Municipal Stormwater Permit. The Port BMP Design
Manual applies to projects carried out on Port-managed tidelands. The Port BMP Design
Manual is consistent with the Model BMP Design Manual (Project Clean Water 2018) that was
developed collectively with other San Diego County jurisdictions. The Port’s BMP Design
Manual identifies updated post-construction stormwater requirements for both tenant- and
Port-sponsored major maintenance or capital improvement projects, as required by the
Municipal Stormwater Permit.

The Model BMP Design Manual identifies BMP requirements for both standard projects and
priority development projects (PDPs) as outlined in the permit. All new development and
redevelopment projects are required to implement standard source-control and site design
BMPs to eliminate or reduce stormwater runoff pollutants. For PDPs, the Model BMP Design
Manual also describes pollutant-control BMPs that must be incorporated into site design and,
where applicable, addresses potential hydromodification impacts from changes in flow and
sediment supply.

Project proponents must submit a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) accurately
describing how the project will meet source-control site design and pollutant-control BMP
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requirements. Port staff provide technical review of and approve SWQMP documents and
drainage design plans to ensure that pollutant-control BMP requirements are met. The SWQMP
is evaluated for compliance with the Municipal Stormwater Permit and with design criteria
outlined in the Port's BMP Design Manual. Once the approval process is complete, the project
is able to commence and routine inspections are conducted throughout the duration of project
construction.

The proposed project is a PDP; therefore an SWQMP, source-control BMPs, and treatment
control BMPs are required.

The Municipal Stormwater Permit directs the Port to require development of an SWQMP during
the planning process for all development projects. Both standard and PDP projects must
implement source-control and site design requirements.

General requirements for the BMPs to be included in the SWQMP include:

e On-site BMPs must be located so as to remove pollutants from runoff prior to its discharge
to any receiving waters, and as close to the source as possible.

e Structural BMPs must not be constructed within waters of the United States.

e On-site BMPs must be designed and implemented with measures to avoid the creation of

nuisance or pollution associated with vectors (for example, mosquitos, rodents, flies).

Source-control BMPs must be implemented at all development projects where applicable and

feasible. Source-control BMP requirements include the following.

e Prevention of illicit discharges into the MS4.

e Storm drain system stenciling or signage.

e Protection of outdoor material storage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff, and wind
dispersal.

e Protection of materials stored in outdoor work areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff, and wind
dispersal.

e Protection of trash storage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff, and wind dispersal.
e Use of any additional BMPs determined to be necessary by the Port to minimize pollutant
generation at each project.

Site design BMPs must be implemented at all development projects where applicable and
feasible. Site design BMP requirements include the following.

e Maintenance or restoration of natural storage reservoirs and drainage corridors (including
topographic depressions, areas of permeable soils, natural swales, and ephemeral and
intermittent streams)

e Buffer zones for natural water bodies (where buffer zones are technically infeasible, Austal
USA is required to include other buffers such as trees, access restrictions, etc.)

e Conservation of natural areas within the project footprint including existing trees, other
vegetation, and soils
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e Construction of streets, sidewalks, or parking lot aisles to the minimum widths necessary,
provided public safety is not compromised

e Minimization of the impervious footprint of the project
e Minimization of soil compaction to landscaped areas
e Disconnection of impervious surfaces through distributed pervious areas

e Landscaped or other pervious areas designed and constructed to effectively receive and
infiltrate, retain, and/or treat runoff from impervious areas, prior to discharging to the MS4

e Small collection strategies located at, or as close as possible to, the source (that is, the point
where stormwater initially meets the ground) to minimize the transport of runoff and
pollutants to the municipal and receiving waters

e Use of permeable materials for projects with low traffic areas and appropriate soil
conditions

e Landscaping with native or drought-tolerant species
e Harvesting and using precipitation

Redevelopment projects that create or replace 2,500 square feet of impervious surface
adjacent to an environmentally sensitive waterbody (that is, San Diego Bay) and/or fit into a
specific use category as identified in the Port’s BMP Design Manual are categorized as PDPs. In
addition to the site design and source-control BMPs discussed above, PDPs are required to
implement stormwater pollutant-control BMPs to reduce the quantity of pollutants in
stormwater discharges. Stormwater pollutant-control BMPs are engineered facilities that are
designed to retain (that is, intercept, store, infiltrate, evaporate, and evapotranspire), biofilter,
and/or provide flow-through treatment of stormwater runoff produced from a 24-hour, 85th
percentile storm event (design capture volume) on the project site. Section 4.5.2, Table 4-5 of
the Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan (Port 2024c) identifies the PDP categories, as
defined by the Municipal Stormwater Permit and as outlined in the Port of San Diego’s BMP
Design Manual (Port 2024b).

The Municipal Stormwater Permit prioritizes the use of retention BMPs either as “harvest and
use” or though infiltration. Full infiltration may be potentially determined to be infeasible due
to high groundwater at the project site. When infiltration is infeasible, biofiltration must be
considered and requires a BMP minimum footprint of 3% of the site area.

The Municipal Stormwater Permit directs the Port to require minimum BMPs at all construction
and grading projects. The minimum BMPs are required to ensure a reduction of potential
pollutants from the project site to the maximum extent practicable and to effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges from construction sites to the MS4. These BMPs also ensure that all
construction and grading activities are in compliance with applicable Port ordinances and other
environmental laws and are supportive of the WQIP goals.
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The required minimum BMPs fall into several major categories as outlined in the Municipal
Stormwater Permit, including project planning, good site management, non-stormwater
management, erosion control, sediment control, run-on and runoff controls, and, where
applicable, active/passive sediment treatment. The BMPs to be implemented at a particular
project must be site-specific, seasonally appropriate, and construction phase appropriate.
Notwithstanding seasonal variation, projects occurring during the dry season will be required to
plan for and must be able to address rain events that may occur.

The Port’s Jurisdiction Runoff Management Plan also includes minimum BMPs that support the
WAQIP priorities and integrate WQIP strategies PO-12 and PO-13. Good Housekeeping BMPs
prevent discharges of WQIP high-priority pollutants including metals, bacteria, and trash to the
MS4. Additionally, pursuant to strategy PO-13, the Port requires sites to cover construction
material stockpiles that contain metals, such as treated timber during wet weather. Minimum
BMPs for construction sites are as follows:

e Project Planning

e Non-Stormwater Management

e Good Housekeeping/Waste Management
e Erosion Control

e Sediment Control

e Run-on and Runoff Control

San Diego Unified Port District Code, Article 10

Port Code Article 10, 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 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 Port
will use its enforcement authority established by Article 10. The article enables the Port,
including Port 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.

The proposed project would be required to comply with Port Code Article 10.
San Diego Harbor Safety Plan

The San Diego Harbor Safety Plan (San Diego Harbor Safety Committee 2024) is designed to
provide mariners using the waters of San Diego Bay an up-to-date guide to critical navigation
issues that will enhance vessel safety, with the ultimate goal of pollution prevention and
protection of the region’s valuable resources. This plan has been developed by the San Diego
Harbor Safety Committee as mandated in the California Qil Spill Prevention and Response Act of
1990 (per Government Code Section 8574.1 et seq.). The goals of the act are to improve the
prevention, removal, abatement, response, containment, clean up, and mitigation of oil spills in
the marine waters of California. The act and its implementing regulations (as codified in 14 CCR
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Sections 800-802) created harbor safety committees for the major harbors of California to
“plan for the safe navigation and operation of tankers, barges, and other vessels within each
harbor” by preparing “a harbor safety plan, encompassing all vessel traffic within the harbor.”

The proposed project would be required to comply with 14 CCR Sections 800—802 as specified
in the San Diego Harbor Safety Plan (San Diego Harbor Safety Committee 2024).

383 Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality if any
of the following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

2. Would the project 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 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?

3. Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due
to project inundation?

4. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan
or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Based on the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A), there is no potential
for direct or indirect impacts on groundwater resources because the proposed project would be
constructed and operated over waters of the San Diego Bay, all stormwater collected on the
FDD would be discharged to the sanitary sewer system, and all landside activities would occur
within existing facilities and maintain existing groundwater recharge conditions. Therefore, no
further analysis of whether the proposed project would substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin is warranted within this EIR. Similarly, no
further analysis is warranted of the project’s potential to increase erosion or siltation on- or off
site, the potential to increase flooding onsite, or to impede or redirect flood flows.

384 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis using the thresholds of significance
described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and impacts after
incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Measures incorporated into the proposed project as discussed in Section 2.5.4 and listed in
Table 2-1 include those that would avoid or minimize impacts on water quality. These measures
are considered part of the proposed project in the following impact analyses.

Threshold 1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
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Impact Discussion
Construction

The construction activities identified in Section 2.5 could generate pollutants that could be
captured in stormwater runoff, which could cause adverse effects on water quality. Contractor
mobilization, pre-construction work, including pre-construction surveys, construction staging,
stockpiling activities, setting up trailers, and mobilizing equipment and materials to staging
areas could all bring new materials to the site, resulting in exposure to rainfall. Maintenance
and fueling activities of landside equipment could generate wastes and spills of fuels,
oils/grease, and trash and debris which could be exposed to stormwater. Construction of the
mooring dolphin piers and wharf could involve large quantities of false work and concrete work
over water waters of San Diego Bay, with the potential to generate concrete wastes and debris.
Installation of steel H piles, construction of the concrete dolphin piers, and installation of the
FDD is expected to be completed within 8 weeks. These activities could mobilize sediment in
the harbor. Impacts on marine water quality, such as increased turbidity, decreased light
penetration, pH changes, and decreased dissolved oxygen, could occur during construction
because of the use of barge-mounted construction equipment (overwater shading), concrete
pouring for access structures (pH changes), and pile driving (localized, short-term disturbances
of bottom sediments).

Pile driving would disturb the bay bottom, which could potentially spread contaminants into
the water if they are present in the sediment. The SAPR findings are that contaminants were
generally found in the shallower Recent Bay Deposits, and that deeper Bay Formation and Bay
Point Formation do not have substantial anthropogenic contamination. Since the time that the
SAPR was conducted, dredging has subsequently removed the Recent Bay Deposits from the
project footprint. In-water construction activities such as pile driving would occur only within
the dredged area and therefore would directly affect only the deeper formations that do not
have substantial contamination. Therefore, dispersion of substantial contaminants into the
water from sediment disturbance would not occur. In addition, use of silt curtains in the water
during construction would contain the spread of sediments in the water.

Discharge of pollutants in construction stormwater would be minimized by the project
measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the regulatory
requirements, avoidance and minimization measures, and permit conditions regulating
construction stormwater. Austal USA would develop, implement, and maintain a construction
SWPPP, which would minimize non-stormwater discharges. The proposed project would
minimize adverse effects on water quality by ensuring that construction stormwater discharges
would not cause further degradation or interfere with the improvement of the water quality in
the San Diego Bay. Potential water quality impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

Operations and maintenance activities identified in Section 2.5 could generate various
pollutants with the potential to cause adverse water quality impacts. For example, FDD vessel
repair and maintenance activities such as hull cleaning with abrasive blasting and anti-fouling
paint removals could result in blast and paint debris. Mechanical, electrical, and sheet metal
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work and maintenance could generate waste materials and debris, including metal dust, oils
and grease, metal wastes, lubricants, and other wastes. Pedestrian vehicle traffic access and
parking activities could generate pollutants characteristic of transportation and public facilities
such as trash and debris, oils and grease, and metal dust. North and South Pier activities could
generate pollutants typical of vessel operations, including oils and grease, oily sheens, metals,
and dust and debris. Hazardous materials use and waste disposal activities, including the
maintenance of emergency systems could generate oils and grease, lubricants, paints, solvents,
metals, trash and debris, used oil, oily wastewater, and other organic compounds and
chemicals. Without avoidance and minimization measures required by compliance with existing
regulatory permits, these pollutants could be captured in wastewater or stormwater runoff and
be discharged directly to San Diego Bay

Ballast water discharge and FDD evolutions could stir up surficial sediments in and near the
project site which would cause turbidity. As shallow sediments adjacent to the project site may
contain various contaminants in surficial layers, including mercury, PAHs, and PCBs, any
mobilization of sediment during operations could increase concentrations of these constituents
in the waters of San Diego Bay. The magnitude and location of these impacts would be
dependent on the amount of sediment that is mobilized; however, disturbance of sediments
adjacent to the project footprint are expected to be minimal due to the slow speed of FDD
evolutions and would be largely confined to the project footprint which does not contain
surficial layers of sediment where most contaminants occur.

Discharge of pollutants in wastewater and stormwater would be minimized by implementation
of the project measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the
requirements and permit conditions regulating operational discharges. In addition, the
proposed project would include operational features that reduce or avoid generating pollutants
during operations:

e Operations and maintenance activities would comply with the Industrial SWPPP which
would identify source-control, structural and non-structural BMPs that would be necessary
to minimize discharges of pollutants in wastewater and stormwater.

e Coverage under the VGP permit has been obtained by Austal USA for operational filling and
discharging of water from ballast tanks of the FDD.

e The FDD has been designed to eliminate all overboard discharges associated with the FDD
operations. The FDD includes a stormwater retention system to capture storm water and
prevent storm water runoff. Storm water and water from deck washing would be collected
and discharged to the sanitary sewer. No water collected on the FDD would run off into or
be discharged to the bay where it could affect water quality.

e Activities such as blasting and coating operations would be conducted within full enclosures
which encapsulate the areas where these activities are being conducted to capture and
contain overspray, dust, and debris, preventing them from spreading into the adjacent
water or land areas. The enclosures would be carefully broken down after completion of the
operations to prevent any residual from spreading. The spent blast media would be
collected and properly recycled/disposed.
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e Operation-related trash and debris would be controlled and be transported to appropriate
municipal disposal facilities.

e Dry-docking evolutions (that is, lowering and raising the FDD) are slow and would not
substantially disturb underlying sediments. Ballast water pumps would be powered from
existing landside electrical power supply and operated in compliance with the existing
Vessel General Permit (VGP) requirements. Sediment resuspension would be minimal.

e Accidental releases of contaminants such as fuels, oils, chemicals, and debris from vessels
and equipment would be minimized by implementation of the SPCC Plan.

e Installation of a boom/silt curtain around the working area would control debris, and
minimize the dispersion of sediment, turbidity, and water quality contaminants associated
with sediment.

Project measures discussed in Section 2.5.4 would include coverage under the various NPDES
permits, as well as implementation of avoidance and minimization measures prescribed by the
Navy EA (NAVFAC SW 202b). These measures would minimize or avoid non-stormwater
discharges during operations and would minimize the dispersion of water quality contaminants.
Therefore, operations and maintenance would not violate water quality standards or WDRs nor
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality; and impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 2: Would the project 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 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?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Construction activities would occur primarily over waters of the San Diego Bay or in previously
developed impervious areas with existing storm drainage facilities. Therefore, construction
would not alter the existing drainage patterns of the site, increase impervious surface areas, or
alter any existing stream or river.

Discharge of pollutants in construction stormwater would be minimized by the project
measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the regulatory
requirements, avoidance and minimization measures, and permit conditions regulating
construction stormwater. These project measures would minimize new pollutant sources.
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Potential impacts on existing drainage patterns, storm drainage facilities, and new sources of
polluted runoff would be less than significant.

Operations

Operations and maintenance activities would occur primarily over waters of the San Diego Bay
or in previously developed impervious areas with existing storm drainage facilities. Therefore,
the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage patterns of the site, increase
impervious surface areas, or alter any existing stream or river.

Discharge of pollutants in wastewater and stormwater would be minimized by implementation
of the project measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the
requirements and permit conditions regulating operational discharges. These project measures
would minimize new pollutant sources. In addition, the FDD includes a stormwater retention
system to capture stormwater and prevent stormwater runoff. Any non-oily rainwater that
collects in the FDD and vessel and deck wash-down water would be collected and discharged to
the sewer system under Austal USA’s existing Industrial User Permit and so would not discharge
polluted runoff into surface waters. Potential impacts on existing drainage patterns, storm
drainage facilities, and new sources of polluted runoff would be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 3: Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

The project site is within Flood Zone VE and is subject to flooding during the 100-year storm
event (FEMA 2019). The proposed facility is also within a tsunami hazard area, as delineated on
the Tsunami Hazard Map in the National City General Plan (National City 2011b). Construction,
operations and maintenance would occur over waters of the San Diego Bay and use existing
facilities on adjacent land, which could be susceptible to seiches.

As the FDD location is in a protected harbor, impacts from seiche and tsunami on a floating
facility are expected to be minor. When the FDD is in use, it would float on the surface of the
water and could not be inundated by floods, tsunamis, or seiches. While hazardous materials
would be used during operations and maintenance activities at the North and South Piers, they
would be stored safely in landside storage facilities. When the FDD is not in use, no hazardous
materials would be in use or stored on it and so there would be no risk of release of pollutants.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 4: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Construction activities could cause waste discharges from the site which could cause adverse
effects on water quality, violate water quality objectives, or harm the beneficial uses of the San
Diego Bay. These construction site non-stormwater discharges, described above in

Section 3.8.5.1, could conflict with implementation of the San Diego RWQCB’s Basin Plan or the
San Diego Port’s Operations and Management Plan.

Discharge of pollutants in construction stormwater would be minimized by implementation of
the project measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the regulatory
requirements, avoidance and minimization measures, and permit conditions regulating
construction stormwater. Austal USA would develop, implement, and maintain a construction
SWPPP, which would minimize non-stormwater discharges. Construction would minimize
adverse effects on water quality and would not violate water quality objectives or harm
beneficial uses of the San Diego Bay. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with
any water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; and impacts
would be less than significant.

Operations

Operations and maintenance activities could cause waste discharges from the site which could
cause adverse effects on water quality, violate water quality objectives, or harm the beneficial
uses of the San Diego Bay. These waste discharges, described above in Section 3.8.5.1, could
conflict with implementation of the San Diego RWQCB’s Basin Plan or the San Diego Port’s
Operations and Management Plan.

Discharge of pollutants in wastewater and stormwater would be minimized by implementation
of the project measures in Section 2.5.4, which include mandatory compliance with the
requirements and permit conditions regulating operational discharges. In addition, as discussed
in Section 3.8.5.1 above, the proposed project is designed to accommodate operational
features that minimize pollutants in wastewater and stormwater during operations and
maintenance.

Compliance with the regulatory requirements in Section 2.5.4 would include coverage under
the various NPDES permits, as well as implementation of avoidance and minimization measures
prescribed by the Navy EA (NAVFAC SW 202b). Operations and maintenance would minimize
adverse effects on water quality and would not violate water quality objectives or harm

3-127
APRIL 2025




Chapter 3 | Environmental Analysis

beneficial uses of the San Diego Bay. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with
any water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; and impacts
would be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.9 Noise

391 Environmental Setting

Current operations at the Austal USA operations building include minor metal fabrication to
support vessels at NBSD. Ship components are brought onsite from NBSD for activities such as
aluminum welding, grinding, and painting, and are returned when work is complete. Current
operations at the South Pier also include vessel repair and maintenance activities.

The Austal USA facility is surrounded by Navy- and Port-owned property that support uses such
as ship berthing, warehouses, boat storage, parking lots, a fuel tank farm, a truck stop, and
railroads. These adjacent Navy and Port land uses are not considered noise-sensitive land uses.
The closest noise-sensitive land uses to the proposed project site include three single-family
residences, a hotel, a church, a school, and a public park. Three single-family residences are
located approximately 2,600 feet from the project site at the northeast corner of W 22" Street
and Cleveland Avenue, directly adjacent to the southbound I-5 travel lanes. Also located
approximately 2,300 feet from the project site is the Best Western Plus Marina Gateway Hotel
at 800 Bay Marina Drive. The residential receivers located at W 22nd Street and Cleveland
Avenue and the Best Western Hotel are the only noise-sensitive receivers located to the west
I-5. Predominant noise sources at these locations are a combination of activities from the Port
and traffic noise from the I-5. Distances to other noise-sensitive land uses are provided in
Table 3.9-1. All of the other land uses are located to the east of the I-5 freeway, in which traffic
noise is the controlling noise source. All other noise-sensitive uses are located at greater
distances and/or shielded from construction and operation activity by buildings immediately
surrounding the project site and would experience lower noise levels associated with the
project. Therefore, additional sensitive receptors beyond those identified below are not
evaluated. These noise-sensitive receivers are shown on Figure 3.9-1.

Table 3.9-1. Distance to Nearest Sensitive Land Uses

Land Use Distance/Direction
Residential (W 22nd St & Cleveland) 2,600 feet east
School (National City Adult School?) 3,300 feet east
Church (St. Anthony of Padua Catholic Church?) 3,400 feet northeast
Hotel (Best Western Plus Marina Gateway Hotel) 2,400 feet east
Park (Paradise Creek Educational Park?®) 4,000 feet north

Note: Distances are approximate.
2 Sensitive receiver is located on the other side (to the east) of I-5.
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Figure 3.9-1. Sensitive Noise Receiver Locations
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392 Regulatory Setting

3.9.2.1 Federal

Under the authority of the Noise Control Act of 1972, the EPA established noise emission
criteria and published testing methods in 40 CFR Parts 201 through 205 that apply to some
transportation equipment (for example, interstate rail carriers, medium trucks, and heavy
trucks) and construction equipment (EPA 1972). In 1974, the EPA issued guidance levels for the
protection of public health and welfare in residential areas of an outdoor Lgn of 55 dBA and an
indoor L4, of 45 dBA (EPA 1974). These guidance levels are not considered as standards or
regulations and were developed without consideration of technical or economic feasibility. As a
result, there are no federal noise standards that directly regulate construction or operational
noise of the proposed project.

39.2.2 State

California does not have statewide standards for environmental noise, but the California
Department of Health Services has established guidelines for evaluating the compatibility of
various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. The purpose of these guidelines is
to maintain acceptable noise levels in a community setting for different land use types. Noise
compatibility by different land use types is categorized into four general levels: “normally
acceptable,” “conditionally acceptable,” “normally unacceptable,” and “clearly unacceptable.”
For instance, a noise environment ranging from 50 dBA CNEL to 65 dBA CNEL is considered to
be “normally acceptable” for multi-family residential uses, while a noise environment of 75 dBA
CNEL or above for multi-family residential uses is considered to be “clearly unacceptable.” In
addition, California Government Code Section 65302(f) requires each county and city in the
state to prepare and adopt a comprehensive long-range General Plan for its physical
development, with Section 65302(g) requiring a Noise Element to be included in the General
Plan. The Noise Element must: 1) identify and appraise noise problems in the community, 2)
recognize Office of Noise Control guidelines, and 3) analyze and quantify current and projected
noise levels.

n u

39.23 Local
National City Code of Ordinances — Title 12 Noise Control

Title 12, Noise Control, of the National City Code of Ordinances provides noise limits for
exterior, interior, and construction for receiving land uses within the jurisdiction, these noise
limits are presented in Tables 3.9-2 through 3.9-4.

Table 3.9-2. National City Exterior Environment Noise Limits2b:<

Receiving Land Use Category Allowable Noise Allowable Noise
Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
All residential (less than nine dwelling units) 45 55
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Table 3.9-2. National City Exterior Environment Noise Limitsb<

Receiving Land Use Category Allowable Noise Allowable Noise
Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
Multi-unit residential (Consisting of nine dwelling 50 60
units or more and Public Space)
Commercial 60 65
Light Industry (Industry east of I-5) 70 70
Heavy Industry (Industry west of I-5) 80 80

Source: National City 2024

2 Environmental Noise—shall be measured as Leq in any hour (Leq(h)).

® Nuisance Noise—shall be measured as a decibel level not to be exceeded at any time.
¢ Except when other hours are specified in Chapter 12.10.

Table 3.9-3. National City Maximum Interior Noise Limits

Type of Land Use Time Allowable Noise = Allowable Noise = Allowable Noise
Interval Level (dBA) Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
No time 1 minin1hour 5 ormore minin
1 hour
Multi-family Residential 10 p.m. to > 45 <=40 <=35
(Consisting of two or more 7am.
units)
Multi-family Residential 7 a.m. to >55 <=50 <=45
(Consisting of two or more 10 p.m.
units)

Source: National City 2024
> = greater than
<==less than or equal to

Table 3.9-4. National City Construction Noise Limits

Time of Day Type | Areas Type Il Areas
Residential Semi-Residential/
Commercial
Mobile Equipment 75 dBA 85 dBA
Daily, except Sundays and legal holidays, between 7 a.m.
and 7 p.m.
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Table 3.9-4. National City Construction Noise Limits

Time of Day Type | Areas Type Il Areas
Residential Semi-Residential/
Commercial
Stationary Equipment 60 dBA 70 dBA
Daily, except Sundays and legal holidays, between 7 a.m.

and 7 p.m.

Source: National City 2024

Mobile Equipment = Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermittent, short-term operation (less
than 10 days) of mobile equipment.

Stationary Equipment = Maximum noise levels for repetitively scheduled and relatively long-term
operation (periods of 10 days or more) of stationary equipment.

Title 12 (Noise Control) of the National City Code of Ordinances also contains requirements for
potential vibration impacts within the project area. According to Section 12.10.180 (Vibration)
it is unlawful to operate or permit the operation of any device that creates a vibration which
exceeds the vibration perception threshold at or beyond the property boundary of the source
originates on private property, or at a distance of one hundred fifty feet or more from the
source if originating from a location on a public space or public right-of-way.

393 Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on noise if any of the following
significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project result in 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?

2. Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels?

As identified in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A), the proposed
project site is within the airspace protection boundary and the airport influence area of Naval
Air Station North Island; however, the site is well outside the 65-dBA CNEL contours associated
with the naval air station. Therefore, construction or operation of the proposed project would
not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels and no
further analysis of whether the proposed project would expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels is warranted within this EIR.

394 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.
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Threshold 1: Would the project result in 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?

Impact Discussion
Construction

The proposed project is located in an industrial area where noise generation from large freight
vehicles, heavy equipment, and containerized and bulk cargo transloading activities currently
occur. During construction, a temporary noise increase from the use of pile drivers and
vibratory hammers is expected. Construction of the proposed project would take up to

8 weeks. Construction noise generated by construction activity for the proposed project would
be intermittent, and its intensity would vary.

Construction activities associated with wharf construction, mooring dolphin pier installation
and FDD placement would generally occur on weekdays during daylight hours. Construction
activities associated with mooring dolphins, wharf construction and placement would require
the use of specialized overwater construction equipment such as floating cranes, barges,
tugboats, and hydraulic vibrators and/or diesel-powered impact hammers, all of which would
create noise. The tugboat used to move and position the crane barge and during placement of
the dry dock would also generate some noise, but the noise would be consistent with the
ambient noise environment characteristic of the waterfront.

It is anticipated that pile driving would be the loudest construction activity and would last for
approximately 2 of 8 weeks. The sound level of the impact pile driver during construction of the
mooring dolphin pier installation and wharf construction would dominate and would almost
exclusively determine the total sound level emanating from the project site during
construction. While the maximum sound level of a piece of construction equipment may vary
considerably depending on factors such as maintenance, age, activity, and load, most impact
pile drivers generally produce a peak noise level of approximately 114.4 dB at a distance of

50 feet (NAVFAC SW 2018). Thus, when the impact pile driver is operating, it would be the
predominant noise source, and it would determine the maximum noise levels in the project
vicinity. Noise levels decrease with increasing distance from the source.

Under normal conditions when sound propagation is unhindered by intervening terrain or
structures, noise decreases approximately 6 dB with each doubling of the distance. This means
that at a distance of approximately 100 feet from the pile driver location, the peak noise level
would be approximately 108.4 dBA; at 200 feet, it would be 102.4 dBA; and so on. At a distance
of 6,400 feet or about 1.2 miles, the peak noise level would be reduced to approximately 73 dB.
As previously discussed, three single-family residences, a hotel, a church, a school, and a public
park located in National City were identified as the nearest sensitive receptors. These sensitive
receptors reflect representative sensitive land uses in the immediate vicinity of the project site
and are shown in Table 3.9-5. Other sensitive receptors in the vicinity include Mariner Park,
Balboa Elementary School, and the Naval Station San Diego Historic District; however, these
receptors are located farther from the project site. Based on noise attenuation from distance
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alone, intermittent, exterior noise levels associated with impact pile driver use would be
approximately 81.4 dB Leq at the nearest sensitive receptor. Additionally, with the intervening
structures located between and blocking the line-of-sight between the project site and the
nearest sensitive receptor, noise levels would be further reduced by between 5 and 10 dB
(USDOT and Federal Transit Administration 2006). Therefore, construction noise would not
result in intermittent noise levels above 85 dBA for mobile equipment for semi-
residential/commercial land uses. Additionally, construction noise-related impacts would not
generate 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 noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies and construction noise-related impacts would be less
than significant.

Table 3.9-5. Construction Noise Levels at Representative Receiver Points in National City

Sensitive Receiver Distance (feet) Construction-
Related Noise (dB)

Residential (W 22nd St & Cleveland) 2,600 80.65
School (National City Adult School?) 3,300 78.21
Church (St. Anthony of Padua Catholic Church?) 3,400 78.03
Hotel (Best Western Plus Marina Gateway Hotel) 2,300 81.4
Park (Paradise Creek Educational Park?®) 4,000 76.9

Source: National City 2024
Note: Distances are approximate.
2 Sensitive receiver is located on the other side (to the east) of I-5.

Operation

Operation of the proposed project would include noise-generating activities such as vessel
repair and maintenance activities and vehicular traffic.

Vessel repair and maintenance activities at the proposed FDD may include abrasive blasting,
hydro blasting, metal grinding, painting, tank cleaning, removal of bilge and ballast water,
removal of anti-fouling paint, sheet metal work, electrical work, mechanical repair, engine
repair, hull repair, shaft repair, propeller and rudder repair, repair/replacement of sea valves
and fittings below the waterline, and sewage disposal. These activities would occur within the
FDD and some of these activities would also occur at the South Pier or in other existing work
areas at the Austal USA facility. Operation of the proposed project would require up to 130 new
workers to be on site during vessel availabilities (that is, when a vessel is in the FDD) and would
require an estimated 12 local truck deliveries per year. Ships would be in for work periods from
1 to 6 months in duration. On-site workers would return to the current level of 115 between
vessel availabilities. Noise generated by these activities would be consistent with the ambient
noise environment of an industrial waterfront area. As such, given the context of the existing
noise environment, operation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant
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noise impact and would not result in any substantial temporary or permanent increases in
ambient noise.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 2: Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?

Impact Discussion
Construction

The project site is surrounded by Navy- and Port-owned property that support industrial uses
such as ship berthing, warehouses, boat storage, parking lots, a fuel tank farm, a truck stop, and
railroads. These adjacent Navy and Port land uses would not be considered noise or vibration
sensitive land uses. Construction activities associated with mooring dolphins, wharf
construction and placement would require the use of specialized overwater construction
equipment such as floating cranes, barges, tugboats, and hydraulic vibrators and/or diesel-
powered impact hammers. Pile installation associated with the mooring dolphin pier
installation and wharf construction has the potential to result in ground-borne vibration and
noise. Pile installation would generally occur on weekdays during daylight hours. Pile
installation along the waterfront is a typical activity that has previously occurred within the
project area.

Installation of piles would be completed over 2 weeks and no substantial excessive ground-
borne vibration or ground-borne noise is anticipated with pile installations. FDD placement
involves several hours to float the FDD into place and securing it to the mooring dolphins. FDD
placement has no potential to result in excessive ground-borne noise or vibration. There for
construction would not generate excessive ground-borne vibration or noise and impacts would
be less than significant.

Operations

Operation of the FDD would occur on the water and would not cause ground-borne vibration.
Operational noise levels of the FDD would be consistent with the ambient noise levels
associated with the surrounding industrial uses. Therefore, the operation of the FDD and wharf
would not generate excessive ground-borne vibration or noise, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.10  Population and Housing

3101 Environmental Setting

The proposed project is located within the existing Austal USA facility on Navy-owned property
in waters of the San Diego Bay and on adjacent upland areas in the City of National City. The
site is located within an area that is highly urbanized and developed for military and marine-
related industrial and ship berthing uses. Adjacent areas are heavily industrial and include
Navy- and Port-owned property. Land use within the project area is identified for Navy Ship
Berthing and adjacent land area as 24th Street Corridor for marine-related, specialized
berthing, and terminal berthing. Current and future uses include military ship berthing and
industrial production for shipyard or other marine industrial use (National City 2011b; Port
2024a). There is no residential use within the proposed project site or adjacent areas and no
housing currently exists on the project site.

SANDAG's Series 15 Population and Housing Estimates provide historic and forecasted
population and housing trends in the San Diego region (SANDAG 2024a). In 2022, the San Diego
region had approximately 3.33 million residents. Between 2022 and 2050, it is projected that
the region will grow to a population of approximately 3.40 million residents, an increase of
about 3%. National City had a population of 61,471 in 2022, which is forecasted to increase
slightly to 61,589 by 2050. SANDAG forecasts that the region will add 202,819 housing units
between 2022 and 2050, an increase of 16.4%. In National City, it is forecasted that

2,492 housing units will be added, which is an increase of 14% within the City.

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting

This section identifies applicable federal, state, and local legislation, regulations, policies, and
plans applicable to population and housing.

3.10.2.1 Federal

There are no applicable federal regulations related to population and housing.

3.10.2.2  State
California Planning and Zoning Law

California Government Code Sections 65000—-66499.58, also known as California Planning and
Zoning Law, provides the legal framework governing local planning efforts for California
counties and cities. The law requires counties and cities to adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan that includes accommodations for State of California-projected population growth.
This provides a blueprint for future development that can be implemented through city- and
county-specific zoning ordinances specifying allowable uses in distinct areas.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is a California-mandated planning process that
guantifies existing and future housing needs within each jurisdiction and requires local
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governments to plan for enough housing to meet the region’s need. The RHNA is updated on a
cyclical basis by the California Department of Housing and Community Development in
coordination with each region’s council of governments. SANDAG is responsible for overseeing
the RHNA process for the San Diego region.

California Coastal Act

The California Coastal Act of 1976 (PRC Section 30000 et seq.) governs land use planning for the
entire coastal zone of California. California Coastal Act Chapter 8, Article 3, Implementation;
Master Plan establishes a framework for ports to develop a PMP, which designates land and
water uses and enables issuance of individual coastal development permits within a
jurisdiction.

3.10.2.3 Local
SANDAG

SANDAG is the metropolitan planning organization and council of governments for the San
Diego region, and is composed of 18 cities, including National City and San Diego County.
SANDAG develops long-term regional plans, provides population and housing forecasts, and
oversees the RHNA process for the region.

Regional Housing Needs Assessment

SANDAG is responsible for overseeing the state-mandated RHNA process for the San Diego
region to identify the need for housing and guide land use planning by addressing existing and
future housing needs resulting from population, employment, and household growth. The 6th
Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Plan was adopted on July 10, 2020, and allocates a
share of housing needs to each jurisdiction in the San Diego region based on four income
categories (SANDAG 2020). Each jurisdiction must then update the Housing Element of their
general plans to accommodate the RHNA determination.

2021 Regional Plan

SANDAG's Final 2021 Regional Plan combines the Regional Transportation Plan, Sustainable
Communities Strategy, and Regional Comprehensive Plan (SANDAG 2021). The plan is a long-
range planning tool that guides regional transportation planning, but also integrates land use
and housing into the planning process to reduce regional GHG emissions from cars and light
trucks.

Port Master Plan

The PMP is the guiding land use policy document for all areas under the Port’s jurisdiction and
governs the use, design, and improvement of lands within the Port. The PMP establishes
specific goals, objectives, policies, and standards to direct future development to protect and
promote coastal-dependent uses, protect the environment, and provide and ensure coastal
access around San Diego Bay.
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National City General Plan Housing Element

The 6th Cycle Housing Element 2021-2029 (National City 2021) of the National City General
Plan (National City 2011b) assesses current and future housing needs and constraints, and
establishes goals, policies, and programs to address these housing needs for the eight-year
planning period from April 2021 through April 2029. The 6th Cycle Housing Element 2021-2029
provides an up-to-date inventory of sites available for residential development and makes
recommendations for how National City will improve its housing development process and
increase its share of equitable, affordable, and accessible housing options for all communities.

3.10.3  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on population and housing if any of
the following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project 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)?

Based on the Initial Study (Appendix A), it was determined that, because construction and
operation of the proposed project would not necessitate displacement of people or housing nor
necessitate construction of any replacement housing, no further analysis of whether the
proposed project would displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere is warranted in this EIR.

3.104 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Threshold 1: Would the project 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)?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

The proposed project involves placement of an FDD, wharf construction, and installation of
associated mooring dolphin piers within the Austal USA facility. The proposed project does not
involve providing new housing or new businesses that would directly induce population growth.
Additionally, the proposed project does not include extension or expansion of new roads or
other major infrastructure that would indirectly induce population growth. Construction of the
project would require up to 20 construction workers each day for approximately 8 weeks to
complete wharf construction, mooring dolphin pier installation, and FDD placement. The
number of construction workers would decrease over time as activities were completed. Once
fully operational, the proposed project would require up to 130 new workers to be onsite
during vessel availabilities (that is, when a vessel is in the FDD) and on-site employment would
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return to the current level of approximately 115 workers between vessel availabilities. It is
anticipated that construction workers and FDD employees would be from the local area. FDD
workers would be required only during vessel availabilities and would not be full-time positions.
The total number of new FDD employees is considered negligible on both a local and regional
scale, and would not cause population growth in the area. Therefore, project impacts related to
direct or indirect unplanned population growth due to construction (20 construction workers
for approximately 8 weeks) and operation (130 FDD employees during vessel availabilities)
would be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.11  Public Services

3111 Environmental Setting

This section describes the existing public services that could be adversely affected by the
proposed project.

3.11.1.1  Fire Protection and Emergency Response

The project site is located in the City of National City in an area along San Diego Bay that is
developed for Port-related and military uses and is served by the San Diego Harbor Police
Department and the National City Fire Department. The police department includes 140 sworn
officers providing law enforcement, marine firefighting, and emergency response services
within the Port’s planning districts, including Planning District 5 National City Bayfront. The
police department’s jurisdiction includes San Diego Bay, the San Diego International Airport,
and the tidelands in the five neighboring cities: Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach, National
City, and San Diego.

The National City Fire Department serves an area of approximately 9 square miles and

63,000 residents, while also protecting the Lower Sweetwater Fire Protection District, the Port,
and NBSD. The National City Fire Department contracts with a private ambulance provider to
provide emergency medical services to the project area. The National City Fire Department also
provides a paramedic on both Engine 34 and Engine 31, in addition to paramedics provided by
emergency medical services. The project site is within the service area of National City Fire
Department Station 34 located at 343 East 16th Street, which is approximately 1.5 miles away.

3.11.1.2 Police Protection

The San Diego Harbor Police Department provides the project site with law enforcement,
marine firefighting, and emergency response services as the site is within the Port’s Planning
District 5 National City Bayfront. Police protection in areas adjacent to project that are not part
of the Port is provided by the National City Police Department, which employs 92 officers and
43 professional staff members. The closest National City Police Department police station in the
vicinity of the project is located at 1200 National City Boulevard (National City 2011b).

3.11.1.3 Schools

National City’s public schools are administered by the National School District, Sweetwater High
School District, and Chula Vista Elementary School District. Kimball Elementary School (at 302
West 18th Street in National City) and National City Adult School (17 Mile of Cars Way in
National City) are the only schools within 1 mile of the project site.

3.11.1.4  Parks and Other Public Facilities

Two public parks are located within 1 mile of the project site: Pepper Park at 3299 Tidelands
Avenue in National City, approximately 0.8 mile south of the project site is operated by the
Port, and Paradise Creek Park at Coolidge Avenue and W 19" Street, approximately 0.8 mile
east-northeast of the project site is operated by the City of National City.
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311.2 Regulatory Setting

This section identifies applicable federal, state, and local legislation, regulations, policies, and
plans applicable to public services.

3.11.21  Federal
Occupational Safety and Health Standards

29 CFR Part 1910, Occupational Safety and Health Standards establishes a collection of federal
standards for safety and health that apply to most US workplaces. These include minimum
standards for fire suppression, emergency medical services, and exit routes and emergency
planning.

3.11.2.2  State
Standardized Emergency Management System

19 CCR Section 2401 establishes the Standardized Emergency Management System, which is
intended to standardize the response to emergencies involving multiple jurisdictions or
multiple agencies. The Standardized Emergency Management System provides the mechanism
by which local governments can request state assistance during a disaster, and noncompliance
with the system may result in the state withholding disaster relief from a non-complying
jurisdiction.

California Building Code

The CBC contains general building design and construction requirements relating to fire and life
safety, structural safety, and access compliance. Part 9 of the CBC (24 CCR Part 9), also referred
to as the California Fire Code, provides the building standards related to fire safety and requires
all new construction including new buildings, additions, alterations, and nonresidential repairs
to adhere to the fire safety building standards.

3.11.23  Local
San Diego Unified Port District Act

The San Diego Unified Port District Act (Port Act; California Harbors and Navigation Code,
Appendix 1) established the Port in 1962 to manage in trust certain tide and submerged lands
in San Diego Bay. Portions of land previously part of San Diego, Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial
Beach, and National City were transferred to the Port to be used for purposes that benefit the
statewide public, including commerce, navigation, fisheries, and recreation. Under the Port Act,
the Port has exclusive police power over property and development subject to its jurisdiction. A
PMP is also required by the Port Act. The following sections of the Port Act pertain to public
services:

e Section 56, Enactment and Enforcement of Police and Sanitary Regulations — the Board of
Port Commissioners shall make and enforce such local police and sanitary regulations
relative to the construction, maintenance, operation, and use of all public services and
public utilities in the district, operated in connection with or for the promotion or
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accommodation of commerce, navigation, fisheries, and recreation therein as are no vested
in the District.

e Section 60, Applicability of Municipal Police, Fire and Sanitary Regulations — in the absence
of the adoption of any police, fire and sanitary regulations by the district, the police, fire
and sanitary regulations of any municipal corporation whose boundaries are adjacent to or
contiguous to the territorial limits of the district shall be applicable.

National City General Plan

The Land Use and Community Character Element of the National City General Plan (National
City 2011b) is a tool to plan for and identify where future development and redevelopment
should be directed and includes goals and objectives related to public facilities and services
availability. The Safety Element of the National City General Plan establishes goals and policies
to protect the community from risks of injury, loss of life and property, and environmental
damage associated with natural and human-made hazards. The Safety Element also includes
response objectives related to police and fire operations and emergency services.

3113  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on public services if any of the
following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection?

Based on the Initial Study (Appendix A), construction and operation of the proposed project
would result in a negligible increase in local population and would not contribute to permanent
population growth. Additionally, there is no potential for the proposed project to increase the
demand for or require the provision of new or physically altered schools, neighborhood or
regional parks, or other public facilities. Therefore, no further analysis of whether the proposed
project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools, parks, or other
public facilities is warranted in this EIR.
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3114 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Threshold 1: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

Construction of the proposed project would require up to 20 workers per day for approximately
8 weeks. Operation of the proposed project would require approximately 130 new FDD workers
during vessel availability. All workers for project construction and operation would be locally
sourced from the surrounding community. Construction and operation of the proposed project
would result in a negligible increase in local population growth and would not contribute to
permanent population growth that could negatively affect service ratios for fire protection
services. As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation vehicle trips on surrounding roadways
associated with construction worker and employee commutes and deliveries during operation
would not contribute to substantial congestion on surrounding roadways when compared to
daily Port-related traffic. Additionally, operation of the FDD would occur within a developed
industrial port area and would be consistent with ongoing activities and adjacent uses. The FDD
would also be equipped with its own self-contained saltwater fire suppression system, which
meets Navy and local fire requirements. Construction and operation of the proposed project is
not anticipated to adversely affect performance objectives or response times for fire protection
services. The project would not require construction or physical alterations to fire protection
facilities or new or expanded governmental facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Level of Significance
No impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

3-144
APRIL 2025




Chapter 3 | Environmental Analysis

Threshold 2: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

Construction of the proposed project would require up to 20 workers per day for approximately
8 weeks. Operation of the proposed project would require approximately 130 new FDD workers
during vessel availability. All workers for project construction and operation would be locally
sourced from the surrounding community. Construction and operation of the proposed project
would result in a negligible increase in local population growth and would not contribute to
permanent population growth that could negatively affect service ratios for police protection
services. As discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, vehicle trips on surrounding roadways
associated with construction worker and employee commutes and deliveries during operation
would not contribute to substantial congestion on surrounding roadways when compared to
daily Port-related traffic. Additionally, operation of the FDD would occur within a developed
industrial port area and would be consistent with ongoing activities and adjacent uses.
Construction and operation of the proposed would not affect response times for police
protection services or require the provision of new or physically altered police protection
facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

Level of Significance
No impacts.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.12  Transportation/Traffic

3121 Environmental Setting

Access to the project site is provided via the surrounding roadway network which includes I-5,
Tidelands Avenue, Cleveland Avenue, and Bay Marina Drive (Figure 12-1). Truck routes
immediate to the project site are Tidelands Avenue and Bay Marina Drive. The Austal USA
facility is located at 1313 Bay Marina Drive in National City. SANDAG transportation forecast
information for average daily traffic shows 2,800 vehicles per average weekday along Bay
Marina Drive in 2016 for the closest available segment between Tidelands Avenue and Harrison
Avenue (SANDAG 2024b).

The 24th Street Transit Center is located approximately 0.65 mile north of the Austal USA
Facility at 506 West 22nd Street and Wilson Avenue. The 24th Street Transit Center includes the
24th Street Station for the San Diego Trolly Blue line, as well as Metropolitan Transit System bus
services for routes 13, 961, and 967. SANDAG's Bike Map (SANDAG 2024c) shows along
Tidelands Avenue there is a proposed Class | bike path and existing Class Il bike path. Along Bay
Marina Drive west of the I-5 there is a Class Il bike path between Cleveland Avenue and I-5, and
a Class 3 bike path along 24th Street east of I-5 (SANDAG 2024c). There are sidewalks on both
sides of Bay Marina Drive west of I-5 up to Tidelands Avenue. West of Tidelands Avenue, there
is a sidewalk along the north side of Bay Marina Drive. There are no existing or proposed
pedestrian paths west of I-5 (National City 2011b).
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3122 Regulatory Setting

This section identifies applicable federal, state, and local legislation, regulations, policies, and
plans applicable to transportation/traffic.

3.12.2.1 Federal

There are no applicable federal regulations related to effects on traffic and transportation.

3.12.2.2 State

CEQA, as amended, establishes environmental guidelines for the analysis and the threshold-
based determinations regarding potentially significant environmental impacts. The specifically
applicable significance criteria developed using guidance provided in the updated (December
2018) version of the CEQA Appendix G (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.).

SB 743, which was codified in PRC Section 21099, required the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to establish new CEQA guidelines “for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas. Those criteria shall promote the
reduction of GHG emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a
diversity of land uses.” The new criteria required a move away from vehicle delay and level of
service (LOS) and a move toward more multimodal concepts “that may include, but are not
limited to, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation
rates, or automobile trips generated.”

In 2018, Section 15064.3 was added to CEQA Guidelines to reflect the provisions of SB 743. The
section addresses both land use and transportation projects, and broadly describes the
methodology, including the potential for qualitative analysis used to assess vehicle miles
traveled (VMT). The overall guidance for transportation projects is that they are presumed to
have a less-than-significant project impact if they reduce VMT (CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.3[b][2]). Agencies are given “broad discretion” to select the methodology for
analysis, or even apply a qualitative approach.

3.12.23 Local

Relevant planning documents include regional transportation plans prepared by SANDAG, as
well as general plans and specific plans from National City. The general plans, circulation
elements and corresponding specific plans for National City provide the local regulatory
framework and policies related to transportation and traffic issues.

SANDAG 2025 Regional Transportation Improvement Plan

The SANDAG 2025 Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP) for fiscal years 2025-2029
(SANDAG 2025) is a capital listing of all transportation projects proposed over a 6-year period
for the SANDAG region. The SANDAG region encompasses San Diego County, including 18 cities.
In the SANDAG region, an RTIP update is produced every other year on an odd year cycle. The
RTIP is prepared to implement projects and programs listed in the RTIP and developed to
comply with state and federal requirements. Projects that are anticipated to receive federal
funding or are subject to a federally required action are added to the Federal Transportation
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Improvement Program. These include regionally significant transportation projects where
approvals from federal funding agencies are required, regardless of funding sources. County
transportation commissions propose county projects from city and local submittals using
current regional transportation plan policies, programs and projects as a guide. Locally
prioritized project lists are forwarded to SANDAG for review. From this list, SANDAG develops
the RTIP based on consistency with the current RTIP, inter-county connectivity, financial
constraints, and air quality conformity satisfaction.

National City General Plan

The Circulation Element of the National City General Plan (National City 2011b) outlines policies
organized in the following categories related to different transportation system elements: Land
Use and Circulation Linkages, Mobility Framework, Regional Circulation Planning,
Transportation Demand Management, Vehicular Parking, Goods Movement, Public Transit,
Pedestrian Circulation, and Bikeways.

3123  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on transportation if any of the
following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

2. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

3. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Based on the Initial Study (Appendix A), it was determined that, because construction and
operation of the proposed project would not result in any changes to geometric design features
associated with National City or Port roadways, and because the project would not modify
access to or within the Austal USA facility or NBSD, no further analysis of whether the proposed
project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (for example,
sharp curves, or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (for example, farm equipment)
is warranted in this EIR.

3124 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Threshold 1: Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
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Impact Discussion
Construction

Construction of the proposed project is located within San Diego Bay. Adjacent areas are on the
landside of the Austal USA facility. Construction activities associated with mooring dolphins,
wharf construction and placement would require the use of specialized overwater construction
equipment such as floating cranes, barges, tugboats, and hydraulic vibrators and/or diesel-
powered impact hammers. Landside construction traffic would include construction workers
commuting to the site. Construction-related traffic would arrive via the Austal USA yard
entrance off of Bay Marina Drive and parking would be in the Austal USA facility. An estimated
20 construction workers would likely commute via personal vehicle outside of peak-hour traffic
periods (typically arriving before 6:30 a.m. and departing by 3:30 p.m.)..

Construction-related trips are considered negligible because they would constitute less than 1%
of the existing average daily traffic on Bay Marina Drive. Additionally, construction-related trips
would be temporary, lasting for a period of approximately 8 weeks. The number of trips would
decrease over time as construction activities are completed and the number of workers would
decrease. Construction of the proposed project would not conflict with any program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities. Impacts are less than significant.

Operations

The Circulation Element of the National City General Plan (National City 2011b) outlines policies
organized in the following categories related to different transportation system elements: Land
Use and Circulation Linkages, Mobility Framework, Regional Circulation Planning,
Transportation Demand Management, Vehicular Parking, Goods Movement, Public Transit,
Pedestrian Circulation, and Bikeways. These categories cover the full range of transportation
modes, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. No physical modifications
to the existing transportation network are proposed by the project. Therefore, there would no
changes to the transportation system that would conflict with the plan. The National City
General Plan addresses the LOS criteria for intersections and roadway sections under Policy C-
2.3. However, per SB 743 and subsequent CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.3, subdivision [b]),
traffic operations, as measured by LOS, should not be considered as a determination of
significance. Therefore, consistent with CEQA Guidelines, LOS is not analyzed for this project.
There are no other applicable transportation-related programs, plans, ordinances, or policies at
the local, regional, state, or federal level. Based on this assessment, the project would generally
be consistent with programs, plans, ordinances, and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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Threshold 2: Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Impact Discussion

Automobile VMT is the required CEQA transportation metric per CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) and per elimination of auto delay/LOS for CEQA purposes
statewide. National City does not currently have published VMT analysis guidelines. However,
OPR'’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory)
(OPR 2018) indicates that research on land use projects has shown that automobile VMT/capita
at the project level should be 15% below those of existing development for “retail and other
uses.” There is no guidance specific to industrial uses, and particularly for marine facilities.
OPR’s guidance does not address the potential for VMT increases during temporary
construction phases.

Construction

Over the 2-month duration of construction, approximately 20 construction workers would
access the construction site each day. Project construction activities would be temporary and
intermittent, so they would not result in long-term increases in vehicular trips. Because
proposed construction activities are not expected to substantively increase VMT, construction
of the project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b). Impacts are less than significant.

Operations

For permanent conditions, the Technical Advisory provides two potential metrics to consider
for land use development projects when determining if a project has a significant
transportation-related impact:

e Resident VMT/Capita: Includes all vehicle-based person trips grouped and summed to the
home location of individuals who are drivers or passengers on each trip. This assessment
includes both home-based and non-home-based trips. The VMT for each home is then
summed for all homes in a particular census tract and divided by the population of that
census tract to arrive at the VMT per resident.

e Employee VMT/Capita: Includes all vehicle-based person trips grouped and summed to the
work location of individuals on the trip. This assessment includes all trips, not just work-
related trips. The VMT for each work location is then summed for all work locations in a
particular census tract and then divided by the total number of employees of that census
tract to arrive at the VMT per employee.

Given the industrial use of the proposed project site, an assessment based on employee
VMT/capita is the appropriate metric. Per SANDAG’s San Diego Region SB 743 maps, the daily
average regional employee VMT/capita in the base year (2016) is 18.9 miles/person and would
be reduced to 14.3 miles/person in 2050 (SANDAG 2024b). The San Diego Region SB 743 maps
show employee VMT per capita for area around the project site to be 15.1 miles/person for the
base year and would be reduced to 9.4 miles/person in 2050. With these data, the employee
VMT per capita are at least 15% below the average regional VMT/capita in the base year and
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2050. Given that the project’s proposed land use would be similar to the existing land use in the
surrounding area, the project-related VMT per capita is representative of the VMT the project
would generate. Therefore, the project would not be in conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). Impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 3: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

Emergency access is provided via the existing street system and the San Diego Bay if there was
an in-water emergency. The proposed project does not include or require changes to the
existing road system and does not require any road closures during construction. In-water work
would be entirely located within the proposed project area. Construction and operation of the
proposed project would result in only a negligible increase in local population and would not
contribute to permanent population growth. Vehicle trips on surrounding roadways associated
with construction workers and Austal USA employee commutes, as well as hauling during
operation, would not contribute to substantial congestion on surrounding roadways. Changes
in traffic volumes would be insubstantial when compared to traffic near the project site and on
adjacent roadways. As previously discussed in Section 3.11, Public Services, construction and
operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect emergency service
performance objectives or response times. Construction and operation of the project would not
result in inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.13  Tribal Cultural Resources

3131 Environmental Setting

The project site consists of the open waters of San Diego Bay and land comprised of harbor fill
that is entirely developed with buildings and pavement. The shoreline at the APE was radically
altered between the late 1940s and early 1950s, expanding the shoreline at the APE
approximately 1,000 feet. Prior to this expansion, the entire APE was under water. The created
land of the APE will not contain intact precontact archaeological deposits. The area around the
APE is entirely developed and includes additional land constructed between the late 1940s and
early 1950s. Offshore soils consist of bay mud, and construction of the project would not result
in any disturbance of these soils.

3.13.2 Results

Review of the NRHP, CRHR, and Historical Landmarks listings did not identify any tribal cultural
resources within or near the APE. On October 31, 2024, the Native American Heritage
Commission responded that the results of the Sacred Lands File Search were negative. No
responses have been received from any of the tribal outreach to date.

3133 Regulatory Setting

This section identifies applicable federal, state, and local legislation, regulations, policies, and
plans applicable to tribal cultural resources.

3.13.3.1 Federal

The proposed project requires a permit per Section 10 of the federal Rivers and Harbor Act
from USACE and a cultural resources review was completed in compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). No precontact resources were identified and
because the APE consists of the open waters of San Diego Bay and adjacent land that was
created for industrial use; no part of the APE contains intact native soils that could contain
precontact archaeological deposits.

3.13.3.2  State
Assembly Bill 52

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 established that tribal cultural resources must be considered by the lead
agency under CEQA. AB 52 provides for additional Native American consultation requirements
to be undertaken by the lead agency. A tribal cultural resource is a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape, sacred place, or object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

e Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k).

e 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 PRC
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Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American
tribe.

California Health and Safety Code and Public Resources Code

Broad provisions for the protection of Native American cultural resources are contained in the
California Health and Safety Code, Division 7, Part 2, Chapter 5 (Sections 8010 through 8030).

Several provisions of the PRC also govern archaeological finds of human remains and associated
objects. Procedures are detailed under PRC Sections 5097.98 through 5097.996 for actions to
be taken whenever Native American remains are discovered. Furthermore, Section 7050.5 of
the California Health and Safety Code states that any person who knowingly mutilates or
disinters, wantonly disturbs, or willfully removes human remains in or from any location other
than a dedicated cemetery without authority of law is guilty of a misdemeanor, except as
provided in PRC Section 5097.99. Any person removing human remains without authority of
law or written permission of the person or persons having the right to control the remains
under PRC Section 7100 has committed a public offense that is punishable by imprisonment.

3.13.33 Local

The SDAPCD is the CEQA lead agency for the project and is responsible for tribal consultation
and consideration of tribal cultural resources in accordance with AB 52.

3.13.4  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on tribal cultural resources if any of
the following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
or 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 resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision | of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.17? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision I(c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the Lead Agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe?

Based on the Initial Study (Appendix A), it was determined that the proposed project would not
be located on a site containing any listed or eligible resources as defined by PRC

Section 5020.1(k) and no known cultural resources are in the project area. Therefore, no further
analysis of whether the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, or 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 listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of
Historical Resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) is warranted in this EIR.
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3.135 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in the preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary,
and impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Threshold 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, or 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 resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision | of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision I(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the Lead Agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

Operation and maintenance activities for the proposed FDD would require no ground
disturbance, and no operation-related impacts would occur. Thus, the impact analysis is limited
to construction impacts.

Project impacts on cultural resources are defined by CEQA as a change in the characteristics of
a resource that convey its significance or justify its eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP, CRHR, or
local register. Direct impacts may occur by:

e Physically damaging, destroying, or altering all or part of a resource

e Altering characteristics of the surrounding environmental setting that contribute to the
significance of a resource

e Allowing a resource to deteriorate through neglect

e Incidental discovery of archaeological resources without proper notification

Direct impacts can be assessed by determining the exact location of historical resources and
assessing their significance under NRHP and CEQA criteria, identifying the types and extent of
the proposed impacts and their effect on significant resources, and determining appropriate
measures to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Indirect impacts may include
changes to the viewshed of a significant resource through introduction of a new project
element.

No tribal cultural resources were identified within the project area, and no tribes contacted
regarding cultural resources at the project site have responded. Given the nature of
constructed land where the proposed project would occur, no tribal cultural resources are
expected to be discovered during project implementation and no impacts are expected from
project implementation.
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In the unlikely event that archaeological resources are discovered during project construction,
activities in the vicinity of the find would cease and tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project would be notified.

Level of Significance
No impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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3.14  Utilities/Service Systems

3141 Environmental Setting

This section describes the existing utilities and service systems that serve the project site and
that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.

3.14.1.1 Water

Water service is provided to the Austal USA facility by SWA, which is a member agency of the
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA). SWA's water system provides water service to a
population of approximately 191,000 people within the western and central portions of Chula
Vista, all of National City, and the unincorporated community of Bonita within San Diego
County. SWA'’s service area covers 32 square miles and provides service to approximately
190,000 people (National City 2011b).

3.14.1.2 Wastewater

Wastewater treatment service is provided to the Austal USA facility by the National City
wastewater division. Wastewater collected within the City, including the project site, is treated
by the City of San Diego at the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Point Loma
Wastewater Treatment Plant treats approximately 175 million gallons per day (mgd) of
wastewater, which is generated in a 450-square-mile area by more than 2.2 million residents.
Located on a 40-acre site on the bluffs of Point Loma, the plant has a treatment capacity of 240
mgd. Treated effluent is discharged to the ocean through a 4.5-mile-long ocean outfall off Point
Loma. The National City wastewater division maintains approximately 97 miles of sanitary
sewer main, which consists mostly of 6- and 8-inch lines and four pump stations (National City
2011b).

3.14.1.3 Stormwater

The project site is within the Pueblo Watershed, San Diego County’s smallest and most densely
populated hydrologic unit. This hydrologic unit encompasses San Diego Bay and approximately
60 square miles of predominantly urbanized land that drains into San Diego Bay. In addition to
San Diego Bay waters, the main hydrologic feature of the watershed closest to the project site
is Sweetwater Channel, located south of the project site. A stormwater drainage system,
managed by the National City Storm Water Division, currently exists at the Austal USA facility.
Existing on-site drainage facilities consist of several underground National City and Port storm
drain systems. National City’s municipal separate storm sewer system consists of 19 miles of
catch basins, inlets, pipes of varying materials, natural creeks and streams, natural channels,
concrete channels, and culverts (National City 2011b).

3.14.1.4  Electricity and Natural Gas

SDG&E provides electricity and natural gas services to the Austal USA facility. SDG&E is the
primary public utility in the region. SDG&E, operated by Sempra Energy, is an investor-owner
public utility, which provides energy service to 3.3 million consumers through 1.3 million
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electric meters and more than 800,000 natural gas meters in San Diego and southern Orange
counties. SDG&E’s service area spans 4,100 square miles. The utility delivers both natural gas
and electricity throughout National City (National City 2011b).

3.14.15  Solid Waste

Solid waste generated at the Austal USA facility is collected by National City’s franchised waste
hauler, EDCO Waste and Recycling Services, and transported to a local landfill. The approved
waste hauler is allowed to dispose of municipal solid waste at any of the landfills in San Diego
County. San Diego County has four active landfills. The Otay Landfill is closest to the project site
and therefore would be the least expensive in terms of transportation costs; it is anticipated
that a majority of project-generated solid waste would be disposed of there. However, project-
generated solid waste could also be disposed of at Miramar Landfill, Sycamore Canyon Landfill,
and/or Borrego Landfill. Solid waste collection would be rerouted to any of these landfills once
Otay Landfill is closed.

3.14.2 Regulatory Setting

The section identifies applicable federal, state, and local legislation, regulations, policies, and
plans applicable to utilities and service systems.

3.14.2.1 Federal
Clean Water Act

The CWA, passed in 1977, establishes the structure for regulating surface water quality and
discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States. Through the CWA’s NPDES permit
program, the EPA regulates discharge of pollutants from municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment plants, sewer collection systems, and stormwater discharges from industrial facilities
and municipalities.

Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act, passed in 1974 and amended in 1986 and 1996, gives the EPA the
authority to set minimum health-related drinking water standards to which public water
systems must comply. The EPA oversees all states, localities, and water suppliers that
implement these standards. The National Primary Drinking Water Regulations are the legally
enforceable standards that pertain to contaminants that may cause adverse health effects.

31422  State
Assembly Bill 939, California Integrated Waste Management Act

AB 939 requires all California cities, counties, and approved regional solid waste management
agencies to divert 25% of their solid waste by 1995 and 50% by 2000. AB 939 established the
California Integrated Waste Management Board, which later became CalRecycle.

Assembly Bill 341, Mandatory Recycling

AB 341 increases California’s waste diversion goal from 50% to 75% by 2020. AB 341 also
includes mandatory commercial recycling to reduce GHG emissions. All commercial businesses
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that generate more than 4 cubic yards or more of solid waste per week are required to have a
recycling program in place.

Assembly Bill 1594, Green Material Disposal

Effective January 1, 2020, AB 1594 requires that jurisdictions can no longer count green
material used as alternative daily cover at landfills toward their recycling goals. Jurisdictions are
required to develop plans to divert green material from landfills.

Senate Bill 1383, Short-Lived Climate Pollutants—Organic Waste Methane Emissions Reductions

SB 1383 requires a 50% reduction in the level of the statewide disposal of organic waste from
the 2014 level by 2020 and a 75% reduction by 2025. SB 1383 also requires at least 20% 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.

California Green Building Standards Code

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen, 24 CCR Part 11) establishes voluntary
and mandatory standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable site
development and water conservation, and mandates that in the absence of a more stringent
local ordinance, a minimum of 65% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris must
be recycled or salvaged.

Assembly Bill 797, Urban Water Management Planning Act

AB 797 established the Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP Act) in 1983. The
UWMP Act requires that water suppliers providing water for municipal purposes to more than
3,000 customers, or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually, prepare and submit
a UWMP to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) every 5 years. UWMPs are
required to support the water suppliers’ long-term resource planning to ensure that adequate
water supplies are available to meet existing and future water needs.

Assembly Bill 1668, Water Management Planning and Senate Bill 606, Water Management Planning

AB 1668 and SB 606 enable the SWRCB, in coordination with DWR, to establish long-term urban
water use efficiency goals that include components for indoor residential use, outdoor
residential use, water losses and other uses. Retail water suppliers across the state must then
meet annual urban water use objectives based on efficiency standards for indoor and outdoor
water use and water loss.

31423  Local
National City Municipal Code Section 9.52, Mandatory Commercial and Residential Recycling Program

Section 9.52 of the National City Municipal Code provides recycling requirements for City-
serviced multi-family residences, privately serviced businesses, commercial/institutional
facilities, apartments, condominiums and permitted special events.
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National City Municipal Code Section 15.80, Construction and Demolition Debris

Section 15.80 of the National City Municipal Code requires construction, demolition, and
remodeling projects needing building, combination (that is, permits for structural modifications
to existing structures), and demolition permits pay a refundable deposit and divert at least 75%
of inert debris and 50% of remaining construction and demolition debris.

San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan

The San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan, adopted in January 2005, meets the
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Act (San Diego County 2005).
The plan summarizes integrated waste management issues in San Diego County and waste
management programs that local jurisdictions are using to meet the 50% waste reduction
mandate. The plan also includes goals and suggested steps to cooperatively implement and
administer specific programs regionally and countywide.

Sweetwater Authority 2020 Urban Water Management Plan

SWA'’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (SWA 2020) meets the requirements set
forth by the UWMP Act. The SWA’s UWMP presents information on water supply, water usage,
recycled water, and water use efficiency programs in the service area, and includes demand
forecasts and supply needs based on the most recent SANDAG forecasts. The 2020 UWMP
states that all future water demands will have available water supplies for the predicted service
areas during a normal water year scenario; however, water shortages are identified during
single-dry-year and multiple-dry-water year scenarios.

3.143  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on utilities and service systems if any
of the following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are met:

1. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which would cause
significant environmental effects?

2. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

3. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

4. Would the project 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?

5. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?
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3144 Impact Analysis

This section provides an environmental impact analysis for the proposed project using the
thresholds of significance described in preceding section, mitigation measures if necessary, and
impacts after incorporation of mitigation if applicable.

Threshold 1: Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas,
or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which would cause
significant environmental effects?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Proposed project construction activities associated with wharf construction, mooring dolphin
pier installation and FDD placement would be located over the waters of the San Diego Bay.
Construction of the proposed project does not include construction of any new water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas or
telecommunications facilities or any relocation or improvements to existing water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur related to proposed project construction.

Operations

The project would be connected to existing utilities on the landside Austal USA facility and
would use these utilities during operations. SDG&E provides electric power to the Austal USA
facility from existing electrical services. Water for domestic and fire suppression would be
provided by the Port. The FDD would be connected to the adjacent landside water line by
overwater hoses running beneath the pedestrian bridge from the existing 6-inch water main
located at the National City Marine Terminal. Sanitary wastewater treatment would be
provided by National City. There would be no change to existing stormwater drainage systems
due to proposed project operations, as all stormwater from the FDD would be collected and
discharged to the sanitary sewer. The FDD would be connected to the adjacent landside sewer
line by overwater hoses located beneath the pedestrian bridge. Black- and gray-water sewage
generated by the FDD restroom and from flushing the vessel while in the FDD would be
collected and stored on board and pumped to the land-side municipal wastewater treatment
system. Any non-oily rainwater that collects in the FDD and deck wash-down water would be
collected and discharged to the sewer system. Any oily wastewater generated from project
operations would be handled as waste. The FDD would tie into the existing telecommunications
lines on the Austal USA facility. No natural gas connection is proposed. Operations would use
water, wastewater, power, and telecommunication utilities at typical vessel repair and
maintenance operation levels but would not require relocation or construction of new or
expanded utility facilities. Therefore, proposed project operations would result in no impacts
related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities.
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Level of Significance
No impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 2: Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Proposed project construction activities associated with wharf construction, mooring dolphin
pier installation and FDD placement would be located over the waters of the San Diego Bay.
Minor amounts of water (up to approximately 60 gallons per truck) may be required if on-site
concrete washout is necessary (Construction Industry Compliance Assistance 2016). No
trenching, grading, excavation, or other upland construction activities with potential to result in
disturbed soil or other dust generating activities are anticipated and would not require water
for dust control. Other than parking and staging, no other landside construction activities are
anticipated. Current water supply to the Austal USA facility provided by the SWA would be
sufficient for construction of the proposed project and impacts on water supplies available to
serve the project during construction would be less than significant.

Operations

FDD operations would require using potable water to wash vessel hulls of vessel that are
worked on in the FDD, and to wash the FDD deck. Based on a maximum of four dry-docking
evolutions per year, it is anticipated that operation of the FDD would require approximately
5,000 gallons of potable water annually. The Austal USA facility receives water from the SWA
via the Port. The SWA is included in the SDCWA service area. According to the 2020 UWMP, the
SDCWA potable water supply is sufficient for expected demand through 2045 through normal,
dry, and multiple dry years (SDCWA 2021). The proposed project does not meet the threshold
of a “project” as defined in California Water Code Section 10912, as amended by SB 610, and is
not subject to state requirements to prepare a water supply assessment. Therefore, there
would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years; and impacts are anticipated to
be less than significant.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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Threshold 3: Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Impact Discussion
Construction

Proposed project construction activities associated with wharf construction, mooring dolphin
pier installation and FDD placement are all located over the water in San Diego Bay. It is
anticipated that up to 20 construction workers a day would be onsite. It is anticipated that
commercial waste hauler would provide portable construction restroom facilities or workers
would use restroom facilities at the Austal USA facility. Any non-oily rainwater that might
accumulate in the FDD during placement activities or deck wash-down water used during
construction would also be discharged to the sanitary sewer system through the existing sewer
line at the Austal USA facility. Construction discharges are anticipated to be minimal and well
below design capacity. Due to the minimal wastewater quantity anticipated during
construction, the existing wastewater treatment facilities would have adequate capacity to
meet construction needs of the proposed project. Discharge of wastewater associated with
construction personnel or activities would have a less-than-significant impact on the capacity
available from the wastewater treatment provider.

Operations

Sanitary wastewater treatment would be provided by the City of National City during project
operation. The FDD would be connected to the adjacent landside sewer line by overwater
hoses located beneath the pedestrian bridge. Black- and gray-water sewage generated by the
FDD restroom and from flushing the vessel while in the FDD would be collected and stored on
board and pumped to the land-side municipal wastewater treatment system. Any non-oily
rainwater that collects in the FDD and deck wash-down water would be collected and
discharged to the sewer system. Any oily wastewater generated from project operations would
be handled as waste.

Sewer flows resulting from operations of the project are anticipated to remain within the
design capacity of the existing sewer line on the Austal USA facility’s landside. This local sewer
line discharges to an 8- and 10-inch gravity main along Bay Marina Drive, which eventually
discharges to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. This plant treats approximately
175 million gallons of wastewater per day, which is generated by more than 2.2 million
residents and has a treatment capacity of 240 mgd (National City 2011b). Due to the relatively
low quantity of wastewater resulting from vessel repair and maintenance operations, the
existing wastewater treatment facilities would have adequate capacity to serve project
wastewater. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on the capacity
available from the wastewater treatment provider.

Level of Significance

Less-than-significant impact.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 4: Would the project 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?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

The proposed project would result in typical construction-related non-hazardous trash and
debris which would, as applicable, be recycled. Remaining non-hazardous construction trash
and debris would be handled through Austal USA’s current trash hauler, EDCO, and disposed of
at Otay Landfill or other permitted landfills in San Diego County, California. Project construction
is not anticipated to generate hazardous waste. However, if generated, RCRA and non-RCRA
hazardous waste would be removed by permitted waste haulers under Austal USA EPA ID
number. All hazardous waste would be transported under a waste manifest to an authorized
hazardous waste TSDF. 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 4.19.2(e), including AB 939 and AB 341 to support statewide
goals of diverting solid waste from landfills, and would not conflict with the goals presented in
the San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan (San Diego County 2005). 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. The solid
waste volume generated by construction of the proposed project would be minimal compared
to daily total volumes processed at the recycling facilities and landfills in the area. Waste
materials generated during construction would be disposed of in accordance with federal,
state, and local regulations related to recycling, which would minimize the amount of
construction waste material entering local landfills.

Waste materials that could be generated during general ship repair and maintenance
operations would be typical of shipyard operations and would include spent sandblast and
paint debris, as well as various lubricants and cleaning solvents. Project operations would
occasionally require the use of hazardous chemicals (such as oil lubricants, paint, and cleaning
solvents), and storage in a chemical storage locker located onsite. Work-process-related trash
and debris, including hazardous waste, would be controlled and transported to licensed TSDF
for proper fuel blending or proper disposal. Used oil and oily wastewater generated by project
operations would be collected, stored in landside tanks, and sent to a licensed TSDF for fuel
blending or recycling.

Non-recyclable solid waste collected in National City is sent to the Otay Landfill, located at 1700
Maxwell Road in Chula Vista, approximately 10 miles south of National City. Recyclable
materials are processed at one of three material recovery facilities operated by EDCO in
Southern California (National City 2011b). Otay Landfill has a maximum capacity of

61,154,000 cubic yards. As of May 2016, the facility had a remaining capacity of approximately
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21,194,008 cubic yards and was expected to be in operation until February 2028 (CalRecycle
2019).

The solid waste volume generated by project operations would be minimal compared to daily
total volumes processed at the recycling facilities and landfills in the area. Waste materials
generated during operation would be disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local
regulations related to recycling, which would minimize the amount of waste material entering
local landfills. Therefore, construction and operation of the project would have a less-than-
significant impact on capacity of local waste infrastructure and would not impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 5: Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Impact Discussion
Construction/Operations

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, AB 341, AB 1594, or
SB 1383 (refer to Section 3.14.2). Moreover, waste generated from construction activities
would be required to comply with the National City Recycling Construction and Demolition
Debris Ordinance (Municipal Code Title 15, Chapter 15.80, Construction and Demolition Debris).
Construction and operation of the project would require compliance with solid waste reduction
statutes. The project would incorporate source reduction techniques, and recycling measures
would minimize the amount of waste that would need to be disposed of at local landfills during
construction and operation. Any solid waste generated during construction and operation
would be collected, sorted, transported, and disposed of at appropriate facilities, consistent
with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Hazardous wastes would be collected,
sorted, transported, and disposed of at authorized hazardous waste facilities consistent with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations and would not be comingled with general
construction wastes. Waste would be generated by project construction and operations;
however, the volume of waste would result in less-than-significant impacts on federal, state,
and local management and reduction statutes and regulations.

Level of Significance
Less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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4.1 Overview

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, an EIR must discuss cumulative impacts of a
project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. A cumulative impact
refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or
which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several
projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the
project when added to other closely related past, present, and probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking
place over a period of time. The term “cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

4.2 Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology

Table 4-1 lists projects for consideration for cumulative impact analysis. This list was developed
through a review of active projects identified from City of National City, Port, San Diego County,
and Navy websites. Table 4-1 lists projects identified within 2 miles of the proposed project site;
however, the cumulative impact analysis for each resource considers projects within a distance
of each proposed project site that is appropriate for the resource. For some resources, use of a
summary of projections rather than a list of projects is more appropriate for assessing
cumulative impacts. The applicable approach is described in the cumulative impact analysis for
each resource section.
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Table 4-1. Projects for Consideration in Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name

Austal USA Projects

Partial FDD Construction Activities

Port Projects

National City Bayfront

Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan

NASSCO FDD Replacement and
Waterfront Improvements

Navy Projects

Mole Pier FDD

Pier 6 Replacement

Eelgrass Habitat Expansion

National City Projects

US Development Group San Diego Clean

Fuels Facility, LLC

Address

1313 Bay Mariana Drive, National City

Various

Various

2798 East Harbor Drive, San Diego

Mole Pier; south berth is located
approximately 1 mile south of the main
entrance gate to NBSD, immediately south
of Pier 8 and the Paleta Creek Channel,
and north of Pier 10.

NBSD

Multiple sites in San Diego Bay

19th and Cleveland, National City

Distance from
Proposed Project Site

Onsite in the construction
area for the FDD project.

Approximately 0.6-mile to
Marina District from project
site.

Approximately 1.3 miles to
master plan boundary from
project site.

Approximately 2.05 miles
north of the project site at
NASSCO.

0.75-mile north of the project
site at Navy Mole Pier.

Approximately 1.3 miles north
of the project site at Pier 6.

Nearest site approximately

1.8 miles (South Silver Strand).

Approximately 0.4 mile east-
northeast of the project site.

Project Description

Work completed prior to work stoppage: Dredged project area to -38 feet and
installed 30 of 33 piles for the wharf.

e Expansion of Pepper Park by 2.5 acres.
¢ Realignment of Marina Way.

e East-west and north-south public access corridors, with pedestrian, bicycle
and visual access.

e Better configured/more contiguous commercial recreation and maritime
uses.

The master plan will be implemented jointly by the Port and the City of Chula
Vista in four major phases over a 24-year period. Phase 1 of implementation
includes development of the resort conference center, creation of public parks
and open space, restoration of habitat areas, construction of a new fire station
and construction of mixed-use residential development.

Address existing deficiencies related to the age and condition of structures,
shoreline sloughing, and outdated operational conditions at the existing
NASSCO dry dock.

Provide a new Navy FDD, including all required dredging and sediment
disposal as well as all required demolition and construction activities,
necessary for maintenance of ships, including specifically the DDG-51, LCS-2,
LSD-41, and LSD-49 ship classes.

Demolition of the aging and inadequate Pier 6 at NBSD, replace with a new
general-purpose pier and infrastructure necessary to support modern Navy
ships.

Navy proposes to add to the existing Navy Region Southwest San Diego Bay
Eelgrass Mitigation Bank by expanding eelgrass habitat at one or more sites in
San Diego Bay, San Diego County, California.

The project proposes construction and operation of a new transload facility on
the BNSF right-of-way. The proposed facility would add nine rail spurs and four
fixed truck loading spots to transload clean renewable and biofuel directly
from rail cars into trucks.

Status

Completed 2024.

EIR certified and Port Master Plan
Amendment approved 2022.
Waiting on California Coastal
Commission approval.

Approved by California Coastal
Commission August 2012;
Sweetwater Park and Gaylord
Resort and Convention Center to
open in 2025.

Notice of Determination issued by
Port September 2023 and by San
Diego RWQCB in July 2024.

The FONSI for the Supplemental EA
completed Dec 2023.

Project completed 2022.

Final EA/FONSI completed in 2024.

EIR in progress. Scoping completed
June 2024.
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Table 4-1. Projects for Consideration in Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name

Parco National City Apartments
Courtyards at Kimball
Caltrans Projects

Harbor Drive 2.0/Vesta Street Bridge
Port Access Improvements Project

Chula Vista Projects

Eucalyptus Park Renovations

Address

8th and B, National City

Between National City Boulevard and A

Avenue at 12th, National City

Various locations (I-5, SR-15, Harbor Drive)

in the Cities of San Diego and National
City, and in NBSD.

436 C Street, Chula Vista

Distance from
Proposed Project Site

Approximately 1.4 miles
northeast of the project site.

Approximately 1.2 miles
northeast of the project site.

Nearest portion of Harbor
Drive improvements
approximately 0.8-mile north-
northeast from project site.

Approximately 1.7 miles
southeast of the project site.

Project Description

Infill development.

Infill development.

Construct improvements along I-5, SR 15, Harbor Drive, and connecting
arterials in the Cities of San Diego and National City, and in NBSD.
Improvements consist of:

e Truck-only lanes on Harbor Drive

e Intelligent transportation system improvements
e Construction of Vesta Street Bridge

e Improvements to on- and off-ramps

¢ Pavement rehabilitation

e Complete street improvements

e Zero-emission commercial vehicle infrastructure

Project proposed the following improvements:
e Multi-purpose field with lighting

¢ Interactive water feature

e Skate/scooter plaza

e Bike skills plaza and jump area

e Perimeter walking path

¢ Fitness equipment

e Pickleball courts

e Parking

¢ New playground equipment and surfacing

e Renovated small and large dog park areas

Chapter 4 | Cumulative Impacts

Status

Completed 2021.

An affordable apartment
community completed 2022.

Final EA/FONSI issued 2023.
Estimated project completion 2028.

Estimated project completion
summer 2026.
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4.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

The discussion in this section evaluates the potential for the proposed project to contribute to a
cumulative adverse impact on the environment.

The analysis considers there to be a significant cumulative impact if the proposed project, when
considered together with past, present, and probable future projects, would contribute to
cumulatively considerable impacts.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a)(1), an EIR should not discuss impacts that do
not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. For a project to contribute to
cumulative impacts, it must result in some level of impact on a project-specific level. Based on
the analysis provided in the Initial Study (Appendix A), it was determined that the proposed
project would not result in any impacts on agriculture and forestry resources, cultural
resources, land use, mineral resources, recreation, and wildfire. Additionally, based on analysis
in this EIR, it was also determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on
public services or tribal cultural resources. Consequently, the proposed project would not have
the potential to contribute to cumulatively considerable adverse impacts related to these
resources, and they are not discussed in this cumulative impact analysis.

The cumulative analysis that follows addresses the incremental contribution of the proposed
project to cumulative impacts associated with aesthetics, air quality, biological resources,
energy use, geology/soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water
quality, noise, population and housing, transportation/traffic, and utilities/service systems.

431 Aesthetics

A significant cumulative impact would occur if the proposed project, when considered together
with past, present, and probable future projects, would contribute to cumulatively considerable
impacts resulting in substantial damage to scenic resources along a State Scenic Highway or if it
would create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day- or
nighttime views in the area.

As discussed in Section 3.1, the project would have no impacts on scenic vistas or conflict with
applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality. No consideration of cumulative
impacts for these topics are warranted.

The geographic scope for the aesthetic cumulative study area includes areas visible from SR-75.
SR-75 was designated as a scenic highway in the 1970s due to its uninterrupted ocean and bay
views. Along SR-75, minimal past development has occurred, and similar uninterrupted views
still exist today. Additionally, the Coronado Bridge is an elevated structure crossing the bay that
prevents past, present, or probable future projects from blocking or substantially altering the
distant views or damaging scenic resources adjacent to the elevated structure. Cumulatively
considerable impacts on aesthetics were evaluated in the context of past, present, and
probable future projects identified in Table 4-1. Present and probable future projects listed in
Table 4-1 that would be visible from SR-75 could contribute to cumulative impacts on aesthetics
if they would be located directly adjacent to SR-75 and blocked views, or if they resulted in
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substantial damage to scenic resources along the State Scenic Highway, or if they resulted in a
new source of light and glare.

Projects identified in Table 4-1 are not located on Silver Strand and are either not visible from
SR-75 or are indistinguishable due to both the distance from SR-75 across the bay and the visual
absorption by the industrial shipyard setting that dominates views east toward the project site.
If a future project is located on Silver Strand adjacent to SR-75, There is potential for substantial
damage to scenic resources along a State Scenic Highway. Similarly, only current or future
projects have any potential to result in a new source of light or glare. Past, present and
probable future projects are evaluated on a project-by-project basis, and would be required to
comply with aesthetic and lighting requirements required by the implementing jurisdiction. As
applicable, future projects would be required to implement measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate visual impacts to comply with applicable state and local development requirements for
protection of aesthetic resources.

Views across the bay of the proposed project site from SR-75, as discussed in Section 3.1.4,
would be indistinguishable from other adjacent areas adjacent to the project when viewed
from SR-75. The visibility of the proposed project site from SR-75 is deteriorated by both
distance (about 2 miles) and the industrial shipyard setting that dominates views east toward
the project site. None of the past, present, or probable future projects listed in Table 4-1, when
considered together with the proposed project, have potential to be distinguishable adjacent
uses from SR-75 located over 2-miles away, and have no potential to impact resources along
the State Scenic Highway. When considered with past, present, and probable future projects
listed in Table 4-1, the proposed project would not result in any damage to scenic resources
along a State Scenic Highway and would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts.

Project construction activities would be temporary, lasting for approximately 8 weeks.
Construction equipment would be typical and construction would occur primarily during
daytime hours. Construction would not result in a substantial new source of light or glare.
Operations would occur year-round at the project site with working hours from 6:30 a.m. to
3:00 p.m., 6 days a week. This is consistent with surrounding Navy and Port operations.
Operations are generally during daylight hours; however, security/night lighting during ship
availabilities is expected and would be consistent with lighting levels in Port and NBSD areas
along the bay front. The FDD is a large, painted steel structure, would not result in substantial
glare, and would be consistent with other dry docks along the bay. The proposed project will
service large Navy vessels that are generally painted and designed to avoid detection, and
would not result in substantial glare. When considered with past, present, and probable future
projects listed in Table 4-1, the proposed project would not create a new source of substantial
light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area and would not
result in any cumulatively considerable impacts.

Cumulative impacts on aesthetics would be less than significant.

432 Air Quality

Air quality conditions and pollutant concentrations in any given location are inherently
cumulative. Past, present, and probable future projects throughout the region, including the
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projects listed in Table 4-1, have contributed to and will continue to contribute to cumulative
emissions, ambient concentrations, and human exposures for both criteria air pollutants and
TACs.

All projects in the SDAB, including the proposed project, must align with clean air plans and
must comply with all applicable federal, state, and local policies, permitting requirements, and
regulations regarding air emission sources, including applicable requirements for BMPs and
emission reductions. Criteria used by air quality agencies to evaluate the significance of
proposed projects are based on detailed consideration of past, present, and modeled future air
quality conditions. Proposed projects that would exceed air quality significance thresholds
would be deemed to cause cumulatively considerable impacts, triggering additional regulatory
scrutiny and permitting requirements. Inversely, impacts of projects that would not exceed
significance thresholds would not be considered cumulatively considerable.

The proposed project has been evaluated for consistency with applicable air quality plans and
the incremental impacts it would have on local and regional air quality conditions, such as
emissions levels, exposure concentrations, and air quality-related health risks. The proposed
project’s incremental contributions of construction and operational emissions would not
conflict with state or local clean air plans or emission reduction goals, indicating project
emissions would not be cumulatively considerable related to applicable air quality plans.
Although the proposed project would result in an increase of air emissions as described in
Section 3.2, the associated incremental increases in emissions, human exposures, and health
risks are less than the applicable significance thresholds. Project construction and operations
are not expected to result in odor-related impacts. As a result, while the air quality effects from
past, present, and probable future projects may be considered cumulatively significant, the
proposed project’s incremental contribution of construction and operational emissions to local
and regional air quality conditions, emissions levels, exposures, and air quality-related health
risks would be less than cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on air quality would be less than significant.

433 Biological Resources

A significant cumulative impact on biological resources would result if past, present, and
probable future projects, in consideration with the potential impacts from the proposed project
were to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts that would result in a substantial
adverse effect on any candidate, sensitive, special-status species, riparian habitat or natural
community, would interfere with movement of any native or migratory species or would result
in conflicts with adopted plans that protect biological resources.

As discussed in Section 3.3, the project would have no impacts on biological resources
protected under local policies or ordinances or on state or federally protected wetlands. No
consideration of cumulative impacts for these topics is warranted.

The proposed project does not include landside ground disturbance. Additionally, there are no
sensitive terrestrial species or habitats within the landside areas of the Austal USA facility, and
there is no potential for landside impacts on biological resources. Construction and operation of
the FDD occurs within San Diego Bay. The geographic scope of the biological resource
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cumulative impact study area includes areas in, adjacent to, or otherwise linked to the San
Diego Bay. Only present and probable future projects listed in Table 4-1 with in-water work and
within the study have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on foraging birds,
marine mammals, sea turtles, fish and eelgrass associated with construction or operational
increases in turbidity, noise, changes in water quality or requiring eelgrass removal. The
potential for cumulative impacts would likely be limited to past, present, or probable future
projects with similar in-water construction activities such as dredging, filling, and pile driving.

The majority of proposed project impacts are temporary and would stop after the 8-week
construction period. Other than the “Partial FDD Construction Activities” listed in Table 4-1,
there are no other past, present, or probable future projects within the geographical extent of
the cumulative impacts study area. Operational impacts would be primarily limited to ballast
tank operations. Construction and operational impacts on marine birds and mammals, green
sea turtles, fish, and marine habitats from noise, turbidity, changes in water quality or other
disturbances during construction and operation would be highly localized to the area of San
Diego Bay between NBSD Pier 13 to the north and the National City Marine Terminal to the
south. Project construction and operational impacts from noise, turbidity, changes in water
quality or other disturbances would be avoided and minimized with implementation of project
minimization measures described in Table 2-1, as discussed in Section 3.3. Past, present, and
probable future projects would require similar measures to avoid and minimize impacts on
biological resources during construction and operation. Due to the localized nature of the
project impacts, none of the past, present, or probable future projects listed in Table 4-1, when
considered together with the proposed project, would result in any cumulatively considerable
impacts on to marine birds and mammals, green sea turtles, fish, or marine habitats.

Austal USA completed some initial FDD construction activities at the proposed project site in
2024, which included driving piles for wharf construction and dredging to convert the water
depth in the project footprint from approximately -9 to -17 feet MLLW to its current -38 feet
MLLW depth. Dredging resulted in the loss of 1.084 acres of eelgrass habitat and created

2.062 acres of deep subtidal habitat devoid of eelgrass. Navy approval of 1.084 acres of eelgrass
credits from the Navy’s eelgrass mitigation bank has already been obtained. Any additional
impacts on eelgrass from proposed project construction activities would be addressed and
guantified by a post-construction eelgrass survey (BIO-6) to ensure full offset of eelgrass
impacts. Any future projects that would impact eelgrass would also be required to identify
offsets for loss of eelgrass. The project area now consists of deep subtidal habitat and is no
longer suitable for eelgrass. No disturbance of eelgrass outside of the project footprint would
occur under the proposed operation of the FDD. When project impacts are considered together
with past, present, or probable future project impacts, they would not result in any
cumulatively considerable impacts on eelgrass or other sensitive communities.

Cumulative impacts on biological resources would be less than significant.

434 Energy

A significant cumulative impact resulting from energy use would occur if the past, present, and
probable future projects, together in consideration with potential energy use from the
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proposed project, were to contribute to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy or if together they would conflict with or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable
energy or energy efficiency.

As discussed in Section 3.4, the construction and operation the proposed project does not
conflict with or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
When considered together with past, present, and probable future projects, there is no
potential for the proposed project to result in cumulatively considerable impacts resulting from
failure to address the requirements of state or local plans for renewable energy or energy
efficiency.

Energy for the proposed project is provided by SDG&E. The geographic scope for consideration
of cumulatively considerable impacts associated with wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy is the SDG&E service area.

Energy consumption from the construction and operation of the proposed project would
consist of diesel fuel and gasoline used in construction equipment. Energy consumption during
operation would consist of diesel fuel for , portable engines and emergency generators, and
shore power for FDD operations and maintenance activities. As discussed in Section 3.4, only
minimal energy would be required for construction and would be temporary. Austal USA would
not require new or expanded power service from SDG&E for operation. Additionally, Austal USA
has installed a 480-kV solar panel array on top of the operations building to reduce/offset
SDG&E power used for FDD and pier-side vessel operation and maintenance activities. When
considered together with past, present, and probable future projects, construction and
operation of the FDD and would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
and would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts.

Cumulative impacts on energy use would be less than significant.

435 Geology/Soils

A significant cumulative impact on geology and soils would result if the past, present, and
probable future projects, in consideration with the potential impacts from the proposed project
were to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts related to strong seismic ground
shaking, seismic ground failure, or geologic instability that could result in on- or off-site
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

As discussed in Section 3.5, the project would have no impacts related to earthquake faults,
landslides, soil erosion, expansive soils, use of septic tanks, and paleontological resources. No
consideration of cumulative impacts for these topics is warranted.

The geographic scope for geology and soils cumulative study area is site-specific. Each location
for the projects listed in Table 4-1 has unique geologic considerations that would be subject to
uniform site development and construction standards. The geographic scope for consideration
of cumulative impacts for geology and soils includes all areas within the project site where
ground-disturbing activities would occur. As previously discussed, there are no landside ground-
disturbing activities; therefore, geographic scope would be limited to the FDD construction area
in San Diego Bay.

4-8
APRIL 2025




Chapter 4 | Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative projects identified in Table 4-1 includes past, present, and probable future
projects in the vicinity of the project area. None of the cumulative projects are located in the
cumulative study area. Only construction activities for “Partial FDD Construction Activities”
listed in Table 4-1 that were completed prior to work stoppage in 2024 has occurred within the
geographical extent of the study area. Construction activities included dredging and pile
installation in accordance with the geotechnical report, project permits, and prior approvals as
discussed in Chapter 2.

As discussed in Section 3.5, geologic hazards associated with the cumulative study area include
seismic ground shaking, seismic ground failure, and geologic instability. The project and all past,
present or probable future projects listed in Table 4-1 would be designed and constructed
consistent with the site-specific recommendations described in the geotechnical report and all
structural laws and best practices, thus ensuring that all project impacts related to strong
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, and geologic unit or soil instability
would be less than significant. When considered together with past, present, and probable
future projects, construction and operation of the FDD would not result in cumulatively
considerable impacts related strong seismic ground shaking, seismic- ground failure or geologic
instability or collapse.

Cumulative impacts on geology/soils would be less than significant.

436 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts on climate change are inherently cumulative and
were discussed in detail in in Section 3.6; a summary of that discussion is provided here.

A significant cumulative impact would occur if, when past, present and probable future projects
are considered together with potential impacts from the proposed project, were to directly or
indirectly result in an increase in GHG emissions compared to existing conditions; would conflict
with AB 32; or if they would be inconsistent with the state’s ability to achieve Executive Order
B-30-15 and S-3-05 targets of reducing California’s GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by
2030 and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Projects that would meet or fall below the CAPCOA
900-MT COze threshold are expected to result in GHG emissions that would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact. This threshold was developed based on various land use
densities and discretionary project types that were analyzed to determine the size of projects
that would likely have a less-than-significant, cumulatively considerable contribution to climate
change (CAPCOA 2008).

Climate change is a global problem, and GHGs persist in the atmosphere long enough to be
both dispersed and borne globally. The geographic scope for GHG emission cumulative impact
study area is global.

Past, present, and probable future projects throughout the region, state, nation, and world,
including, the projects listed in Table 4-1, have contributed to, and will continue to contribute
to cumulative GHG emissions. All projects would be required to comply with all applicable
federal, state, and local policies and regulations regarding GHG emission reductions (for
example, SB 32, the 2022 Scoping Plan, and federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards
and emissions requirements).
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The CAPCOA 900-MT COze emission threshold was developed to ensure capture of 90% or
more of GHGs likely from future discretionary developments. The objective was to set the
emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future residential and
nonresidential development that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide
population and job growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude small
development projects that will contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide
GHG emissions. Projects that generate less than the CAPCOA 900-MT CO.e threshold would be
considered less than significant without being required to demonstrate mitigation to zero
(CAPCOA 2008). As discussed in Section 5.3, the proposed project is not growth-inducing and
would not result in an economic activity that would be inconsistent with these assumptions in
forecasting district-wide emissions.

Although the project would result in an increase of GHG emissions as described in Section 3.6,
GHG emissions are less than the CAPCOA significance thresholds and would not conflict with
AB 32 or the state’s ability to achieve the Executive Order B-30-15 and S-3-05 targets of
reducing California’s GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990
levels by 2050. The proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related
to GHG emissions and reduction targets and plans would not be cumulatively considerable.
Project GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts from GHG emissions would be less than significant.

437 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

A significant cumulative impact on hazards and hazardous materials would result if the past,
present, and probable future projects, together in consideration with potential impacts from
the proposed project, were to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts resulting in a
significant hazard to the public or the environment, result in a safety hazard or excessive noise
for people residing or working within 2 miles of an airport or if the proposed project would
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be minimal and would be limited to
the proposed project site. Therefore, the geographic extent for consideration of hazards and
hazardous materials cumulative impact analysis is limited to projects listed in Table 4-1 on or
adjacent to the proposed project site.

As discussed in Section 3.7, the proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or
handle acutely hazardous waste within 0.25-mile of an existing or proposed school; the
proposed project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5, and the proposed project is not located in or near a state
responsibility area or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones.

No consideration of cumulative impacts for these topics is warranted.

Measures incorporated into the proposed project as discussed in Section 2.5.4 and listed in
Table 2-1 include project minimizations measures intended to avoid or minimize impacts on
water quality that would also serve to avoid or minimize impacts from hazardous substances.
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Recently completed dredging and pile installation in the proposed project area is the only
project identified in Table 4-1 that occurs within the geographic extent for hazards and
hazardous materials cumulative impact analysis. This project removed and disposed of
contaminated soils located in the project area. These improvements were completed in 2024
and represent the project’s baseline condition. When considered with impacts for the proposed
project, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on hazardous materials would be less than significant.

438 Hydrology/Water Quality

A significant cumulative impact on hydrology/water quality would result if the past, present,
and probable future projects, in consideration with the potential impacts from the proposed
project were to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts that would: violate water
quality standards, WDRs, or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality;
substantially alter the existing site drainage in a manner that would create runoff that would
exceed stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; release pollutants due to project inundation or conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan.

The project site is located at the end of the watershed in Pacific Ocean and there is no landside
ground disturbance. Potential project impacts on hydrology and water quality would be highly
localized. The geographic extent for consideration of hydrology and water quality cumulative
impact analysis is limited to the San Diego Bay between NBSD Pier 13 to the north and the
National City Marine Terminal to the south.

As discussed in Section 3.8, construction and operation of the FDD occurs in the waters of the
San Diego Bay and does not have any potential to impact groundwater resources, including
supply or recharge. Additionally, the project does not have any potential to result in increased
erosion or siltation on- or off site, nor does it have any potential to increase flooding onsite or
impede or redirect flood flows. No consideration of cumulative impacts for these topics is
warranted.

The only project identified in Table 4-1 that occurs within the geographic extent for water
quality and hydrology cumulative impact analysis are the recently completed “Partial FDD
Construction Activities,” which were completed in 2024 prior to the work stoppage. Activities
included driving piles for wharf construction and dredging to the current -38-foot depth. These
activities were performed under the same water quality permits and the same measures to
avoid and minimize impacts would be implemented. Initial FDD construction activities were
completed in 2024 and now represent the project’s baseline condition. Measures incorporated
into the proposed project as discussed in Section 2.5.4 and as listed in Table 2-1 include project
minimization measures to avoid or minimize impacts on water quality during construction and
operation.

Construction water quality impacts will primarily include temporary and localized increases in
turbidity directly adjacent to the piled driving activities. Increases in turbidity have a potential
for reducing dissolved oxygen levels within the geographic extent for hydrology and water

guality cumulative impact analysis. Implementation of minimization measures for impacts on
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water quality listed in Table 2-1 (including silt and bubble curtains), that avoid potential impacts
for turbidity and reduced dissolved oxygen levels. Due to the localized nature of the impacts,
implementation of avoidance measures and absence of any other projects under construction
within cumulative study area, construction water quality and hydrology impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable.

As discussed in Section 3.8, during operation both landside runoff and any stormwater
accumulation on the FDD or water used during FDD operations would be captured for
treatment and would be discharged to the sewer in accordance with Austal USA’s boat yard and
vessel general permits. Potential operational water quality impacts would primarily be limited
to operation of the FDD ballast tanks while servicing up to four vessels per year in accordance
with Austal USA’s VGP. Water from the bay would be pumped into the ballast tanks to sink the
FDD, and would be pumped out of the tanks to float the FDD. Ballast water would not come in
contact with anything but the inside of the tanks, and is anticipated to result in negligible
changes in ballast tank water quality. Due to the localized nature of the impacts, compliance
with the requirements of the VGP, and absence of any other projects, operational water quality
and hydrology impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality would be less than significant.

439 Noise

A significant cumulative impact from noise and vibration would result if the past, present, and
probable future projects, in consideration with the potential noise and vibration from the
proposed project were to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts that would: result in
exceedances of noise standards; result in excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels; or
result in substantial increases in ambient noise levels.

As discussed in Section 3.9, it was determined that there would be no impacts related to
excessive noise exposure from airports or private airstrips. No consideration of cumulative
impacts for these topics is warranted.

The geographic extent for consideration of noise cumulative impact analysis includes the
project site and adjacent land uses, including nearby noise-sensitive receptors identified in
Section 3.9. The cumulative study area is in a highly industrialized area with ambient noise
levels influenced by adjacent transportation corridors and industrial land uses. National City
does not have land use authority over Port property; however, the Port applies the City’s Noise
Ordinance requirements to development as part of CEQA analyses.

Project construction activities would take place over an 8-week period. Pile driving would be
the loudest construction activity and is estimated to be completed within the first 2 to 3 weeks
of construction. Other future projects may be constructed during the same timeframe as the
proposed project, and construction noise from future projects may overlap with noise from the
construction of proposed project. In general, doubling a noise source (that is, introducing a new
noise source of equal power) would result in a 3-dB increase in the overall noise level.
Therefore, construction noise from the proposed project and any probable future project would
have to be near each other to be considered cumulatively considerable. Other than the “Partial
FDD Construction Activities” listed in table 4-1, there are no other past, present or probable
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future projects within the geographical extent of the cumulative impacts study area.
Construction noise impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Noise generated during operation of the proposed project would be consistent with the
ambient noise environment of an industrial waterfront area and would consist primarily of
maintenance and replacement projects at existing facilities consistent with current activities in
the project area and its surroundings. As a result, operational noise and vibration levels from
past, present or probable future projects would be similar in character and level to existing
noise conditions, and would not be expected to result in substantial changes in the existing
environment. Operation of the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact.

Cumulative impacts from noise would be less than significant.

43.10 Population and Housing

A significant cumulative impact would occur if the proposed project, when considered together
with past, present and probable future projects, would contribute to cumulatively considerable
impacts that would induce substantial unplanned growth in an area either directly or indirectly.

As discussed in Section 3.10, it was determined that, because construction and operation of the
proposed project would not necessitate displacement of people or housing or necessitate
construction of any replacement housing there is no potential for the project to displace
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. No consideration of cumulative impacts for this topic is
warranted.

The geographic scope for the population and housing cumulative study area includes San Diego
County. It is anticipated that the employees for construction and operation of the proposed
project would likely come from areas within the county.

The 20 temporary and 130 new Austal USA employees required for construction and operation
of the FDD during vessel availabilities is considered negligible on both a local (0.2% of National
City population) and regional (0.004% San Diego County population) scale. The proposed
project does not include providing new housing that would directly induce population growth.
Although not a new business, the operation of the FDD would result in 130 new jobs. Shipping
jobs are highly specialized and new Austal USA employees would likely be hired from the
existing shipyard labor pool in San Diego County. Even if all 130 new employees moved to San
Diego County, it would not be considered a substantial increase in population. Additionally, the
FDD would be connected to existing utilities on the Austal USA facility’s landside. Construction
and operation of the FDD does not require extension or expansion of roads or other major
infrastructure that would indirectly induce population growth. The proposed project has no
potential to either directly or indirectly induce unplanned population growth and impacts on
population and housing would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on population and housing would be less than significant.
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4311  Transportation/Traffic

A significant cumulative impact would occur if the proposed project, when considered together
with past, present and probable future projects, would contribute to cumulatively considerable
impacts resulting in: conflicts with a program, plan, or policy addressing the circulation system;
conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b); or result in
inadequate emergency access.

As discussed Section 3.12, it was determined that construction and operation of the proposed
project would not result in any changes to geometric design features associated with National
City or Port roadways or modify access to or within the Austal USA facility. The proposed
project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or an
incompatible use. No consideration of cumulative impacts for these topics is warranted.

The geographic scope for cumulative VMT impacts includes the San Diego County region
consistent with the SANDAG SB 743 Maps. VMT analysis is already a cumulative analysis and is
discussed in detail in Section 3.12; that discussion is summarized here. The geographic scope
for other transportation and traffic cumulative impacts in the study area include roads that
would be expected to be used to access the proposed project site during construction and
operation. These consist primarily of I-5 and Bay Marina Drive, but also includes Tidelands and
Cleveland Avenues.

The proposed project does not conflict with programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing
the circulation system. Other current or future projects would not affect the proposed project’s
consistency with programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system; the
proposed project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Given the industrial use of the proposed project site, an assessment based on employee
VMT/capita was used. The San Diego region SB 743 maps show employee VMT per capita for
area around the project site to be 15.1 miles/person for the base year and would be reduced to
9.4 miles/person in 2050. With these data, employee VMT per capita are at least 15% below the
average regional VMT/capita in the base year and in 2050. This includes all trips and given that
the project’s proposed land use would be similar to the existing land use in the surrounding
area, the project-related VMT per capita is representative of the VMT the project would
generate. Therefore, the project would not be in conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) and VMT impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable.

The proposed project does not include any landside improvements. There are no construction
activities outside of the Austal USA facility. The only changes that would occur is the addition of
20 construction employee trips and 130 Austal USA employees trips to the local road system.
There are no proposed detours or changes to the roads in the study area and construction and
operation of the proposed project would not result in any changes to emergency access;
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on transportation/traffic would be less than significant.
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4312 Utilities/Service Systems

A significant cumulative impact would occur if the proposed project, when considered together
with past, present and probable future projects, would contribute to cumulatively considerable
impacts that would result in inadequate water supplies to serve the project; would result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it does not have adequate capacity
to serve projected demand in addition of existing commitments; would result in generation of
solid waste in excess of standards or landfill capacity for the project’s solid waste disposal
demands in addition existing commitments; or would result in noncompliance with reductions
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

As discussed in Section 3.14, it was determined that the project would have no impacts
associated with the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities.

No consideration of cumulative impacts for this topic is warranted.

The geographic scope for the utilities and service systems cumulative impact study area
includes the applicable plans and service areas of the providers serving the Austal USA facility
and surrounding area. As detailed in Section 3.14.1, water service is provided to the Austal USA
facility by SWA, and wastewater treatment service is provided by the National City wastewater
division. The existing stormwater drainage system on the Austal USA facility is managed by the
National City Stormwater Division. Electricity and natural gas are provided by SDG&E, and solid
waste is transported to local landfills by National City's franchised waste hauler.

Minor amounts of water would be required during construction. Water supplied to the Austal
USA facility by SWA would be sufficient to meet this need. As discussed in Section 3.14.4, it is
anticipated that operation of the proposed project would require approximately 5,000 gallons
of potable water annually. This would be significantly less than the projected future capacity of
SWA, and the proposed project's water demand, along with the demand from past, present,
and future probable projects, would not overburden the projected water supply capacity. SWA
is included in the San Diego County Water Authority service area, which has a potable water
supply sufficient for the expected demand through 2045 through normal, dry, and multiple dry
years (SDCWA 2021). Therefore, proposed project impacts on water supplies would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Wastewater collected within National City, including at the Austal USA facility, is treated at the
Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. Wastewater discharges associated with proposed
project construction are expected to be minimal and would be adequately served by the
existing water treatment facilities. Operation of the proposed project would result in sewer
flows that would be less than the design capacity of the existing sewer line at the Austal USA
facility. Due to the minimal quantity of wastewater projected during construction and
operation compared to existing excess capacity at Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant,
and in consideration of waste water need of past, present, and probable future projects,
impacts on wastewater treatment capacity would not be cumulatively considerable. Similarly,
solid waste generated by project construction and operation would be minimal compared to

4-15
APRIL 2025




Chapter 4 | Cumulative Impacts

daily total volumes processed at the recycling facilities and landfills in the area. Project solid
waste volumes during construction and operation, when considered together with solid waste
volumes from past, present, and probable future projects, would not be cumulatively
considerable and would not impair solid waste reduction goals.

While waste would be generated by project construction and operations, the proposed project
would not significantly impact federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations. Other past, present and probable future projects would also be required to comply
with relevant federal, state, or local solid waste regulations. Therefore, proposed project
impacts from project waste generation as it relates to compliance with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts on utilities/service systems would be less than significant.
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5.1 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Effects
of the Proposed Project

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires an EIR to describe any significant impacts,
including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. Impacts for
every resource category required under CEQA, with the exception of resource categories
determined not to require further evaluation based on the findings of the /nitial Study (refer to
Section 1.4.1), were evaluated in Chapter 3, and mitigation measures were included for those
impacts that were determined to be significant. Thresholds of significance were used to identify
potential effects on the environment that could result from construction and operation of the
proposed project. Using CEQA Guidelines’ Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, evaluating
environmental effects led to categorizing impacts into the following four categories:

e No impacts

e Impacts found to be less than significant—that is, minor impacts or changes to the existing
situation may occur either temporarily or permanently, but are not significant in either case

e Impacts found to be significant but reduced to less than significant with mitigation—that is,
impacts would occur, but they can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels

e Impacts found to be significant and unavoidable—that is, significant impacts would occur
and cannot be reduced to less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures

Based on the analysis in this EIR as discussed in Chapter 3, no significant and unavoidable
impacts were identified on any of the resources.

511 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes
of the Proposed Project

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires an EIR to evaluate irretrievable commitments of
resources to assure that consumption is justified. Uses of nonrenewable resources during the
initial and continued phases of a project may be irreversible, since a large commitment of such
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly,
secondary impacts (such as highway improvement, which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible
damage can result from environmental accidents associated with a project.
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Construction of the proposed project would require an irreversible commitment of resources,
such as fuel to operate construction equipment and the material used to construct pilings. The
proposes project is not a large construction project that would require significant amounts of
these resources, and construction would be primarily a one-time committal of these resources
during construction itself, with lesser amounts of resources required as part of maintaining
these structures into the future.

Project operations would include vessel repair and maintenance, which would require
irreversible use of material such welding materials, blasting materials, marine coatings and
solvents, and adhesives, as well as fuel to operate emergency generators. Use of these
materials is a routine part of vessel repair and maintenance. Up to four vessels would be
worked at the proposed project site in in a calendar year, minimizing activities that require use
of these materials. Electricity required for project operations would be supplied by SDG&E but
would be partially offset by power supplied by the solar panel array on the roof of the Austal
USA facility operations building. The proposed project would not result in a significant,
irreversible commitment of resources.

52 Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA requires an EIR to discuss any growth-inducing impacts of a proposed project (PRC
Section 21100[b][5]; 14 CCR Section 15126.2[e]). An EIR must discuss the ways in which a
project could directly or indirectly foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing in the surrounding environment (14 CCR Section 15126.2[e]). The discussion
should also describe growth-accommodating features of a project that may remove obstacles
to population growth. In addition, characteristics of a project that may encourage and facilitate
other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively, need to be addressed.

Significant growth impacts could occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to
accommodate growth levels beyond those permitted by local or regional plans and policies. For
example, new employees hired for proposed commercial and industrial development projects,
or population growth resulting from residential development projects represent direct forms of
growth. A project indirectly induces growth if it would increase infrastructure capacity or
facilities in an area where public services currently meet demand.

The proposed project would result in an increase in direct employment; however, this increase
in employment is not expected to result in population growth or a need for new housing in the
area because of the large numbers of workers available in the San Diego region that would be
able to meet this demand. Both proposed project construction and operations would draw
from the local labor pool. Construction workers would be required on a short-term (that is, up
to a 2-month) temporary basis. Operational maintenance and repair activities at the FDD would
require up to 130 new workers to be onsite during vessel availabilities (that is, when a vessel is
in the FDD). Because the FDD would not be in use constantly, these 130 workers would not be
new permanent full-time positions. The number of workers would be negligible compared to
San Diego County’s population. The proposed project is intended to help meet an existing
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demand for dry dock ship repair and maintenance. It would not provide infrastructure or
service capacity to accommodate economic or population growth, and would not increase
capacity or extend infrastructure for public use.

Therefore, the proposed project would not remove an obstacle to population growth and is not
growth-inducing.
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Chapter6  Alternatives to the Proposed
Project

6.1 Overview

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR is not
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.

6.2 Selection of Alternatives

As described in Section 2.1, the objective of the proposed project is to help the Navy address a
projected shortfall of dry dock space at the NBSD. The Navy used screening factors to evaluate
potential project alternatives that meet the project objectives. These screening factors
included:

e Must enhance the overall availability of dry dock space for NBSD.

e Must be able support DDG-51, LCS-2, LSD-41, and/or LSD-49 class vessels to include lift
capacity, loading, and utility requirements.

e Isorcan be reasonably dredged to operational depth for above listed vessel types.

e [s at or near NBSD where the relevant vessels are home ported to maximize efficiency and
minimize transport time and expense.

The Navy considered all potential siting locations that meet their screening criteria and then
evaluated those alternatives for feasibility. The Navy identified only two locations as feasible
and retained them for consideration. As identified in Section 2.1, these are Mole Pier at NBSD
and South of Pier 14 (now the Austal USA facility). The Austal USA facility location is the current
proposed project site which is an available location adjacent to the NBSD and is on Navy-owned
property leased to Austal USA.

6.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible

Austal USA’s options for placing an FDD are limited to the San Diego Bay water area that it
leases from the Navy or the Port. As mentioned above, the proposed project site is in the Navy
lease area of the Austal USA facility. The only other alternative Austal USA can consider is
placing the FDD at another location at the Austal USA facility. This is limited to the area south of
the South Pier. This area is partially within the Port lease portion of the facility rather than in
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the Navy lease area; however, Austal USA’s in-water lease area south of the South Pier is not
large enough to accommodate the FDD and placing it here would result in it being partially
outside of Austal USA’s facility limits. The alternative was rejected as not feasible because
Austal does not have the water rights space for the FDD in this area. Also placing an FDD in this
location would block vessel access to adjacent Port National City Marine Terminal facilities
located south of the Austal USA facility. Specifically placing the FDD here would constrain
activities at the adjacent Pasha Group facility and block waterside access to Berths 24-1 and 24-
2. In addition, the location would require dredging, may require eelgrass removal, and would
not substantially lessen the project effects presented in Chapter 3. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.

6.4 Analysis of Alternatives

The only alternative to the proposed project considered for analysis is the No Project
Alternative. As described in Section 6.3, no feasible alternatives to the proposed project
location were identified. Although the No Project Alternative is also not feasible because it
would not meet any of the project objectives and could result in adverse effects on Navy
operations and preparedness, it is included as required by CEQA.

6.4.1 No Project/No Build Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, dolphin installation, wharf construction, and placement and
operation of the FDD would not occur at the Austal USA facility. Current activities at the Austal
USA facility would continue. These include: minor metal fabrication to support pier-side and
NBSD vessels (welding, grinding, and painting of ship components) in the operations building;
Port derelict vessel operations and security vessel mooring, barge, and supply vessel storage at
the North Pier; and maintenance and repair of governmental marine and commercial vessels at
the South Pier.

The completed FDD, which is currently moored at the location where it would be operated at
the Austal USA facility under the proposed project but is not in use, would remain on site at this
location and inactive.

Under the No Project Alternative, the projected shortfall of dry dock space at NBSD may
continue, which could result in deferred maintenance of vessels and/or maintenance of vessels
at an off-site commercial or Navy shipyard.

The No Project Alternative is analyzed in this document in compliance with CEQA. The No
Project Alternative represents the anticipated conditions if construction and operation of the
proposed project were not implemented.

6.4.1.1 Aesthetics

Under the No Project Alternative there would be no changes to the visual setting. The visual
setting at the Austal USA facility, which currently includes the visual presence of the inactive
FDD, would be similar to baseline conditions. Impacts would be less than those that would
occur from the proposed project, which were determined to be less than significant. Because
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there would be no change in the visual setting, the No Project Alterative would have no impact
on aesthetics.

6412  AirQuality

Under the No Project Alternative, air emissions from the proposed project, both temporary
resulting from project construction activities and long term from FDD operations, would not
occur. Air emissions from activities at the Austal USA facility would be similar to baseline
conditions. Impacts on air quality would be less than would occur from the proposed project.
Because there would be no change in air emissions, the No Project Alterative would have no
impact on air quality.

6.4.1.3 Biological Resources

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no in-water work or other construction-
related activities. The FDD would remain moored in place, but inactive. Potential construction-
related impacts on marine habitats including eelgrass, fish species, green sea turtles, marine
avian species, and marine mammals resulting from construction noise, physical disturbance to
the marine environment, or increased water turbidity would not occur. Site operational
activities would be similar to baseline conditions. Impacts would be less than would occur from
the proposed project which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would
be no change in site conditions, the No Project Alterative would have no impacts on biological
resources.

6.4.1.4 Energy Use

Under the No Project Alternative, no increased energy consumption would be required for
construction and operation of the FDD. Energy consumption at the Austal USA facility would be
similar to baseline conditions. Impacts would be less than would occur from the proposed
project which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would be no change
in energy consumptions, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on energy use.

6.4.1.5 Geology and Soils

Under the No Project Alternative, no FDD construction or operational activities would occur and
there would be no disturbance of San Diego Bay sediments. Activities at the Austal USA facility,
which do not affect geology and soils, would be similar to baseline conditions. Site operational
activities would be similar to baseline conditions. Impacts would be less than would occur from
the proposed project which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would
be no change in activities, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on geology and soils.

6.4.1.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no increases in GHG emissions associated
with FDD construction and operational activities. GHG emissions from activities the Austal USA
facility would be similar to baseline conditions. GHG emissions would be less than would be
emitted under the proposed project. Because there would be no change in GHG emissions, the
No Project Alterative would have no GHG impacts.
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6.4.1.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no disturbance of contaminated bay
sediments or disturbance of sediment with the potential to contain munitions. There would be
no increase in use of hazardous materials during FDD construction and operational activities.
Hazards and hazardous material usage and hazardous waste generation from ongoing activities
at the Austal USA facility would be similar to baseline conditions. Impacts would be less than
would occur from the proposed project which were determined to be less than significant.
Because there would no change in hazards and hazardous material use and hazardous waste
generation at the Austal USA facility, the No Project Alterative would have no impacts from
hazards and hazardous materials.

6.4.1.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no disturbance of bay sediments or
associated increases in turbidity associated with construction and operation of the FDD.
Current facility operational activities would continue to be conducted in accordance with
applicable water quality permits and hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to
base line conditions. Impacts would be less than would occur from the proposed project, which
were determined to be less than significant. Because there would no change in potential water
quality impacts from Austal USA activities, the No Project Alterative would have no impacts on
hydrology and water quality.

6.4.1.9 Noise

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no construction noise and no new operational
noise sources. Noise generated from activities at the Austal USA facility would be similar to
baseline conditions. Noise impacts would be less than would occur under the proposed project,
which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would be no change in noise
conditions, the No Project Alterative would have no noise impacts.

6.4.1.10  Population and Housing

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no increases in employees associated with
construction and operation of the FDD. The number of employees would be similar to baseline
conditions. Impacts on population and housing would be less than what would occur under the
proposed project, which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would be
no change in employment levels, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on population
and housing.

6.4.1.11 Public Services

Under the No Project Alternative, no changes in activities or increase in employment that could
require provision of new or increased fire and police protection services. Fire and police
protection needs at the Austal USA facility would be similar to baseline conditions. Impact on
public services would be less than would occur under the proposed project which were
determined to be less than significant. Because there would be no change in activities and
employment levels, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on public services.
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6.4.1.12  Transportation/Traffic

Under the No Project Alternative, no changes in activities or increase in employment would
occur. There would be no change in the number of vehicles accessing the Austal USA facility
and there would be no change in VMT or traffic operations. Traffic would be similar to baseline
conditions. Impact on transportation/traffic would be less than what would occur under the
proposed project, which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would be
no increase in traffic, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on transportation/traffic.

6.4.1.13  Tribal Cultural Resources

Under the No Project Alternative, no ground-disturbing activities that could affect tribal cultural
resources would occur. Because no tribal cultural resources exist on the Austal USA facility, the
No Project Alterative would have no impact on tribal cultural resources. Impacts would be the
same as what would occur under the proposed project, which was also determined to have no
impact.

6.4.1.14  Utilities and Service Systems

Under the No Project Alternative, no changes in activities or increase in employment would
occur. No new or expanded utility or service systems would be required. Utility and service
system needs at the Austal USA facility would be similar to baseline conditions. Impacts on
utilities and service systems would be less than what would occur under the proposed project,
which were determined to be less than significant. Because there would be no changes in
activities and employment levels, the No Project Alterative would have no impact on utilities
and service systems.

6.4.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Based on the analysis in this EIR, the “environmentally superior alternative,” as that term is
used in CEQA, is the No Project Alternative. If, as here, the environmentally superior alternative
is the No Project Alternative, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. However, no other
alternatives to the proposed project besides the No Project Alternative are considered in this
EIR.
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