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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This chapter provides a summary of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program), the 

environmental effects of which are evaluated in this environmental impact report (EIR). This EIR 

evaluates the Program in accordance with Sections 15120–15132 and 15168 of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The Program is the implementation of the voter-

approved Section 55.2 of Article V of the City of San Diego City Charter, which specified the projects 

and priorities for improvements throughout the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone 

(Improvement Zone). 

ES.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EIR 

The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate the Program in accordance with Sections 15120–15132 of the 

CEQA Guidelines. Further, Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines identifies circumstances where a 

program EIR may be prepared, as follows:  

(a) General. A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions 

that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 

(1) Geographically, 

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 

(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general 

criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 

(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 

regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be 

mitigated in similar ways. 

The Program as summarized below and described further in Chapter 3, is a series of geographically 

connected projects collectively under the program as one large project. This EIR provides for 

combination of analysis levels, with site-specific elements (see ES.4 and Chapter 3 for more 

description of the elements) herein addressed at the project level, and Bay-wide elements at the 

program level or provided for disclosure purposes.  

ES.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 

The Program location consists of the Improvement Zone, as defined in City Charter Section 55.2. 

Regionally, the Improvement Zone is located in the coastal westernmost portion of central City of 

San Diego, bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the south, 

Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate (I) 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone encompasses 
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Mission Bay Park and additional adjacent areas in all directions. Within the Improvement Zone are 

various identified sites for known discrete projects (or ‘elements’) within the program to be analyzed 

under this EIR, as well as Bay-wide elements identified for disclosure purposes, including deferred 

maintenance and a comprehensive update to the signage throughout Mission Bay Park. Regional 

access is provided by I-5 from the north and south, and I-8 from the east. Access to each individual 

element of the program is provided by local roadways throughout and surrounding Mission 

Bay Park. 

ES.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The following project objectives for the Program are based on the goals of Section 55.2 of Article V of 

the City of San Diego City Charter: 

1. Improve the water quality of Mission Bay Park through wetland expansion, water quality 

improvements, and the protection and expansion of eelgrass beds as identified in the 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

2. Identify inadequate and failing shorelines within Mission Bay Park, and prioritize shoreline 

restoration treatments, including restoration of beach sand and stabilization of erosion 

control features. 

3. Expand endangered or threatened species preserves and upland habitats in areas identified 

in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, including on North Fiesta Island, along the levee of the 

San Diego River floodway, and other opportunity areas. 

4. Implement deferred maintenance projects, including but not limited to, maintenance and 

regular replacement of recreational and public safety facilities, to the benefit of park users. 

5. Assess deficiencies and gaps in the existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation network to 

improve overall circulation, safety, and enjoyment of bicyclists and pedestrians in Mission 

Bay Park. 

6. Restore the seawall bulkhead on Oceanfront Walk to a condition no less than the quality of 

restoration previously performed in 1998 from Thomas Street to Pacific Beach Drive or to 

conditions as may be required by historic standard. 

ES.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Program is intended to address issues related to water quality and water circulation 

improvements, habitat improvements, and visitor-serving improvements, in specifically identified 

areas. The Program includes the implementation of the following elements: wetland and water 

quality improvements, restoration of shoreline, upland habitat and preserve expansion, bicycle and 
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pedestrian improvements, restoration of seawall bulkhead, deferred maintenance, and signage 

update. A Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) was prepared up to 30% complete design for each of 

these location-specific elements, and a deferred maintenance PER was prepared to aid in the 

programming of completing that maintenance. A comprehensive signage update (design and 

locations) was also completed. The proposed project is an improvements program (the Program) 

with specific elements to be implemented throughout Mission Bay Park. The Program is inclusive of 

site-specific project elements and Bay-wide programmatic elements. 

Certain elements in the Improvement Zone are located in areas that are the subject of the Mission 

Bay Park Master Plan (Master Plan) amendments, specifically Fiesta Island. The Fiesta Island Mission 

Bay Parks Master Plan amendment was completed in 2022 and elements herein on Fiesta Island are 

designed and evaluated in relation to that amendment. 

ES.4.1 WETLAND AND WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT 

These provide new or enhanced wetlands promoting water quality and habitat improvements 

focused on the following specific locations: 

A. North Fiesta Island,  

B. Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway, and  

C. Cudahy Creek.  

Improvements involve creating or expanding wetlands habitats, increasing channels including, 

through the Fiesta Island causeway and through the north end of Fiesta Island, establishing native 

wetlands plant species, and designing for resiliency with transition of wetland habitats overtime (for 

example high marsh to low marsh). 

ES.4.2 RESTORATION OF SHORELINE ELEMENT 

A Bay-wide assessment was conducted of the need for shoreline preservation, which identified 

areas where erosion and or other damage has resulted in the need for improvements. The needs 

were prioritized in the following specific locations: 

A. Vacation Island NW,  

B. Vacation Island NE,  

C. Vacation Island SW,  

D. Ventura Cove,  

E. Crown Point,  
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F. West Sail Bay,  

G. Bonita Cove, and  

H. Bahia Point.  

Improvements include a mix of nature-based and traditional solutions to protect the Bay shoreline. 

Nature-based approaches involve dunes and oyster beds, while traditional hard solutions include 

replacing riprap and extending the seawall. Softer measures, such as beach nourishment, cobble 

berms, and groins, are also proposed for certain areas requiring shoreline protection. 

ES.4.3 UPLAND HABITAT AND PRESERVE EXPANSION ELEMENT 

This element too initially involved an assessment of opportunities suitable for expanding upland 

habitat and upland habitat preserves. The following specific locations are identified: 

A. Site No.1 Fiesta Island South 

B. Site No. 2 Fiesta Island Central 

C. Site No.3 Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping 

D. Site No.4 Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve 

E. Site No.5a Cloverleaf Enhancement Area 

F. Site No.5b Triangle Enhancement Area 

G. Site No.5c South Shores Restoration and Enhancement Area 

The improvements would involve planting native plant species and enhancing soil conditions for the 

suitability of local wildlife. 

ES.4.4 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT 

The element addressing bicycle and pedestrian improvements focuses on four locations where 

connectivity gaps or substandard conditions exist, as follows: 

A. Rose Creek Bike Path,  

B. Fiesta Island Causeway,  

C. Ocean Beach Bike Path,  

Improvements in these areas would include improving or creating pavement conditions, widening 

bike/pedestrian paths to meet City standards, and enhancing the connectivity and experience of 

cycling or walking in and around Mission Bay Park. 
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ES.4.5 RESTORATION OF SEAWALL BULKHEAD ELEMENT 

The restoration of the seawall bulkhead element would occur along the oceanfront at Pacific Beach 

and Mission Beach. Two existing segments totaling approximately 9,780 linear feet would see 

parapet replacement and voids repair, a third segment of approximately 375 feet would be added as 

new seawall from Thomas Avenue to Crystal Pier, up to 14 existing beach access points would be 

replaced with code conforming stairways or Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant access 

ramps, and a new vehicular access would be created at the end of Thomas Avenue. 

ES.4.6 DEFERRED MAINTENANCE ELEMENT 

The deferred maintenance element would occur Bay wide and include ongoing maintenance of the 

following facilities: playgrounds, comfort stations, furnishings, and parking lot repairs (including 

stormwater best management practices, called BMPs). Maintenance activities would include but not 

be limited to ADA-compliant access ramp repair; parking lot pavement, including stormwater 

improvements such as biofiltration options; bench repair/replacement; picnic table 

repair/replacement; lighting sustainability enhancements; fire pit and hot coal disposal replacement; 

playground equipment repair/maintenance; and comfort station repair/replacement. 

ES.4.7 SIGNAGE UPDATE ELEMENT 

The signage update element improvements include a comprehensive update to the design and 

location of signs throughout Mission Bay Park. 

ES.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation for the Program was 

released for public review from October 1, 2024, to November 1, 2024. The City held a public scoping 

meeting on October 16, 2024. During public review of the Notice of Preparation and during the 

public scoping meeting, no significant areas of controversy were identified. Comments received 

during the public scoping period generally requested attention to consistency with other planning 

documents in the EIR; inclusion of Rose Creek above Grand Avenue in the project; expressed 

concern with pathway lighting, concerns about inclusion of the Rose Creek area in the EIR; concerns 

around timing with the City’s Climate Action Plan; request to engage Native American tribes; 

requests for specific project features or details such as stairs to the beach in the Fiesta Island off-

leash dog park area; and others.  



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-6 10523 

ES.6 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives are discussed in further detail in Chapter 6, Alternatives. Below is a summary of the 

Alternatives analyzed in Chapter 6 and the Alternative determined to be the environmentally 

superior alternative.  

ES.6.1 NO PROJECT/NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program would not 

be approved by the City Council, and none of the Elements or Components would be constructed. 

Standard operation and maintenance activities would occur at many of the improvement project 

locations; however, this would be consistent with the activities that currently occur and would not 

represent a change from existing conditions. Certain activities, such as bike path improvements (i.e. 

repaving, striping, or widening), may occur under the City’s ongoing maintenance programs or under 

the capital improvement project program.  

ES.6.2 INCREASED PUBLIC ACCESS ALTERNATIVE 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would include two alternative designs for two improvement 

projects as part of the Program. The first alternative design would reduce the amount of restoration 

area proposed for the South Shores area of Mission Bay, only retaining a small area for the 

preservation of Nutall’s Lotus habitat. This design would allow for public access to most of the 

central portion of South Shores area, consistent with existing conditions, and would propose a 

limited area for restoration and habitat protection, reduced compared to the Program. The second 

portion of the alternative design for this alternative is the development of a culvert instead of a 

channel and a bridge over Tecolote Creek for the Tecolote Creek/Fiesta Island Causeway Wetland 

Component. This alternative design would allow for less disruption to the traffic on the causeway 

but would result in reduced water flow compared to the proposed open channel that is part of the 

proposed Program. 

ES.6.3 REDUCED HARDSCAPE ALTERNATIVE  

This alternative would reduce the amount of proposed “hardscape” development; i.e., it would 

reduce the amount of human-made structural solutions for erosion, water quality improvement, 

and water flow, and instead propose nature-based solutions for certain areas identified for 

improvement. The certain areas are listed and described below: 

Crown Point Living Shoreline 

The Crown Point Living Shoreline design portion of this alternative would incorporate a nature-

based shoreline protection solution for erosion control and beach stabilization at the Crown Point 
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Shoreline Restoration Site. This proposed alternative would include the development of a cobble 

foundation that would be used to protect the beach from wave activity, to reduce erosion and hold 

the shoreline position. This nature-based solution would also include beach nourishment to cover 

the cobble foundation, providing further wave protection and improving public beach and water 

access. This alternative design can provide protection for several years but will endure continuous 

erosion and will need to be re-nourished in the future. 

This design option would replace the Crown Point Shoreline Restoration site proposed as part of the 

Program, which would construct an extension to the existing seawall along the shoreline at Crown 

Point, west of Ingraham Street. 

Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes 

The Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes design option would develop coastal dunes along 

the existing seawall between Balboa Court and Grand Avenue. Instead of parapet replacement along 

Segment A and Segment B of the seawall bulkhead, from Balboa Court to Thomas Avenue, as is 

proposed in the Program, this alternative would develop coastal dunes on the beach to the west of 

the seawall and boardwalk. The existing seawall bulkhead would be left in place. Instead of a new 

seawall along Segment C, this alternative would develop coastal dunes along the beach to the west 

of the boardwalk. This alternative design would be similar to the winter sand berms that are 

currently built during winter months to protect the boardwalk, with the crest reaching 

approximately 5 feet above ground level. The dunes would be seeded or planted with an 

appropriate plant palette mix for coastal dunes in the area. The dunes would be constructed with 

openings to allow for public access to the beach that would coincide with the existing public access 

pathways along the boardwalk; however, this design alternative would not include the construction 

of enhanced ADA-compliant access pathways or ramps. 

This design alternative would replace the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element of the 

proposed Program. 

ES.6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of an environmentally superior 

alternative among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The guidelines also require that if the No 

Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another 

environmentally superior alternative must be identified among the other alternatives. 

Based on the comparison of project impacts, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in no 

impacts identified as significant and unavoidable or less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated and would result in reduced impacts compared to the Proposed Program; as such, it 
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would be identified as the environmentally superior alternative. However, the No Project/No Build 

Alternative would not result in any environmentally beneficial improvements. 

Among the remaining alternatives, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would reduce the most 

potentially significant impacts compared to the proposed Program, including the significant and 

unavoidable short-term construction noise impact associated with the Restoration of the Seawall 

Bulkhead Element. Due to these reductions of potentially significant impacts identified in this EIR, 

the Reduced Hardscape Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative among 

the other alternatives. 

ES.7 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Table ES-1, Summary of Program Impacts, summarizes the conclusions of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. Impacts are identified as significant or less than significant, and mitigation 

measures are identified for all significant impacts. The level of significant after implementation of 

the mitigation measures is also presented 

. 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Would the 

project conflict 

with or obstruct 

the 

implementation 

of the applicable 

air quality plan? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-1: Construction Off-Road Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to 

the issuance of any construction or development permits or any construction 

contracts, the City of San Diego (City) Engineering & Capital Projects Department (ECP) 

or its designee shall ensure that all 50-horsepower or greater diesel-powered off-road 

construction equipment are powered with California Air Resources Board (CARB)-

certified Tier 4 Final engines or better. 

An exemption from this requirement may be granted by the City ECP if (1) the City 

ECP documents equipment with Tier 4 Final engines are not reasonably available, and 

(2) the required corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions can be 

achieved for the project from other combinations of construction equipment. Before 

an exemption may be granted, the City ECP shall (1) demonstrate that at least three 

construction fleet owners/operators in San Diego County were contacted and that 

those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment could not be located within 

San Diego County during the desired construction schedule, and (2) the City ECP shall 

provide evidence to Environmental Designee (ED) that the proposed replacement 

equipment has been evaluated using California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method, and 

documentation has been provided to ED to confirm that necessary project-generated 

emissions reductions are achieved. 

MM-AQ-2: Construction Dust Control. The City of San Diego Engineering & 

Capital Projects Department (ECP) or its designee shall provide evidence to ED that 

construction dust control practices beyond the requirements of San Diego Air 

Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, would be employed 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including watering of the active sites three (3) times 

per day depending on weather conditions. 

Would the 

project result in a 

violation of any 

air quality 

standard or 

contribute 

substantially to 

an existing or 

projected air 

quality violation? 

Potentially 

significant 

MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 (same as above) Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Would the 

project expose 

sensitive 

receptors to 

substantial 

pollutant 

concentrations, 

including toxic air 

contaminants 

(TACs)? 

Potentially 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Would the 

project create 

Less than 

significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

objectionable 

odors affecting a 

substantial 

number of 

people? 

Would the 

project exceed 

100 pounds per 

day of particulate 

matter (PM) 

(dust)? 

Less Than 

Significant  

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project result in a 

substantial 

alteration of air 

movement in the 

area of the 

project? 

Less than 

significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Biological Resources 

Would the 

project have a 

substantial 

adverse impact, 

either directly or 

Potentially 

Significant 

EP-BIO-1: Resource Verification and Regulatory Compliance. Future 

implementation of core Program elements under the Improvements Program shall be 

preceded by surveys for biological resources, conducted in accordance with the 

SDBG, to verify proposed impacts are consistent with the analysis included in the 

approved Program EIR and Biological Resources Technical Report, to confirm the 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

through habitat 

modifications, on 

any species 

identified as a 

candidate, 

sensitive, or 

special status 

species in the 

MSCP Subarea 

Plan (SAP) or 

other local or 

regional plans, 

policies or 

regulations, or by 

CDFW or USFWS? 

applicability of Environmental Protocols and Mitigation Measures, and regulatory 

permit requirements (e.g., Section 404/10 permits for dredge/fill within waters of the 

United States). Focused surveys shall follow approved protocols for state/federally 

protected species and MSCP Subarea Plan–covered and/or narrow-endemic species 

that were observed or identified as having a moderate-high potential of occurring 

within or adjacent to the proposed impact area in the Program EIR. Resource 

verification shall include written and graphic depiction of the project-specific 

biological resources/impacts and avoidance areas, access/staging/loading routes, the 

equipment that will be used to complete the work, and applicable mitigation 

measures and will be verified in relation to the Program EIR by the ED during 

subsequent environmental review and approval. 

EP-LU-1: MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. Final design of Program elements 

adjacent to the MHPA shall incorporate and document on the final design plans 

conformance with the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (LUAGs).  

1. Drainage: All new and proposed parking lots and developed areas in and 

adjacent to the preserve must not drain directly into the MHPA. All developed 

and paved areas must prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum 

products, exotic plant materials and other elements that might degrade or 

harm the natural environment or ecosystem processes within the MHPA.  

2. Toxics: Land uses, such as recreation and agriculture, that use chemicals or 

generate by-products such as manure, that are potentially toxic or impactive 

to wildlife, sensitive species, habitat, or water quality need to incorporate 

measures to reduce impacts caused by the application and/or drainage of 

such materials into the MHPA. Such measures should include 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

drainage/detention basins, swales, or holding areas with non-invasive grasses 

or wetland-type native vegetation to filter out the toxic materials.  

3. Lighting: Lighting of all developed areas adjacent to the MHPA should be 

directed away from the MHPA. Where necessary, development should provide 

adequate shielding with non-invasive plant materials (preferably native), 

berming, and/or other methods to protect the MHPA and sensitive species 

from night lighting.  

4. Noise: Uses in or adjacent to the MHPA should be designed to minimize noise 

impacts. Berms or walls should be constructed adjacent to commercial areas, 

recreational areas, and any other use that may introduce noises that could 

impact or interfere with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. Excessively noisy uses 

or activities adjacent to breeding areas must incorporate noise reduction 

measures and be curtailed during the breeding season of sensitive species. 

Adequate noise reduction measures should also be incorporated for the 

remainder of the year.  

5. Barriers: New development adjacent to the MHPA may be required to 

provide barriers (e.g., non-invasive vegetation, rocks/boulders, fences, walls, 

and/or signage) along the MHPA boundaries to direct public access to 

appropriate locations and reduce domestic animal predation.  

6. Invasives: No invasive non-native plant species shall be introduced into areas 

adjacent to the MHPA.  

7. Brush Management: New residential development located adjacent to and 

topographically above the MHPA (e.g., along canyon edges) must be set back 

from slope edges to incorporate Zone 1 brush management areas on the 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

development pad and outside of the MHPA. Zones 2 and 3 will be combined 

into one zone (Zone 2) and may be located in the MHPA upon granting of an 

easement to the City (or other acceptable agency) except where narrow 

wildlife corridors require it to be located outside of the MHPA.  

8. Grading/Land Development: Manufactured slopes associated with site 

development shall be included within the development footprint for projects 

within or adjacent to the MHPA. 

EP-WQ-1: Stormwater Standards. Prior to construction, a Stormwater Applicability 

Checklist (DS-560) shall be completed by the Project Engineer (PE) to determine 

stormwater standards and requirements applicable to each improvement. A Water 

Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) or Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) may 

be required. For improvements that include permanent stormwater infrastructure or 

BMPs, a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) may be required, and the 

DS-564 form shall be completed by the PE. If required, the SWQMP shall be prepared 

by the project contractor prior to receiving the Notice to Proceed. The WPCP or 

SWPPP would be implemented in conformance with San Diego RWQCB standards and 

pursuant to Section 1001 of the “Whitebook.” Construction BMPs identified by the City 

and RWQCB shall be implemented to control runoff and potential discharge of 

pollutants during and following construction activities. All construction activities 

conducted under the Improvements Program shall comply with the City’s Stormwater 

Standards. 

MM-BIO-1 Focused Biological Species Survey: Within 24 months prior to 

subsequent project level approval and as part of the project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, focused surveys for future site-specific development shall 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

be conducted, as applicable, in suitable habitat, in order to determine 

presence/absence of sensitive biological species within the proposed survey area. 

These surveys shall be in addition to suitable habitat/vegetation community mapping 

and jurisdictional aquatic resources delineation surveys conducted pursuant to EP-

BIO-1. Focused surveys shall be conducted within suitable habitat according to the 

following protocols, or more current agency-approved protocols at the time of the 

surveys. Individual protocols may require a survey(s) of the proposed development 

footprint plus a buffer. A survey report shall be prepared and include a map and 

description of the location and extent of observed sensitive species that would be 

impacted within the areas of potential effect for each project site. If significant 

impacts to these species are unavoidable, the impact to the species shall be reduced 

to a less than significant level through implementation of MM-BIO-2 (habitat-based 

mitigation), MM-BIO-3 (avoidance and minimization during construction), MM-BIO-4 

(sensitive plant mitigation), MM-BIO-5 (eelgrass mitigation), and/or MM-BIO-8 

(avoidance of listed species take). 

MM-BIO-1A Special Status Plant Species: A qualified botanist shall survey suitable 

habitat proposed to be impacted to determine presence/absence of special-status 

plant species. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFW (CDFW 2018) and 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2000). CDFW (2018) provides botanical field 

surveyor qualifications. Multiple surveys may be required and timed according to 

blooming periods of target species and reference checks to ensure detectability.  

MM-BIO-1B Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN): A biologist possessing a valid 

Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery Permit shall survey those 

suitable habitat areas within the MHPA that are proposed to be impacted 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

(permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of CAGN. Surveys for 

this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established 

by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2017). 

MM-BIO-1C: Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV): A qualified biologist shall survey suitable 

habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to 

determine presence/absence of LBV. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS 2001). 

MM-BIO-1D: California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover (CLT/WSP): A 

qualified biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be 

impacted (permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of CLT and 

WSP. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to requirements 

established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1E: Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail and Belding’s Savannah Sparrow 

(LFRR/BSS): A biologist possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] 

Recovery Permit and state Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of 

Understanding shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be 

impacted (permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of LFRR 

and/or BSS. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol 

survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and for BSS by 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1F: Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW): A biologist possessing a valid state 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding shall survey those 

suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) 

to determine presence/absence of BUOW. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFW 2012). 

MM-BIO-1G: Crotch’s Bumble Bee: A biologist possessing a valid state Scientific 

Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding shall survey those suitable 

habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to 

determine presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys for this species shall be 

conducted pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFW 2023). 

MM-BIO-2 Habitat-Based Mitigation. Habitat-based mitigation would be 

required for direct impacts to wetlands (see MM-BIO-2A) or sensitive uplands (see 

MM-BIO-2B). 

MM-BIO-2A Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, any direct impacts to wetlands, including 

jurisdictional aquatic resources, would require mitigation to comply with City of San 

Diego, state and/or federal authorizations, in accordance with the City of San Diego’s 

Biology Guidelines Table 2A (or the most current adopted guidelines at the time of 

review). Significant impacts to sensitive wetlands could occur from Program activities, 

including habitat restoration, construction staging, access and stockpiling, and 

infrastructure improvements including storm drain outfalls, bike and pedestrian 

paths, and seawalls. Mitigation required as part of any federal (Clean Water Act 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Section 404) or state (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1601 and 1603, 

California Coastal Act) permit shall supersede and shall not be in addition to any 

mitigation identified in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document for 

those wetland areas covered by any federal or state permits, consistent with the City’s 

Biology Guidelines. Mitigation acreage for other impacts to habitat (e.g., type 

conversion due to grading to restore lands to a higher value habitat type) will be 

evaluated through a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP), subject to 

review and approval by applicable regulatory agencies (e.g., California Coastal 

Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board).  
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the 

project result in a 

substantial 

adverse impact 

on any Tier I 

Habitats, Tier II 

Habitats, Tier IIIA 

Habitats, or Tier 

IIIB Habitats, as 

identified in the 

Biology 

Guidelines of the 

Land 

Development 

manual, or other 

sensitive natural 

community 

identified in local 

or regional plans, 

policies, 

regulations, or by 

the CDFW or 

USFWS? 

Potentially 

Significant  

MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2A, and MM-BIO-3 (same as above) Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Would the 

project result in a 

Potentially MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-3 (same as above) Significant and 
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Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

substantial 

adverse impact 

on wetlands 

(including, but 

not limited to, 

marsh, vernal 

pool, riparian, 

etc.) through 

direct removal, 

filling, 

hydrological 

interruption, or 

other means? 

Significant MM-BIO-5: Eelgrass Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, focused eelgrass surveys shall be conducted 

within suitable habitat and in accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy 

and Implementing Guidance (NOAA 2014). Where it is determined that eelgrass will be 

impacted by fill activities, an Eelgrass Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Plan) 

shall be prepared for review and approval by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration’s NMFS and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The 

Mitigation Plan shall describe the approach for compensatory mitigation for the loss 

of eelgrass habitat. Such mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with the 

NMFS California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, including site selection; initial and long-

term habitat area replacement ratios; methods for and timing of transplantation 

activities; and monitoring, performance, and reporting requirements. In addition, 

mitigation shall comply with City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines Table 2A (or the 

most current adopted guidelines at the time of review). 

Preference shall be given to in-kind replacement of the eelgrass habitat. At a 

minimum, the no-net-loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass beds habitat shall be 

required to occur within Mission Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. Should in-kind mitigation within 

Mission Bay not be feasible, consideration shall be given to in-kind mitigation first in 

areas in close proximity to Mission Bay, then in locations within the Southern 

California region. If in-kind mitigation is not feasible, mitigation banks or in-lieu fee 

conservation programs shall be given preference over out-of-kind mitigation. All 

mitigation shall conform with the wetland restoration provisions of the City’s Biology 

Unavoidable 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-22 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Guidelines. 

Would the 

project interfere 

substantially with 

the movement of 

any native 

resident or 

migratory fish or 

wildlife species 

or with 

established 

native resident or 

migratory wildlife 

corridors, 

including 

linkages 

identified in the 

MSCP SAP, or 

impede the use 

of native wildlife 

nursery sites? 

Potentially 

Significant 

EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2B, and MM-BIO-3 (same as above) 

MM-BIO-6 Grunion Monitoring and Avoidance Plan 

As part of the subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA it 

shall be determined if project activities are necessary below the high tide line during 

the grunion spawning season (March 1 through August 31 of any year), the project 

site and a 100-foot buffer shall be surveyed for spawning grunion during high tide of a 

full or new moon for 3 nights, beginning with the nearest grunion run prior to 

commencement of sand placement activities. Monitoring shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

published dates for grunion runs should be utilized. Project activities below the high 

tide line shall not occur within the 4 days of a full or new moon event (see CDFW 

grunion run calendar). Grunion monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 

for 30 minutes prior to, and 2 hours following, the predicted start of each daily 

spawning event. Sufficient qualified biologists shall be employed to ensure that the 

entire proposed sand placement site is monitored during the predicted grunion run. 

Monitoring is not necessary in areas where there is no sand, such as areas supporting 

100% cobble or marshlands with no sand exposed during high tide.  

The magnitude and extent of a spawning event shall be defined in 300-foot segments 

of beach using the Walker Scale. Every individual fish (males and females) shall be 

counted each night (3 nights total), with the greatest numbers being utilized to 

determine the Walker Scale value (e.g., 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) of each 300-foot segment 

within the proposed work area. Project activities shall be modified according to the 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

following plan: 

If a grunion run consisting of 0–100 individual fish per 300-foot segment (Walker Scale 

0) is reported within 2 weeks prior to, or during, project work, the Contractor does not 

need to take any avoidance action for grunion eggs. No mature grunion may be 

intentionally buried or harmed as a result of project activities. 

Within 2 weeks prior to proposed work, if a grunion run consisting of 100 or more 

individual fish per 300-foot segment (Walker Scale 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the 

Contractor shall avoid work on the respective beach segment(s) and truck route and 

additionally, shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either side of the segment(s) and route 

for a minimum of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried or disturbed. 

These areas shall be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates and marked 

with irrigation flags for a minimum of 2 weeks or when the next scheduled grunion 

run will be monitored. The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid 

operations on such beach segments and their associated buffers. No mature grunion 

may be intentionally harmed as a result of project activities. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 100 to 

500 individual fish in one or more 300-foot segments (Walker Scale 2) in the work area 

is reported, the Contractor shall avoid impacts to grunion eggs to the greatest extent 

feasible and then shall minimize impacts to grunion eggs through such measures as 

alteration of the truck route, sediment discharge points, spreading areas, and 

placement locations. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 500 or 

more individual fish per segment (Walker Scale 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the Contractor 
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Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

shall avoid work on the respective beach segment(s) and truck route and additionally, 

shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either side of the segment(s) and route for a 

minimum of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried or disturbed. These 

areas shall be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates, and marked with 

irrigation flags for a minimum of 2 weeks when the next scheduled grunion run will 

be monitored. The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid operations on 

such beach segments and their associated buffers. No mature grunion may be 

intentionally harmed as a result of project activities. 

MM-BIO-7 Caulerpa Management 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the City shall retain a certified Caulerpa 

surveyor as per NOAA Fisheries Certified Caulerpa Surveyors List to identify the 

potential existence of invasive Caulerpa spp. within the program component areas 

that have potential to support invasive Caulerpa spp., as identified during subsequent 

review and approvals, through surveys conducted in accordance with the Caulerpa 

Control Protocol: https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2021-12/caulerpacontrol-protocol-

v5.pdf (October 2021) prior to construction in those Program component areas. Any 

sightings of Caulerpa spp. shall be reported within 24 hours to CDFW 

(Caulerpa@wildlife.ca.gov) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA) Fisheries at (562) 980-4037 and nmfs.wcr.caulerpa@noaa.gov. 
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Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
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After Mitigation 

Would the 

project result in a 

conflict with the 

provisions of an 

adopted Habitat 

Conservation 

Plan, Natural 

Conservation 

Community Plan, 

or other 

approved local, 

regional, or state 

habitat 

conservation 

plan, either 

within the MSCP 

SAP area or in 

the surrounding 

region? 

Potentially 

Significant 

EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2B, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-8 (same as 

above) 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Would the 

project introduce 

land use within 

an area adjacent 

to the MHPA that 

would result in 

No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact 
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Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
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After Mitigation 

adverse edge 

effects? 

Would the 

project conflict 

with any local 

policies or 

ordinances 

protecting 

biological 

resources? 

No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact 

Would the 

project result in 

an introduction 

of invasive 

species of plants 

into a natural 

open space area? 

Potentially 

Significant 

EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-7 (same as above) Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Energy 

Would the 

project result in 

potentially 

significant 

environmental 

impact due to 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

wasteful, 

inefficient, or 

unnecessary 

consumption of 

energy 

resources, during 

project 

construction or 

operation? 

Would the 

project conflict 

with or obstruct 

a state or local 

plan for 

renewable 

energy or energy 

efficiency? 

Less Than 

Significant  

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant. 

Geology and Soils 

Would the 

project expose 

people or 

structures to 

geologic hazards 

such as 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  Less Than 

Significant 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-28 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

earthquakes, 

landslides, 

mudslides, 

ground failure, or 

similar hazards? 

Would the 

project result in a 

substantial 

increase in wind 

or water erosion 

of soils, either on 

or off the site? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant  

Would the 

project be 

located on a 

geologic unit or 

soil that is 

unstable or that 

would become 

unstable as a 

result of the 

project, and 

potentially result 

in on- or off-site 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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landslide, lateral 

spreading, 

subsidence, 

liquefaction or 

collapse? 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Would the 

proposed project 

generate 

greenhouse gas 

emissions, either 

directly or 

indirectly, that 

may have a 

significant impact 

on the 

environment? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project conflict 

with the City’s 

Climate Action 

Plan or another 

applicable plan, 

policy, or 

Less Than 

Significant  

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-30 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

regulation 

adopted for the 

purpose of 

reducing the 

emissions of 

greenhouse 

gases? 

Historical Resources 

Would the 

project cause a 

substantial 

adverse change 

in the 

significance of a 

historical 

resource 

pursuant to 

Section 15064.5? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-CUL-1  Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) “Like” 

Documentation.  

Prior to Program’s implementation, the City of San Diego shall initiate and sponsor 

the documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall and its setting through the 

preparation of HAER “Like” documentation. This documentation shall include digital 

photographs, a short-form report, and archiving as outlined below, developed in 

consultation with the City of San Diego. All work shall be conducted by an 

architectural historian who meets the 2008 Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualifications Standards for architectural history and/or history (Qualified 

Architectural Historian). This mitigation measure is being proposed in compliance 

with CEQA and does not necessitate approval of this documentation through National 

Park Service (NPS) or the California Office of Historic Preservation. The HAER “Like” 

Short Form document shall be limited to the following: 

1. Digital Photography: Prior to issuance of any permits or any demolition of the 

seawall, digital photographic documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall shall be 

prepared to the National Park Service's 2024 National Register of Historic Places 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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and National Historic Landmarks Program Consolidated and Updated Photograph 

Policy. The photographer shall be familiar with the recordation of historical 

resources in accordance with NPS guidelines and digital photography. A minimum 

of 15 photographs shall be taken, detailing the overall site, select intact portions of 

the seawall, existing setting, and surrounding viewsheds. Drone photography 

and/or videography may also be used to capture aerial perspectives of the seawall 

in addition to digital photography. All photographs shall include a photo index, and 

field notes, and be identified and labeled using the NPS Consolidated and Updated 

Photograph Policy 2024.  

2. Short-Form Report: In consultation with the City of San Diego, a Qualified 

Architectural Historian shall prepare a short-form report in conjunction with the 

large format photographs. The historic report will be formatted to Historic 

American Engineering Record Guidelines for Historical Reports and include 

historical background information, original or copies of architectural or 

engineering drawings, if available, maps, and historic photographs relevant to the 

Mission Beach Seawall.  

3. Archiving: One copy of the final, archival quality documentation shall be 

provided to the San Diego History Center. Duplicate archival laser-copies (on acid-

free paper) of the report and photographs shall be submitted to the City of San 

Diego. In summary one (1) full set of survey prints, negatives, and report and one 

duplicate archival copy of surveys are required. The HAER “Like” Short Format 

documentation for the Mission Beach Seawall must be submitted to repositories 

within three months of Program’s completion. 

MM-CUL-2  Development of Public Interpretation and Educational Display.  
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The City of San Diego shall develop and prepare public interpretation and educational 

materials to document and explain the importance of the Mission Beach Seawall to 

the City of San Diego’s community and planning history. The display shall be designed 

in consultation with the project design team, a professional graphic designer, and a 

qualified historian or architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards (Qualified Architectural Historian). Input and 

review of the content on the display must be completed in conjunction with the City 

of San Diego’s Heritage Preservation staff.  

The display shall include the following content: 

• A narrative summary of the historical resource’s significance, including its 

association with important events, persons, and/or architectural features. 

• Archival photographs and/or drawings of the resource. 

• A site map or diagram showing the original location and layout. 

• A QR code or link to a digital archive with expanded content, such as oral histories, 

documents, or additional imagery, if available. 

Historical ephemeral materials and exerts from historic contexts from technical 

reports prepared as part of the proposed Program and maps shall be included. The 

display should express the Mission Beach Seawall’s association with the early 

development of Mission Beach and its innovative tongue and groove pilings design.  

The interpretive and educational display shall be incorporated into the design of the 

proposed Program for public accessibility at the new seawall site. Specifics for 

establishing the appropriate medium to display this information shall be done in 

consultation with the Project proponent. The following performance standards for the 
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display are required: 

• The display shall be constructed of durable, weather-resistant materials and be 

designed to be accessible in accordance with ADA standards. 

• The content shall be reviewed and approved by the City of San Diego prior to 

installation. 

• The display shall be installed within three months of Project completion and 

maintained in good condition for a minimum of 20 years. 

MM-CUL-3  Incorporation of Historic Design Features into New Construction. 

During the design phase of the Program’s Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead 

Element, City of San Diego Heritage Preservation staff will review all construction 

drawings to ensure the incorporation of the historic design features identified in the 

1998 Mission Beach Boardwalk Project EIR/Environmental Assessment such as the 

pop-out walls which historically featured open balustrades, elevation of solid walls 

along the Boardwalk, and specific concrete color and finish. The Mission Beach 

Seawall will be restored to the condition that is required by the City of San Diego’s 

historical standards consistent with the San Diego Municipal Code. This mitigation is 

to ensure that the quality of design will be at a minimum equal to the current 

structure. 

Would the 

project cause a 

substantial 

adverse change 

in the 

significance of an 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-CUL-4 Construction Monitoring. The following shall be implemented to 

protect unknown archaeological resources and/or grave sites that may be identified 

during ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction or maintenance 

of the Rose Creek Bike Path Project Element and the Seawall Bulkhead Restoration 

Project Element. 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 
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archaeological 

resource 

pursuant to 

Section 15064.5? 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to permit issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award, whichever is applicable, 

the Environmental Designee (ED) shall verify that the requirements for 

Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring have been noted 

on the applicable construction documents through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ED 

1. Prior to Bid Award, the applicant shall submit a letter of verification to ED 

identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, 

individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must have 

completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification documentation. 

2. ED will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI 

and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet 

the qualifications established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from ED 

for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to ED that a site-specific records search (1 mile 

radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy 

of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the 
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search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search 

was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations 

and probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED requesting a reduction to the ¼ mile 

radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall 

arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American 

consultant/monitor (where Native American resources may be impacted), 

Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer 

(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and ED. The qualified 

Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 

suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall 

schedule a focused Precon Meeting with ED, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if 

appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Acknowledgement of Responsibility for Curation (CIP or Other Public 

Projects) 

The applicant shall submit a letter to ED acknowledging their responsibility 

for the cost of curation associated with all phases of the archaeological 

monitoring program. 
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3.  Identify Areas to be Monitored 

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit 

an Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME 

has been reviewed and approved by the Native American 

consultant/monitor when Native American resources may be impacted) 

based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to 

ED identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of 

grading/excavation limits. 

The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as 

well as information regarding the age of existing pipelines, laterals and 

associated appurtenances and/or any known soil conditions (native or 

formation). 

ED shall notify the PI that the AME has been approved. 

4.  When Monitoring Will Occur 

A. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction 

schedule to ED through the RE indicating when and where monitoring 

will occur. 

B. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring 

program. This request shall be based on relevant information such as 

review of final construction documents which indicate conditions such 

as age of existing pipe to be replaced, depth of excavation and/or site 

graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-37 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

resources to be present. 

5. Approval of AME and Construction Schedule 

After approval of the AME by ED, the PI shall submit to ED written 

authorization of the AME and Construction Schedule from the CM. 

III. During Construction 

A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching/Habitat 

Restoration 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil 

disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result 

in impacts to archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The 

Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and ED 

of changes to any construction activities such as in the case of a 

potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain 

circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate 

modification of the AME. 

2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of 

their presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching 

activities based on the AME and provide that information to the PI and 

ED. If prehistoric resources are encountered during the Native American 

consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall stop and the Discovery 

Notification Process detailed in Section III.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED during construction requesting 

a modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as 
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modern disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, 

presence of fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that 

may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall 

document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The 

CSVR’s shall be emailed by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, 

the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward 

copies to ED. 

C.  Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the 

contractor to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not 

limited to digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of 

discovery and in the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent 

resources and immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 

discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone of the discovery, and shall also 

submit written documentation to ED within 24 hours by email with photos of 

the resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made 

regarding the significance of the resource specifically if Native American 

resources are encountered. 

D. Determination of Significance 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-39 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American 

resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If 

Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to ED indicating whether 

additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 

Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval of the program 

from ED, CM and RE. ADRP and any mitigation must be approved by ED, 

RE and/or CM before ground disturbing activities in the area of discovery 

will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique archaeological site is also 

an historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5, then the 

limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant may be required to 

pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in CEQA Section 21083.2 

shall not apply. 

(1). Note: For pipeline trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, the PI shall implement the Discovery Process for 

Pipeline Trenching projects identified below under “D.” 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to ED 

indicating that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the 

Final Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further 

work is required. 

(1). Note: For Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public Right-

of-Way, if the deposit is limited in size, both in length and depth; the 
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information value is limited and is not associated with any other resource; 

and there are no unique features/artifacts associated with the deposit, the 

discovery should be considered not significant. 

(2). Note, for Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public Right-

of-Way, if significance cannot be determined, the Final Monitoring Report 

and Site Record (DPR Form 523A/B) shall identify the discovery as 

Potentially Significant. 

E. Discovery Process for Significant Resources – Pipeline Trenching and other Linear 

Projects in the Public Right-of-Way 

The following procedure constitutes adequate mitigation of a significant 

discovery encountered during pipeline trenching activities or for other linear 

project types within the Public Right-of-Way including but not limited to 

excavation for jacking pits, receiving pits, laterals, and manholes to reduce 

impacts to below a level of significance: 

1. Procedures for documentation, curation and reporting 

a. One hundred percent of the artifacts within the trench alignment and 

width shall be documented in-situ, to include photographic records, plan 

view of the trench and profiles of side walls, recovered, photographed 

after cleaning and analyzed and curated. The remainder of the deposit 

within the limits of excavation (trench walls) shall be left intact. 

b. The PI shall prepare a Draft Monitoring Report and submit to ED via the RE 

as indicated in Section VI-A. 

c. The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) the 
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resource(s) encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring Program in 

accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The DPR forms 

shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information Center for either a 

Primary Record or SDI Number and included in the Final Monitoring Report. 

d. The Final Monitoring Report shall include a recommendation for monitoring of 

any future work in the vicinity of the resource. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be 

exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the 

human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 

15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and 

Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A.  Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, ED, and the 

PI, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. ED will notify the appropriate 

Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the 

Development Services Department to assist with the discovery notification 

process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, 

either in person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate discovery site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any 

nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains 
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until a determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in 

consultation with the PI concerning the provenience of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need 

for a field examination to determine the provenience. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine 

with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 

American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this 

call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the 

Most Likely Descendant (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical 

Examiner has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in 

accordance with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and 

Health & Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property 

owner or representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper 

dignity, of the human remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined 

between the MLD and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the 
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Commission, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the 

recommendation of the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 

5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the 

landowner, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the 

following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. 

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains 

during a ground disturbing land development activity, the landowner 

may agree that additional conferral with descendants is necessary to 

consider culturally appropriate treatment of multiple Native American 

human remains. Culturally appropriate treatment of such a discovery 

may be ascertained from review of the site utilizing cultural and 

archaeological standards. Where the parties are unable to agree on 

the appropriate treatment measures the human remains and items 

associated and buried with Native American human remains shall be 

reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to Section 5.c, above. 

D.   If Human Remains are NOT Native American 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic 

era context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with 
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the PI and City staff (PRC 5097.98). 

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for 

internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with ED, EAS, 

the applicant/landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego 

Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A.  If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the 

extent and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night 

and/or weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the 

CSVR and submit to ED via email by 8AM of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV – 

Discovery of Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall 

always be treated as a significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been 

made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction 
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and IV-Discovery of Human Remains shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact the RE and ED, or by 8AM of the next 

business day to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 

III-B, unless other specific arrangements have been made. 

B.  If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of 

construction 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a 

minimum of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify ED immediately. 

C.  All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

VI. Post Construction 

A.   Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if 

negative), prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines 

(Appendix C/D) which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all 

phases of the Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate 

graphics) to ED via the RE for review and approval within 90 days following 

the completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if the PI is unable 

to submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day 

timeframe as a result of delays with analysis, special study results or 

other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to ED 

establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of 

monthly status reports until this measure can be met. 
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a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during 

monitoring, the Archaeological Data Recovery Program or Pipeline 

Trenching Discovery Process shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 

Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and 

Recreation 

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 

significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s 

Historical Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the 

South Coastal Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. ED shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI via the RE for revision 

or, for preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to ED via the RE for approval. 

4. ED shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. ED shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 

B.  Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected 

are cleaned and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to 

identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; 

that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
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completed, as appropriate. 

C.  Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the 

survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently 

curated with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in 

consultation with ED and the Native American representative, as applicable. 

2. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification 

from the Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native 

American resources were treated in accordance with state law and/or 

applicable agreements. If the resources were reinterred, verification shall 

be provided to show what protective measures were taken to ensure no 

further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains, Subsection C. 

3. The PI shall submit the Accession Agreement and catalogue record(s) to 

the RE or BI, as appropriate for donor signature with a copy submitted to 

ED. 

4. The RE or BI, as appropriate shall obtain signature on the Accession 

Agreement and shall return to PI with copy submitted to ED. 

5. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation 

institution in the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and ED. 

D.   Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to 

the RE or BI as appropriate, and one copy to ED (even if negative), within 90 

days after notification from ED of the approved report. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

December 2025 ES-48 10523 

Table ES-1 

Summary of Program Impacts 

Environmental 

Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a 

copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report from ED which includes the 

Acceptance Verification from the curation institution 

MM-CUL-5 Cultural Review of Future Development Projects. Prior to the 

issuance of any discretionary permit for a future development projects that were not 

reviewed in the Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis for the Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program (Appendix N) and that could directly and/or indirectly affect a 

cultural resource (i.e., archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources), the City shall 

require the following steps be taken to determine (1) the potential presence and/or 

absence of cultural resources, and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant 

resources that may be impacted. For the purposes of CEQA review, a cultural 

resource is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Tribal Cultural Resources are 

defined in PRC Section 21074. 

I. Initial Determination 

The City’s Environmental Designee shall determine the potential presence and/or 

absence of cultural resources at the project site by reviewing site photographs and 

existing historic information (e.g., Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological 

Map Book, the California Historical Resources Inventory System, and the City’s 

“Historical Inventory of Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) 

and may conduct a site visit. A review of the cultural resources records search data 

(see Appendix N) shall be done at the initial planning stage of a project to ensure that 

cultural resources are avoided and/or impacts are minimized to the extent feasible in 

accordance with the City's Historical Resources Guidelines. The sensitivity levels 

described below shall guide the appropriate steps necessary to address the potential 
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resources. Sensitivity ratings may be adjusted based on the amount of disturbance 

that has occurred, which may have previously impacted cultural resources, as well as 

new data available to the City. 

A.  High Sensitivity: indicates locations where significant cultural resources have 

been documented or would have the potential to be identified. High sensitivity 

resources include village and habitation sites and areas near fresh water 

sources. These resources may range from moderately complex to highly 

complex, with more defined living areas or specialized work space areas, and a 

large breadth of features and artifact assemblages. The potential for 

identification of additional resources in such areas would be high. 

B. Moderate Sensitivity: Indicates that some cultural resources have been recorded 

within the area or the area was developed before 1984 when CEQA review may 

not have been applied. Moderate sensitivity resources consist of diversity or 

density of feature and artifact types (e.g., a moderately dense lithic scatter). 

C. Low Sensitivity: Indicates areas where there is a high level of disturbance or 

development, and few or no previously recorded cultural resources are present 

based on records search results and due to the timing of development of the 

project site occurring after 1984 when CEQA would have been applied. Within 

these areas, the potential for additional resources to be identified would be 

low. 

I. Phase I 

Based on the results of the initial determination, if there is any evidence that the 

project area contains archaeological and/or Tribal Cultural Resources, a site-specific 
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records search and/or survey may be required and shall be determined on a case-by-

case basis by the City’s Environmental Designee. If a cultural resources study is 

required, it shall be prepared consistent with the City’s Historical Resources 

Guidelines. All individuals conducting any phase of the cultural resources program 

shall meet the professional qualifications in accordance with the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines. The cultural resources study shall include the background 

research conducted as part of the initial determination. This includes a record search 

at the SCIC at San Diego State University. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained 

by the NAHC shall also be conducted at this time. The cultural resources study shall 

include a field survey and/or an evaluation of significance, as applicable if cultural 

resources are identified, based on the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. Native 

American participation shall be required for all field work.  

II. Phase II 

Once a cultural resource (as defined in the PRC) has been identified, a significance 

determination shall be made. If a project were to impact areas identified as low 

sensitivity, it is assumed that any significant cultural resources no longer hold integrity 

or are not present. If a project impacts these areas, no additional mitigation measures 

shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as moderate sensitivity, a site-specific 

records search and/or survey may be required on a case-by-case basis. If cultural 

resources are identified in the records search and/or survey, a significance evaluation 

for the identified cultural resources shall be required. If no significant resources are 

found and site conditions are such that there is no potential for further discoveries, 
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then no further action shall be required. Resources found to be nonsignificant as a 

result of a survey and/or assessment shall require no further work beyond 

documentation of the resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and 

Recreation site forms and inclusion of the results in the survey and/or assessment 

report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation 

indicate there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the 

property, then mitigation monitoring shall be required. If the resource has not been 

evaluated for significance, a testing plan shall be required. If the resource is 

determined to be significant, a testing plan, data recovery plan, and mitigation 

monitoring shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as high sensitivity, a survey and testing 

program may be required by the qualified archaeologist to further define resource 

boundaries subsurface presence or absence and determine the level of significance. A 

thorough discussion of testing methodologies including surface and subsurface 

investigations can be found in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The results 

from the testing program shall be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds 

found in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. If significant cultural resources are 

identified within the area of potential effects, the site may be eligible for local 

designation. 

Preferred mitigation for direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources is to avoid 

the resource through project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all 

prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm shall be taken. Mitigation measures 

such as, but not limited to, a Research Design and Archaeological Data Recovery 

Program (ADRP), construction monitoring, site designation, capping, granting of 
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deeds, designation of open space, and avoidance and/or preservation shall be 

required and shall be determined by the City’s Environmental Designee on a case-by-

case basis. 

III. Phase III 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

If a cultural resource is found to be significant and preservation is not an option, a 

Research Design and ARDP shall be required, which includes a Collections 

Management Plan for review and approval by the City’s Environmental Designee. The 

ADRP shall be based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as 

outlined in PRC Section 21083.2. The ADRP shall be reviewed and approved by the 

City’s Environmental Designee prior to distribution of a draft CEQA document. 

Local Designation of Resources 

The final cultural resource evaluation report shall be submitted to Historical 

Resources Board (HRB) staff for designation. The final cultural resource evaluation 

report and supporting documentation will be used by HRB staff in consultation with 

qualified City staff to ensure that adequate information is available to demonstrate 

eligibility for designation under the applicable criteria. 

Monitoring and Archaeological Resource Reports 

Archaeological monitoring may be required during building demolition and/or 

construction grading when significant cultural resources are known or suspected to 

be present on a site but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to obstructions 

such as, but not limited to, existing development, dense vegetation, or if a data 
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recovery did not reduce the impact to the resource. Monitoring shall be documented 

in a consultant site visit record. 

Native American participation shall be required for all subsurface investigations, 

including geotechnical testing and other ground disturbing activities whenever a 

Tribal Cultural Resource or any archaeological site. In the event that human remains 

are encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of 

PRC Section 5097 shall be followed. In the event that human remains are discovered 

during project grading, work shall halt in that area and the procedures set forth in the 

PRC (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and in the 

federal, state, and local regulations described above shall be undertaken. These 

provisions shall be outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

included in a subsequent project-specific environmental document. The Most Likely 

Descendent shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at which 

time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources. 

Archaeological Resource Reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals as 

determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the City’s Historical Resources 

Guidelines. In the event that a cultural resource deposit is encountered during 

construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan shall be required in 

accordance with the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The 

disposition of human remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or 

are inadvertently discovered is governed by State (i.e., AB 2641 [Coto] and NAGPRA of 

2001 [Health and Safety Code 8010-8011]) and federal (i.e., federal NAGPRA United 

States Code 3001-3013]) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally 

appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their 
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descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native American 

origin shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for repatriation, 

as identified by the NAHC. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the 

applicant/property owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field 

reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological survey, testing and/or 

data recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. Curation must be 

accomplished in accordance with the California State Historic Resources 

Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 

1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 36 CFR 60. Additional information regarding 

curation is provided in Section II of the Historical Resources Guidelines. 

Would the 

project result in 

the disturbance 

of any human 

remains, 

including those 

interred outside 

of formal 

cemeteries? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Health and Safety 

Would the 

project expose 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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people or 

structures to a 

significant risk of 

loss, injury, or 

death involving 

wildland fires, 

including when 

wildlands are 

adjacent to 

urbanized areas 

or where 

residences are 

intermixed with 

wildlands? 

Would the 

project result in 

hazardous 

emissions or 

handle 

hazardous or 

acutely 

hazardous 

materials, 

substances, or 

waste within a 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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quarter-mile of 

an existing or 

proposed school? 

Would the 

project impair 

implementation 

of, or physically 

interfere with, an 

adopted 

emergency 

response plan or 

emergency 

evacuation plan? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project be 

located on a site 

which is included 

on a list of 

hazardous 

materials sites 

compiled 

pursuant to 

Government 

Code Section 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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65962.5 and, as a 

result, create a 

significant hazard 

to the public or 

environment? 

Would the 

project expose 

people to toxic 

substances, such 

as pesticides and 

herbicides, some 

of which have 

long-lasting 

ability, applied to 

the soil during 

previous 

agricultural uses? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project result in a 

safety hazard for 

people residing 

or working in a 

designated 

airport influence 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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area? 

Would the 

project result in a 

safety hazard for 

people residing 

or working within 

two miles of a 

private airstrip or 

a private airport 

or heliport facility 

that is not 

covered by an 

adopted Airport 

Land Use 

Compatibility 

Plan? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Would the 

project result in a 

substantial 

increase in 

impervious 

surfaces and 

associated 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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increased runoff? 

Would the 

project result in 

substantial 

alteration to on- 

and off-site 

drainage 

patterns due to 

changes in runoff 

flow rates or 

volumes? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project violate 

any water quality 

standards or 

waste discharge 

requirements or 

otherwise 

substantially 

degrade surface 

or ground water 

quality? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

In flood hazard, 

tsunami, or 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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seiche zones, 

would the project 

risk release of 

pollutants due to 

project 

inundation? 

Would the 

project conflict 

with or obstruct 

implementation 

of a water quality 

control plan or 

sustainable 

groundwater 

management 

plan? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Land Use and Planning 

Would the 

project conflict 

with the 

environmental 

goals, objectives, 

or guidelines of a 

General Plan or 

Less than 

Significant 

Impact 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant  
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Community Plan 

or other 

applicable land 

use plan or 

regulation and as 

a result, cause an 

indirect or 

secondary 

environmental 

impact? project 

physically divide 

an established 

community? 

Would the 

project lead to 

the development 

or conversion of 

General Plan or 

Community Plan 

designated open 

space or prime 

farmland to a 

more intensive 

land use, 

resulting in a 

No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact 
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physical division 

of the 

community?  

Would the 

project conflict 

with the 

provisions of the 

City’s Multiple 

Species 

Conservation 

Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan or 

other approved 

local, regional, or 

state habitat 

conservation 

plan?  

No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No impact 

Noise 

Would the 

project result or 

create a 

significant 

increase in the 

existing ambient 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-NOI-1: Noise Abatement. During the construction of the following Program 

components, the City shall install noise abatement in order to result in adequate 

noise reduction at the nearest noise sensitive receptor, in accordance with the table 

below, Noise Abatement Component Requirements. 

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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noise levels?  
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The City shall install noise abatement during the construction of each element listed 

in the Table above during the respective phases specified in Section 4.10.4, Impacts 

Analysis on the site boundary fencing (or within, as practical and appropriate) in the 

form of sound blankets or comparable temporary solid barriers to occlude 

construction noise emission between the site (or specific equipment operation as the 

situation may define) and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) of concern (i.e., where the 

line-of-sight is blocked). By way of example, suspended sound blankets, field-erected 

plywood sheeting, or comparable temporary solid or flexible but sufficiently massive 

barriers (of minimum sound transmission class rating of 25) would occlude 

construction noise emission between the site and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) of 
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concern. 

In addition to the noise abatement component standards presented in the Table and 

discussed above, the following measures should be considered as supplemental 

abatement strategies to sufficiently reduce construction noise emission: 

• Administrative controls (e.g., reduce operating time of equipment and/or prohibit 

usage of equipment type[s] within certain distances to a nearest receiving 

occupied off-site property). 

• Engineering controls (change equipment operating parameters [e.g., speed, 

capacity], or install features or elements that otherwise reduce equipment noise 

emission [e.g., upgrade engine exhaust mufflers]). 

Would the 

project result in 

exposure of 

people to noise 

levels which 

exceed the City's 

adopted noise 

ordinance or are 

incompatible 

with Table K-4? 

Less Than 

Significant  

No mitigation measures are required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Would the 

project result in 

exposure of 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  Less Than 

Significant. 
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people to current 

or future 

transportation 

noise levels 

which exceed 

standards 

established in 

the 

Transportation 

Element of the 

General Plan or 

an adopted 

airport 

Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan? 

Would the 

Project result in 

the exposure of 

persons to or 

generation of 

excessive 

ground-borne 

vibration or 

ground-borne 

noise levels? 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  Less Than 

Significant 
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Would the 

project result in 

land uses which 

are not 

compatible with 

aircraft noise 

levels as defined 

by an adopted 

airport 

Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan 

(CLUP)? 

Less Than 

Significant  

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 

Recreation 

Would the 

project increase 

the use of 

existing 

neighborhood 

and regional 

parks or other 

recreational 

facilities such 

that substantial 

physical 

Less Than 

Significant 

No mitigation measures are required. Less Than 

Significant 
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deterioration of 

the facility would 

occur or be 

accelerated?  

Would the 

project include 

recreational 

facilities or 

require the 

construction or 

expansion of 

recreational 

facilities which 

would have an 

adverse physical 

effect on the 

environment? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-1, MM-AQ-2, MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-8, MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-5, 

and MM-NOI-1 (same as above). 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the 

project cause a 

substantial 

adverse change 

in the 

significance of a 
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tribal cultural 

resource, defined 

in Public 

Resources Code 

Section 21074 as 

either a site, 

feature, place, 

cultural 

landscape that is 

geographically 

defined in terms 

of the size and 

scope of the 

landscape, 

sacred place, or 

object with 

cultural value to 

a California 

Native American 

tribe, and that is: 

a. Listed or 

eligible for 

listing in the 

California 

Register of 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-CUL-4 and MM-CUL-5 (same as above) Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Historical 

Resources, or 

in a local 

register of 

historical 

resources as 

defined in 

Public 

Resources 

Code Section 

5020.1(k)? 

b. A resource 

determined by 

the lead 

agency, in its 

discretion and 

supported by 

substantial 

evidence, to be 

significant 

pursuant to 

criteria set 

forth in 

subdivision (c) 

of Public 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-CUL-4 and MM-CUL-5 (same as above) Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Resources 

Code Section 

5024.1? In 

applying the 

criteria set 

forth in 

subdivision (c) 

of Public 

Resource Code 

Section 5024.1, 

the lead agency 

shall consider 

the significance 

of the resource 

to a California 

Native 

American tribe. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements Program 

(referred to throughout this EIR as “proposed Program” or “Program”) has been prepared on behalf 

of the City of San Diego (City) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

and State CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code), Section 21000 et seq. and California Code of 

Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000, et seq.). The City is the “public agency which has the principal 

responsibility for carrying out or approving the project” and, as such, is the “Lead Agency” for this 

project under CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15367). The proposed Program constitutes a 

“project” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate 

and disclose the potential environmental consequences of the proposed Program. 

City of San Diego voters approved Proposition C on November 4, 2008, which amended the City 

Charter by adding Section 55.2. This section designates the use of a portion of the lease revenue 

from Mission Bay Park for capital improvements in Mission Bay Park and for other Regional Parks. 

This fund is known as the Mission Bay Park Improvement Fund (Improvement Fund). The 

Improvement Fund is used to complete a series of prioritized projects specifically identified with City 

Charter Section 55.2. 

Proposition C created the Mission Bay Park Improvement Fund Oversight Committee (Oversight 

Committee) to oversee the prioritized list of projects funded by the Improvement Fund within the 

Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), and to verify the appropriate funds are 

collected, segregated and retained and allocated consistent with City Charter Section 55.2. 

The proposed Program analyzed within this EIR is the approval and implementation of an 

improvements Program including both Bay-wide elements as well as certain location-specific 

elements, within the Improvement Zone, which includes "those areas encompassed within the 

boundaries of Mission Bay Park, Oceanfront Walk from the Mission Bay jetty to Crystal Pier and the 

adjoining seawall, coastal parks, and ocean beaches contagious thereto" [San Diego City Charter 

Section 55.2(a)(4)]. It also includes portions of Rose Creek, Tecolote Creek and the San Diego River as 

it passes through the boundaries of Mission Bay Park. 

The elements herein are aligned with the activity types identified in the City Charter that generally 

include efforts to “restore wetlands, wildlife habitat, and other environmental assets within the 

Improvement Zone; to preserve the beneficial uses of the Improvement Zone including, but not 

limited to, water quality, boating, swimming, fishing, and picnicking by maintaining navigable waters 

and eliminating navigational hazards; to restore embankments and other erosion control features; 

and to improve the conditions of the Improvement Zone for the benefit and enjoyment of residents 

and visitors, consistent with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan.” 
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1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 

CEQA requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant adverse environmental 

effects of projects over which they have discretionary approval authority before taking action on 

those projects (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). CEQA also requires that each public 

agency avoid or mitigate to less-than-significant levels, wherever feasible, the significant adverse 

environmental effects of projects it approves or implements. If a project would result in significant 

and unavoidable environmental impacts (i.e., significant effects that cannot be feasibly mitigated to 

less-than-significant levels), the project can still be approved, but the lead agency’s decision maker 

must prepare findings and issue a “statement of overriding considerations” explaining in writing the 

specific economic, social, or other considerations that they believe, based on substantial evidence, 

make those significant effects acceptable (Public Resources Code Section 21002, State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15093). 

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(1), preparation of an EIR is required whenever a 

project may result in a significant adverse environmental impact. An EIR is an informational 

document used to inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the significant 

environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects, 

and describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project while substantially lessening or avoiding any of the significant 

environmental impacts. Public agencies are required to consider the information presented in the 

EIR when determining whether to approve a project. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, this document is a Program EIR that 

examines the environmental impacts of projects within the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone. 

Per CEQA guidelines, the Program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 

characterized as one large project and are related geographically, and/or in connection with 

issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 

program. This type of EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from the 

Mission Pay Park Improvement Program Implementation Framework.  

1.2 EIR LEGAL AUTHORITY 

1.2.1 LEAD AGENCY 

The City is the lead agency for the Program pursuant to Sections 15050 and 15051 of the CEQA 

Guidelines. The lead agency, as defined by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15367, is the public agency 

which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. The analysis and 

findings in this document reflect the independent, impartial conclusions of the City. 
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1.2.2 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State law requires that all EIRs be reviewed by Responsible and Trustee Agencies. A “Responsible 

Agency,” as defined pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15381, includes all public agencies other 

than the lead agency which have discretionary approval power over the Program and/or elements 

thereof. A “Trustee Agency” is defined in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15386, as a state agency having 

jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people 

of the State of California. Implementation of the Program would require subsequent actions or 

consultation from Responsible or Trustee Agencies. A brief description of some of the primary 

Responsible or Trustee Agencies that may have an interest in the Program is provided below: 

• United States Army Corp of Engineers 

• State Historic Preservation Office 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

• California Coastal Commission 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1.3 EIR TYPE, SCOPE, CONTENT, AND FORMAT 

The Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR is a Program EIR. There are seven project 

elements, each of which has site design and location-specific descriptions, some of which have 

multiple locations. These are addressed at either a project or program level, as described in more 

detail in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

The scope of analysis for this EIR was determined by the City as a result of initial project review and 

consideration of comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation circulated 

October 1, 2024, and in-person scoping meeting held on October 16, 2024 (see also Section 1.4.1 

below). The Notice of Preparation and a recording of the virtual scoping meeting can be viewed on 

the City’s Mission Bay Park webpage: https://www.sandiego.gov/cip/projectinfo/mbpeir 

A brief overview of the various chapters and scope of the EIR are provided below: 

• Executive Summary. This chapter provides a summary of the EIR; a brief description of the 

proposed Program; an identification of areas of controversy; and a summary table identifying 

significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and the significance of impacts after 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

1 – INTRODUCTION 

December 2025 1-4 10523 

mitigation. A summary of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the potential impacts 

of the alternatives with those of the proposed Program are also provided. 

• Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter contains an overview of the legal authority, purpose, 

and intended uses of the EIR, as well as its scope and content. It also provides a discussion of 

the CEQA environmental review process, including public involvement. 

• Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. This chapter describes the precise location of the Program 

with an emphasis on the physical features of the site and the surrounding areas. In addition, the 

section provides a local and regional description of the environmental setting of the Program, 

as well as the zoning and General Plan/Community Plan land use designations of the site and its 

contiguous properties, area topography, drainage characteristics, and vegetation. 

• Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter provides a detailed discussion of the proposed 

Program, including background, objectives, and key features. 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. This chapter provides a detailed evaluation of 

the potential significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed Program. The 

topics analyzed in this section include air quality, biological resources, energy, geology and 

soils, greenhouse gas emissions, historic resources, health and safety, hydrology and water 

quality, land use and planning, noise, recreation, and tribal cultural resources. The analysis of 

each issue begins with a discussion of the existing conditions, regulatory framework, and a 

statement of the specific thresholds used to determine the significance of impacts, followed 

by an evaluation of potential impacts and identification of specific mitigation measures to 

avoid or reduce significant impacts (if any). A statement regarding the significance of the 

impact after mitigation is also provided. 

• Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. This chapter analyzes the proposed Program in addition to 

other cumulative projects in the surrounding area to determine potential impacts as a result 

of all the projects being implemented. Some topics are inherently cumulative, such as 

greenhouse gas emissions, and those topics are detailed in Chapter 4 with summaries 

provided in Chapter 5. 

• Chapter 6, Alternatives. This chapter provides a description of the alternatives to the 

proposed Program, including the No Project Alternative and the Increased Access Alternative. 

• Chapter 7, Other CEQA Considerations. This chapter evaluates the proposed Program’s 

potential growth inducement impacts, specifically the influence the proposed project may 

have on economic or population growth within the project vicinity and the region, either 

directly or indirectly. Identifies the issues determined in the initial scoping and environmental 

review process to be not significant for the project, and briefly summarizes the basis for these 

determinations. For the proposed Program, it was determined that environmental issues 

associated with agricultural and forestry resources, mineral resources, public services and 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

1 – INTRODUCTION 

December 2025 1-5 10523 

facilities, public utilities, transportation, and visual effects and neighborhood character would 

not be significant. It also identifies impacts that are significant unavoidable impacts of the 

proposed Program, as detailed in Chapter 4. This section also describes the potentially 

significant irreversible changes that may be expected and addresses the use of nonrenewable 

resources and energy use anticipated during implementation of the proposed Program. 

• Chapter 8, References and List of Preparers. This chapter identifies references cited in the 

EIR and all the agencies, organizations, and individuals responsible for the preparation of the 

EIR. 

• Chapter 9, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter identifies 

significant impacts and the mitigation measures that would help to reduce such impacts. 

Included in this chapter are the following: (1) project design features to reduce the potential 

for environmental effects; (2) mitigation measures to be implemented prior to, during, and 

after construction of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program; proposed 

Program); (3) the individual/agency responsible for that implementation; and (4) criteria for 

completion or monitoring of the specific measures. 

Technical Appendices 

Technical reports, used as a basis for much of the environmental analysis in the EIR, have been 

summarized in the EIR as outlined in Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines and are included as 

appendices to this EIR. The technical reports prepared for the proposed Program and their location 

in the EIR are listed in the Table of Contents. 

Incorporation by Reference 

As permitted by CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, this EIR references several technical studies and 

reports. Information from these documents is briefly summarized in this EIR, and their relationship 

to this EIR is described in the respective chapters. All reference materials are included in Section 8.1, 

References, and are hereby incorporated by reference. 

1.4 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

1.4.1 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING MEETING 

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation for the Program was 

released for public review from October 1, 2024, to November 1, 2024. The City held a public scoping 

meeting on October 16, 2024, at Mission Bay High School located at 2475 Grand Ave, San Diego, 

California, 92109 to present the proposed Program to the public and to solicit input from interested 

parties regarding environmental issues to be addressed in this EIR.  
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The Notice of Preparation for the analysis of the Program, comment letters received, and comments 

made during the scoping meeting are included as Appendix A. Through these scoping activities, the 

Program was determined to have the potential to result in significant environmental impacts to the 

following subject areas: 

• Air Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Energy 

• Geology and Soils 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Health and Safety 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Historic (Built Environment 

and Archaeological) 

• Land Use and Planning 

• Noise 

• Recreation 

• Tribal Cultural Resources 

The intent of this EIR is to determine if implementation of the Program would have a significant 

effect on the environment through analysis of the issues identified during the scoping process. Each 

environmental issue area includes the checklist questions used to determine significance of impacts 

for the particular issue area under evaluation based on the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 

Thresholds (City of San Diego 2023a), an issue statement, an assessment of impacts associated with 

implementation of the Program, a summary of the significance of impacts, and recommendations 

for mitigation measures, as appropriate. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126, all 

discretionary actions associated with the Program are considered in this EIR when evaluating its 

potential impacts on the environment, including the construction of improvements on a plan-to-

ground basis. The plan-to-ground analysis addresses the changes or impacts that would result from 

implementation of the Program compared to existing ground conditions. 

1.4.2 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THIS EIR 

In accordance with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Section 128.0306, and CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15105, the EIR is distributed for review to the public and interested and affected agencies for 

a review period of 45 days. The purpose of the review period is to allow the public an opportunity to 

provide comments “on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible 

impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the Program might be 

avoided and mitigated” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204). In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 

Sections 15085 and 15087(a)(1), upon completion of the EIR, a Notice of Completion is filed with the 

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, and a Notice of Availability of the EIR is issued 

in a newspaper of general circulation in the area. 
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1.4.3 FINAL EIR AND PUBLIC HEARING 

Following the end of the public review period, the City, as the lead agency, provides written 

responses to comments received on the EIR per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088. All comments and 

responses are considered in the review of the EIR. Detailed responses to the comments received 

during public review are prepared and are provided in the Final EIR. As part of the EIR finalization 

process, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations for impacts identified in the EIR as significant and unavoidable are 

completed. The Final EIR addresses any revisions to the EIR made in response to public or public 

agency comments. The culmination of this process for this project is a public hearing where the City 

Council determines whether to certify the Final EIR, which includes adoption of the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program, Findings of Fact, and Statement of Overriding Considerations, as 

being complete and in accordance with CEQA.  
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program) is located in the westernmost 

portion of central City of San Diego (see Figure 2-1, Regional Location). The Program location 

consists of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), located at the coastline 

in the City of San Diego bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to 

the south, Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate (I) 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone 

encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions; the 

specific extent of the Improvement Zone is shown on Figure 2-2, Mission Bay Park Improvement 

Zone – Location. Within the Improvement Zone are various identified sites for known discrete 

projects within the Program to be analyzed under this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

An overview map of the project component locations is provided on Figure 2-3, Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations. The Program consists of seven 

elements: wetland and water quality improvements, restoration of shoreline, upland habitat and 

preserve expansion, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, restoration of seawall bulkhead, 

deferred maintenance, and signage update. 

Regional access to the Program site is provided by I-5 from the north and south, and I-8 from the east. 

Access to each individual element of the Program is provided by local roadways surrounding Mission 

Bay Park. 

The Improvement Zone is within the San Diego Air Basin, which lies in the southwest corner of 

California and comprises the entire San Diego region, and is subject to the San Diego County Air 

Pollution Control District guidelines and regulations. 

2.1.1 WETLAND AND WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS 

The Program includes elements of wetland and water quality improvements, specifically location-

specific components: (1) North Fiesta Island (NFI), (2) Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway, and 

(3) Cudahy Creek. 

North Fiesta Island 

The North Fiesta Island components would cover approximately 50 acres of land located in the 

northern reach of Fiesta Island and is situated in east Mission Bay as shown in Figure 2-4, Mission Bay 

Park Improvements Program Elements – Wetland and Water Quality Improvements. 
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Within North Fiesta Island, there is an approximately 28-acre existing fenced Least tern preserve, 

adjacent to the northwest of this site, and a kelp drying and sand maintenance/storage area is 

adjacent to the southwest. Fiesta Bay surrounds the site to the north, east and south, which is open 

water and recreational areas and with public beaches for swimming, wading, and water sports. 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 

The Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component covers approximately 26.15 acres of water 

and land in southeastern Mission Bay Park. 

Tecolote Creek serves a hydrologic area of approximately 9.71 square miles and discharges 

stormwater into the southeastern corner of Mission Bay, the furthest point from the Pacific Ocean 

connection. To the north is Tecolote Shores Park; to the east is East Mission Bay Drive and I-5; to the 

south is an unpaved parking lot and Fiesta Island Road; and to the west is Bay waters and Fiesta Island 

as shown in Figure 2-4. 

The Fiesta Island Causeway is located directly south of where Tecolote Creek discharges into Mission Bay, 

as shown on Figure 2-4. The existing causeway connects East Mission Bay Drive with Fiesta Island Road. 

The Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway consists of 15.64 acres of subtidal/open water, 1.74 

acres of disturbed habitat (DH)/upland, 2.63 acres of developed/upland, 1.61 acres of coastal salt 

marsh, and 4.53 acres of beach. 

Cudahy Creek 

The Cudahy Creek component covers approximately 9.9 acres of water and land located at Cudahy Creek, 

along the eastern shoreline of Mission Bay, north of Leisure Lagoon and south of Mission Bay Drive. The 

Cudahy Creek Cove is an area of open water measuring approximately 5 acres and located along the 

eastern shoreline of Mission Bay north of Leisure Lagoon and south of Mission Bay Drive, as shown on 

Figure 2-4. Two storm drain networks connect to the Cudahy Creek Cove area: (1) Cudahy Creek that 

outlets though a triple reinforced concrete box culvert (each cell 6 feet wide by 5 feet high) where the cove 

area currently extends closest to East Mission Bay Drive and (2) dual 72-inch reinforced concrete pipes 

located approximately 750 feet northwest of the Cudahy Creek reinforced concrete boxes along the 

northwest to southeast aligned shoreline of Cudahy Creek Cove. In the vicinity of the Cudahy Creek outlet 

there are mudflat areas present during periods of low tide levels. Similarly, a small sand bar/mudflat area 

is located adjacent to and northwest of the dual reinforced concrete pipes outlet. The upland areas both 

to the north and south of the cove area have turf cover as well as asphalt parking areas used by day visitors 

to the area and maintained by the City Parks and Recreation Department. 
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The Cudahy Creek component consists of 8.1 acres of subtidal/open water, 0.9 acres of disturbed 

habitat/upland, and 0.9 acres of beach. 

2.1.2 RESTORATION OF SHORELINE 

The Restoration of Shoreline Element includes eight sites located throughout Mission Bay, which are: 

1) Vacation Island NW, 2) Vacation Island NE, 3) Vacation Island SW, 4) Ventura Cove, 5) Crown Point, 

6) West Sail Bay, 7) Bonita Cove, and 8) Bahia Point, as shown on Figure 2-5, Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program Elements – Restoration of Shoreline. 

Bonita Cove 

Bonita Cove is located in the southwest corner of Mission Bay. The proposed shoreline restoration 

would occur on the western portion of the Bonita Cove shoreline. 

Ventura Cove Park 

Ventura Cove Park is located on the western point north of the Mission Bay Drive bridge. The proposed 

shoreline restoration would occur on the shoreline to the east of Ventura Cove Beach. 

Bahia Point 

Bahia Point is located to the north of Ventura Cove Beach, in the southeastern portion of Mission Bay. 

The proposed shoreline restoration would occur from the northwestern shoreline of Bahia Point to 

the Ventura Cove Park shoreline. 

West Sail Bay 

West Sail Bay is located in northwest Mission Bay. The proposed shoreline restoration would occur on 

the western portion of Sail Bay, along Santa Clara Cove. 

Crown Point 

Crown Point is located in north Mission Bay and is bisected by Ingraham Street. The proposed 

shoreline restoration would occur along the southwestern shoreline of Crown Point. 

Vacation Island 

Vacation Island is located in the middle of Mission Bay and is bisected by Ingraham Street. The 

proposed shoreline restoration would occur at three locations along the shore of Vacation Island: 

along the northwest shoreline, along the southeast shoreline, and along the northeast shoreline. The 
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shoreline restoration at the Vacation Island NE site would occur west of Ingram Street bridge and east 

of Ingraham Street bridge along Ski Beach. 

2.1.3 UPLAND HABITAT EXPANSION PRESERVATION 

The proposed upland habitat expansion and preservation area includes all of Fiesta Island, as well as 

locations along the San Diego River and Sea World Drive, from I-5 to West Mission Bay Drive to the 

west, as shown on Figure 2-6, Mission Bay Parks Improvement Program Elements – Uplands Habitat 

and Preserves Expansion. 

Fiesta Island Habitat Expansion/Preservation Areas 

Four potential habitat expansion/preservation sites on Fiesta Island include Fiesta Island South, Fiesta 

Island Near Youth Camping, Fiesta Island North Central, and Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area, 

as shown on Figure 2-6. 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Habitat Expansion/Preservation Areas 

Three potential habitat restoration sites were identified for evaluation in this Program EIR along the 

southern edge of the Improvement Zone adjacent to Sea World Drive and the San Diego River 

including the Cloverleaf Enhancement Area, Triangle Enhancement Area, and South Shores East 

Restoration and Enhancement Area, as shown on Figure 2-6. 

2.1.4 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would occur Bay-wide with three main locations identified as key 

areas: (1) Rose Creek Bike Path, (2) Fiesta Island Causeway, and (3) Ocean Beach Bike Path, as shown on 

Figure 2-7, Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Elements – Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements. 

2.1.5 RESTORATION OF THE SEAWALL BULKHEAD 

The restoration of the seawall bulkhead would occur along the oceanfront at Pacific Beach and 

Mission Beach. Two sections of the existing seawall would be replaced. The first section starts at the 

intersection of Balboa Ct. and continues up to San Fernando Pl. The second region of the element 

limit starts at the intersection of Ventura Pl. and continues up to Pacific Beach Dr. See Figure 2-8, 

Mission Bay Parks Improvement Program Elements – Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead, for the location 

of this element. 
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2.2 HISTORICAL PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

In 1852, the United States Army constructed the first dike along the south side of the San Diego River 

to prevent Mission Bay from shifting back to San Diego Bay and created an estuary outlet for the river 

drainage (which failed soon after construction was completed). During the late 1800s, recreational 

development took place, but the facilities were destroyed by flooding years later. In the late 1940s, 

dredging and filling operations began converting the marsh into Mission Bay Park, which is almost 

entirely man-made. Approximately 50% of the park was once tidelands. Mission Bay was largely 

developed from the 1940s through the 1960s. Today, levees are present on the north and south sides 

of the San Diego River, and it no longer drains to Mission Bay (see Figure 2-3, Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations) (SCS Engineers 2006). 

2.3 EXISTING PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

The following section provides a local and regional description of the environmental setting of the 

Program, as well as the zoning and General Plan/Community Plan land use designations of the site 

and its contiguous properties, area topography, climate, and vegetation. 

2.3.1 LAND USE 

2.3.1.1 Existing Land Use 

The Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission 

Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. Existing land uses within the Improvement Zone 

are designated as Park, Open Space & Recreation in the City of San Diego General Plan (see Figure 2-9, 

City of San Diego General Plan Designations). The Improvement Zone is surrounded by Residential, 

Institutional & Public and Semi-Public Facilities, Multiple Use, and Commercial Employment Retail & 

Services land use designations. For the City of San Diego’s General Plan land use designation of Park, 

Open Space & Recreation, the recommended Community Plan Designations are Open Space, 

Population-based Parks, Resource-based Parks, and Private/Commercial Recreation, which are 

described in detail in Section 4.9, Land Use. The Improvement Zone also includes portions of the 

Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

2.3.1.2 Adopted Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

Mission Bay Park is a regional park that serves the residents of San Diego and visitors. The 

Improvement Zone encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park and falls within the boundaries of 

the adopted Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) – the MBPMP covers approximately 4,600 acres. 

The MBPMP area is bound by the communities of Mission Beach and Pacific Beach to the west and 

the north, respectively. Mission Bay Park is bordered by I-5 at its eastern edge and by the communities 
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of Ocean Beach, Peninsula, and Midway-Pacific Highway south of Robb Athletic Field and the I-8 to the 

South. The MBPMP includes several land uses, including lease areas, open beach, parkland, playfield, 

youth camping, wetland habitat, upland preserve, coastal landscape, and salt pannes (City of 

San Diego 2024a). 

2.3.1.3 Existing Zoning 

The Improvement Zone includes the following zoning: Residential-Single Unit (RS-1-7), Residential-

Multiple Unit (RM-4-10), Mission Beach Planned District Residential-Single Unit (MBPD-R-S), Open 

Space (OP-1-1), Residential-Single Unit (RS-1-1), Residential-Multiple Unit (RM-2-4), and Residential-

Multiple Unit (RM-1-1). 

The Improvement Zone is also overlain with several Overlay Zones. The Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Zone overlaps the central and southern portions of the Improvement Zone. The Mission Beach 

waterfront and portions of the Rose Creek area are within the Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone. The 

Mission Boulevard and West Mission Bay Drive corridors within the Improvement Zone are within the 

Transit Area Overlay Zone. The entire Improvement Zone is overlain by the Coastal Overlay Zone, the 

Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, the Coastal Overlay Zone First Public Roadway, and the Parking 

Impact Overlay Zone.  

2.3.2 TOPOGRAPHY 

The Improvement Zone is generally flat, characterized by the coastal shoreline of the Pacific Ocean 

and Mission Bay and marshland associated with the mouth of the San Diego Rive, Tecolote Creek, 

Rose Creek, and the Northern Wildlife Reserve. Elevation gradually increases from west to east. Some 

coastal bluffs occur in the vicinity of Crown Point, but the slopes do not mee the City of San Diego’s 

definition of “steep slope” (greater than 25% slope and an elevation differential of 50 feet), as shown 

on Figure 2-10, Mission Bay Improvements Program Topography. 

2.3.3 DRAINAGE 

The Improvement Zone is situated on a mixed recreation and residential land use area. Current 

drainage is into streets, storm drains, and gutters that flow into Mission Bay. Grassy park land sheet 

flows into the Bay. Rose Creek flows in a riprap-lined dredged channel into the Bay (Appendix P, 

Geotechnical and Geologic Hazard Evaluation for the Mission Bay Park Improvement Project, by The 

Bodhi Group Inc., June 2025). Portions of the Improvement Zone are within the open water or 

immediately adjacent to water are identified within special flood hazard areas, including Zones A, AE, 

and VE, as described below and shown in Figure 2-11, Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Flood 

Zones (FEMA 2019). These special flood hazard areas are high risk areas, Zones A, AE, and VE are 

defined as areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual-chance flood event (FEMA 2020). 
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2.3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A total of 21 vegetation communities and/or land cover types were observed in the Improvement 

Zone. The vegetation communities occurring in the Improvement Zone, including wetland and upland 

(Tier I–IV) communities, are identified in Table 3-2 in the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix M), and shown on Figures 2-12A–2-12L, Vegetation Communities/Eelgrass. 
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This chapter provides a description of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program), the 
environmental effects of which are evaluated in Chapters 4 through 7 of this Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). The Program location, history, purpose and need, and objectives are described below, 
followed by a description of the Program characteristics and a list of the anticipated discretionary 
actions. Section 15124 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines sets forth 
specific technical requirements for a project description and includes items such as the precise 
location of the site; a statement of the project’s objectives; and a general description of the project’s 
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics. 

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Program location consists of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), as 
defined in City Charter Section 55.2. Regionally, the Improvement Zone is in the westernmost 
portion of central City of San Diego, as shown in Figure 3-1, Mission Bay Park Improvements 
Program. The Program is located at the coastline in the City of San Diego bounded by the 
communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the south, Mission Beach to the west, 
and Interstate (I) 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission Bay 
Park, along with additional areas in all directions; the specific extent of the Improvement Zone is 
shown in Figure 3-1. Within the Improvement Zone are various identified sites for known discrete 
projects (or “elements”) within the Program to be analyzed under this EIR. Specific details of each 
location are described for each element in Section 3.3, Program Elements. Regional access to the 
Improvement Zone (Mission Bay) is provided by I-5 from the north and south, and I-8 from the east. 
Access to each individual element of the Program is provided by local roadways throughout and 
surrounding Mission Bay Park. 

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The following project objectives for the Program are based on the goals of Section 55.2 of Article V of 
the City of San Diego City Charter: 

1. Improve Mission Bay Park through wetland expansion, water quality improvements, and the 
protection and expansion of eelgrass beds as identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

2. Identify inadequate and failing shorelines within Mission Bay Park, and prioritize shoreline 
restoration treatments, including restoration of beach sand and stabilization of erosion 
control features.  
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3. Expand endangered or threatened species preserves and upland habitats in areas identified 
in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, including on North Fiesta Island, along the levee of the 
San Diego River floodway, and other opportunity areas. 

4. Implement deferred maintenance projects, including but not limited to, maintenance and 
regular replacement of recreational and public safety facilities, to the benefit of park users. 

5. Assess deficiencies and gaps in the existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation network to 
improve overall circulation, safety, and enjoyment of bicyclists and pedestrians in Mission 
Bay Park. 

6. Restore the seawall bulkhead on Oceanfront Walk to a condition no less than the quality of 
restoration previously performed in 1998 from Thomas Street to Pacific Beach Drive or to 
conditions as may be required by historic standards. 

3.3 PROGRAM ELEMENTS  

The proposed Program is intended to address issues related to water quality and water circulation, 
habitat, and visitor-serving improvements in specifically identified areas. The Program would include 
implementation of the following elements: Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element, 
Shoreline Restoration Element, Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element, Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvements Element, Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element, Deferred 
Maintenance Element, and Signage Update Element. A Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) 
prepared up to 30% complete designs for each of these location-specific elements.  

Certain proposed improvements in the Improvement Zone are in areas that are the subject of the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan revisions, specifically for Fiesta Island and DeAnza Cove. The Rose 
Creek Element is not a part of the improvements at this time because the planning process for 
DeAnza Cove is underway and occurring separately from this effort. The California Coastal 
Commission Modifications to the Fiesta Island Mission Bay Park Master Plan Amendment were 
approved by the City of San Diego (City) City Council in 2021, and elements herein on Fiesta Island 
are designed and evaluated in relation to that amendment and the current Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan (City of San Diego 2024a). 

The proposed Program has specific elements to be implemented throughout Mission Bay Park. The 
Program is inclusive of site-specific components and Bay-wide programmatic elements, as listed in 
Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1. 
Program Elements 

Element Location 
Wetland and Water Quality 
Improvements 

North Fiesta Island 
Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 
Cudahy Creek 

Restoration of Shoreline Vacation Island NW 
Vacation Island NE 
Vacation Island SW 
Ventura Cove 
Crown Point 
West Sail Bay 
Bonita Cove 
Bahia Point 

Upland Habitat and Preserve 
Expansion 

Site No. 1 Fiesta Island South  
Site No. 2 Fiesta Island North Central 
Site No. 3 Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping 
Site No. 4 Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area 
Site No. 5a Sea World Drive/San Diego River Cloverleaf 
Enhancement Area 
Site No. 5b Sea World Drive/San Diego River Triangle 
Enhancement Area 
Site No. 5c Sea World Drive/San Diego River South Shores 
East Restoration 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvements 

Rose Creek Bike Path  
Fiesta Island Causeway** 
Ocean Beach Bike Path 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Mission Beach – Pacific Beach 
Deferred Maintenance* Bay-wide 
Signage Update* Bay-wide 
Notes: 
* Includes maintenance and signage activities that are typically exempt from CEQA. Included for purposes of 

disclosure because they are included in Section 55.2 of Article V of the City of San Diego Charter.  
** Included as part of 1.b.  
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3.3.1 WETLAND AND WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT 

The Program includes an element consisting of wetland and water quality improvements involving 
the location-specific components of (1) North Fiesta Island, (2) Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 
Causeway, and (3) Cudahy Creek.  

3.3.1.1 North Fiesta Island Component 

Location 

The North Fiesta Island component is in the northern reach of Fiesta Island and is situated in east 
Mission Bay, as shown in Figure 3-2, Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element – a) North 
Fiesta Island. The North Fiesta Island wetland component site covers approximately 50 acres on 
Fiesta Island, including upland and beach areas. The low-lying beach is separated from the higher-
elevation uplands habitat by the Fiesta Island Road circling the perimeter of the island, and an 
earthen berm of approximately 3 to 5 feet high from the surface of the perimeter road. The interior 
uplands area includes portions of the existing Least Tern Preserve, which is subject to relocation as 
part of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element to the northwest of this site. To the 
southwest the site is bordered by native and non-native vegetation, with informal trails used for 
passive recreation by visitors. Fiesta Bay surrounds the site to the north, east, and south, which is 
open water accessible for swimming and boating activities by the adjacent beach.  

Description 

The North Fiesta Island component would create and restore tidal wetlands on Fiesta Island to 
improve the water quality of Mission Bay. The North Fiesta Island component site is one of five 
locations identified in the 2023 update to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan for the expansion of 
tidal wetlands to address the needs of water quality and enhance habitat in Mission Bay Park while 
balancing the need for flood control and resource mitigation. As described above, the North Fiesta 
Island component site covers approximately 50 acres on Fiesta Island. The North Fiesta Island 
component design consists of restored wetland habitats; wetland hydrology, including several 
channels; cross-channel bridge access; and fencing, which are further discussed below.  

Under the North Fiesta Island component, tides would be introduced to the interior of North Fiesta 
Island, and the tidal hydrology would support the establishment of tidal wetland habitats. The North 
Fiesta Island component would create a gradient of balanced habitat types relative to existing 
conditions through site grading modifications. Site grading would lower the high elevations in the 
interior of the site and convert the existing non-native uplands to salt marsh. The grading design 
includes a primary channel, secondary channels, and wetland habitat areas. The orientation of the 
primary channel is from west to east, and the secondary channels are oriented in a north/south 
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direction. The secondary channels branch off the primary tidal channel and are designed to 
distribute tidal waters and the nutrients they provide throughout the salt marsh system. 
Conveyance of seawater throughout the primary channel and secondary channels would create a 
mix of salt marsh habitat that includes subtidal/eelgrass, mudflats, low marsh, mid marsh, and high 
marsh. An additional connection to Mission Bay to the subtidal channels would be provided at the 
north end of the channels west of a proposed overlook. The North Fiesta Island component also 
includes a transitional wetland area that allows for upward migration of the marsh as the sea level 
rises. Non-tidal (i.e., transitional) and upland habitat would persist around the perimeter of the 
North Fiesta Island component area and would receive restoration treatments under the Upland 
Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element. 

The North Fiesta Island component would be designed to provide a gentle transition from the 
wetland restoration area into the proposed least tern area to the northwest of the North Fiesta 
Island component site. The North Fiesta Island component would also provide a native buffer to the 
east and south of the Least Tern Preserve with implementation of the tidal exchange channels and 
would establish resources that may be used by least terns for forage and potential nesting 
opportunities. The Preliminary Engineering Report North Fiesta Island Wetland Restoration (Moffatt 
& Nichol, July 2025), included in this EIR as Appendix B, provides the background, preliminary design, 
construction approach, and risk assessment for the North Fiesta Island component (Appendix B).  

The listed habitats are a mix of salt marsh habitat, which includes subtidal/eelgrass, mudflats, low 
marsh, mid marsh, and high marsh, as well as non-tidal (i.e., transitional) and upland habitat. 
Table 3-2) provides a definition of each type of listed habitat.  

Table 3-2.  
Habitat Types 

Habitat 
Type Description 

Subtidal  Subtidal habitat is defined as shallow areas of open water that do not drain during 
each tidal period. Elevation range of below −3.7 feet NGVD 29. 

Mudflat Intertidal mudflat habitat is defined as unvegetated, unconsolidated mud or sand 
bottom habitat. Mudflat habitat is typically situated low in the intertidal zone, 
between subtidal habitat and low intertidal salt marsh. Mudflats are inundated and 
exposed during most tidal cycles. Elevation range from −3.7 to +1.1 feet NGVD 29. 

Low Marsh Intertidal salt marsh that is dominated by California cordgrass (Spartina foliosa). 
Elevation range from +1.1 feet to +1.9 feet NGVD 29. 

Mid Marsh Salt marsh habitat that is inundated irregularly by tides relative to the low marsh, 
but at a higher frequency than the high marsh. As a result, the plant species that 
inhabit the mid salt marsh are adapted to high soil salinities and long periods of 
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Table 3-2.  
Habitat Types 

Habitat 
Type Description 

exposure. Elevation range from +1.9 feet to +3.7 feet NGVD 29. 
High Marsh  Intertidal high salt marsh occurs at elevations between mid-salt marsh and 

supratidal transition zone habitat. The high marsh is irregularly to intermittently 
flooded and the plants of this marsh habitat are adapted to hypersaline soil 
conditions. Elevation range from +3.7 feet to approximately +4.8 feet NGVD 29. 

Transitional Supratidal transition zone habitat occurs between the range of the highest high tides 
and non-tidal supratidal uplands. These areas represent a transition from the 
highest salt marsh plant species to upland plant species with both plant 
assemblages occurring within this relatively narrow elevation band. Elevation range 
from +4.8 feet to +6.8 feet NGVD 29. 

Upland Uplands are areas above the elevation where flooding generally occurs. Elevation 
above +6.8 feet NGVD 29. 

Beach  Sandy, pebbly, or rocky zone at the water’s edge.  
Source: Appendix B. 

Table 3-3 outlines the existing habitat and proposed salt marsh habitat area for the North Fiesta 
Island component. 

Table 3-3  
North Fiesta Island Wetlands Existing and Proposed Habitat 

Existing Upland and Beach 
Habitat* 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Proposed Restored 
Habitat* 

Designed 
Acreage 

Least Tern Preserve 14 New Least Tern Preserve 27.9 
Subtotal Preserve Area 14 Subtotal Preserve Area 27.9 

Subtidal/Open Water 3.0 Subtidal/Open Water 10.8 
Mudflat 0.0 Mudflat 4.5 
Low Marsh 0.0 Low Marsh 5.1 
Mid Marsh 0.0 Mid Marsh 9.2 
High Marsh 0.0 High Marsh 9.3 
Transitional 0.0 Transitional 2.5 
Disturbed Habitat/Upland 27.5 Disturbed Habitat/Upland 3.4 
Disturbed Salt Marsh 16.7 Disturbed Salt Marsh 0.0 
Beach 15.9 Beach 4.4 
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Table 3-3  
North Fiesta Island Wetlands Existing and Proposed Habitat 

Existing Upland and Beach 
Habitat* 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Proposed Restored 
Habitat* 

Designed 
Acreage 

Subtotal Remaining Area 63.1 Subtotal Restored Area 49.2 
Total Existing Area 77.1 Total Area 77.1 

Source: Appendix B. 
* Habitats are considered land cover types as classified in the Preliminary Engineering Report. Refer to the 

Biological Technical Report for specific biological habitat classifications. 

The preliminary design also includes the construction of two bridges, fencing, and a gate along 
Fiesta Island Road. One bridge would connect the Least Tern Preserve to Fiesta Island Road across 
the western end of the primary tidal channel, and one bridge would cross the eastern end of the 
primary tidal channel along the east side of Fiesta Island Road. The bridges would span over the 
proposed main channel, which bisects North Fiesta Island from the remainder of the Island. These 
bridge facilities would connect North Fiesta Island to Central Fiesta Island and allow public access 
along the external beach areas. The bridge connecting to the Least Tern Preserve would be 
restricted to scientific teams, land managers, and maintenance personnel only. Each bridge would 
be supported by reinforced concrete piles, which would be driven into the existing ground. The 
proposed bridge over the eastern portion of the proposed inlet (available for public use) would be 
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and approximately 95 feet in length by 
25 feet wide and would fully span the proposed main channel. The proposed maintenance bridge 
over the western portion of the proposed inlet would be approximately 16 feet wide by 95 feet long.  

Perimeter fencing is proposed to provide a physical barrier to the Least Tern Preserve, restrict access, 
and allow the site’s vegetative community time to develop and mature post-construction. The fencing 
would reduce the risk of damage to the salt marsh caused by foot traffic, animals, and unauthorized 
vehicular traffic. The existing chain-link fence that presently traverses the site would be removed during 
construction and a new 6-foot-high fence would be installed along the perimeter of the restored 
wetlands. Once the wetlands are established, the fence may be removed. For as long as the fence is in 
place, gates would be included to allow authorized access for monitoring and maintenance. A pedestrian 
and bicycle path would be constructed on the eastern perimeter of the site, stopping at a proposed 
picnic feature and marsh overlook toward the northern end of North Fiesta Island. Seasonal public 
access to the proposed pedestrian and bicycle path and public beaches along the eastern shore of the 
North Fiesta Island component would be restricted during the least tern nesting season. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  
3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

December 2025 3-8 10523 

Construction 

Construction is anticipated to occur using conventional earthmoving equipment. The existing site 
topography is relatively high above groundwater, and there is a large quantity of material to be 
removed with limited time for removal due to nesting season restrictions and rains. The North Fiesta 
Island component would necessarily be constructed after the Uplands Habitat and Preserve 
Expansion Fiesta Island Site No. 4 – Least Tern Preserve Area, with no prescribed duration between 
the construction activities of these components.  

The majority of site excavation would occur above the mean tide level. The average site elevation is 
approximately 11.2 feet NGVD 29, and the average elevation of the proposed wetland is +2.1 feet 
NGVD 29, so most of the excavation would be done above the mean tide level of +0.43 feet NGVD 
29. The mean tide level is likely to represent the groundwater level encountered during excavation. 
Lower elevations would be included in the North Fiesta Island component, which would be at the 
center of channels near the inverts. Working in dry conditions can be more efficient and require 
shorter time periods compared to working in wet conditions using a dredge. Approximately 
762,500 cubic yards of soil would be removed.  

Material Re-Use  

Material re-use would be available in the coordination of adjacent wetland restoration projects in 
Mission Bay under the Program. The material excavated from the North Fiesta Island component 
would be reused for wetland creation for the Cudahy Creek Wetland Restoration and Tecolote Creek 
Wetland Restoration components to balance material across the components of the Wetland and 
Water Quality Improvements Element.  

Three stockpile areas have been identified within Fiesta Island for potential stockpiling activities. 
Stockpile Site #1 would be located in north-central Fiesta Island, adjacent to the North Fiesta Island 
component restoration site. This is a 15.9-acre area within an existing vegetated area. Stockpile Site 
#2 would be located near Tecolote Creek at the west end of the Fiesta Island Road causeway. This 
area is 17.4 acres within the existing kelp drying and sand processing area managed by the City. 
Stockpile Site #3 would be located at the existing over-the-line tournament area at the center of 
North Fiesta Island. This area is 29.3 acres. The stockpile options used would be refined upon final 
design to avoid and minimize potential for direct impacts to sensitive habitat.  

A haul route would be established in the center of Fiesta Island, off of the main circulation route, 
Fiesta Island Road. Earthmoving equipment would be used to transport excavated material a 
relatively short distance to the stockpile site and would return for another load. Stockpiled material 
would be stored temporarily and re-used for the two other proposed Wetland and Water Quality 
Improvements components: Tecolote Creek component and Cudahy Creek component wetlands. 
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Generally, stockpiled material would be stored as mounds or piles of materials. If Stockpile Site #3 is 
needed, material there would be spread evenly across the site and would be suitable for continued 
(over-the-line) activities at that site. 

If the material cannot be stockpiled on site due to the contamination or condition of the material, it 
would be hauled off the island to be disposed of appropriately. If the material to be disposed of is 
classified as non-hazardous contaminated soil, it can be disposed of at the Miramar Landfill; 
however, capacity or other limitations would apply for disposal. Contaminated soil that is classified 
as hazardous waste or designated waste must be characterized and disposed of at a facility specially 
permitted to accept such materials. If wet material is removed, as may occur during excavation of 
the lower elevations of channels, amphibious excavators may be used. Although construction would 
likely occur in the dry season, if excavation activities do occur in the wet season, one or more 
dredges could be used to pump the material to a disposal or stockpile site. Land-based construction 
equipment would access the site from the Fiesta Island Causeway from East Mission Bay Drive. If 
water-based construction equipment is used, it would be delivered over the causeway or delivered 
over water from Mission Bay. 

Construction Equipment 

The suite of equipment needed to perform construction of the wetland 
in the dry condition with stockpiling on the Island is estimated to be as follows:

• Scrapers with a capacity of 30 cubic yards each (5) 

• Excavators (4) 

• Off-road trucks with a capacity of 16 to 18 cubic yards each (12) 

• Front-end loaders (5) 

• Bulldozers (5) 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance would be required for the North Fiesta Island component. The most 
intensive actions would include the following: 

• Trash removal 

• Weed removal from transitional habitat areas 

• Channel and culvert maintenance 

• Perimeter fence repair 
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• Sea-level rise (SLR) adaptive management 

Maintenance would be required regularly to ensure the habitat functions at the highest level 
possible for the site. Issues with compromised habitat conditions or hydrology would be addressed 
through adaptive SLR management. Adaptive management may include minor grading, planting, 
and periodic thin-layer sediment augmentation to maintain appropriate tidal/land elevation 
relationships that support the target marsh habitat diversity. 

3.3.1.2 Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Component 

Location 

Tecolote Creek serves a hydrologic area of approximately 9.71 square miles and discharges 
stormwater into the southeastern corner of Mission Bay, the farthest point from the Pacific Ocean 
connection. To the north is Tecolote Shores Park, to the east are East Mission Bay Drive and I-5, to 
the south are an unpaved parking lot and Fiesta Island Road, and to the west are Bay waters and 
Fiesta Island. Refer to Figures 3-3 and 3-6. 

The Fiesta Island Causeway is directly south of where Tecolote Creek discharges into Mission Bay, as 
shown in Figure 3-3, Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element – b) Tecolote Creek and 
Fiesta Island Causeway. The existing causeway connects East Mission Bay Drive with Fiesta 
Island Road.  

Description 

Tecolote Creek 

The Tecolote Creek component would create approximately 12 acres of wetlands in southeastern 
Mission Bay Park. The preliminary design incorporates the existing tidal channel, which has the 
appropriate depth and capacity to introduce the full tide range into the proposed restoration site. 
Freshwater input and stormwater runoff from Tecolote Creek would also affect the wetlands. It is 
the tidal hydrology, however, that would drive the wetland ecology, to a large extent, and support 
diverse, self-sustaining salt marsh habitat. The wetland grading design provides for a gentle slope 
from the constructed wetlands restoration area into Tecolote Shores. A forebay (i.e., sedimentation 
basin) would be constructed at the mouth of Tecolote Creek. The purpose of the forebay is to 
capture sediment flowing from Tecolote Creek before it enters the proposed wetlands. Rock scour 
protection would be installed at the mouth of Tecolote Creek, constructed of 1 ton of rock riprap, to 
prevent erosion from and reduce velocity of the flowing water. The Preliminary Engineering Report 
Tecolote Creek Wetland Restoration & Fiesta Island Causeway, Moffatt & Nichol, March 2024, 
provides detailed preliminary design and construction approach information (Appendix C).  
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An open, earthen-bottom channel is proposed under the Fiesta Island Causeway. The proposed 
channel would be 20 feet wide at its bottom, would have an invert elevation of −6 feet (NGVD 29), 
and would have a bank slope of 3:1 to match the crest elevations of the existing causeway. The open 
channel would connect the waters north and south of the causeway, which would promote tidal 
circulation and enhance water quality in areas surrounding east Fiesta Island. A bridge is envisioned 
to span the open channel to maintain connection between East Mission Bay Drive and Fiesta Island 
Road, approximately 100 feet long by 60 feet wide. Alternatively, a two-way culvert beneath the 
existing causeway could be constructed to connect the waters of Mission Bay north and south of the 
causeway. It would consist of a large box culvert or several smaller pipe or box culverts that provide 
equivalent cross-sectional area. The base elevation would be −6 feet NGVD 29; the top elevation 
would be +10 feet NGVD 29, and the maximum width would be 200 feet at the bottom. The 
proposed bridge design was the preferred design and is analyzed in this EIR. The construction of a 
channel is proposed, and a bridge or culvert is proposed to maintain access across the channel. This 
is further described below under the Fiesta Island Causeway component. 

The preliminary design includes substantial earthwork and grading of the site to create a suitable 
mosaic of salt marsh habitat (subtidal/eelgrass, mudflats, low marsh, mid marsh, high marsh, and 
buffer area) over a majority of the component area. The Tecolote Creek component would also 
include a transitional wetland area that allows for upward migration of the marsh as the sea level 
rises. Non-tidal and upland habitat would persist around the perimeter of the Tecolote Creek 
component area. The existing beach area on the northern boundary would be transformed into a 
sand dune with associated coastal strand vegetation. The dune would have a top elevation 
approximately 6 feet above the road elevation to create a physical barrier and visual screen of 
vehicular movements on Fiesta Island Road. Higher habitat would occupy a portion of the Tecolote 
Creek site to transition into upland. Excavation and grading would be required to create the channel 
under the Fiesta Island Causeway. Table 3-4 outlines existing and proposed habitats and acreages.  

Table 3-4.  
Existing and Proposed Habitats Acreages 

Habitats Existing Mapped Acreage Proposed Designed Acreage 
Subtidal/Open Water 15.64 3.52 
Mudflat 0 2.48 
Low Marsh 0 3.35 
Mid Marsh 0 6.83 
High Marsh 0 3.70 
Transitional 0 0.61 
Disturbed Habitat/Upland 1.74 0 
Developed/Upland 2.63 0 
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Table 3-4.  
Existing and Proposed Habitats Acreages 

Habitats Existing Mapped Acreage Proposed Designed Acreage 
Coastal Salt Marsh 1.61 0 
Beach 4.53 0 
Upland/Dunes 0 5.23 
Marsh 0 0.43 

Total Area 26.15 26.15 
Source: Tecolote Creek Wetland Restoration & Fiesta Island Causeway Preliminary Engineering Report 

Finally, perimeter fencing is proposed to restrict access and allow the site’s vegetative community 
time to develop and mature post-construction. The fencing would reduce the risk of damage to the 
salt marsh caused by foot traffic, animals, and unauthorized vehicular traffic. A 6-foot-high chain-link 
fence is assumed for the Tecolote Creek component. Gates would be included to allow authorized 
access for monitoring and maintenance. 

Fiesta Island Causeway 

The Fiesta Island Causeway improvements would create better water circulation in eastern Mission 
Bay. Specifically, an open channel is proposed to create the desired hydraulic connection between 
the basins on either side of the existing causeway. A bridge is proposed to span over the open 
channel to connect the basins north and south of the existing causeway and to maintain the existing 
connection between East Mission Bay Drive and Fiesta Island Road. The bridge would be constructed 
of concrete pre-cast girders hauled to the site and placed. It would be ADA compliant and 
approximately 100 feet in length by 60 feet wide to fully span the approximately 20-foot-wide open 
channel. A culvert beneath the existing causeway is an alternative option presented in the PER 
(Appendix C) to provide a water connection of Bay waters north and south of the causeway. 
However, the open channel option is the design option analyzed in this EIR.  

Construction 

Tecolote Creek 

Construction would occur in the dry areas with earthmoving equipment and would consist of placing 
180,000 cubic yards of material into the proposed wetland footprint at the existing location of the 
Tecolote Creek mouth and east Mission Bay. The material would be sourced from the North Fiesta 
Island component and delivered from one of the three stockpile sites on Fiesta Island to the 
Tecolote Creek site in the dry season by truck and placed by earthmovers. Approximately 
169,220 cubic yards of material would be available from North Fiesta Island component excavation 
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to be contributed to the restoration at Tecolote Creek. Material stored at stockpile site 2 would be 
directly adjacent to the Tecolote Creek site, and earthmovers and excavators would be used to move 
the material. Trucks would be used to deliver material from stockpile sites 1 and 3 using established 
routes on existing roadways on Fiesta Island. An excavator would sit within the interior of the site to 
move the material around to gradually fill the site as the material is delivered by truck. The 
excavator would be able to create the grades required on the grading plans. The site would be filled 
from the edges toward the middle of the site. A turbidity boom would be placed along the northern 
boundary of the Tecolote Creek site during construction to protect east Mission Bay from turbidity 
associated with the filling. 

Fiesta Island Causeway  

The Fiesta Island Causeway improvements would be installed using excavators to remove the 
portion of the causeway needed for the channel. As discussed above, a bridge would be installed as 
a pre-cast structure delivered to the site and set in place; alternatively, it could be designed as a 
full-span concrete structure poured in place.  

A bridge structure would be constructed by drilling cast-in-drilled-hole piles for the substructure, 
constructing abutments and bent caps, placing pre-cast concrete girders, and then casting the deck 
and barriers. This would all be accomplished one section at a time, allowing one lane of the causeway 
to remain open to traffic with flaggers. Once the bridge is finished, the channel would be constructed.  

Construction Equipment 

The suite of equipment needed to perform construction of the wetland in the dry condition with the 
delivery of material from the stockpile on the Island is estimated to be as follows: 

• Excavators (4) 

• Amphibious excavator (1) 

• Off-road trucks with a capacity of 18 
cubic yards each (12) 

• Front-end loaders (5) 

• Rubber-tired dozers (5) 

The suite of equipment needed to perform construction of the bridge is estimated to include 
the following:  

• Crane (1) 

• Bore/drill rig (1) 

• Concrete pump (1) 

• Excavator (1) 

• Dump trucks (2) 
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Land-based construction equipment would access the wetland site from East Mission Bay Drive, and 
access to and from Fiesta Island via the causeway.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance would be required for the wetland. The most intensive actions may 
include the following: 

• Trash removal 

• Weed removal from transitional habitat areas 

• Channel and culvert maintenance 

• Perimeter fence repair  

• SLR adaptive management 

Maintenance would occur regularly to ensure the habitat functions at the highest level possible for the 
site. Periodic maintenance of the forebay in the form of sediment removal would be done by the City. 

Issues with compromised habitat conditions or hydrology would need to be addressed through 
adaptive SLR management. Adaptive management may include minor grading, planting, culvert 
modifications, and periodic thin-layer sediment augmentation to maintain appropriate tidal/land 
elevation relationships that support the target marsh habitat diversity. 

3.3.1.3 Cudahy Creek Component 

Location 

Cudahy Creek Cove is an area of open water measuring approximately 5 acres located along the 
eastern shoreline of Mission Bay north of Leisure Lagoon and south of Mission Bay Drive, as shown 
in Figure 3-4, Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element – c) Cudahy Creek. Two storm drain 
networks connect to the Cudahy Creek Cove area: (1) Cudahy Creek that outlets through a triple 
reinforced concrete box culvert (each cell measuring 6 feet wide by 5 feet high) where the cove area 
currently extends closest to East Mission Bay Drive, and (2) dual 72-inch-diameter reinforced 
concrete pipes located approximately 750 feet northwest of the Cudahy Creek reinforced concrete 
box along the northern portion of the shoreline of Cudahy Creek Cove. In the vicinity of the Cudahy 
Creek outlet there are mudflat areas present during periods of low tide. Similarly, a small sand 
bar/mudflat area is located adjacent to and northwest of the dual reinforced concrete pipe outlet. 
The upland areas to the north and south of the cove area have turf cover and asphalt parking areas 
used by day visitors that are maintained by the City Parks and Recreation Department. 
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Description 

The Cudahy Creek component would create 5.2 acres of wetlands within the Cudahy Creek Cove 
area. The Cudahy Creek component would consist of low salt and mid-salt marsh restoration areas, 
subtidal channels, berm, oyster bag, and riprap revetment within Cudahy Creek Cove. The 
Preliminary Engineering Report Cudahy Creek Wetland Restoration (Moffatt & Nichol, March 2024) 
provides detailed preliminary design and construction approach information (Appendix D). The 
marshes would provide water quality treatment of stormwater and Bay water, as well as native 
habitat. Two subtidal channels are proposed to convey flows from the two existing outfalls. A berm 
is proposed along the wetland limits along the open water of the Bay. Oyster bags are proposed on 
the outer fill slope of the restoration area for stabilization and water filtration purposes. Riprap 
revetment is proposed at the existing outfalls and the connection of the subtidal channels with the 
open water in the Bay to prevent erosion. Approximately 1,800 linear feet of perimeter fencing 
would be installed post-construction to restrict access to protect the habitat. See Figure 3-4 for a 
depiction of the preliminary design and the components. The existing habitat and proposed salt 
marsh habitat for this component are listed in Table 3-5.  

Table 3-5.  
Cudahy Creek Existing and Proposed Habitat Areas 

Habitat Existing Acreage Proposed Acreage 
Subtidal/Open Water 8.1 4.0 
Mudflat 0.0 0.0 
Low Marsh 0.0 3.7 
Mid Marsh 0.0 1.5 
High Marsh 0.0 0.0 
Transitional 0.0 0.3 
Disturbed Habitat/Upland 0.9 0.2 
Disturbed Salt Marsh 0.0 0.0 
Beach 0.9 0.0 
Riprap 0.0 0.2 

Total Area 9.9 9.9 
Source: Appendix D. 
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Subtidal Channels 

The proposed subtidal channels have two main purposes:  

1. During wet weather, provide a connection between each of the two storm drain outfalls and the 
open water area of Mission Bay (i.e., to provide conveyance for stormwater runoff through the 
wetland area and to the North Pacific Passage of Mission Bay).  

2. Allow tidal fluctuations to result in wetland inundation and subsequent drainage of the proposed 
wetland areas.  

That is, during flood tide conditions, the water level elevations within the subtidal channels would 
rise with the tide levels and allow Bay water to inundate the salt marsh wetland areas. During ebb 
tide conditions, the subtidal channels would allow the salt marsh areas to drain by carrying water 
out of the wetland area and back to the Mission Bay open water. This process of inundation and 
draining is necessary for the health of the salt marsh wetland and would provide water quality 
benefits by circulating water through the wetland, which would result in filtering through the 
vegetation and wetland soils prior to being returned to the Bay. Depending on the tide level during 
wet weather, a varying portion of the stormwater runoff would exceed the capacity of the subtidal 
and flow into the salt marsh area, which would provide water quality benefits to the 
stormwater runoff.  

Subtidal Channel Stabilization 

The results of the hydraulic modeling indicate that the subtidal channels would require stabilization 
at three locations: (1) Cudahy Creek outlet, (2) dual reinforced concrete pipe outlet, and (3) the 
connection area with the Mission Bay North Pacific Passage.  

In the areas of the storm drain outlets, the rock would be at the elevation of the storm drain system 
for a distance of 30 to 40 feet followed by a transition down to the subtidal channel geometry. In the 
area of the subtidal channel connection with the North Pacific Passage, the two subtidal channels 
would merge together, resulting in greater flow and velocity in comparison to the individual channel 
reaches. Additionally, to increase stormwater runoff flow onto the low salt marsh areas, the subtidal 
channel geometry at the wetland exit would be manipulated with steps or benches and a reduced 
channel bottom width. Based on the results of the hydraulic modeling, a riprap class of 2 tons 
covering approximately 0.2 acres would be required. 

Salt Marsh Wetland 

A combination of low, transitional, and mid-salt marsh wetland areas are proposed in the Cudahy 
Creek Cove salt marsh restoration area. Approximately 3.3 acres of low salt marsh area is proposed 
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adjacent to each side of the proposed subtidal channels. The proposed elevation of the low salt 
marsh would vary slightly to promote drainage of the area during periods between inundations. The 
proposed elevations are on the lower end of the elevation range in which low salt marsh would be 
sustainable; the elevations were selected to balance the water quality objective and the habitat 
mitigation objective. Along the perimeter of Cudahy Creek Cove, approximately 1.4 acres of mid-salt 
marsh is proposed. The width of the mid-salt marsh would vary slightly, but in general it would be 
approximately 50 feet. Between the low and mid-salt marsh areas, an area with a width of 12 feet is 
proposed as transitional. This would result in a design slope of 4:1 (horizontal to vertical), which 
would have an adequate grade for a quick transition while being flat enough to promote vegetation 
and reduce the risk of erosion. 

Berm Area 

A 20-foot-wide berm area is proposed between the proposed salt marsh wetland areas and the 
North Pacific Passage of Mission Bay for the entire length of the wetland except in the area where 
the subtidal channel is proposed to connect to the Mission Bay open water. The berm area would 
consist of a low salt marsh wetland habitat (approximately 0.35 acres, in addition to the amount 
described above). The berm would serve to contain water in the wetland areas to promote filtration 
of the water through the vegetation and to improve the water quality benefit of the system. During 
periods of high tide there would be a direct exchange of water between the wetland area and 
Mission Bay (i.e., water would flow over the top of the berm). This inundation is necessary for 
wetland health and would result in additional water quality benefits. 

Oyster Bag Slope 

Along the west side of the proposed fill area constructed to create the wetland would be a sloped 
area that ranges in elevation. The proposed slope would be 10:1 (horizontal to vertical) and has been 
designed to make a near-seamless connection to the existing slopes of the North Pacific Passage 
north and south of the proposed wetland area. Oyster bags are proposed along the slope to culture 
the growth of oysters. Oysters provide water quality benefits through filter-feeding, which removes 
nutrients from the water by consuming and assimilating the nitrogen and phosphorus into their 
tissue and shells. 

Fencing 

Perimeter chain-link fencing is proposed for the Cudahy Creek component to restrict access and 
allow the site’s vegetative community time to develop and mature post-construction. The fencing 
would reduce the risk of damage to the salt marsh caused by foot traffic, animals, and unauthorized 
vehicular traffic. An approximately 1,800 linear-foot, 6-foot-high fence is proposed, with gates to 
allow authorized access for monitoring and maintenance.  
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Construction 

To construct the proposed Cudahy Creek component, it is ideal for conditions to be dry. During the 
dry season, rain events and discharges at the existing outfall would be minimal. To access the site 
limits, barges would need to be used when constructing the west side of the component (berm area 
and confluence of subtidal channel) because it is in the middle of Mission Bay. Furthermore, 
construction access may be from the shore via shared paths and the shoreline. Equipment used on 
the shoreline would be stored/staged within the existing parking lot located north of the component 
limits and west of East Mission Bay Drive. 

The quantity of soil to be imported would be approximately 58,000 cubic yards, which would require 
at least 91 working days. The import material would be sourced from the North Fiesta Island 
component and delivered from one of the three stockpile sites on Fiesta Island to the Tecolote Creek 
component site in the dry season by truck or barge and placed by earthmovers.  

The suite of equipment needed to perform construction of the wetland in dry and wet conditions is 
anticipated to include the following: 

• Scrapers with a capacity of 30 cubic 
yards each (5) 

• Excavators (4) 

• Off-road trucks with a capacity of 16 
to 18 cubic yards each (12) 

• Barge (1) 

• Front-end loaders (5) 

• Bulldozers (5) 

• Rubber tired dozer (1) 

• Tractor/loader/backhoe (1) 
Land-based construction equipment would access the site from East Mission Bay Drive. Water-based 
construction equipment would access the site from Fiesta Island. Equipment and materials would be 
staged in the adjacent parking lot to the north of the site, and a daily staging area adjacent to the 
site would be located to the west of the concrete pedestrian path to decrease conflicts between 
pedestrians and construction activities. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance would be required for the wetland. The most intensive actions may 
include the following: 

• Trash removal 

• Weed removal from transitional habitat areas 

• Channel maintenance 

• SLR adaptive management 
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Maintenance would occur regularly to ensure the habitat functions at the highest level possible for 
the site. Because nutrients are sometimes mobilized on a grand scale and a bio-fouling community 
may quickly develop inside culverts when a wetland is initially restored, continued flushing of the 
wetland system would initially be necessary to reduce the nutrient load and nutrient-dependent 
marine fouling. 

It is anticipated two to four workers would perform monthly maintenance (i.e. , trash removal) 
and two to four workers would perform annual or bi-annual maintenance such as inspections or 
channel maintenance.  

Intended ongoing adaptive management to accommodate sea level rise may include minor grading, 
planting, and periodic thin-layer sediment augmentation to maintain appropriate tidal/land 
elevation relationships that support the target marsh habitat diversity. 

Sedimentation is anticipated to occur within the Cudahy wetland. However, it is not anticipated to 
require maintenance. Sediment levels would fluctuate as the marshland experiences cycles of 
sedimentation and flushing during storm events. Channel maintenance may be required, so it is 
analyzed in this EIR as an operational activity; however, due to the design of the sub-tidal channels, 
sediment accumulation to a level that would affect the function of the wetland is not anticipated.  

3.3.2 RESTORATION OF SHORELINE ELEMENT 

Location 

The Restoration of Shoreline Element includes eight sites located throughout Mission Bay. There are 
various areas identified in Mission Bay where shoreline restoration activities would occur. 
Restoration of shoreline sites are included in Figures 3-5 through 3-12, and outlined below:  

• Vacation Island NW  

• Vacation Island NE 

• Vacation Island SW 

• Ventura Cove 

• Crown Point 

• West Sail Bay 

• Bonita Cove 

• Bahia Point  
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Description 

Throughout Mission Bay Park, shorelines have eroded over time leading to narrowed beaches and 
degraded riprap. As such, the Restoration of Shoreline Element is proposed for the above-listed 
areas. The following section describes the proposed restoration of shoreline concepts. The 
Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Program EIR Restoration of Shoreline, Moffatt & Nichol, 
March 2021 (Appendix E to this EIR), provides detailed preliminary design and construction 
approach information.  

Vacation Island Northwest (NW) 

Vacation Island Northwest (NW) shoreline site currently suffers from shoreline erosion. The Mission 
Bay Hydrology Study (see Appendix T) has identified that tidal currents travel north to this site, and 
then rapidly change direction with hydraulic energy directed at the eroding shoreline. Maximum 
velocities adjacent to the eroding shoreline are identified at 0.8 feet per second (fps). The shoreline 
restoration concept is intended to restore and stabilize the sandy beach along the northwest corner 
of Vacation Island. Coarse sand would be placed to widen and elevate the beach. The nourished 
sand would be retained with two sand retention rock groins, capturing the bi-directional alongshore 
sediment transport, which is eroding the shoreline. The rock groin at Vacation Island NW is designed 
with a crest (i.e., bench) elevation of +8 feet NGVD29, 5 feet above the current MHHW line. The rock 
groin can maintain a sandy beach up to +8 feet NGVD29 in elevation, 1 foot above current beach 
nourishment design, after which sediment transport would pass horizontally over the crest. The top 
of the rock groins would be developed with pedestrian access which would be accessible from the 
beach. See Figure 3-5 for a preliminary concept of Vacation Island NW. 

Vacation Island Northeast (NE) 

East of Ingraham Street bridge at Ski Beach, beach erosion limits recreational beach space, and 
wave action has caused upland erosion, with scarps having been carved out of the earthen fill 
material.  

Restoration of Vacation island Northeast (NE) Ski Beach shoreline site would occur in two phases. 
Phase one of the restoration proposes beach nourishment around the entirety of the point 
extending the beach approximately 100 feet from the current shoreline. At the toe of beach 
nourishment, cobble material (typically defined as rounded stone with a diameter of 2.5 to 10 inches 
[Moffatt & Nichol 2019]) or small boulders of approximately 26,100 tons would be constructed as a 
berm intended to lessen wave energy and hold the shoreline position. The cobble berm would be 
backfilled by beach nourishment, creating a wider public beach and providing additional shore 
protection. Once construction of the cobble berm and beach nourishment are completed, the 
shoreline restoration site would be monitored for beach erosion and sediment transport patterns 
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with the intention of assessing the feasibility of sand retention measures. If sediment transport and 
loss is observed during monitoring, phase two of Vacation island Northeast (NE) Ski Beach shoreline 
restoration would entail the installation of a shore-perpendicular groin at the southern boundary of 
the nourishment area.  

West of Ingraham Street bridge, the shoreline of the public park is a degraded riprap shoreline, likely 
suffering from wave-induced erosion and potentially back-slope erosion from upland runoff. The 
West of Ingraham Street concept in Vacation Island NE was developed in conjunction with other 
similar Mission Bay restoration of shoreline sites: Ventura Cove Park and Vacation Island Southwest. 
The shoreline concept proposes to stabilize and restore the shoreline by repairing approximately 
650 linear feet of the rock revetment west of Ingraham Street. Revetment crest height is proposed to 
be raised above the existing elevation to improve performance under SLR. A drainage ditch running 
along the crest of the revetment would channel surface runoff and prevent erosion of the 
underlying soil. See Figure 3-6 for a preliminary concept of Vacation Island NE. 

Vacation Island Southwest (SW) 

The Vacation Island Southwest (SW) site is approximately 1,600 linear feet of shoreline armored with 
riprap and backed by bare soil, bonfire pits, and a footpath. Over 40% of the revetment is failing, 
losing upland soil, and in need of repair. The crest elevation of revetment varies over the site. Where 
the revetment is in good condition, the rock extends up to +5 to +6 feet NGVD29. However, in the 
damaged areas, the riprap only extends up to +3 to +4 feet NGVD29. East of and adjacent to the site, 
the shoreline was repaired through revetment construction, as a part of the Mission Bay Shoreline 
Protection Phase III. 

In Vacation Island SW, the shoreline restoration concept proposes to repair and improve the 
revetment at the shoreline similar to previous adjacent repairs. The riprap revetment would be 
raised up to +8 feet NGVD29, providing additional crest height that accommodates SLR. The crest of 
the revetment would be buried by sand to create a recreational perched beach. This concept would 
include oyster habitat improvements. The oyster habitat would consist of rocky substrate, oyster 
bags, and/or reef balls. In some cases, existing, undersized riprap could be reused for the creation of 
oyster habitat. See Figure 3-7 for a preliminary concept of Vacation Island SW. 

Ventura Cove Park 

Ventura Cove is located on the western point north of the Mission Bay Drive bridge. This area has 
previously been armored; however, the armor only extends up to +2 to +3 feet NGVD29. On the 
northernmost tip of the Ventura Cove Park, the soil above +3 feet NGVD has given away and created 
a 4-foot scarp. West of the scarp, 200 feet of previously exposed shoreline had been repaired with 
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large riprap extending up to +6 feet NGVD29. However, the rest of Ventura Cove Park’s shoreline 
remains exposed above +3 feet NGVD29.  

The Ventura Cove Park concept proposes to repair and improve the revetment at the shoreline. The 
riprap revetment would be repaired and the crest would be raised to +8 feet NGVD 29 
approximately (2 to 6 feet) to accommodate SLR. A footpath would be constructed parallel to the 
revetment crest to improve public access, with the added benefit of stabilizing the soil behind the 
revetment crest. This concept would also include oyster habitat improvements. The oyster habitat 
would consist of rocky substrate, oyster bags, and/or reef balls. In some cases, existing, undersized 
riprap could be reused for the creation of oyster habitat. For the purposes of the analysis of this EIR, 
approximately 8,003 tons of rocky substrate has been analyzed for the construction of the proposed 
oyster habitat. See Figure 3-8 for a preliminary concept of Ventura Cove Park. 

Crown Point 

Crown Point, also known as Riviera Shores, has been the site of previous shoreline restoration. The 
focus of restoration was the design and construction of the Crown Point seawall, and beach fill 
strategically placed at the northern and southern areas of the seawall (Appendix E). However, Crown 
Point is currently vulnerable to coastal erosion and SLR, especially south of the Crown Point seawall. 
A coastal process known as “end effects” has caused increased wave erosion where the seawall 
transitions to beach. Continuing south from this location, coastal erosion has threatened beach 
access and the existing public pathway.  

Crown Point is located in north Mission Bay and is bisected by Ingraham Street. The concept for 
Crown Point is to construct a seawall as shoreline protection, extending from the southern end of 
the existing seawall approximately 150 feet to the south and east. The seawall would follow the 
alignment of the bike path and gradually diminish in size and transition into the existing public 
beach. The seawall would match the existing seawall design and create a seamless aesthetic and 
structural transition protection. The seawall would reflect waves and the fronting beach widths may 
erode. See Figure 3-9 for a preliminary concept of Crown Point. Consistent with the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan as updated in 2023, recommendations to preserve “all natural bluff areas, especially 
Riviera and Crown Point Shores,” this design proposes a shoreline stabilization solution to a 
vulnerable reach of the Mission Bay shoreline. 

West Sail Bay 

The beach on the western shore of West Sail Bay has narrowed over time and the erosion now 
threatens the bayside walk and increases the risk of flooding. West Sail Bay is located in northwest 
Mission Bay. Beach nourishment is proposed along approximately a one-quarter mile length, to 
develop a 75-foot-wide beach berm and 50-foot wide beach slope. The beach width at the narrowest 
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location would expand from 20 to 90 feet at high tide. The beach berm is proposed to tie in with the 
maximum beach heights at West Sail Bay. The beach nourishment would maintain the general 
function and character of the existing shoreline and would actively advance the shoreline into 
Mission Bay to protect land-based infrastructure from erosion and wave runup while expanding the 
sandy beach space for recreational users. Beach nourishment can improve resilience to SLR; as the 
water level rises, the beach profile retreats inland and rises in elevation. A wide beach could provide 
protection for several years but would endure slow, continuous erosion requiring future 
renourishment. Beach grooming may be required in the future to redistribute the sand as it collects 
to the north and south of West Sail Bay. See Figure 3-10 for a preliminary concept of West Sail Bay. 
Material for the beach nourishment would come from within Mission Bay as part of dredging or 
other components herein, or sources available at the time of implementation. 

Bonita Cove 

Bonita Cove is located in the southwest corner of Mission Bay. As described in the Mission Bay Park 
Master Plan, it is an area composed of inland parks and residential parcels, existing and proposed 
recreational beaches, and open water, including existing and proposed mooring basins adjacent to 
the shoreline . The shoreline in the northwest corner of Bonita Cove has historically eroded, 
especially in the area of San Fernando Place headland. Due to a process called wave refraction, wave 
energy tends to focus at convex-shaped headlands, often causing more severe erosion than the 
adjacent concave-shaped shorelines to the north and south.  

The concept for Bonita Cove proposes to relocate the sidewalk and nourish the beach at the 
headland off San Fernando Place. Relocating the sidewalk up to 30 feet inland would alleviate the 
immediate coastal erosion threats of undermining infrastructure. A 100-foot-wide dry beach is 
proposed to advance the land at the San Fernando Place headland. A coarse sand grain size, which 
is defined as between 2.0 millimeters (mm) and 4.76 mm by the Unified Soil Classification System, is 
identified for use in this restoration component, the beach would be anticipated to resist erosion for 
a longer period of time. This beach is anticipated to protect infrastructure and public access for 
years but would erode over time. To curb such erosion, a 650-foot-long cobble berm is proposed at 
the toe of the beach nourishment. With the use of soft engineering materials, the berm is intended 
to lessen wave energy in a similar manner to a breakwater and hold the shoreline position in a 
similar manner to a revetment. See Figure 3-11 for a preliminary concept of Bonita Cove. 

Bahia Point 

Bahia Point is located in West Mission Bay, adjacent to the Bahia Hotel Resort, West Mission Bay 
Drive, Ventura Cove, and Ventura Cove Park. The restoration site was determined to encompass 
Bahia Point Beach and Ventura Cove Beach, an approximately 3,000 linear foot strip of public space 
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composed of parking lots, grassy park, and sandy beach along the entirety of the site. The shoreline 
is currently experiencing erosion and stormwater management issues and is projected to 
experience severe flooding under projected sea-level rise (Appendix E). Based on a review of the 
available storm drain inventory data from SanGIS, the Bahia Point restoration area has three storm 
drain outfalls within its limits. These outfalls were analyzed for hydraulic adequacy in the Preliminary 
Engineering Report Mission Bay Program EIR, Restoration of Shoreline, Moffatt & Nichol, December 
2020 (Appendix E). 

Past shoreline studies have identified erosion at Bahia Point and Ventura Cove. The erosion rate of 
Ventura Cove was defined as between 4.6 and 7.8 feet per year (Appendix E). Without human 
intervention, this rate of erosion could eliminate beaches at high tide within 10 years in certain 
eroded areas of Ventura Cove and Bahia Point. This site was the focus of a past shoreline restoration 
project by Pountney Associates in 1994 and 1998 (see Appendix E) from the north tip of Bahia Point 
to the east shore, and to the south corner of Bahia Point and Ventura Cove Beach. The prior project 
entailed grading the shoreline, importing sand fill, and rearranging existing material to eliminate 
scarps and irregular beach contours. 

To improve beach conditions and provide stability to Bahia Point and Ventura Cove, the site 
concept proposes two simultaneous approaches, or phases, shown in Figure 3-12, consisting of 
(1) improving and repairing with beach nourishment, cobble breakwater, and stormwater 
improvements across all outfalls; and (2) installing multiple groin pilot (test) on east Bahia Point 
adjacent to stormwater outfalls. 

The first phase of the Bahia Point shoreline restoration would entail placing beach fill along the 
entirely of the shoreline within the component footprint. If possible, sand that has slumped into the 
Bay would be reclaimed by excavating and placing the material upland. This phase would include the 
installation of a cobble breakwater at the toe of the beach fill at the northern tip of Bahia Point. The 
stormwater outfalls would also be improved. Flow dissipative features would be installed at three 
stormwater outlets in Ventura Cove Park and parking lot. The storm drain at the corner of Ventura 
Cove Beach and Bahia Point would be repaired or replaced. Two PVC stormwater outfalls along east 
Bahia Point would be repaired and extended. Vehicular beach access routes would be incorporated 
to allow beach maintenance crews to perform their duties. The routes would be located at the south 
end of Bahia Bay near the entrance to the Bahia Resort and at the north end of Bahia Point near the 
restroom facility.  

Phase two would be a multiple groin pilot on east Bahia Point. Two small sheetpile groins would be 
installed: one would be positioned adjacent to the northern end of the Bahia Resort, and one would 
be position downcoast of the northern groin. The sheetpiles would be installed and sand placed 
along each side. The pilot groins would be monitored for a year to assess their effectiveness. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  
3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

December 2025 3-25 10523 

Following the monitoring period, it would be determined which temporary groins, if any, were 
effective for sand retention and if they resulted in any unintended secondary impacts permanent 
structures. After that point the need for permanent groins would be assessed and either replaced 
with permanent groins or removed For the purposes of the analysis in this EIR, two temporary rock 
groins would be constructed, one approximately 110 feet long the other approximately 60 feet long.  

Construction 

Construction means and methods would vary with respect to variables, including site location and 
improvement type (landside construction or waterside construction). The following section outlines 
two fundamental approaches to construction (landside and waterside construction). 

Landside Construction 

Landside construction is a common form of construction for shoreline development projects. The 
majority of contractors are most familiar with landside construction and have access to land-based 
equipment. Landside construction occurs in dry conditions, using backhoes, dump trucks, front-end 
loaders, and other land-based equipment for various construction activities above mean sea level in 
dry conditions. 

Staging Areas and Access 

Mobilization and demobilization of equipment and personnel for construction would require access 
points and staging areas on-site.  

Mobilization and demobilization of heavy construction equipment would be brought to the 
restoration site by way of the regional highway (I-5, I-8, Pacific Coast Highway) and local street 
network. The larger pieces of equipment would likely be transported to the restoration site on trucks 
from the late evening to early morning (between 9:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.) hours to minimize 
potential traffic congestion. Additional equipment may be brought onto the restoration site, as the 
contractor deems necessary; however, this would be considered an isolated case and would not 
occur on a regular basis. Daily access to the restoration site would be necessary for construction 
personnel. Periodic dust control along site access routes would be conducted by the 
construction contractor.  

Staging areas would be required for the delivery, storage, and maintenance of equipment and 
materials. Areas would be selected to minimize impacts to nesting areas and sensitive habitat. 
Staging areas do not necessarily need to be on-site; however, providing the most efficient access 
routes for equipment and crew would reduce the construction period and cost. Potential stockpiling 
options have been identified for several elements such as wetland restoration at North Fiesta Island. 
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Additional stockpiling areas may be used that are in existing City maintenance areas such as an 
existing yard northeast of Mission Bay by Rose Creek, areas where the circus has set up off Sea 
World Drive, and parking lots. At the time of subsequent project design and approval, stockpile 
areas would be refined to avoid potential for impacts to the maximum extent feasible.  

The contractor would select construction equipment depending on the availability of equipment to 
the contractor at the time of construction and on regulatory permit requirements and restrictions. 
The following list outlines potential equipment to be used for landside construction activities: 

• Rubber tired dozer (1) 

• Tractor/Loader/backhoes (1) 

• Water compaction truck and 
dewatering pump and tank (1) 

• Excavators (2) 

• Skid steer loader (or forklift) (2) 

• Long reach excavator (1) 

• Concrete/industrial saw (1) 

• Backhoe or clamshell (1) 

• Cement and mortar mixer (1) 

• Dump truck (1) 

• Pile driver (1) 

• Vibratory hammer (1) 

• Jetting equipment (1) 

Construction Methods 

Landside construction would require a minimum of 18 to 20 feet of clear area behind the immediate 
area of construction to facilitate the mobility of heavy equipment (e.g., excavator). Should landside 
construction be opted for, it is important to note that long-arm excavators are limited to an 
approximately 30-foot reach.  

Excavation for shoreline treatment would be done with a clamshell or backhoe. Earthwork quantities 
would be designed to maximize the re-use of material on-site. Fill activities with land-based 
equipment would use trucks or scrapers and be incorporated into the grading plan as suitable fill. 
Clean material suitable for transition would be hauled in from off-site or adjacent work areas and 
placed as appropriate. However, it is possible that portions of excavated material may be disposed 
of off-site.  

Particularly for freshwater wetland construction, performing earthwork in the dry season is 
preferred over working in the wet season. Dry-season work would require some measure of 
dewatering to excavate reaches and install stormwater controls. However, the amount of 
dewatering required during the dry season is much reduced compared to any dewatering needed 
during the wet season. Working during the wet season may require extensive dewatering, 
depending on the amount of rain at the site. Dewatering requires pumps to pull water from the 
marsh and store it in temporary “Baker” tanks for testing. Depending on its condition, the stored 
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water is then either released into a different portion of the marsh or a nearby flood channel or 
disposed of off site. Dewatering would require obtainment of a dewatering permit from the City 
prior to commencement of activity. 

Beach fill components may be constructed from the landside. It is anticipated that dump trucks 
would be used to import sand. Sand material would come from (1) dredging activities within Mission 
Bay per Priority One of the City Charter Section 55.2, Article 5; (2) excavation and stockpiling of 
material from the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element under this Program; or 
(3) other sources identified by the Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program (SCOUP), 
which manages sand resources across coastal California (California Division of Boating and 
Waterways 2025).  

Waterside Construction 

Waterside construction may be necessary for specific shoreline restoration sites. Waterside 
construction would take place in wet conditions, at or below mean sea level. Wet construction would 
involve working over water so that material below mean sea level could be removed using dredge 
and/or excavator equipment. Waterside construction would necessarily be paired with land-based 
construction, at a minimum through the use of a take-off area for equipment and materials to be 
transported to the water environment. 

Staging Areas and Access 

Mobilization and demobilization of equipment and personnel for construction would require access 
points and staging areas. Waterside staging areas may be located on a barge. In order to transport 
equipment and materials to the site over water, an offloading and onloading area would be required 
for the vessel and barge. The farther away this site is located, the costlier construction would be. 
Two possible access areas are the 24th Avenue and Convention Center marine terminals. The use of 
marine terminals would require coordination with and authorization by the Port of San Diego. 

The contractor would select construction equipment depending on the availability of equipment to 
the contractor at the time of construction and on regulatory permit requirements and restrictions. 
The following list outlines potential equipment to be used for waterside construction activities: 

• Material barge (1) 

• Floating barge (1) 

• Dredge 

• Tugboat (1) 

• Support vessel (1) 

• Excavator (1) 

• Long reach excavator (1) 

• Amphibious excavator 
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Access for waterside equipment must consider water depth and variable oceanographic conditions 
including water level and wave fluctuations from tidal and storm conditions. Workboats typically 
require up to 6 feet of water depth to accommodate draft and a barge that is fully loaded with rock 
material may need up to 12 feet of water depth. 

Site Preparation 

Waterside construction is restricted by environmental, pedestrian, and commercial activity within 
Mission Bay. Waterside construction would require a defined waterside boundary to isolate 
construction activities and protect public activity. 

As stated earlier, waterside construction would likely be paired with landside construction and land-
based staging and access. This may take place on-site, at the staging area, and the 
offloading/onloading wharf. Landside site preparation methods would be applicable in such cases. 

Construction Methods 

Waterside construction may require dredging activities, especially at beach fill and wetland 
restoration sites. Hydraulic dredge equipment would be used, including installing a discharge pipe 
routed from the Bay to the restoration site. Sand sources within Mission Bay include the Mission Bay 
Channel and existing maintenance dredging sites that have been identified throughout Fiesta Bay 
and Sail Bay (Appendix T). The hydraulic cutter-head dredge would provide the fastest method of 
material sourcing and placement and is presumed to be used. Construction with a hydraulic dredge 
would require the use of a silt curtain to minimize turbidity impacts. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities would be limited for shoreline restoration elements. However, 
slow, continuous erosion would occur over time and some areas would need to be re-nourished in 
the future. For the West Sail Bay component, for example, beach grooming may be required to 
redistribute the sand as it collects to the north and south of West Sail Bay. 

3.3.3 UPLAND HABITAT AND PRESERVE EXPANSION ELEMENT 

Location 

The proposed upland habitat and preserve expansion areas include four distinct sites across Fiesta 
Island, as well as three locations along the San Diego River and Sea World Drive, from Interstate 5 to 
West Mission Bay Drive to the west, as shown in Figure 3-13, Habitat Expansion/Restoration 
Opportunities Site Reference Map. Seven sites are proposed for habitat and preserve expansion: 
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• Site No. 1 – Fiesta Island South (Figure 3-14) 

• Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central (Figure 3-15) 

• Site No. 3 Fiesta Island near Youth Camping (Figure 3-16) 

• Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area (Figure 3-17) 

• Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area (Figure 3-18) 

• Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area (Figure 3-19) 

• Site No. 5c – South Shores Restoration and Enhancement Area (Figure 3-20) 

Description 

Fiesta Island Habitat and/Preserve Expansion Areas 

Table 3-6 summarizes the four proposed habitat and preserve expansion areas on Fiesta Island. The 
acreage of proposed habitat restoration reflects the opportunity within each identified for 
expansion. The Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Park Upland Habitat Expansion and 
Preservation (Dudek, June 2025) provides detailed preliminary design and construction information 
(Appendix F).  

The Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element proposes modification and revegetation of the 
sand berm that borders each of the proposed restoration sites on Fiesta Island. Conversion of the 
berms from non-native vegetation to Coastal Strand and Southern Foredune habitat would help to 
connect these habitat patches with continuous native vegetation communities. The berms presently 
support non-native species populations that, if left intact, would provide an ongoing source of 
non-native weed seed that would invade the proposed habitat restoration areas. Treatment of the 
berms would reduce long-term maintenance and strengthen native vegetation communities within 
each of the proposed restoration areas. 

Table 3-6.  
Fiesta Island Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Site 

Recommended Habitat Restoration Opportunities Fiesta 
Island 

Import Sand 
Diegan Sage 

Scrub Coastal Strand 
Southern 
Foredune 

Coastal Salt 
Marsh 

No. 1 – Fiesta 
Island South 

X X  X Yes (berm) 

No. 2 – Fiesta 
Island North 

  X X Yes (berm) 
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Table 3-6.  
Fiesta Island Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Site 

Recommended Habitat Restoration Opportunities Fiesta 
Island 

Import Sand 
Diegan Sage 

Scrub Coastal Strand 
Southern 
Foredune 

Coastal Salt 
Marsh 

Central 
No. 3 – Fiesta 
Island Near 
Youth Camping 

X X  X Yes (dune) 

No. 4 – Fiesta 
Island Least 
Tern Preserve 
Area 

 X X X Yes (preserve 
cap) 

 

Site No. 1 –Fiesta Island South 

The proposed habitat expansion area, identified herein as Site No. 1, is situated in the south end of 
Fiesta Island and lies between the Fiesta Island Road and the existing sand replenishment/seaweed 
processing maintenance area (see Figure 3-14). The area is bordered by a sand berm that parallels 
the entire length of the Fiesta Island Road and encloses the southern and western boundaries of 
this restoration site. Another berm runs along the east side of Site No.1 separating the site from the 
sand replenishment maintenance area.  

Based on fairly undisturbed site conditions and the native species observed in this area, Diegan 
Coastal Sage Scrub (DCSS), Coastal Strand, and enhancement of the minor occurrence of Southern 
Coastal Salt Marsh (SCSM) habitat are proposed. DCSS would be established on the broad, flat 
interior area and Coastal Strand vegetation would be established on the existing berm. In addition, 
based on the occurrence of Nuttall’s lotus, expansion of population size and aerial extent within the 
site is possible. To achieve this habitat restoration goal, exotic/non-native species would be 
eradicated throughout the area, followed by the installation of appropriate native species from 
container plants and seed. The perimeter berm topography would be modified to flatten the side 
slopes through the placement of additional sand. Additional berm grading would occur to create 
topographic variation and meandering mounding that resembles dune features. Adequate site 
preparation would be critical to the success of the restoration effort in this location. 

The existing laurel sumac shrubs would be preserved, and appropriate native DCSS species would 
be introduced to expand the native habitat area. In addition, the minor occurrences of SCSM species 
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in several locations would be linked together where appropriate, and appropriate SCSM species 
would be introduced.  

A temporary irrigation system would be installed to support young container plants and stimulate 
seed germination and seedling establishment. Irrigation would continue until plant materials 
become adequately established and adapted to natural site conditions. The proposed irrigation 
system would be required to comply with the irrigation system standards found in Section II: 
Irrigation Systems of the City of San Diego Land Development Manual Landscape Standards.  

Fencing would be installed along the designated new trail system between the recreational use area 
and the preserve to protect the area from damage to allow the native revegetation program to take 
hold, and to prevent visitor access. The perimeter of this habitat expansion area is identified as a 
Coastal Landscape (Natural Recreation) Area by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (as shown on 
Figure 32(a), Fiesta Island Concept Plan, of the Master Plan). Therefore, fencing would prevent those 
using the multi-use trail and adjacent natural recreational areas from accessing the preserve area.  

Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central 

The proposed habitat preserve expansion area, referred to herein as Site No. 2, is located in the 
north-central portion of Fiesta Island, between the central connector road and the proposed North 
Fiesta Island component (see Figure 3-15). This site is currently used as an informal hiking and dog 
use area, composed of a network of trails meandering through patches of native and non-native 
vegetation. The trails are informal and have been formed in natural sand. There is a low elevation 
access point along the west edge of the site that affords entrance up to the area from a widened 
parking area off of Fiesta Island Road. The site is bordered to the south by the section of Fiesta 
Island Road that bifurcates the island and to the west by the portion of the road that follows the 
perimeter of Fiesta Island. To the north and east of the site is disturbed habitat and southern 
foredune vegetation interspersed with walking trails. The Fiesta Island Master Plan, Fiesta Island 
Amendment (City of San Diego, 2023) indicates that future use of the areas north and east of the site 
would be used as sand management areas. This area is proposed as a soil stockpile area as source 
materials to construct the Tecolote Creek Wetlands and Cudahy Wetlands restoration sites. 

Southern Foredune habitat is proposed for establishment on this site. The natural windy location on 
the island would provide some benefit to the establishment of the dune habitat. In order to achieve 
this, the network of informal trails would be eliminated. A more formalized trail is proposed on the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan, as shown on Figure 32(a), Fiesta Island Concept Plan, of the Mater 
Plan, around the perimeter of the restoration area. Fencing and signage would be incorporated into 
the trail system, to keep trail users and pets out of the restoration area. Further establishment of 
Southern Foredune habitat is proposed on the existing berm following a similar treatment as 
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described for Site No. 1. Berm modification and establishment of foredune vegetation would extend 
north to the North Fiesta Island Wetlands component to create habitat connectivity between these 
resource areas. Additional Southern Foredune establishment is proposed outside the berm on a 
disturbed area located between Fiesta Island Drive and the berm. Habitat establishment on the 
berm and adjacent areas would create a larger block of habitat that is more easily maintained 
and protected.  

According to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (as shown on Figure 32(a), Fiesta Island Concept 
Plan), the sand replenishment maintenance areas would be relocated to the southeast and north 
ends of this site, which would include a maintenance road connecting the two areas to the Fiesta 
Island connector road. It would be important to maintain a buffer zone between the sand 
replenishment maintenance area and the restoration/preserve area. The sand maintenance 
activities could compromise the functionality of this habitat due to noise, dust, vehicular access, and 
other issues. There is also a small low-lying wetland area composed of willows, mule fat, and some 
coastal salt marsh species near the south-central portion of this site that would be preserved. The 
removal of invasive/exotic species and weeds and a combination of planting and seeding with 
appropriate native species would expand and enhance this habitat area.  

Site No. 3 – Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping 

This proposed habitat preservation area, identified herein as Site No. 3, is located at the northeast end 
of the Youth Camping facility (see Figure 3-16). The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (as shown on Figure 
32(a), Fiesta Island Concept Plan) shows a portion of this youth camping area along the northeast edge 
of the site up to the Bay edge as a designated habitat preserve. An existing maintenance access 
road/trail crosses through the area. The easterly edge of this restoration area extends to the edge of 
the beach along the Bay. The existing paved access road, gate and paved trails would be maintained 
for continued access by Youth Camping facility users. The road would divide the preserve area in a 
northwest to southeast direction and would allow for a preserve area on each side of the 
existing road.  

To support establishment of dune communities, sand would be imported to create low-profile dune 
features of approximately 2 to 4 feet tall relative to existing adjacent landscape elevations. Due to 
existing topography, the dune would appear taller along the Bay shoreline and shorter when viewed 
from camping areas to the west. Approximately 21,175 cubic yards of coarse beach sand would be 
imported to create dune landforms and features. All dune areas would be stabilized with native 
dune vegetation to protect the landform from wind modification and the need to replenish sand to 
the area.  
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Native vegetation communities that are proposed for this area include DCSS, Coastal Strand, and 
enhancement of existing non-tidal coastal salt marsh vegetation. Interpretive elements would be 
incorporated along the margins of the existing roads, trails, and habitat preserve areas. Although 
the area is not intended to function as least tern nesting habitat, there is potential for least tern to 
nest on the dune feature if birds are attracted to the site. 

Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area 

This preserve expansion, herein referred to as Site No. 4, is located in the northwest end of Fiesta 
Island, adjacently west of the existing Least Tern Preserve located in the northeast portion of Fiesta 
Island (see Figure 3-17). Fiesta Island Road and a sand berm run in a northeast-southwest direction 
through the entirety of the site, and the perimeter fence demarcating the existing Least Tern 
Preserve runs through a portion of site No. 4.  

The proposed grading design provides for 20-foot (horizontal):1-foot (vertical) beach slopes from the 
water shoreline up to a large level nesting area. The slope into the NFI wetland restoration area 
would also be set at a 20:1 slope. The nesting area elevation would be set at an elevation above 
currently predicted year 2100 sea level to avoid inundation in perpetuity. The nesting area would be 
level or nearly so, allowing for potential small undulations. A small dune feature is proposed at the 
windward edge of the nesting area to create a visual barrier from the public beach located south of 
the preserve. The top of the dune feature would be 6-foot higher than the adjacent nesting area 
with a broad top, steep windward slopes, and shallow leeward slopes. Total beach 20:1 slope area is 
18 acres, flat nesting area is 9.6 acres, and the dune feature is approximately 1.2 acres. 

Existing unsuitable soils that contain too many silt and clay particles would be excavated and 
exported from the preserve area and stockpiled at one of three designated stockpile areas. A 2-foot 
over-excavation is proposed to allow for 2 feet of suitable import coarse beach sand mixed with 
shell fragments and potentially driftwood fragments. The total range of estimated soil export is 
242,760 cubic yards to 291,312 cubic yards of unsuitable material to be stockpiled at one or more 
designated stockpile areas on Fiesta Island. Soil would be stored at these areas until the Tecolote 
Creek and/or Cudahy Creek wetland restoration improvements are constructed. Approximately 
67,760 cubic yards of import sand, as described above, would be imported and spreads over the 
least tern nesting preserve to achieve final designed finish grade elevations. A depth of 2 feet of 
clean, coarse beach sand is proposed to cap the remaining underlying unsuitable soil to reduce or 
eliminate recruitment of non-native vegetation that has rendered the existing least tern nesting 
preserve nonviable. The sand cap material would reduce ongoing maintenance activities and 
provide nest substrate that is preferable and attractive to least tern. 

Sand with shell fragments would be imported and deposited throughout the existing preserve and 
undulating/mounding topography would be established to provide a more natural condition and 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  
3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

December 2025 3-34 10523 

improve the least tern nesting functionality. In addition, areas to the northeast and southeast, 
where non-native vegetation is present would be modified and converted to sand areas to provide 
expanded least tern nesting opportunities.  

A perimeter buffer zone extending from the preserve fence to Fiesta Island Road would be restored 
to upland coastal strand vegetation. These upland areas would mainly involve restoration of the 
sand berm around the south, east and north boundaries of the site. This would provide a native 
vegetation buffer zone around the Least Tern Preserve and more diversity of biological resources. 
The removal of non-native vegetation would reduce future non-native weed invasion into 
the preserve. 

Planting within the least tern nesting preserve would be limited to the 2-acre dune area and along 
the fringe of the North Fiesta Island Wetland component site. Native dune vegetation would be 
planted and established on the dune feature to stabilize the soil surface and minimize sand 
movement. The Coastal Strand plant palette would be applied to the dune feature, but only 
low-growing species would be established within the least tern nesting preserve. 

This project description is presented under the assumption Site No.4 would be constructed before 
the North Fiesta Island Wetland component would be constructed adjacently east. The two 
components have been designed to directly complement each other. Subsequent grading of the 
North Fiesta Island Wetland Component would daylight at the toe of the downslope into the Least 
Tern Preserve at Site No. 5. Final elevations with the wetlands restoration area would be 
approximately 10 to 12 feet lower than the nesting preserve top elevation. As stated, the connecting 
slope would be a 20:1 slope gradient into the tidal wetland. Those portions of the Least Tern 
Preserve that occupy the transitional slope would be revegetated with transitional upland species 
and potentially coastal strand plant species. Please refer to the NFI Wetland Restoration Preliminary 
Engineering Report for added details. 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Areas 

Several potential habitat restoration sites were identified for evaluation along the southern edge of 
the Improvement Zone in association with Sea World Drive and the San Diego River. The following 
information below addresses the three sites proposed for habitat and preserve expansion, as 
summarized in Table 3-7.  
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Table 3-7.  
Sea World Drive/San Diego River Upland Habitat Restoration 

Site  

Recommended Habitat Restoration Opportunities 

Import Sand 
Diegan Sage 

Scrub 
Coastal 
Strand 

Southern 
Foredune 

Coastal Salt 
Marsh 

No. 5a – 
Cloverleaf 
Enhancement 
Area 

None X None X Yes 

No. 5b – 
Triangle 
Enhancement 
Area 

Enhancement 
only 

None None None No 

No. 5c – South 
Shores 
Restoration and 
Enhancement 
Area 

X X X None Yes 

 

Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area 

This preserve area (Site No. 5a) is located at the west end of the San Diego River access road (old Sea 
World Drive), adjacent to the current Sea World Drive and West Mission Bay Drive (see Figure 3-18). 
The area is bordered by an existing chain-link fence surrounding the whole site and also cutting 
through the center of the site between the area previously identified as preserve area on the west 
side of the site and the previous salt marsh mitigation area on the east side of the site. Torrey Pine 
street trees line Sea World Drive to the north. Proposed exotic species removal and control, 
expansion of open sand areas, coupled with revegetation of CF, and SCSM species, would enhance 
the habitat value of this area.  

This area was previously identified as a least tern nesting site but has not been used since 1975 
except for one year in 1982. Because it has not been a successful site and has many constraints 
preventing its use as a least tern nesting site, the City has recommended it be released from a 
permanent nesting site designation (City of San Diego 1990). The City would consider another 
location for a least tern nesting site on Fiesta Island or consider expanding an existing permanent 
nesting site by the approximate size of the Cloverleaf. The Site No. 5a enhancement would enhance 
the habitat that is better suited for this area.  
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A portion of this site to the east was previously restored as a SCSM mitigation site, and as such may 
not be able to be modified, other than being enhanced through exotics species removal and control. 
The condition of the vegetation has degraded since the site was originally restored, because of non-
native species invasion; therefore, removal of non-native species and enhancement through native 
vegetation establishment is proposed.  

As part of this proposed restoration, non-native species, including weeds, would be removed and 
eradicated from the site. Working around and protecting existing native habitat areas, the native 
habitat areas would be expanded into the adjacent non–native treatment areas to create conditions 
for CS habitat restoration. Buffer areas within and outside the existing fence would be revegetated 
to CS. Portions of the site may be suitable as habitat to create a new population of Nuttall’s lotus, 
which would be assessed during component implementation.  

In locations where hard compacted soil is present, additional sand would be placed over areas that 
pond to provide suitable substrate for coastal strand vegetation. Additional sand placement would 
require 1 to 2 feet of import sand material (approximately 52,982 cubic yards) from Fiesta Island. 
Minor topographic variation and mounding should be created for microtopographic variation.  

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area 

Site No. 5b is an existing disturbed DCSS area that has been referred to as the “triangle area.” 
Informal habitat restoration and enhancement activities have previously been implemented in this 
area by the San Diego Audubon Society. The site is bordered to the north by Sea World Drive, to the 
east by Friars Road, and to the south by the Old Sea World Drive access road/trail and the 
rock-armored San Diego River bank (see Figure 3-19).  

This area would be targeted for non-native species eradication and native species enhancement. 
Once eradication is complete, native species would be installed through container planting and 
seeding to enhance the existing habitat area.  

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area 

Site No. 5c is an existing DH and disturbed DCSS area, that is bordered by Sea World Drive to the 
south and east and Mission Bay to the north and west (see Figure 3-20). Portions of this site are part 
of the former Mission Bay Landfill, which was an active dumpsite in the 1950s, as shown on the 
Landfill Phases Map, City of San Diego, Mission Bay Landfill (SCS Engineers 2004). The southerly 
portion of Site 4 falls within the limits of the old landfill, however the northerly portion of the site 
appears to have been outside of the landfill footprint. The site was previously mapped by Merkel 
and Associates as a combination of non-native vegetation, DCSS, and disturbed SF. Various sensitive 
species including Nuttall’s lotus were identified in the central portion of the site. More recent 
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biological mapping by Dudek (Dudek, Biological Technical Report) generalized the whole area as 
disturbed DCSS habitat. This area has patches of DCSS species interspersed with patches of 
non-native exotic/invasive species. An existing trail runs along the northerly boundary that borders 
Mission Bay. A few informal trails are interspersed through the northwesterly portion of the site. 

Proposed restoration for this site includes upland DCSS restoration and enhancement, because the 
site is large and has non-native species present which can be removed for habitat enhancement. Also 
proposed is soil import (i.e., sand, as well as loamy soil) to provide appropriate soils that would 
support the target native vegetation communities to support establishment of those communities as 
self-sustaining biological resources. In consideration of the former landfill cap, filling over the landfill 
would protect buried materials and provide for additional topographic variation to create habitat 
diversity and microclimates that support species diversity. Site grading of imported soil would be 
designed to provide topographic variation. Once grading is complete, native species would be installed 
through container planting and seeding. The area is suitable for restoration of DCSS and Coastal 
Strand vegetation communities. The Nuttall’s lotus population within the center of the site would be 
protected from disturbance. Only eradication of non-native species would occur in those areas. 
Opportunities to expand the population would be examined and incorporated into the final design. 

Use of Coastal Strand and CSS plant palettes and seed mixes would provide the necessary 
propagules to establish target vegetation communities. A temporary drip irrigation system would be 
installed to support container plant establishment. Native seed mixes would be unirrigated and 
dependent on winter rainfall for germination and establishment. 

Construction 

Construction would involve weed eradication, fencing, grading and revegetation. Access points for 
equipment would be provided at each site where grading and soil placement is proposed. Two 
staging areas for the storage of equipment and supplies are proposed, one on Fiesta Island and the 
other within Site No. 5c. 

The suite of equipment needed would include the following:  

• Pick-up truck (4) 

• Roll off truck/dump truck (2) 

• Tracked skidsteer/dozer (2) 

• Chipper (1) 

• Mini excavator (1) 

• Haul truck (16 cubic yards per load) (5) 

• CAT 637 scraper (50 cubic yards) (2) 

• Water truck (1) 

Within the Fiesta Island area, Fiesta Island Road, a paved access road, navigates the perimeter of the 
island to provide public access and parking. Parking areas are unpaved and unimproved, including 
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beach parking. At the approximate center of the island, at the head of Enchanted Cove, and west of 
the Youth Camping area, Fiesta Island Road branches off to the northeast and west, bifurcating the 
island and providing a cut-through for vehicular access to the west side of the island. All of the Fiesta 
Island sites can be accessed by the Fiesta Island Road. 

Within the San Diego River/Sea World Drive study area, vehicular access to restoration sites is 
provided from East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive. South Shores Parkway provides 
vehicular access to Old Sea World Drive, which parallels the San Diego River. Informal parking is 
afforded off the shoulder of Old Sea World Drive, no formal parking areas exist. This road is now 
used primarily for recreational purposes (e.g. walking, biking, birding, and resource interpretation 
access), and would provide access to Site No. 5a, 5b, and 5c.  

The import of sand and shell fragment material is proposed for Site No. 4 Least Tern Preserve Area. 
Additionally, import of sand is proposed for Site No. 3, and import of sand and fertile soil is 
proposed for Site No. 5c. The source of the material would be the Fiesta Island sand stockpile 
sources, however sand could come from elsewhere in Mission Bay, as long as it satisfies sand grain 
size and shell requirements. All material sources would be reviewed and approved by the habitat 
restoration specialist as appropriate for the intended revegetation efforts. Other materials, including 
irrigation equipment, soil amendments, plant materials and seed would be brought to the site on an 
as needed basis and stored as necessary based upon construction scheduling.  

The revegetation areas would be maintained and monitored for an initial 120-day period (i.e., 4 
months). The 120-day maintenance would be done by the installation contractor. 

Operation and Maintenance 

 Long-term maintenance is required for habitat restoration activities for 25 months post-
construction per the City’s Land Development Code. Any longer monitoring will be provided as 
required by agency permits but would be no less than 25 months. Maintenance vehicles (i.e., pick-up 
trucks) and the size of the maintenance crews would vary depending on the location being 
maintained. Crews are anticipated to be small, with likely no more than two trucks and a crew of 
from four to eight laborers and one to two supervisors.  

Maintenance and control of non-native exotic species would be an ongoing effort, based upon 
seasonal conditions and would target the most aggressive and invasive species first. A combination 
of hand pulling and vegetation thinning would be implemented. Weed control would be 
implemented in the least environmentally impactive methods. Integrated pest management 
techniques would be used in the maintenance program.  
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3.3.4 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT 

Location 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Path Improvements Element is Bay-wide and consists of condition-
dependent improvements, updated signage concept for Mission Bay, repairs at parking lots, and 
sustainable lighting. Specific improvement components for bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be 
located at Rose Creek, the Fiesta Island Causeway, and the Ocean Beach Bike Path, as shown on 
Figures 3-21, 3-22, and 3-23. 

Description 

Some areas are in good condition and require no improvements, such as the recently renovated 
multi-modal path along portions of SeaWorld Drive. In other areas, gaps or missing connections 
exist in the multi-modal path, like at Rose Creek. Between these extremes, various improvements 
are needed, including pavement repairs, wayfinding enhancements, stormwater upgrades, path 
widening, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant curbs, and safety measures. Where 
appropriate, sustainable lighting and parking lot repairs are also part of the component. 

Pavement improvements are a key design component across all four focus areas of this component. 
Sub-standard pavement in existing areas would be removed and replaced. Based on previous 
similar bike projects, the preliminary design would use a 3-inch asphalt concrete over 9-inch crushed 
aggregate base. In areas with longitudinal slopes greater than 5%, undercrossing bridges, and 
locations directly adjacent to major roadways, a more robust design of 6-inch Portland cement 
concrete (PCC) over an 18-inch crushed aggregate base would be applied. This pavement section is a 
conservative estimate derived from comparable projects. The final pavement design would be 
determined by the geotechnical engineer during final design phase. Additionally, fencing and 
pedestrian railings would be installed in certain areas to enhance safety by separating pedestrians 
from vehicles. 

Retaining walls and concrete barriers are proposed for the Fiesta Island Causeway. Using these 
protective barriers can enhance safety and allow a variety of users to continue using these bike 
paths. Retaining walls or concrete barriers are not proposed for the Ocean Beach Bike Path and the 
Rose Creek Bike Path improvements. However, retaining walls may be required for the Rose Creek 
Bike Path pending further geotechnical retaining wall and allowable fill slope requirements adjacent 
to Rose Creek. 

The four improvement areas would be designed according to the standards in the Highway Design 
Manual (Caltrans 2020) and the ADA’s Standards for Accessible Design (Department of Justice 2010). 
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The Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Improvement Zone Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths, 
RICK, May 2024, provides detailed preliminary design and construction approach information 
(Appendix G). The following are specific improvements identified for this element. 

Rose Creek Bike Path 

The Rose Creek Bike Path requires the removal and replacement of an approximately 0.85 mile 
section of the existing bike path. The existing non-standard bike path (0.85 miles) needs to be 
replaced and widened due to poor pavement conditions. The path would be 14 feet wide with a 
2% cross-slope. 

The proposed Rose Creek Bike Path improvements would remove and replace the existing chain-link 
fence along the east and west sides of the path. Additionally, under the two bridges the existing 
pedestrian railings would be removed and replaced in conjunction with the path widening.  

Segments of the Rose Creek Bike Path have vertical clearance issues. The proposed Rose Creek Bike 
Path design provides the minimum vertical clearance of 8 feet, between the bike path and the 
Garnet Avenue Bridge and Grand Avenue Bridge. The existing Rose Creek Bike Path would be 
lowered in order to provide the minimum vertical clearance between the existing bridge soffit and 
the proposed bike path. There are a few existing storm drain systems that outlet into Rose Creek 
within the limits of the existing Rose Creek Bike Path. These systems would need to be extended in 
order to accommodate a wider bike facility. Additionally, sewer and water facilities cross the bike 
path, and it is anticipated these facilities would not be affected by the proposed improvements. 

The existing path is located on property that is owned and maintained by the City of San Diego. 
However, there are two locations where the geometry of the existing path is insufficient to meet 
geometric standards, and a horizontal curve has been added (see Figure 3-21). Right-of-way 
acquisition is required from two adjacent properties, owned by San Diego Mission Bay Boat & Ski 
Club and Mission Bay Golf Course.  

Fiesta Island Causeway Path 

The Fiesta Island Causeway includes separate trails for pedestrians and bicyclists. Section I includes 
5-foot-wide bike lanes on either side of the roadway and an 8-foot-wide multi-use trail, all of which 
would have a 2% maximum cross-slope and would be asphalt concrete. Section J also includes a 
5-foot-wide bike path and an 8-foot-wide pedestrian trail with a 2% cross-slope using PCC. Section K 
only includes a 5-foot bike path with a 2% maximum cross-slope using PCC. 

The Fiesta Island Causeway improvements propose installing a pedestrian railing on the north side 
of the causeway between the walkway and the Bay (see Figure 3-22). The improvements also include 
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a masonry retaining wall with a mounted pedestrian railing on the north side of the causeway. 
Additionally, a concrete barrier (i.e., K-railing) would be installed to separate the shared-use trail 
from the roadway.  

Along the Fiesta Island Causeway, there is an existing 15-inch sewer and 10-inch water line within 
the roadway limits. It is anticipated that these existing utilities would not be affected by the 
improvements on the north side of the roadway. However, the design of the Fiesta Island Causeway 
component, as described above, incorporates the design of the bicycle and pedestrian path. 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

The Ocean Beach Bike Path includes the removal and replacement of an approximately 1.06-mile 
section of the existing bike path pavement due to sub-standard widths (5 to 6 feet) and poor 
pavement conditions (see Figure 3-23). The path would have a 2% cross-slope and 14-foot width 
(10-foot traveled way, and two 2-foot and 4-foot shoulders) per Caltrans Highway Design Manual 
(HDM) 1003.1 (2020) and consistent with design recommendations outlined in the San Diego River 
Trail Enhancement Plan (San Diego River Trail Project). 

There are various utilities that cross the Ocean Beach bike path. These include both storm drain and 
sewer systems. It is anticipated that these facilities would not be affected by the proposed 
improvements to the bike path. The Ocean Beach Bike Path improvements does not propose 
pedestrian railing or fencing. 

Construction 

The construction activities of each of the locations would be similar. All of the proposed component 
sites would reroute existing users during construction, as discussed below.  

Rose Creek Bike Path 

Due to the length of Rose Creek Bike Path, and the lack of convenient bicycle and pedestrian 
alternatives on the adjacent streets, the concept is proposed to be phased. 

Phase 1 is the section from the Mike Gotch Memorial Bridge and Path to the Grand Avenue Bridge. A 
possible detour for path users is to travel west along the Mike Gotch Memorial Bridge and Path to 
the intersection of Pacific Beach Drive and Olney Street, then travel north on Olney Street (which has 
a sidewalk and no posted bicycle facilities) to Grand Avenue. The user would travel east on Grand 
Avenue (which has a Class II bike lane and sidewalks) to the signalized intersection at Figueroa 
Boulevard, and proceed west to the Grand Avenue Bridge, using the ramp to the Rose Creek Bike 
Path leading north. 
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Phase 2 is the section from the Grand Avenue Bridge to the Garnet Avenue Bridge. A possible detour for 
path users is to travel east on Grand Avenue (which has Class II bike lanes and sidewalks) to the 
intersection with Figueroa Boulevard. The user would then travel north on Figueroa Boulevard, west on 
Magnolia Avenue, and north on Bond Street, all of which have sidewalks, and no posted bicycle facilities 
to Garnet Avenue. The Rose Creek Bike Path is accessed via a ramp a short distance to the west. 

Phase 3 is the section from the Garnet Avenue Bridge to the terminus at Mission Bay Drive. A 
possible detour for path users is to travel west on Garnet Avenue, north on Pico Street, east on 
Bluffside Avenue and south on Mission Bay Drive to the terminus of the Rose Creek Bike Path. All of 
these streets have sidewalks, except Mission Bay Drive. None of these streets have posted 
bicycle facilities. 

Fiesta Island Causeway 

The retaining wall would be the first item of construction and can be constructed outside of the 
existing bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular travel ways. The new pavement section can be 
constructed in an accelerated fashion in approximately five days. During that time bicycle access to 
the island would be restricted at night and open during the day with the use of a flagger due to the 
limited paved width available. 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

From the east end of the Ocean Beach Bike Path at Sunset Cliffs Boulevard pedestrians can travel 
the concrete sidewalk along the south side of Robb Field to the Gateway Connection at the 
intersection of Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and West Point Loma Boulevard. This requires a short section 
of travel within a parking lot, which is not favorable, or on the dirt/grass adjacent to the parking lot. 
Pedestrians would then travel west along West Point Loma Boulevard until they reached the beach. 

Equipment Needs 

The construction activities at the three sites are anticipated to be similar and use similar equipment 
types/sizes. Excavation equipment anticipated to be used includes skid steer loaders and small 
track-type excavators. This type of equipment is commonly used for the removal of existing 
pavement and minor excavation for new storm drainpipes and other underground facilities, such as 
retaining wall footings. Larger loading and hauling equipment, such as rubber tire loaders and 
on-highway dump trucks, would be used for the import and export of material, for example, old 
pavement, excess dirt material, and new paving materials such as crushed aggregate base. Paving 
equipment, such as asphalt concrete paving machines, steel wheeled rollers, and on-highway dump 
trucks would bring asphalt concrete on-site for use as new pavement. Concrete transit mixers would 
be used to bring fresh concrete on site for curb ramps, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, retaining walls, 
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stormwater facilities, and other similar infrastructure. Concrete pumps could also be used for areas 
inaccessible by the concrete transit mixers. 

The suite of equipment needed to construct the four components is estimated to include 
the following: 

• Rubber tired dozer (1) 

• Tractor/loader/backhoe (1) 

• Concrete/industrial saws (1) 

• Skid steer loader (2) 

• Excavator (2) 

• Rubber-tire loader 

• Paver (1) 

• Paving equipment (1) 

• Rollers (1) 

• Cement and mortar mixers (1) 

• Pump (1) 

• Air compressor (1) 

Operation and Maintenance 

The operation of the bicycle and pedestrian paths would generally be limited to cleaning, clearing, 
and repairs as necessary. 

3.3.5 RESTORATION OF THE SEAWALL BULKHEAD ELEMENT 

Location 

The Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element is located along Mission Beach Boardwalk. Two 
segments of the existing seawall would be replaced. The first segment (A) starts at the intersection 
of Balboa Court and continues up to San Fernando Place The second segment (B) starts at the 
intersection of Ventura Place and continues up to Pacific Beach Drive. Improvements to existing 
beach access points at various locations along segments A and B would also be provided as either 
replacement stairways or ADA ramps, and one new vehicular access for City use would be created at 
Thomas Avenue. In addition, a new 375-foot-long segment (C) would be constructed from the north 
end of the existing seawall at Thomas Avenue toward Crystal Pier. See Figures 3-24 and 3-25 for the 
location of this element. 

Description 

The Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element consists of replacement of approximately 
9,780 linear feet of the existing seawall along Mission Beach Boardwalk, extension of the seawall by 
approximately 375 feet northwards to Crystal Pier, improve up to 14 existing beach access locations 
with stairways or ADA ramps, and potentially create one new (City) vehicular access to the beach at 
Thomas Avenue. The Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Beach Seawall Improvements 
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Feasibility Study (Moffatt & Nichol, May 2024) provides detailed preliminary design and construction 
approach information (Appendix H). The term “restoration” in this case is derived from the City 
Charter Section 55.2, and is intended to refer to the replacement, and extension of portions of the 
existing historic resource, the Mission Beach Seawall, to continue to maintain and improve the 
seawall and its functions in general keeping with the existing and more recently restored segment(s). 
The word “restoration” in this case is not intended to be used as it is defined by the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties: Restoration as a Treatment and 
Standards for Restoration (NPS 2023).  

Replacement Segments A and B  

The 9,780 linear feet is broken up into two segments (Segments A and B) (see Figure 3-24). Segment 
A is approximately 8,760 feet long, sections of which were constructed in 1925, 1928, and 1986. The 
existing parapet height ranges from approximately 30 to 36 inches, which would be replaced, and 
the height increased to a new consistent parapet height of 42 inches (an increase of 6 to 12 inches). 
This additional height is necessary to provide required fall height protection and resilience from 6 to 
12 inches of sea level rise. 

Segment B is approximately 1,020 feet in length and was constructed in 2000 with a parapet height 
of 36 inches. As with Segment A, the parapet would be replaced to a new height of 42 inches, an 
increase of 6 inches. This additional height is necessary to provide required fall height protection 
and would provide resilience to 6 inches of SLR. 

For both segments, the existing wall would be demolished to the top of the concrete pile cap. The 
new wall would be placed and connected to the existing pile cap through vertical reinforcing bars.  

The wall segments would be formed with reveals to meet the architectural features required for 
historical preservation and would be color-matched with the previous improvements, as required by 
the historic preservation requirements in the San Diego Municipal Code. The modified replacement-
in-kind design would tie in with the overall look of the Mission Beach Boardwalk. No work is required 
on the walkway for the parapet replacement, so only portions of the boardwalk would require 
fencing during construction. However, there are voids identified beneath the existing boardwalk that 
would be filled as part of this element by creating core holes in the sidewalk and inserting grout, 
necessitating partial sidewalk/boardwalk closures during construction activities. 

New Segment C 

A new segment (Segment C) would be constructed where the current k-rail separates the beach 
from the boardwalk from the end of Thomas Avenue, northwards approximately 375 feet to Grand 
Avenue/Crystal Pier (see Figure 3-25). The existing 13-foot-wide Segment C boardwalk is proposed to 
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be widened by 5 feet to a total width of approximately 18 feet. At the north end of Segment C, the 
new wall would tie in at the front edge of the existing flatwork for the shower near the lifeguard 
station. The added width would provide congestion relief in this heavily trafficked pedestrian area. 
Consistent with the replacement segments (A and B), the new wall would have a parapet height of 
42 inches (3 feet, 6 inches). The new wall would be supported on a spread footing or a deep pile 
foundation to improve existing conditions for safety. 

In order for the new wall segment to remain stable, the City would have to maintain a minimum 
sand elevation, similar to a requirement of the 2015 Belmont Park project, which was used as 
guidance for this study. The City would likely need to continue constructing sand berms each winter 
season to maintain this sand level.  

Access Improvements 

Pedestrian beach access along Segments A and B is currently provided by “pop-out” stairways at 
14 locations (see Figure 3-24). These existing stairways were constructed at different times with 
varied configurations along the boardwalk. Replacement of these stairs would be achieved with 
either new code-compliant stairs or an ADA access ramp. 

Stairs 

The existing sheet piles supporting the stairs are assumed to be concrete in Segment A and steel in 
Segment B and could remain in place to support the new stairs. The stairs would rise 2 feet before 
descending to match the existing configuration. At the end of the stairway, an “L”-shaped segment of 
new sheet pile wall with a concrete cap would be constructed to lengthen the stairway to meet code 
requirements. The proposed stairs would descend to approximately EL 7.00 (NGVD 29) to match the 
elevation of the bottom of the existing stairs. 

ADA Ramps 

The ADA-compliant pedestrian ramp (Figure 3-26) that would replace some of the existing beach 
access stairs at locations determined by the City would slope at 1:13 (7.69%) maximum and provide 
landings for every 30-inch rise per the City of San Diego 2021 Standard Drawing SDM-115. The ramp 
would also have a picket guardrail with a handrail for fall protection. The proposed ramp would rise 
2 feet before descending to provide the same level of coastal protection currently provided. 

The proposed bottom landing would be approximately 3 feet below the top of the boardwalk. This is 
assumed to be near the same elevation where the current stairs terminate and is the lowest the 
ramp can descend before requiring an additional landing. 
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New Vehicular Access 

A 75-foot-long driveway is proposed at Thomas Avenue that would provide beach access for City 
equipment. The driveway would be 16 feet wide. The driveway would be constructed parallel to the 
existing boardwalk at the north end of Segment B. The driveway would descend to approximately 
elevation 1.0 (NGVD29). Because there is currently no shoreline protection provided, the driveway 
does not need to rise 2 feet before descending (as required for the pedestrian beach 
access locations). 

Construction 

Replacement (Segments A and B)  

Phasing is included by the length of wall section based on the nature of the work required.  

New Seawall (Segment C) 

Construction of the new wall (Segment C) would require closing the boardwalk to provide the 
necessary clearance for wall footing excavation. The adjacent parking lot could be used as a 
temporary pedestrian traffic detour during construction (Figure 3-27 through 3-32). The duration of 
construction is estimated to be approximately 3 months. 

Access Improvements 

Each existing beach access location would be closed during the construction of replacement stairs; 
however, the boardwalk could remain partially open. The existing parapet along the stair pop-out 
would be demolished and reconstructed. The new stairs would tie into the boardwalk parapet, and 
thus the replacement of the boardwalk parapet must occur prior to reconstruction of the stairs. 
Construction duration is estimated at 2 weeks for each stairway. 

To construct the ADA ramp, a new sheet pile wall and pile cap would be constructed to extend the 
existing pop-out to the necessary length for the ramp. The new sheet pile wall for the stairway would 
tie into the existing sheet pile wall. The existing stairs would be demolished and replaced by the ADA 
ramp. The parapet along the existing segment of the stair pop-out would be demolished and 
replaced. The new ramp would tie into the boardwalk parapet; as such, the replacement of the 
boardwalk parapet must occur prior to the construction of the ramp. Aesthetically, the parapet wall 
for the ramp would be designed consistent with the new parapet wall proposed for the boardwalk.  

The new vehicular driveway would be supported by two new steel sheet pile walls with concrete 
caps, which would run parallel to the existing seawall. A structural concrete slab would span 
between the sheet piles. On the beach side, a parapet would be constructed to provide consistency 
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with other segments of the seawall. On the boardwalk side, a new parapet would be constructed on 
top of the existing seawall as part of the Segment B work. The new parapet on the existing seawall 
(Segment B) would not tie in directly with the driveway, meaning the driveway could be constructed 
before or after the Segment B work is completed. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Upon completion of the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element, operation and maintenance 
activities would be minimal and consistent with the City’s standard routine maintenance requirements.  

3.3.6 DEFERRED MAINTENANCE UPDATE  

Location 

This element is Bay wide, focusing on existing City assets (facilities) of playgrounds, comfort stations, 
furnishings, and parking lots in need of repair and stormwater improvements.  

Description 

Various improvements to existing facilities throughout the Bay, including ADA access ramps repair; 
parking lot pavement, including stormwater improvements such as biofiltration options; benches 
repair/replacement; picnic table repair/replacement; lighting sustainability enhancements; fire pit 
and hot coal disposal replacement; playground equipment repair/maintenance; and comfort station 
repair/replacement. Opportunities for improvements to stormwater quality treatment, such as 
biofiltration basins, is included as part of considerations for all suitable deferred maintenance 
activities. The Preliminary Engineering Report Deferred Maintenance (March 2024) provides an 
assessment of infrastructure and amenities and a recommended maintenance strategy for each 
identified (Appendix I). Please see the Implementation Framework, included as Appendix K to this 
EIR, for a detailed description of the implementation procedures that would be required for 
this element.  

Construction 

The type of equipment needed to construct any facilities associated with Deferred Maintenance 
activities would vary greatly dependent upon the type of asset being constructed. Many assets would 
be maintained by City staff using service trucks with standard tools to support activities such as 
replacement of barbecue grills, benches, bike racks, drinking fountains, fire pits, fitness stations, hot 
coal disposal, picnic tables, signage, and trash/recycling receptacles. These activities would not require 
the closure of any adjacent facilities. Painting would also be provided with service trucks and 
standard tools.  
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A variety of activities would require special equipment and specialized planning. For example, repair 
and or replacement of comfort stations, gazebos, lifeguard towers, lighting, storm drain structures, 
and parking lot pavement may be outside typical park maintenance activities. Required equipment 
may include elevated work platforms (bucket trucks or person lifts), roofing equipment, and 
excavation equipment for storm drains. Repaving of parking lots would require asphalt grinding 
machines, asphalt paving machines, rollers, and small loaders for moving materials. Planning for the 
temporary closure of facilities may be required. Engineering or architectural design may be 
necessary prior to initiating the maintenance activity. 

Placement of water quality basins would require a variety of equipment to allow the excavation of 
basins, the placement of inlets and culverts, the forming of headwalls and other drainage structures, 
and the placement of concrete. Trucks would be required for the import of aggregate and large 
rocks to fill the basin and to export dirt from the site. For work that requires larger excavations (e.g. 
water quality basins), the design team would coordinate with utility owners early in the design phase 
to verify utility locations and coordinate for relocation if necessary. 

Other activities would require the use of light duty cranes or mechanical equipment, for example the 
placement of picnic tables and playground equipment. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Once completed, repaired and/or replaced facilities would continue to be used, cleaned, and 
maintained and repaired consistent with the City’s Standard Routine Maintenance requirements. 
The maintenance team would notify Underground Service Alert (USA) so that utilities are accurately 
marked in the field prior to initiating maintenance activities that requires minor digging. 

3.3.7 SIGNAGE UPDATE ELEMENT 

Location 

This element is Bay wide, and specific locations for updated signs have not yet been determined (but 
see Figure 3-33, Signage Parks Within a Park). Locations would be determined by considering 
replacement of existing signs and the correct scaling and signage type for the intended purpose 
(e.g., pedestrian/cycling wayfinding, versus gateway monuments for all user types including 
vehicular, and information signs to educate visitors of the resources relevant to a specific location).  

Description 

Although generally exempt from CEQA under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Section 15302, 
Section 15303, and/or Section 15304 as a replacement of existing signages, this element is disclosed 
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herein as part of the Program. The signage update includes an update to the design of wayfinding 
and information signs as well as updated locations for placement of new signs for better visibility 
and provision of information. The Signage & Wayfinding; Analysis, Assessment, and 
Recommendations, Dudek, June 2025, provides detailed preliminary design and construction 
approach information (Appendix J). 

Construction 

Construction would require equipment to remove existing signs and install new signs, such as a 
pick-up truck, dozer, hand tools, and/or crane. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The design of updated signage has been undertaken in coordination with the Parks and Recreation 
Department facilities staff to promote the use of materials that can withstand the coastal 
environment with minimal maintenance. Once installed the signs would be maintained and repaired 
consistent with the City’s standard routine maintenance requirements. 

3.4 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

The Implementation Framework has been prepared to provide a structured outline for future 
implementation of each element and component proposed under the Program and this EIR. The Draft 
Implementation Framework was circulated for public review from July 22, 2025, to September 10, 2025. 
The Implementation Framework, included in the EIR as Appendix K, provides a detailed description of the 
Program’s relationship to other City of San Diego initiatives and planning documents related to Mission 
Bay Park, provides a description of each Program element, and provides step-by-step implementation 
procedures that would be undertaken as each individual component or improvement was funded and 
initiated. The Implementation Framework also outlines all Environmental Protocols (EP) that would be 
applicable to the elements of the Program during implementation.  

Timing 

Upon commencement of individual component implementation, construction would be subject to 
the version of the City’s “WHITEBOOK” current at the time of construction (e.g., City of San Diego 
2021a). Additionally, construction would be scheduled to avoid the nesting bird season (typically 
considered February 15 through September 15). The City of San Diego may also impose a Beach 
Area Construction Restriction, which limits non-emergency construction work during the summer 
period (Memorial Day to Labor Day) in beach areas. Activities such as weed eradication, fencing, 
grading and revegetation would ideally be implemented during the fall and winter months to take 
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advantage of seasonal rainfall, as well as to avoid work disturbance during the migratory bird 
nesting period. However, revegetation activities could be implemented during dry months.  

3.5 HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES  

As part of City review, initial environmental concerns were raised and addressed through design 
changes or through specific Environmental Protocols (EPs) applied in the 
Implementation Framework.  

During review the Rose Creek as part of the Wetlands and Water Quality Improvements Element 
Preliminary Engineering Report were removed as it was determined to be already pursued under a 
separate action (De Anza Natural) and separate CEQA process than this Program; thus, this 
improvement was removed from the Program’s project description.  

During review of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, it was determined the 
improvements identified in the Preliminary Engineering Report as the Robb Field/Gateway 
Connectivity Path were already being pursued under a separate action and separate CEQA process 
than this Program; thus, this improvement was removed from the Program’s project description.  

During review of the Restoration of Shorelines Element, several locations were raised by community 
member and investigated including Ski Beach and within Enchanted Bay. However, the Preliminary 
Engineering Report identifies the locations in greatest need and other areas where restoration 
would be needed in the future. The Preliminary Engineering Report does not eliminate the potential 
for other areas’ need or ability for the City to conduct necessary repairs, rather prioritized locations. 
Thus, no specific locations were added to the Program’s project description.  

During review of the Program, it was determined Program-wide EPs would be established in the 
Implementation Framework to outline the existing regulatory requirements that would be applicable to 
each element and that would be complied with upon implementation of each component or element of 
the Program. As mentioned above, the EPs are presented in the Implementation Framework.  

3.6 PROJECT APPROVALS AND DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

The approvals for the Program inclusive of all elements include, but may not be limited to the following: 

• City Resolution approving Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Implementation Framework 

• Site Development Permit(s), City of San Diego 

• Coastal Development Permit(s), California Coastal Commission, City of San Diego 

• Clean Water Act Permit(s); Section 404, 33USC Section 1344, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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• Rivers and Harbors Section 10 Permit(s), Section 10, 33 USC Section 403, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers 

• Issue Record of Decision, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended 1996 (Public 
Law 104-267) 

• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Section 106 Consultation with 
SHPO/THPO, State Historic Preservation Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

• Endangered Species Act, 16 USC Sections 1531-1544 Section 7 Consultation with the federal 
lead agency  

• Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• California Endangered Species Act Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

• Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

• Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate for any dredge, San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD) 

• Dewatering Permit(s), City of San Diego  
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Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone
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Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element - a) North Fiesta Island
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SOURCE:  Moffatt & Nichol. 2021. Preliminary Engineering Report Tecolote Creek Wetland Restoration & Fiesta Island Causeway

Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element - b) Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-3
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SOURCE: RICK Engineering. 2024. Preliminary Engineering Report Cudahy Creek (Leisure Lagoon) Wetland Restoration  

Wetland and Water Quality Improvement Element - c) Cudahy Creek
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-4
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SOURCE: Preliminary Engineering Report - Restoration of Shoreline - March 31, 2021 

Restoration of Shoreline Element - a) Vacation Island NW
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-5
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SOURCE: Preliminary Engineering Report - Restoration of Shoreline - March 31, 2021 

Restoration of Shoreline Element - b) Vacation Island NE
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-6
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SOURCE: Preliminary Engineering Report - Restoration of Shoreline - March 31, 2021 

Restoration of Shoreline Element - c) Vacation Island SW
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-7
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SOURCE: Preliminary Engineering Report - Restoration of Shoreline - March 31, 2021 

Restoration of Shoreline Element - d) Ventura Cove
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-8
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SOURCE: Preliminary Engineering Report - Restoration of Shoreline - March 31, 2021 

Restoration of Shoreline Element e) Crown Point
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-9
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SOURCE: Moffatt & Nichol. 2021. Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay PEIR Restoration of Shoreline.

Restoration of Shoreline Element - f) West Sail Bay
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-10
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SOURCE: Moffatt & Nichol. 2021. Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay PEIR Restoration of Shoreline.   

Restoration of Shoreline Element - g) Bonita Cove
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-11



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  
3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

December 2025 3-74 10523 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK   



  

   

 
 
  

 

 
  

  

 

      
 

 

   

  
    

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 












































 
















SOURCE: Moffatt & Nichol. 2021. Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay PEIR Restoration of Shoreline.

Restoration of Shoreline Element - h) Bahia Point
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-12
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FIGURE 3-14 

Upland Habitat and Preserves Expansion Element - a) Fiesta Island Site No.1 South
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FIGURE 3-15

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - Fiesta Island Site No.4 2 North Central
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SOURCE: ESRI 2024; City of San Diego 2018
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FIGURE 3-16

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping Site No. 3
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR
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FIGURE 3-17

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Site No. 4
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR
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FIGURE 3-18

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - Cloverleaf Enhancement Area-Site No. 5a
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR
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SOURCE: ESRI 2024; City of San Diego 2018
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FIGURE 3-19

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - Triangle Enhancement Area-Site No. 5b
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FIGURE 3-20

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element - South Shores East Restoration Area Site No. 5c
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element - Rose Creek Path
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SOURCE: SANGIS 2023 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element - Fiesta Island Causeway Path
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-22
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element - Ocean Beach Bike Path
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-23
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element - Segment A and B (replacement)
FIGURE 3-31

 

















































SOURCE: Moffatt & Nichol 2024 Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Park Improvement PEIR Mission Beach Seawall Improvements Feasibility Study

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element - Replacement Segments A and B
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-24
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element - New Segment C
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-25
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SOURCE: Moffatt & Nichol 2024 Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Park Improvement PEIR Mission Beach Seawall Improvements Feasibility Study

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element - Stairway and ADA Ramps (access replacement)
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-26
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FIGURE 3-31SOURCE: City of San Diego Public Works Department, 2022

Pa
th:

 Z
:\P

ro
jec

ts\
j10

52
30

1\M
AP

DO
C\

DO
CU

ME
NT

\P
EI

R

*Please remember 
  to update the 
  document path.



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  
3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

December 2025 3-114 10523 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK   



CA
PI

ST
RA

NO
 P

LA
CE

BR
IG

HT
ON

 C
OU

RT

BA
LB

OA
 C

OU
RT

CO
HA

SS
ET

 C
OU

RT

CO
RO

NA
DO

 C
OU

RT

DE
AL

 C
OU

RT

OCEAN FRONT WALK

FACE OF PARAPET

LIMITS OF
PROJECT

1+
002+

003+
004+

005+
006+
007+
00

8+
00

9+
00

10
+0

0

OVERALL KEY PLAN
NOT TO SCALE

NORTH

CA
PI

ST
RA

NO
 P

LA
CE

SA
N 

GA
BR

IE
L 

PL
AC

E

VE
NT

UR
A 

PL
AC

E

SA
NT

A 
BA

RB
AR

A 
PL

AC
E

SA
N 

LU
IS

 O
BI

SP
O 

PL
AC

E

EL
 C

AR
M

EL
 P

LA
CE

SA
N 

JU
AN

 P
LA

CE

SANTA CLARA PLACE

SAN JOSE PLACE

SAN RAFAEL PLACE

PACIFIC BEACH DR

GRAND AVE

SANTA RITA PLACE

SA
N 

FE
RN

AN
DO

 P
LA

CE

BELMONT
PARK MISSION BEACH PARK

C - 6

PARTIAL PLAN - 6

PLAN
NORTH

PLAN - MISSION BEACH BOARDWALK
SCALE: NTS

SEGMENT A (1)
1984' - 0"

BEGIN SEGMENT A(1)
STA 1+00.00

M
AT

CH
 L

IN
E 

K 
- S

EE
 S

HE
ET

 C
-5

BEACH ACCESS
             OR

(TO BE DETERMINED BY CITY)

BEACH ACCESS
             OR

(TO BE DETERMINED BY CITY)

C1

A1
S-1

A1
S-2

A1
S-3

A1
S-4

-
S-9

-
S-10 -

S-9
-

S-10

Mission Beach Seawall Element - Proposed Plan - Sheet 6
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR
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Signage Parks Within a Park
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

FIGURE 3-33SOURCE: Dudek, 2025
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, discloses the potential environmental impacts resulting from 

implementation of the following key Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program) elements:  

1. Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

2. Restoration of Shoreline Element 

3. Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

4. Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

5. Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Signage Update Element is exempt from CEQA 

analysis and not analyzed in this chapter. Most activities under the Deferred Maintenance Element 

are also exempt from CEQA. However, should future Deferred Maintenance activities be found 

consistent with impact analysis and the programmatic mitigation framework of this PEIR, future 

consistency analysis of Deferred Maintenance may be conducted in accordance with Sections 15162 

and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of this EIR analyze the potential environmental impacts that may occur as a 

result of implementation of the Program. The environmental issues analyzed in the following sections 

include those that were identified by the City as potentially significant during scoping. There are 12 

environmental impact areas addressed in the following sections. A brief discussion of additional 

environmental topics that the City determined would not be significant is included in Section 7.2, 

Effects Found Not to be Significant, of this EIR. The environmental topics addressed in individual 

sections of this chapter include the following:  

• 4.1 Air Quality 

• 4.2 Biological Resources 

• 4.3 Energy 

• 4.4 Geology and Soils 

• 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• 4.6 Historical Resources (Built Environment and Archaeological Resources) 

• 4.7 Health and Safety  

• 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

• 4.9 Land Use and Planning 
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• 4.10 Noise 

• 4.11 Recreation 

• 4.12 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Each section is formatted to include a reference to the relevant sections in Chapter 2, Environmental 

Setting, that address the existing conditions; a description of the regulatory context; a description of 

the methodology and assumptions used in the analysis, if applicable; the criteria for determining the 

significance for each impact; an evaluation of potential impacts; an assessment of the level of 

significance for each impact; a mitigation framework, if applicable; and a conclusion of significance 

after mitigation.  
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4.1 AIR QUALITY  

This section describes the existing conditions of the Program location and vicinity, identifies 

associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures 

related to implementation of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program), if applicable. 

The following discussion is based on the Air Quality Technical Report prepared by Dudek and included 

as Appendix L of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

4.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Project Location 

The Program location consists of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), as 

defined in City of San Diego (City) Charter Section 55.2. Regionally, the Improvement Zone is located 

in the westernmost portion of central City of San Diego. The Program is located at the coastline in the 

City of San Diego bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the 

south, Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone encompasses 

the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. Within the Improvement 

Zone are various identified sites for known discrete projects (or “elements”) within the Program to be 

analyzed under this EIR. 

Meteorological and Topographical Conditions 

The San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) lies in the southwest corner of California, comprises the entire 

San Diego region (covering approximately 4,260 square miles), and is an area of high air pollution 

potential. The SDAB experiences warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and 

moderate humidity. This usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of 

extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. 

The climate also drives the pollutant levels. The climate of San Diego is classified as Mediterranean, 

but it is incredibly diverse due to the topography. The climate is dominated by the Pacific High-

pressure system that results in mild, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The Pacific High drives the 

prevailing winds in the SDAB. The winds tend to blow onshore during the daytime and offshore at 

night. In the fall months, the SDAB is often impacted by Santa Ana winds. These winds are the result 

of a high-pressure system over the Nevada–Utah region that overcomes the westerly wind pattern 

and forces hot, dry winds from the east to the Pacific Ocean (SDAPCD 2015). The winds blow the air 

basin’s pollutants out to sea. However, a weak Santa Ana can transport air pollution from the South 

Coast Air Basin and greatly increase the San Diego ozone (O3) concentrations. A strong Santa Ana also 

primes the vegetation for firestorm conditions. 
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The SDAB experiences frequent temperature inversions. Subsidence inversions occur during the 

warmer months as descending air associated with the Pacific High-Pressure Zone meets cool marine 

air. The boundary between the two layers of air creates a temperature inversion that traps pollutants. 

Another type of inversion, a radiation inversion, develops on winter nights when air near the ground 

cools by heat radiation and air aloft remains warm. The shallow inversion layer formed between these 

two air masses can also trap pollutants. As the pollutants become more concentrated in the 

atmosphere, photochemical reactions occur that produce O3, commonly known as smog. 

Light daytime winds, predominantly from the west, further aggravate the condition by driving air 

pollutants inland, toward the mountains. During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created 

due to emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). CO concentrations are 

generally higher in the morning and late evening. In the morning, CO levels are elevated due to cold 

temperatures and the large number of motor vehicles traveling. Higher CO levels during the late 

evenings are a result of stagnant atmospheric conditions trapping CO in the area. Since CO is 

produced almost entirely from automobiles, the highest CO concentrations in the basin are associated 

with heavy traffic. Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) levels are also generally higher during fall and winter days 

when O3 concentrations are lower. 

Under certain conditions, atmospheric oscillation results in the offshore transport of air from the 

Los Angeles region to San Diego County (County). This often produces high O3 concentrations, as 

measured at air pollutant monitoring stations within the County. The transport of air pollutants from 

Los Angeles to the County has also occurred within the stable layer of the elevated subsidence 

inversion, where high levels of O3 are transported. 

Criteria Pollutants 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have 

established ambient air quality standards (criteria) for outdoor concentrations to protect public 

health. The federal and state standards have been set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels 

above which concentrations could be harmful to human health and welfare. These standards are 

designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. 

The following provides a brief summary of criteria air pollutants and non-criteria pollutants that could 

be generated by construction and operation of the Program and are analyzed herein. Please refer to 

Appendix L for a more detailed discussion of all criteria air pollutants and non-criteria pollutants from 

estimated project operations and construction.1 

 
1 The following descriptions of health effects for each of the criteria air pollutants associated with project construction and 

operations are based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Criteria Air Pollutants” (EPA 2025) and the California 

Air Resources Board’s “Glossary” (CARB 2025a) published information. 
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Ozone. O3 is a strong-smelling pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical process 

involving the sun’s energy and O3 precursors. The O3 that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulate as a criteria air pollutant is produced close 

to the ground level, where people live, exercise, and breathe. Ground-level O3 is a harmful air pollutant 

that causes numerous adverse health effects and is, thus, considered “bad” O3. Stratospheric, or 

“good,” O3 occurs naturally in the upper atmosphere, where it reduces the amount of ultraviolet light 

(i.e., solar radiation) entering the Earth’s atmosphere. 

O3 in the troposphere causes numerous adverse health effects; short-term exposures (lasting for a 

few hours) to O3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern 

changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the 

lung tissue, and some immunological changes (EPA 2013). These health problems are particularly 

acute in sensitive receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young children. 

Nitrogen Dioxide and Oxides of Nitrogen. NO2 is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in 

all urban atmospheres. NOx is formed from fuel combustion under high temperature or pressure and 

is an important precursor to acid rain. The two major emissions sources of NOx are transportation 

and stationary fuel combustion sources, such as electric utility and industrial boilers. NO2 can irritate 

the lungs, cause bronchitis and pneumonia, and lower resistance to respiratory infections. 

NOX plays a major role, together with VOCs, in the atmospheric reactions that produce O3. NOX is 

formed from fuel combustion under high temperature or pressure. In addition, NOX is an important 

precursor to acid rain and may affect both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.  

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of 

hydrocarbon, or fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, 

refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, automobile exhaust accounts 

for the majority of CO emissions. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated 

when surface-based temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, which 

is a typical situation at dusk in urban areas from November to February. The highest levels of CO 

typically occur during the colder months of the year, when inversion conditions are more frequent. 

The results of excess CO exposure can include dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous 

system functions. 

Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas that is produced from coal and oil used in power plants 

and industries SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on 

stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels. SO2 is an irritant gas that 

attacks the throat and lungs and can cause acute respiratory symptoms and diminished ventilator 
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function in children. When combined with particulate matter, SO2 can injure lung tissue and reduce 

visibility and the level of sunlight. 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles 

floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. PM2.5 and PM10 

represent fractions of particulate matter. Coarse particulate matter (PM10) consists of particulate 

matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter (about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair). Major sources 

of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; dust 

from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial sources; 

and windblown dust from open lands. Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) consists of particulate matter 

that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter (roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair). PM2.5 results from 

fuel combustion (e.g., from motor vehicles and power generation and industrial facilities), residential 

fireplaces, and woodstoves. 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny particles 

can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract. 

PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis 

and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. 

People with influenza, people with chronic respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and the elderly 

may suffer worsening illness and premature death as a result of breathing particulate matter. People 

with bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms from breathing in particulate matter. Children may 

experience a decline in lung function due to breathing in PM10 and PM2.5. 

Volatile Organic Compounds. Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are formed from hydrogen 

and carbon and sometimes other elements. Hydrocarbons that contribute to formation of O3 are 

referred to and regulated as volatile organic compounds (VOCs; also referred to as reactive organic 

gases). Combustion engine exhaust, oil refineries, and fossil-fueled power plants are the primary 

sources of hydrocarbons. 

High levels of VOCs in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount of 

available oxygen through displacement. 

Non-Criteria Pollutants 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause 

adverse health effects in humans, including increasing the risk of cancer upon exposure, or acute 

and/or chronic non-cancer health effects. A toxic substance released into the air is considered a TAC. 

TACs are identified through a two-step process that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air 

Contaminant Identification and Control Act. This two-step process of risk identification and risk 
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management and reduction was designed to protect residents from the health effects of toxic 

substances in the air. 

TACs are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as dry cleaners, gas 

stations, combustion sources, and laboratories; mobile sources, such as automobiles; and area sources, 

such as landfills. Adverse health effects associated with exposure to TACs may include carcinogenic (i.e., 

cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic (i.e., short-term [acute] or long-term [chronic]) effects. 

Diesel Particulate Matter. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is part of a complex mixture that makes up 

diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, both of which contribute to 

health risks. More than 90% of DPM is less than one micrometer in diameter is a subset of PM2.5 (CARB 

2025b). DPM is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot,” also called black carbon) and numerous 

organic compounds, including over 40 known cancer-causing organic substances. CARB classified 

“particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines” (i.e., DPM) (17 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 

93000) as a TAC in August 1998. DPM is emitted from a broad range of diesel engines, including on-road 

diesel engines from trucks, buses, and cars and off-road diesel engines from locomotives, marine 

vessels, and heavy-duty construction equipment, among others. Approximately 70% of all airborne 

cancer risk in California is associated with DPM (CARB 2000). Because it is part of PM2.5, DPM also 

contributes to the same non-cancer health effects as PM2.5 exposure. These effects include premature 

death; hospitalizations and emergency department visits for exacerbated chronic heart and lung 

disease, including asthma; increased respiratory symptoms; and decreased lung function in children. 

Those most vulnerable to non-cancer health effects are children whose lungs are still developing and 

the elderly who often have chronic health problems. 

Odorous Compounds. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. 

Manifestations of a person’s reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or 

anxiety) to physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). 

The ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population and, overall, is quite subjective. 

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity of the 

source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors. 

San Diego Air Basin Attainment Designation 

Pursuant to the 1990 federal Clean Air Act (CAA) amendments, the EPA classifies air basins (or portions 

thereof) as in “attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been achieved. Generally, if the recorded 

concentrations of a pollutant are lower than the standard, the area is classified as “attainment” for 

that pollutant. If an area exceeds the standard, the area is classified as “nonattainment” for that 

pollutant. If there is not enough data available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an 

area, the area is designated as “unclassified” or “unclassifiable.” The designation of 
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“unclassifiable/attainment” means that the area meets the standard or is expected to be meet the 

standard despite a lack of monitoring data. Areas that achieve the standards after a nonattainment 

designation are redesignated as maintenance areas and must have approved maintenance plans to 

ensure continued attainment of the standards. The CAA like its federal counterpart, called for the 

designation of areas as “attainment” or “nonattainment,” but based on California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (CAAQS) rather than the NAAQS. Table 5.3-1 depicts the current attainment status of the 

SDAB with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS. 

Table 4.1-1 

San Diego Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone (O3) – 1 hour Attainmenta Nonattainment 

O3 – (8 hour) Nonattainment  Nonattainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment  Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10) Unclassifiableb Nonattainment 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Unclassifiable/attainment Nonattainmentc 

Lead  Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No federal standard Attainment 

Sulfates No federal standard Unclassified 

Visibility-Reducing Particles No federal standard Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride No federal standard No designation 

Sources: CARB 2025c; SDAPCD 2024. 

Notes: Attainment = meets the standards; Nonattainment = does not meet the standards; Unclassified or 

Unclassifiable = insufficient data to classify; 
a The federal 1-hour standard of 0.12 parts per million (ppm) was in effect from 1979 through June 15, 2005. 

The revoked standard is referenced here because it was employed for such a long period and because this 

benchmark is addressed in State Implementation Plans. 
b At the time of designation, if the available data does not support a designation of attainment or 

nonattainment, the area is designated as unclassifiable. 
c CARB has not reclassified the region to attainment yet due to (1) incomplete data, and (2) the use of non-

California Approved Samplers (CAS). While data collected does meet the requirements for designation of 

attainment with federal PM2.5 standards, the data completeness requirements for state PM2.5 standards 

substantially exceed federal requirements and mandates, and have historically not been feasible for most air 

districts to adhere to given local resources. The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) has begun 

replacing most regional filter-based PM2.5 monitors as they reach the end of their useful life with continuous 

PM2.5 air monitors to ensure collected data meets stringent completeness requirements in the future. APCD 

anticipates these new monitors will be approved as “CAS” monitors once CARB reviews the list of approved 

monitors, which has not been updated since 2013. 
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In summary, the SDAB is designated as an attainment area for the 1997 8-hour O3 NAAQS and as a 

nonattainment area for the 2008 8-hour O3 NAAQS. The SDAB is designated as a nonattainment area 

for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 CAAQS. The portion of the SDAB where the proposed Program would be 

located is designated as attainment or unclassifiable/unclassified for all other criteria pollutants under 

the NAAQS and CAAQS. 

Local Ambient Air Quality 

CARB, air districts, and other agencies monitor ambient air quality at approximately 250 air quality 

monitoring stations across the state. Local ambient air quality is monitored by the San Diego Air 

Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). The SDAPCD operates a network of ambient air monitoring 

stations throughout the County that measure ambient concentrations of pollutants and determine 

whether the ambient air quality meets the CAAQS and the NAAQS. The nearest SDAPCD-operated 

monitoring station to the proposed Program is the Sherman Elementary School monitoring station, 

which is located approximately 5.5 miles southeast of the Program site. This monitoring station was 

used to show the background ambient air quality for O3, PM2.5, and NO2 for the Program site. The 

monitoring station located in Chula Vista was the closest to the proposed Program that monitored 

PM10 (13 miles southeast of the Program site). The monitoring station located in El Cajon was the 

closest to the proposed Program that monitored CO and SO2 (15 miles east of the Program site). 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the 

population groups and the activities involved. People most likely to be affected by air pollution include 

children, the elderly, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. 

Facilities and structures where these air pollution-sensitive people live or spend considerable 

amounts of time are known as sensitive receptors. Land uses where air pollution-sensitive individuals 

are most likely to spend time include schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare 

centers, nursing and retirement homes, hospitals, residential homes where medical patients reside, 

and residential communities (sensitive sites or sensitive land uses) (CARB 2005; City of San Diego 

2022). The SDAPCD identifies sensitive receptors as those who are especially susceptible to adverse 

health effects from exposure to TACs, such as children, the elderly, and the ill. Sensitive receptors 

include schools (grades Kindergarten through 12), day care centers, nursing homes, retirement 

homes, health clinics, and hospitals within 2 kilometers of the facility (SDAPCD 2022). The Program 

involves construction activities at a number of existing sites throughout Mission Bay Park and sensitive 

receptors include residences adjacent to multiple Program elements. 
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4.1.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Please see Appendix L for a detailed overview of all federal and state regulations adopted to improve 

air quality. The following summarizes regulations applicable to the Program. 

Federal 

Federal Clean Air Act/National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The CAA, passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for the national air pollution 

control effort. The EPA is responsible for implementing most aspects of the CAA, including setting the 

NAAQS for major air pollutants, hazardous air pollutant standards, approval of state attainment plans, 

motor vehicle emission standards, stationary source emission standards and permits, acid rain 

control measures, stratospheric O3 protection, and enforcement provisions. 

Under the CAA, NAAQS are established for the following criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, 

PM2.5, and lead. The NAAQS describe acceptable air quality conditions designed to protect the health 

and welfare of the citizens of the nation. The CAA requires the EPA to reassess the NAAQS at least 

every 5 years to determine whether adopted standards are adequate to protect public health based 

on current scientific evidence. States with areas that exceed the NAAQS must prepare state 

implementation plans (SIPs) that demonstrate how those areas will attain the standards within 

mandated time frames. 

State 

California Clean Air Act/California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The federal CAA delegates the regulation of air pollution control and the enforcement of the NAAQS 

to the states. In California, the task of air quality management and regulation has been legislatively 

granted to CARB, with subsidiary responsibilities assigned to air quality management districts and air 

pollution control districts at the regional and county levels. CARB, which became part of the California 

Environmental Protection Agency in 1991, is responsible for ensuring implementation of the California 

Clean Air Act of 1988, responding to the federal CAA and regulating emissions from motor vehicles 

and consumer products. 

CARB has established CAAQS, which are generally more restrictive than the NAAQS. The NAAQS and 

CAAQS are presented in Table 4.1-2. 
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Table 4.1-2 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standardsa National Standardsb 

Concentrationc Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 

O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) — Same as 

Primary 

Standardf 
8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 

g/m3)f 

NO2
g 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 g/m3) 0.100 ppm (188 

g/m3) 

Same as 

Primary 

Standard Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 

0.030 ppm (57 g/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 

g/m3) 

CO 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) None 

8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

SO2
h 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) 0.075 ppm (196 

g/m3) 

— 

3 hours — — 0.5 ppm (1,300 

g/m3) 

24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) 0.14 ppm  

(for certain areas)g 

— 

Annual — 0.030 ppm  

(for certain areas)g 

— 

PM10
i 24 hours 50 g/m3 150 g/m3 Same as 

Primary 

Standard 
Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 

20 g/m3 — 

PM2.5
i 24 hours — 35 g/m3 Same as 

Primary 

Standard 

Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 

12 g/m3 9.0 g/m3 15.0 g/m3 

Leadj,k 30-day Average 1.5 g/m3 — — 

Calendar Quarter — 1.5 g/m3  

(for certain areas)k 

Same as 

Primary 

Standard Rolling 3-Month 

Average 

— 0.15 g/m3 

Hydrogen 

sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) — — 

Vinyl 

chloridej 

24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) — — 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 µg/m3 — — 
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Table 4.1-2 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standardsa National Standardsb 

Concentrationc Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 

Visibility 

reducing 

particlesl 

8 hour  See footnote l — — 

Source: CARB 2024. 

Notes: O3 = ozone; ppm = parts per million by volume; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NO2 = nitrogen 

dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; mg/m3= milligrams per cubic meter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns. 
a California standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, suspended particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5), 

and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or 

exceeded. California Ambient Air Quality Standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of 

Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 
b National standards (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or 

annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once per year. The O3 standard is attained 

when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is 

equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number 

of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than 

one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 

years, are equal to or less than the standard. 
c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are 

based on a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air 

quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in 

this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 
d National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to 

protect the public health. 
e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any 

known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 
f On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour O3 primary and secondary standards were lowered from 

0.075 to 0.070 ppm. 
g To attain the national 1-hour standard, the three-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the one-

hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). Note that the 

national 1-hour standard is in units of ppb. California standards are in units of ppm. To directly compare 

the national 1-hour standard to the California standards, the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In 

this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 
h On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual 

primary standards were revoked. To attain the national 1-hour standard, the three-year average of the 

annual 99th percentile of the one-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 

ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area 

is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment of the 1971 

standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 

standards are approved. 
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i On February 7, 2024, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 12.0 mg/m3 to 9.0 mg/m3. 

The existing national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 g/m3, as 

was the annual secondary standard of 15 μg/m3. The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and 

secondary) of 150 g/m3 were also retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards 

is the annual mean averaged over three years. 
j California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold 

level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control 

measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 
k The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling three-month average. The 

1978 lead standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is 

designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, 

the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard 

are approved. 
l  In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile 

visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction 

of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The state Air Toxics Program was established in 1983 under AB 1807 (Tanner). The California TAC list 

identifies more than 200 pollutants, of which carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic toxicity criteria have 

been established for a subset of these pollutants pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code. 

In accordance with AB 2728, the state list includes the (federal) hazardous air pollutants. The Air Toxics 

“Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) seeks to identify and evaluate risk from 

air toxics sources; however, AB 2588 does not regulate air toxics emissions. TAC emissions from 

individual facilities are quantified and prioritized. “High-priority” facilities are required to perform a 

health risk assessment, and if specific thresholds are exceeded, are required to communicate the 

results to the public in the form of notices and public meetings. 

In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from 

both new and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines. The regulation was anticipated to result in 

an 80% decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 compared with the diesel risk in 2000. 

Additional regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel, including the On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel 

Vehicle (In-Use) Regulation, the On-Road Heavy Duty (New) Vehicle Program, the In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel Vehicle Regulation, and the New Off-Road Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engines and 

Equipment Program. All of these regulations and programs have timetables by which manufacturers 

must comply and existing operators must upgrade their diesel-powered equipment. Several Airborne 

Toxic Control Measures reduce diesel emissions, including In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets 

(13 CCR 2449 et seq.) and In-Use On-Road Diesel-Fueled Vehicles (13 CCR 2025). 
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Local 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

While CARB is responsible for the regulation of mobile emission sources within the state, local air 

quality management districts and air pollution control districts are responsible for enforcing 

standards and regulating stationary sources. The Program site is located within the SDAB and is 

subject to the guidelines and regulations of the SDAPCD. 

In the County, O3 and particulate matter are the pollutants of main concern since exceedances of state 

ambient air quality standards for those pollutants have been observed in most years. For this reason, 

the SDAB has been designated as a nonattainment area for the state PM10, PM2.5, and O3 standards. 

The SDAB is also a federal O3 attainment (maintenance) area for 1997 8-hour O3 standard, an O3 

nonattainment area for the 2008 8-hour O3 standard, and a CO maintenance area (western and central 

part of the SDAB only, including the Program site). 

Federal Attainment Plans 

In November 2020, SDAPCD adopted the Air Quality Management Plan for attaining the federal 8-hour 

75 parts per billion (ppb) and 70 ppb Ozone standards (2020 Attainment Plan), which is the SDAB’s 

input to the SIP and required to demonstrate how the SDAPCD proposes to attain the federal ozone 

standards. The plan anticipates attainment of the 75 ppb and 70 ppb NAAQS standards by 2026 and 

2032, respectively. The 2020 Attainment Plan establishes planning requirements for attaining the O3 

NAAQS, including on-road motor vehicle emissions budgets for transportation conformity, a vehicle 

miles traveled offset demonstration, Reasonably Available Control Measures, Reasonable Further 

Progress, an Attainment Demonstration, and contingency measures in the event of a failure to meet 

a milestone or to attain by the predicted attainment date (SDAPCD 2020a). 

In December 2016, the SDAPCD adopted an update to the Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for 

San Diego County (2008 O3 NAAQS), which indicated that local controls and state programs would 

allow the region to reach attainment of the federal 8-hour O3 standard (1997 O3 NAAQS) by 2018 

(SDAPCD 2016a). In this plan, SDAPCD relies on the RAQS to demonstrate how the region will comply 

with the federal O3 standard. The RAQS details how the region will manage and reduce O3 precursors 

(NOx and VOCs) by identifying measures and regulations intended to reduce these pollutants. The 

control measures identified in the RAQS generally focus on stationary sources; however, the 

emissions inventories and projections in the RAQS address all potential sources, including those under 

the authority of CARB and the EPA. Incentive programs for reduction of emissions from heavy-duty 

diesel vehicles, off-road equipment, and school buses are also established in the RAQS.  
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Currently, the County is designated as moderate nonattainment for the 2008 NAAQS and maintenance 

for the 1997 NAAQS. As documented in the 2016 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego County, 

the County has a likely chance of obtaining attainment due to the transition to low-emission cars, stricter 

new source review rules, and continuing the requirement of general conformity for military growth and 

the San Diego International Airport. The County will also continue emission control measures, including 

ongoing implementation of existing regulations in O3 precursor reduction to stationary and area-wide 

sources, subsequent inspections of facilities and sources, and the adoption of laws requiring best 

available retrofit control technology for control of emissions (SDAPCD 2016a). 

State Attainment Plans 

SDAPCD and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are responsible for developing and 

implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air quality standards 

in the SDAB. The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) for the SDAB was initially adopted in 1991 and 

is updated every 3 years, most recently in 2022 (SDAPCD 2023). The RAQS outlines SDAPCD’s plans 

and control measures designed to attain the CAAQS for O3. The RAQS relies on information from CARB 

and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, as well as information regarding projected 

growth in the County and the cities in the County, to forecast future emissions and then determine 

from that the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls. The 

CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are based on population, 

vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by the County and the cities in the County as part of the 

development of their general plans (SANDAG 2021a). 

On March 9, 2023, SDAPCD adopted the revised 2022 RAQS for the County. The RAQS plan 

demonstrates how the San Diego region will further reduce air pollution emissions to meet state 

health-based standards for ground-level O3. The 2022 RAQS guides SDAPCD in deploying tools, 

strategies, and resources to continue reducing pollutants that are precursors to ground-level O3, 

including NOx and VOC. The 2022 RAQS emphasizes O3 control measures but also identifies 

complementary measures and strategies that can reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and 

particulate matter. It also includes new analyses exploring O3 and its relationship to public health, 

mobile sources, under-resourced communities, and greenhouse gases and climate change. Further, 

the 2022 RAQS identifies strategies to expand SDAPCD regional partnerships, identify more 

opportunities to engage the public and communities of concern, and integrate environmental justice 

and equity across all proposed measures and strategies. 

Regarding particulate matter emissions-reduction efforts, in December 2005, the SDAPCD prepared a 

report titled Measures to Reduce Particulate Matter in San Diego County to address implementation 

of Senate Bill 656 (Senate Bill 656 required additional controls to reduce ambient concentrations of 

PM10 and PM2.5) (SDAPCD 2005). In the report, SDAPCD evaluated implementation of source-control 
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measures that would reduce particulate matter emissions associated with residential wood 

combustion; various construction activities including earthmoving, demolition, and grading; bulk 

material storage and handling; carry-out and track-out removal and cleanup methods; inactive 

disturbed land; disturbed open areas; unpaved parking lots/staging areas; unpaved roads; and 

windblown dust (SDAPCD 2005). 

SDAPCD Rules and Regulations 

As stated above, the SDAPCD is responsible for planning, implementing, and enforcing federal and 

state ambient standards in the SDAB. The following rules and regulations apply to the Program. 

SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 50: Visible Emissions 

This rule prohibits discharge into the atmosphere from any single source of emissions whatsoever 

any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any period of 

60 consecutive minutes, which is darker in shade than that designated as Number 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart, as published by the United States Bureau of Mines, or of such opacity as to obscure 

an observer’s view to a degree greater than does smoke of a shade designated as Number 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart (SDAPCD 1997). 

Construction of the proposed Program may result in visible emissions, primarily during 

earth-disturbing activities, which would be subject to SDAPCD Rule 50. Although visible emissions are 

less likely to occur during operation of the proposed Program, compliance with SDAPCD Rule 50 would 

be required during both construction and operational phases. 

SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 51: Nuisance 

This rule prohibits the discharge, from any source, of such quantities of air contaminants or other 

materials that cause or have a tendency to cause injury, detriment, nuisance, annoyance to people 

and/or the public, or damage to any business or property (SDAPCD 1969). 

Any criteria air pollutant emissions, TAC emissions, or odors that would be generated during 

construction or operation of the proposed Program would be subject to SDAPCD Rule 51. Violations 

can be reported to the SDAPCD in the form of an air quality complaint by telephone, email, and online 

form. Complaints are investigated by the SDAPCD as soon as possible. 

SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 55: Fugitive Dust 

This rule regulates fugitive dust emissions from any commercial construction or demolition activity 

capable of generating fugitive dust emissions, including active operations, open storage piles, and 
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inactive disturbed areas, as well as track-out and carry-out onto paved roads beyond a project site 

(SDAPCD 2009). 

Construction of the proposed Program, primarily during earth-disturbing activities, may result in 

fugitive dust emissions that would be subject to SDAPCD Rule 55. Fugitive dust emissions are not 

anticipated during operation of the proposed Program. 

SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 67.0.1: Architectural Coatings 

Requires manufacturers, distributors, and end users of architectural and industrial maintenance 

coatings to reduce VOC emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by placing limits on the 

VOC content of various coating categories (SDAPCD 2021). 

4.1.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to air quality are based on applicable criteria in 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (2022). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

2. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation; 

3. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 

for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 

air quality standard (including release emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 

ozone precursors); 

4. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration including 

air toxics such as diesel particulates2 

5. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; or 

6. Would the project release substantial quantities of air contaminants beyond the boundaries 

of the premises upon which the stationary source emitting the contaminants is located. 

 
2 As adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District in their CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Chapter 4) (SCAQMD 

1993), a sensitive receptor is a person in the population who is more susceptible to health effects due to exposure to an air 

contaminant than is the population at large. Sensitive receptors (and the facilities that house them) in proximity to localized 

carbon monoxide sources, toxic air contaminants, or odors are of particular concern. Examples include long-term health care 

facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, 

and athletic facilities.  
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In addition to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022) general 

threshold questions, the potential for the proposed Program to release substantial quantities of air 

contaminants that could result in health affects is addressed in the criteria air pollutant emissions, 

TAC emissions, and odors analysis in accordance with the San Diego Municipal Code. San Diego 

Municipal Code, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 7, Off-Site Development Impact Regulations paragraph 

142.0710, Air Contaminant Regulations, states: “Air contaminants including smoke, charred paper, 

dust, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids, toxic fumes, gases, odors, and particulate matter, or any 

emissions that endanger human health, cause damage to vegetation or property, or cause soiling shall 

not be permitted to emanate beyond the boundaries of the premises upon which the use emitting 

the contaminants is located.” (Added 12-9-1997 by O- 18451 N.S.; effective 1-1-2000.) 

The City’s Air Quality Significance Thresholds shown in Table 4.1-3 were used to determine significance 

of proposed Program-generated construction and operational criteria air pollutants; specifically, the 

proposed Program’s potential to violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation (as assessed under the threshold criterion 2). In regard to 

the analysis of potential impacts to sensitive receptors, the City specifically recommends 

consideration of sensitive receptors in locations such as day care centers, schools, retirement homes, 

and hospitals, or medical patients in residential homes close to major roadways or stationary sources, 

which could be impacted by air pollutants. The City also states that the significance of potential odor 

impacts should be determined based on what is known about the quantity of the odor compound(s) 

that would result from the Program’s proposed use(s), the types of neighboring uses potentially 

affected, the distance(s) between the Program’s point source(s) and the neighboring uses such as 

sensitive receptors, and the resultant concentration(s) at the receptors. 

The air quality section of the CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds recognizes attainment 

status designations for the SDAB and its nonattainment status for both ozone and particulate matter. 

As such, the document recognizes that all new projects should include measures, pursuant to CEQA, 

to reduce project-related emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter to ensure new 

development does not contribute to San Diego’s nonattainment status for these pollutants. As part of 

its air quality permitting process, the SDAPCD has established thresholds in Rule 20.2 requiring the 

preparation of Air Quality Impact Assessments for permitted stationary sources (SDAPCD 2016b). The 

SDAPCD sets forth quantitative emissions thresholds below which a stationary source would not have 

a significant impact on ambient air quality. Project-related air quality impacts estimated in this 

environmental analysis would be considered significant if any of the applicable significance thresholds 

presented in Table 4.1-3 are exceeded. 
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Table 4.1-3 

Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 

Emission Rate 

Pounds per 

Hour 

Pounds per 

Day Tons per Year 

Coarse particulate matter (PM10)  N/A 100 15 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)a N/A 67 10 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx)  25 250 40 

Sulfur oxides (SOx) 25 250 40 

Carbon monoxide (CO)  100 550 100 

Lead and lead compounds N/A 3.2 0.6 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)  N/A 137b 15 

Sources: City of San Diego 2022; SDAPCD 2020b. 
Note: N/A = not applicable. 
a PM2.5 thresholds consistent with SDAPCD AQIA Trigger levels (Regulation II, Rule 20.2, Table 20.2-1). 
b VOC threshold based on the threshold of significance for VOCs from the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District and the Monterey Bay Air Pollution Control District as stated in the City of San Diego’s California 

Environmental Quality Act Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022). 

The thresholds listed in Table 4.1-3 represent screening-level thresholds that can be used to evaluate 

whether Program-related emissions could cause a significant impact on air quality. Emissions below 

the screening-level thresholds would not cause a significant impact. For nonattainment pollutants, if 

emissions exceed the thresholds shown in Table 4.1-3, the proposed Program could have the potential 

to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in these pollutants and, thus, could have a 

significant impact on the ambient air quality. 

The SDAPCD document, Supplemental Guidelines for Submission of Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program 

Health Risk Assessments, provides guidance with which to perform health risk assessments within the 

SDAB. The current SDAPCD thresholds of significance for TAC emissions from the operations of both 

permitted and non-permitted sources are combined and are less than 10 in 1 million for cancer and 

less than 1.0 for the chronic hazard index (SDAPCD 2022). 

With respect to odors, SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) prohibits emission of any material that 

causes nuisance to a considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health, or safety of 

any person. A project that proposes a use that would produce objectionable odors would be deemed 

to have a significant odor impact if it would affect a considerable number of off-site receptors. 
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4.1.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the proposed project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 

To determine the significance of the Program’s emissions on the environment, the City’s CEQA 

Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022) were used. Per the City’s thresholds, 

the Program would have a significant impact on air quality if the Program would conflict with or 

obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

As mentioned in Section 4.1.2, Local Regulations, SDAPCD and SANDAG are responsible for developing 

and implementing the clean air plans for attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS and CAAQS in 

the SDAB—specifically, the SIP and RAQS.3 The federal O3 maintenance plan, which is part of the SIP, 

was adopted in 2020. The SIP includes a demonstration that current strategies and tactics will 

maintain acceptable air quality in the SDAB based on the NAAQS. The RAQS was initially adopted in 

1991 and is updated every 3 years (most recently in 2022). The RAQS outlines SDAPCD’s plans and 

control measures designed to attain the CAAQS for O3. The SIP and RAQS rely on information from 

CARB and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, as well as information regarding 

projected growth in the County and the cities in the County, to project future emissions and then 

determine from that the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through regulatory 

controls. CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are based on 

population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by the County and the cities in the County 

as part of the development of their General Plans. The 2022 RAQS continues to build upon previous 

progress to reduce ground-level O3 and also complements regional actions addressing greenhouse 

gas and climate change. 

If a project involves development that is greater than that anticipated in the local plan and SANDAG’s 

growth projections, or if a project involves development that has the potential to exceed numeric 

thresholds established, the project might be in conflict with the SIP and RAQS and may contribute to 

a potentially significant cumulative impact on air quality. 

The Improvement Zone is designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s General Plan 

(City of San Diego 2024b). The Program area is located within the boundaries of the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan (City of San Diego 2024a), which is a Community Planning Area in the City of San Diego. 

Implementation of the Program would align with the proposed land uses of the Mission Bay Parks 

Master Plan except for a portion of the area identified as South Shores for which the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan proposes a public amphitheater and promenade. However, the Program proposes these 

 
3 For the purpose of this discussion, the relevant federal air quality plan is the O3 maintenance plan (SDAPCD 2020a). The 

RAQS is the applicable plan for purposes of state air quality planning. Both plans reflect growth projections in the SDAB. 
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areas to be upland habitat preservation, which is consistent with the existing condition and underlying 

land use designation of parkland, and which would result in a lower emissions impact than the use of 

amphitheater and promenade as designated in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The Program is 

consistent with the current General Plan land use designations and intended uses. Therefore, the 

Program was anticipated and would not result in an inconsistency or conflict with the General Plan or 

Community Plan. 

SANDAG produces a Regional Growth Forecast, which is important for developing regional plans and 

strategies mandated by federal and state governments, such as the Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), the Program Environmental Impact Report for the 

RTP/SCS, the Air Quality Management Plan, the Federal Transportation Improvement Program, and 

the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. The most recent RTP/SCS was adopted in December 2021 

(2021 Regional Plan) with a planning horizon of 2016 through 2050 (SANDAG 2021b). The growth 

forecasts are appended to the RTP/SCS. Appendix F of the 2021 Regional Plan describes the trends in 

population, housing, and employment. SANDAG’s Series 14 Regional Growth Forecast estimated that 

the City would have a 27.8% increase in jobs from 2016 to 2050, which is an additional 247,848 jobs 

or approximately 7,289 jobs per year (SANDAG 2021a). The Program involves improvements to 

existing park areas, and the implementation of the Program would not result in a growth of population 

or housing, nor would it increase employment above existing conditions. Thus, the Program would be 

within SANDAG’s growth projections. 

The Program would comply with all existing and new rules and regulations as they are implemented by 

SDAPCD, CARB, and/or EPA related to emissions generated during construction and operation. 

However, as detailed in Issue 2 below, the Program would have the potential to exceed mass daily 

emission thresholds during concurrent construction of activities assuming the worst-case emissions 

scenario prior to mitigation; and therefore, the Program would potentially result in higher emissions 

than what was anticipated in the SIP and RAQS. While it is anticipated that during Program 

implementation construction of individual projects or certain concurrent projects would not exceed 

mass daily emission thresholds and would result in a less-than-significant impact without mitigation, 

because this analysis evaluates a worst-case scenario, impacts related to the Program’s potential to 

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan would be potentially 

significant prior to mitigation. 
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Issue 2: Would the project result in a violation of any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Issue 3: Would the project exceed 100 pounds per day of particulate matter (PM) (dust)? 

Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result 

of past and present development, and the SDAPCD develops and implements plans for future 

attainment of ambient air quality standards. Based on these considerations, project-level thresholds 

of significance for criteria pollutants are relevant in the determination of whether a project’s individual 

emissions violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation or have a cumulatively significant impact on air quality. 

Construction Emissions 

Construction of the proposed Program would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the 

local airshed caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance, and 

VOC off-gassing) and off-site sources (haul trucks, vendor trucks, worker vehicles, tugboats, and 

support vessels). Construction emissions can vary substantially day to day, depending on the level of 

activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. Therefore, such 

emission levels can only be approximately estimated with a corresponding uncertainty in precise 

ambient air quality impacts. 

Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with construction activities were quantified using the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and a spreadsheet model. Default values provided 

by CalEEMod were used where detailed Program and specific component information was not 

available. A detailed depiction of the construction schedule—including information regarding phasing, 

equipment used during each phase, haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles—is included in 

“Construction Scenario Assumptions Summary Tables” (Appendix A) to the Air Quality Technical 

Report (Appendix L of this EIR). The CalEEMod outputs with detailed construction emissions, as well as 

the emissions associated with tugboats and support vessels, are provided in “CalEEMod Output Files and 

Emissions Calculations” (Appendix B) to the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix L of this EIR). 

Development of the proposed Program and its components would generate air pollutant emissions 

from entrained dust, off-road equipment, vehicles, tugboats and vessels, asphalt pavement 

application, and architectural coatings. Entrained dust results from the exposure of earth surfaces to 

wind from the direct disturbance and movement of soil, resulting in PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. As 

described previously, fugitive dust would be limited through compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55, which 

requires the restriction of visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the property line. 
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Table 4.1-4 shows the estimated maximum daily unmitigated construction emissions generated 

during implementation of all components within each Program element. Emissions represent the 

maximum for summer and winter. Complete details of the emissions calculations are provided in 

“CalEEMod Output Files and Emissions Calculations” (Appendix B) to the Air Quality Technical Report 

(Appendix L of this EIR). 

Table 4.1-4 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions  

by Element – Unmitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Elementa 

North Fiesta Island  12.84 131.24 126.94 0.71 43.87 21.82 

Tecolote Creek and 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway  

6.25 56.85 59.41 0.11 35.89 19.16 

Cudahy Creek  12.61 124.83 123.14 0.69 43.33 21.68 

Maximum 12.84 131.24 126.94 0.71 43.87 21.82 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 1.97 62.97 30.03 0.28 18.46 7.16 

Vacation Island NE – 

Ski Beach 

1.04 24.93 11.79 0.12 0.37 3.75 

Vacation Island NE – 

W of Ingraham 

4.88 60.38 58.24 0.69 8.09 4.82 

Vacation Island SW 4.88 60.38 58.24 0.70 8.09 4.82 

Ventura Cove Park 4.88 62.13 58.27 0.72 8.10 4.83 

Crown Point 2.11 18.65 19.31 0.04 7.55 4.16 

West Sail Bay 2.34 29.50 22.41 0.08 16.22 8.16 

Bonita Cove 1.44 12.88 13.50 0.05 7.11 3.80 

Bahia Point 3.92 50.55 46.10 0.56 7.96 4.59 

Maximum 4.88 62.97 58.27 0.72 18.46 8.16 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Fiesta Island Sitesb 3.07 63.35 35.15 0.28 19.74 7.81 

Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Sitesc 

1.96 23.06 16.82 0.06 15.28 7.83 

Maximum 3.07 63.35 35.15 0.28 19.74 7.83 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Rose Creek Bike Path 1.38 15.91 12.96 0.04 7.01 3.75 
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Table 4.1-4 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions  

by Element – Unmitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway Path 

1.04 9.39 9.23 0.02 7.01 3.75 

Ocean Beach Bike 

Path 

1.48 21.73 15.14 0.07 12.00 3.75 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway Path 

1.33 12.19 13.19 0.02 7.01 3.75 

Maximum 1.48 21.73 15.14 0.07 12.00 3.75 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Seawall Construction 

(Replacement 

Segments A and B; 

New Segment C) 

1.36 14.28 12.35 0.03 7.03 3.76 

Access 

Improvements 

(Stairs; ADA Ramps; 

Driveway) 

2.43 21.76 20.59 0.04 7.03 3.76 

Maximum 2.43 21.76 20.59 0.04 7.03 3.76 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 

oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; CalEEMod = California Emissions 

Estimator Model. 

See Appendix B of Appendix L for complete results. 

The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 
a Of the Wetland and Water Quality Element components, it is assumed that the North Fiesta Island 

component would be implemented before the other two wetland components and would not be constructed 

concurrently with the Tecolote Creek or Cudahy Creek components. The material from North Fiesta Island’s 

stockpiles would be necessary for restoring the two other proposed wetland sites, Tecolote Creek and 

Cudahy component wetlands, when implementation of restoration projects is initiated. 

b The Fiesta Island Sites include Site 1 (South), Site 3 (Near Youth Camping Facility), Site 4 (North Central), and 

Site 5 (Least Tern Preserve). The modeling assumes these sites would not have overlapping construction 

because of their proximity and coordination of staging area access, haul road access, and the City Annual 

Beach Area Construction Restriction. The emissions shown depict the maximum daily construction emissions 

for any individual one of these sites. 
c The Sea World Drive/San Diego River Sites include Site 1a (Cloverfield Least Tern Preserve), Site 3c (Triangle 

Restoration Area), and Site 4d (South Shores). The modeling assumes these sites would not have overlapping 

construction because of their proximity and coordination of staging area access, haul road access, and the 

City Annual Beach Area Construction Restriction. The emissions shown depict the maximum daily 

construction emissions for any individual one of these sites. 
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As shown in Table 4.1-4, the maximum daily construction emissions for any individual component 

within any element would not exceed the City’s daily thresholds of 137 pounds of VOC, 250 pounds of 

NOx, 550 pounds of CO, 250 pounds of SOx, 100 pounds of PM10, and 67 pounds of PM2.5. 

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.1, Construction, within Appendix L, the Air Quality Technical Report, as a 

worst-case scenario, it is anticipated that the maximum number of construction activities that would be 

implemented concurrently (i.e., within the same day) is one component from each Program element 

(i.e., five components). For this conservative scenario, the components with the highest NOx and PM10 

emissions were chosen from each Program element. Table 4.1-5 presents the estimated maximum 

unmitigated daily construction emissions generated during implementation of the five most intensive4 

concurrent components and compares estimated total daily emissions to the City thresholds. 

Table 4.1-5 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Worst-Case 

Scenario from Concurrent Component Implementation – Unmitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

North Fiesta Island  12.84 131.24 126.94 0.71 43.87 21.82 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 1.97 62.97 30.03 0.28 18.46 7.16 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Fiesta Island Sites 3.07 63.35 35.15 0.28 19.74 7.81 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Ocean Beach Bike 

Path 

1.48 21.73 15.14 0.07 12.00 3.75 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Access Improvements 2.43 21.76 20.59 0.04 7.03 3.76 

Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

21.79 301.05 227.85 1.38 101.10 44.30 

City Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No Yes No 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 

oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; CalEEMod = California Emissions 

Estimator Model. 

See Appendix B of Appendix L for complete results. 

 
4 For the purpose of this analysis, the projects considered the “most intensive” are the projects with the highest NOX and 

PM10 emissions because these pollutants are closest to the SDAPCD threshold.  
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The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

As shown in Table 4.1-5, estimated maximum daily emissions from the worst-case scenario from 

concurrent component implementation would not exceed the City construction thresholds for VOCs, 

CO, SOx, or PM2.5. However, maximum daily emissions would exceed the City construction thresholds 

for NOx and PM10. 

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.1, Construction, within Appendix L, the Air Quality Technical Report, as a 

realistic-case and conservative scenario, it is anticipated that the number of component construction 

activities that would be implemented concurrently (i.e., within the same day) is one component from 

each Program element, except for the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element (i.e., four 

projects). Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element Fiesta Island Sites components would not 

overlap with the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element North Fiesta Island component 

because of their proximity and coordination of staging area access, haul road access, and the City 

Annual Beach Area Construction Restriction. As such, the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Element is not included in this scenario. For this scenario, the components with the highest NOx and 

PM10 emissions were chosen from the other four Program elements being analyzed in this EIR (refer 

to Chapter 3, Project Description). 

Table 4.1-6 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily construction emissions generated 

during implementation of the four most intensive concurrent components (realistic-case scenario) 

and compares estimated total daily emissions to the City screening-level thresholds. 

Table 4.1-6 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Realistic-Case 

Scenario from Concurrent Component Implementation – Unmitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

North Fiesta Island  12.84 131.24 126.94 0.71 43.88 21.83 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 1.97 62.97 30.03 0.28 18.46 7.16 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Ocean Beach Bike 

Path 

1.48 21.73 15.14 0.07 12.00 3.75 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Access 

Improvements 

2.43 21.76 20.59 0.04 7.03 3.76 
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Table 4.1-6 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Realistic-Case 

Scenario from Concurrent Component Implementation – Unmitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

18.72 237.70 192.70 1.10 81.36 37.49 

City Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold 

Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 

oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; CalEEMod = California Emissions 

Estimator Model. 

See Appendix B of Appendix L for complete results. 

The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

As shown in Table 4.1-6, estimated maximum daily emissions from the realistic-case scenario from 

concurrent component implementation would not exceed the City construction thresholds for VOCs, 

NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5 and would not require mitigation. However, as previously discussed, the 

worst-case scenario from concurrent component implementation would be above City thresholds for 

NOx and PM10, absent mitigation. 

Program construction activities could take place at multiple locations concurrently. Air pollutant 

emissions would vary day to day as a result of how many construction activities are occurring at once. 

While the realistic-case scenario demonstrates that a certain combination of components may result 

in emissions below City thresholds for all criteria air pollutants, other combinations of projects, 

including the worst-case scenario, could result in emissions that exceed the City thresholds without 

mitigation. Construction of an individual component would not exceed any thresholds and would be 

less than significant. As shown in Table 4.1-5, maximum daily air pollutant emissions would exceed 

the City’s NOx and PM10 thresholds if the most intensive component of each Program element 

occurred concurrently.5 The combined emissions of the five concurrent components, which represent 

the maximum daily construction scenario, exceed the City significance thresholds for NOx and PM10 

prior to implementation of mitigation. Should this scenario occur, or should other components occur 

concurrently, significant impacts related to NOx and PM10 emissions could be further intensified; 

therefore, this impact would be potentially significant absent mitigation. 

 
5  This reflects a conservative estimate based on the largest projects from each Program element.  
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Operational Emissions 

Operations and maintenance activities for the Program involves improvements to existing park areas 

as described in Section 2.4.2.2, Operation, within Appendix L, Air Quality Technical Report. Operations 

and maintenance activities would be minimal and would be similar to those that occur under existing 

conditions. In addition, the emissions associated with operation would be much less compared to 

construction. Because the Program would not result in any new long-term operational activities, there 

would be no potential air quality impacts associated with operational air pollutant emissions. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Analysis 

The SDAB has been designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3 and a state nonattainment 

area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The poor air quality in the SDAB is the result of cumulative emissions 

from motor vehicles, off-road equipment, commercial and industrial facilities, and other emission 

sources. Projects that emit these pollutants or their precursors (i.e., VOCs and NOx for O3) potentially 

contribute to poor air quality. In analyzing cumulative impacts from a project, the analysis must 

specifically evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the 

SDAB is designated as nonattainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS. If a project does not exceed 

thresholds and is determined to have less-than-significant project-specific impacts, it may still 

contribute to a significant cumulative impact on air quality if the emissions from that project, in 

combination with the emissions from other proposed or reasonably foreseeable future projects, are 

in excess of established thresholds. However, a project would only be considered to have a significant 

cumulative impact if that project’s contribution accounts for a significant proportion of the cumulative 

total emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively considerable contribution” to the cumulative air 

quality impact). 

Regarding short-term construction impacts, the City thresholds of significance are used to determine 

whether the Program may have a short-term cumulative impact. While it is anticipated that during 

Program implementation construction of individual components or certain concurrent components 

would not exceed mass daily emission thresholds and would result in a less-than-significant impact 

without mitigation, because this analysis evaluates a worst-case scenario, impacts related to the 

Program’s potential to result in a short-term cumulatively considerable contribution to pollutant 

emissions during construction would be potentially significant prior to mitigation. 

Additionally, for the SDAB, the RAQS serves as the long-term regional air quality planning document 

for the purpose of assessing cumulative operational emissions in the basin to ensure the SDAB 

continues to make progress toward NAAQS- and CAAQS-attainment status. As such, cumulative 

projects located in the San Diego region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact to 
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air quality if, in combination, they would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS. 

Similarly, individual projects that are inconsistent with the regional planning documents upon which 

the RAQS is based would have the potential to result in cumulative operational impacts if they 

represent development and population increases beyond regional projections. 

The SIP and RAQS rely on SANDAG growth projections based on population, vehicle trends, and land 

use plans developed by the cities and the County as part of the development of their general plans. 

Therefore, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by local 

plans would be consistent with the SIP and RAQS and would not be considered to result in cumulatively 

considerable impacts from operational emissions. The Program involves improvements to existing 

park areas, and the implementation of the Program would not result in a growth of population or 

housing, nor would it increase employment above existing conditions. As stated previously, the 

Program would not result in significant regional growth that is not accounted for within the RAQS. As a 

result, the Program would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to pollutant emissions. 

Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant during operation. 

Health Impacts of Other Criteria Air Pollutants 

The potential health effects associated with project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions are 

included as additional information and do not require a separate significance conclusion. A detailed 

discussion is provided in Appendix L to connect the Program’s potential air quality impacts to potential 

health consequences. In summary, construction and operation of the Program would not result in 

emissions that would contribute to health effects associated with criteria air pollutants with 

incorporation of mitigation. 

Issue 4: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations, including toxic air contaminants (TACs)? 

Air quality varies as a direct function of the amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the size 

and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions. Air quality problems arise 

when the rate of pollutant emissions exceeds the rate of dispersion. Reduced visibility, eye irritation, 

and adverse health impacts upon those persons termed “sensitive receptors” are the most serious 

hazards of existing air quality conditions in the area. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to 

changes in air quality than others, depending on the population groups and the activities involved. 

People most likely to be affected by air pollution, as identified by the City (City of San Diego 2022), include 

children, the elderly, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. As such, 

sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, long-

term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. The 
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Program involves construction activities at a number of existing sites throughout Mission Bay Park, and 

sensitive receptors include residences adjacent to multiple Program elements. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

As described in Section 4.1.1, Existing Conditions, the Program involves construction activities at a 

number of existing sites throughout Mission Bay Park and sensitive receptors include residences 

adjacent to multiple Program elements. 

Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk. SDAPCD 

recommends an incremental cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million. “Incremental cancer risk” is the 

net increased likelihood that a person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from 

a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year exposure period will contract cancer based on the use of standard 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment risk assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In 

addition, some TACs have noncarcinogenic effects. SDAPCD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more 

for acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) noncarcinogenic effects. The greatest potential for TAC 

emissions during construction would be DPM emissions from heavy equipment operations and use 

of heavy-duty trucks. DPM emissions may cause carcinogenic and/or chronic health effects. 

State law has established the framework for California’s TAC identification and control program, which 

is generally more stringent than the federal program and is aimed at TACs that are a problem in 

California. The state has formally identified more than 200 substances as TACs, including the federal 

hazardous air pollutants, and has adopted appropriate control measures for sources of these TACs. 

The following measures are required by state law to reduce DPM emissions: 

• Fleet owners of mobile construction equipment are subject to the CARB Regulation for In-Use 

Off-Road Diesel Vehicles (13 CCR 2449), the purpose of which is to reduce DPM and criteria 

pollutant emissions from in-use (existing) off-road diesel-fueled vehicles. 

• All commercial diesel vehicles are subject to Title 13, Section 2485 of the California Code of 

Regulations (CCR), limiting engine idling time. Idling of heavy-duty diesel construction 

equipment and trucks during loading and unloading shall be limited to 5 minutes; electric 

auxiliary power units should be used whenever possible. 

According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (which 

determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions) should be based on a 30-year 

exposure period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such assessments should 

also be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with a project. The duration of the 

proposed construction activities would constitute a small percentage of the total 30-year exposure 

period. The total construction period for the Program is unknown at this time, but the estimated 
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construction durations of each Program element are provided in Appendix A of Appendix L, and of 

relatively short duration. After construction, all construction-related TAC emissions would cease. In 

addition, because of the programmatic nature of the Program elements, emissions would not be 

concentrated in any one work area for the entire construction duration, but rather spread out over 

the entire Improvement Zone, minimizing potential impacts. Due to this relatively short period of 

exposure and minimal particulate emissions on site, TACs generated during construction would not 

be expected to result in concentrations causing significant health risks. 

The Program involves improvements to existing park areas with no change in park operations 

compared to the existing conditions. No residual TAC emissions and corresponding cancer health risk 

are anticipated after construction, and no long-term sources of TAC emissions are anticipated during 

operation of the Program. CARB has published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community 

Health Perspective, which identifies certain types of facilities or sources that may emit substantial 

quantities of TACs and therefore could conflict with sensitive land uses, such as “schools and 

schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential 

communities” (CARB 2005). The Air Quality and Land Use Handbook is a guide for siting of new 

sensitive land uses, and CARB recommends that sensitive receptors not be located downwind of or 

close to such sources to avoid potential health hazards. The enumerated facilities or sources include 

the following: high-traffic freeways and roads, distribution centers, railyards, ports, refineries, chrome 

plating facilities, dry cleaners, and large gas-dispensing facilities. The Program would not include any 

of the above-listed land uses associated with generation of TAC emissions. 

Furthermore, Division 7, Off-Site Development Impact Regulations, Section 142.0710, states the 

following: “Air contaminants including smoke, charred paper, dust, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids, 

toxic fumes, gases, odors, and particulate matter, or any emissions that endanger human health, cause 

damage to vegetation or property, or cause soiling shall not be permitted to emanate beyond the 

boundaries of the premises upon which the use emitting the contaminants is located. The Program 

would not result in the generation of smoke, charred paper, soot, grime, carbon, noxious acids, or toxic 

fumes. Criteria air pollutants, including particulate matter, during construction of the Program would be 

below City thresholds of significance for each individual component, and therefore would not represent 

a release of substantial quantities of air contaminants beyond the component boundaries. 

For the reasons previously described, the Program would not result in substantial exposure of 

sensitive receptors to TACs in the vicinity of the Program site during construction or operation, and 

impacts would be less than significant. 
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Health Impacts of Carbon Monoxide 

Mobile-source impacts occur on two basic scales of motion. Regionally, Program-related travel would 

add to regional trip generation and increase the vehicle miles traveled within the local airshed and 

the SDAB. Locally, Program-related traffic would be added to the City’s roadway system. If such traffic 

occurs during periods of poor atmospheric ventilation, consists of a large number of vehicles “cold-

started” and operating at pollution-inefficient speeds, and operates on roadways already crowded 

with non-Program traffic, there is a potential for the formation of microscale CO “hotspots” in the area 

immediately around points of congested traffic. Because of continued improvement in mobile 

emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or congestion, the potential for CO 

hotspots in the SDAB is steadily decreasing. 

During construction, the Program would result in CO emissions from construction worker vehicles, 

haul trucks, and off-road equipment. CCR Title 40, Section 93.123(c)(5), Procedures for Determining 

Localized CO, PM10, and PM2.5 Concentrations (hotspot analysis), states that “CO, PM10, and PM2.5 hot-

spot analyses are not required to consider construction-related activities, which cause temporary 

increases in emissions. Temporary increases are defined as those that occur only during the 

construction phase and last 5 years or less at any individual site.” Since construction activities would 

be temporary, a project-level construction hotspot analysis would not be required. 

The City’s CO hotspots screening guidance was followed to determine whether a project would require 

a site-specific hotspot analysis (City of San Diego 2022). The City recommends that a quantitative 

analysis of CO hotspots be performed if a proposed development causes a six-lane or four-lane 

roadway to deteriorate to a Level of Service E or worse, causes a six-lane roadway to drop to Level of 

Service F, or if a proposed development is within 400 feet of a sensitive receptor and the Level of 

Service is D or worse. The Program involves improvements to existing park areas with no change in 

park operations compared to the existing conditions. During operations, maintenance activities would 

be minimal and would be similar to those that occur under existing conditions. Therefore, the 

Program operations would not exceed the City’s screening guidance for CO hotspots. Therefore, a CO 

hotspot analysis is not needed, and the Program would have a less-than-significant impact. 

Issue 5: Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number  

of people? 

Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code and SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance), prohibit 

emissions from any source whatsoever in such quantities of air contaminants or other material that 

cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public health or damage to property. Projects 

required to obtain permits from SDAPCD are evaluated by SDAPCD staff for potential odor nuisance, 

and conditions may be applied (or control equipment required) where necessary to prevent 

occurrence of public nuisance. 
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SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) also prohibits emission of any material that causes nuisance to a 

considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health, or safety of any person. A project 

that proposes a use that would produce objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significant 

odor impact if it would affect a considerable number of off-site receptors. Odor issues are very 

subjective by the nature of odors themselves and due to the fact that their measurements are difficult 

to quantify. As a result, this guideline is qualitative and will focus on the existing and potential 

surrounding uses and location of sensitive receptors. 

The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depends on numerous factors: the nature, 

frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of receiving 

location each contribute to the intensity of the impact.  Per the City’s Significance Determination 

Thresholds (2022), projects that involve offensive odors may be a nuisance to neighboring uses, 

including businesses, residences, sensitive receptors, and public areas. Analysis of potential odor 

impacts should be conducted for sources of odorous emissions, and receptors located near 

odorous sources.  

Construction 

Odors would be potentially generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during 

construction of the Program elements. Potential odors produced during proposed construction 

would be attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction 

equipment, architectural coatings, and asphalt pavement application. Such odors would disperse 

rapidly from a project site and generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial 

numbers of people. Therefore, impacts associated with odors during construction would be less 

than significant. 

Operation 

Land uses and industrial operations associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, 

wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, 

landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The Program does not propose any uses 

associated with odor complaints. Therefore, Program operations would result in an odor impact that 

would be less than significant. 

Issue 6: Would the project result in a substantial alteration of air movement in the area of 

the project? 

The Improvement Zone encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park along with additional areas 

in all directions. The Improvement Zone is surrounded by existing residential developments, open 

space, parkland, and the ocean. Given the Program’s location within an already developed area, 
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the improvements associated with the Program, improvements to existing park areas that would 

not substantially change topography, would not substantially alter air movement in the area as 

discussed below. 

This issue of alteration of air movement is usually associated with placement of tall structures in 

proximity that can result in tunneling of air movement in an area that was previously unobstructed. 

This typically occurs in developed urban areas with tall buildings that create a wind tunnel effect. In 

the case of the Program, the improvements would not include tall structures in proximity resulting in 

tunneling of air movement. The nearby open space, parkland, and ocean, along with the surrounding 

residential developments, help to maintain natural airflow patterns. 

In summary, the Program would not significantly affect air movement in the area, as it does not 

propose any buildings or structures that would contribute to the natural air circulation in the region. 

Therefore, the Program would result in an impact that would be less than significant. 

4.1.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

To reduce the potential for criteria air pollutants, specifically NOx and PM10 emissions as a result of 

construction of multiple Program elements concurrently, the applicant shall implement the following 

mitigation measures (MMs): 

MM-AQ-1: Construction Off-Road Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to the issuance of 

any construction or development permit or award of construction contract, the City of 

San Diego (City) Engineering & Capital Projects Department (ECP) or its designee shall 

ensure that all 50-horsepower or greater diesel-powered off-road construction 

equipment are powered with California Air Resources Board (CARB)-certified Tier 4 

Final engines or better. 

An exemption from this requirement may be granted by the City ECP if (1) the City ECP 

documents equipment with Tier 4 Final engines are not reasonably available, and (2) 

the required corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions can be 

achieved for the project from other combinations of construction equipment. Before 

an exemption may be granted, the City ECP shall (1) demonstrate that at least three 

construction fleet owners/operators in San Diego County were contacted and that 

those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment could not be located within 

San Diego County during the desired construction schedule, and (2) the City ECP shall 

provide evidence to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) that the proposed 

replacement equipment has been evaluated using California Emissions Estimator 

Model (CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method, and 
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documentation has been provided to MMC to confirm that necessary project-

generated emissions reductions are achieved. 

MM-AQ-2: Construction Dust Control. The City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects 

Department (ECP) or its designee shall provide evidence to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) that construction dust control practices beyond the requirements 

of San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, 

would be employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including watering of the active 

sites three (3) times per day depending on weather conditions. 

4.1.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Conflicts with Air Quality Plan 

The Program would not exceed City thresholds or result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 

existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations with the incorporation of 

MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 (as determined to be necessary). Therefore, this impact is less than 

significant with mitigation. 

Issues 2 and 3: Air Quality Standards & Particulate Matter 

Construction Emissions 

Table 4.1-7 presents the estimated maximum mitigated daily construction emissions generated 

during construction of the worst-case scenario of concurrent components determined to represent 

the maximum daily capacity. Estimated mitigated emissions presented in Table 4.1-7 assume 

implementation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2, which assumes that all off-road equipment with engines 

rated at 50 horsepower or greater will meet Tier 4 Final emission standards, and construction dust 

control practices would be employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including watering of the 

active sites three times per day. 

Table 4.1-7 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Worst-Case 

Scenario from Concurrent Component Implementation – Mitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

North Fiesta Island  5.53 60.96 146.24 0.71 17.48 8.41 
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Table 4.1-7 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Worst-Case 

Scenario from Concurrent Component Implementation – Mitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 1.11 54.41 29.82 0.28 13.93 4.74 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Fiesta Island Sites 1.30 46.36 42.72 0.28 13.59 4.52 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Ocean Beach Bike 

Path 

0.75 13.73 14.72 0.07 11.63 2.15 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Access 

Improvements 

0.90 7.91 19.94 0.04 2.66 1.37 

Maximum Daily 

Emissions 

9.59 183.37 253.44 1.38 59.29 21.19 

City Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 67 

Threshold 

Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 

oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; CalEEMod = California Emissions 

Estimator Model. 

See Appendix B of Appendix L for complete results. 

The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

The values shown include the reduced emissions with incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2. 

As shown in Table 4.1-7, after implementation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2, estimated maximum daily 

worst-case construction emissions would not exceed the City construction thresholds for VOCs, NOx, 

CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5. Thus, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Additionally, a less intensive and more realistic combination of components would normally represent 

NOx and PM10 emissions far below the City screening thresholds, as shown in the realistic-case 

scenario above in Table 4.1-5. The Program would also include components in various locations 

around the Improvement Zone and would not represent a localized source of significant emissions. 

As such, the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 would ensure that any combination of 

concurrent construction components would be below the City’s thresholds of significance. 

Table 4.1-8 presents the criteria air pollutant emissions of all Program components with incorporation 

of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.1 – AIR QUALITY 

December 2025 4.1-35 10523 

Table 4.1-8 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions by  

Component – Mitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

North Fiesta Island  5.53 60.96 146.24 0.71 17.48 8.41 

Tecolote Creek and 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway  

1.56 13.08 59.72 0.11 13.84 7.04 

Cudahy Creek  5.30 54.54 142.24 0.69 12.08 6.02 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 1.11 54.41 29.82 0.28 13.93 4.74 

Vacation Island NE – 

Ski Beach 

0.53 24.04 11.91 0.12 5.00 1.51 

Vacation Island NE – 

W of Ingraham 

4.36 55.60 58.03 0.69 3.72 2.43 

Vacation Island SW 4.61 56.64 58.03 0.70 3.72 2.43 

Ventura Cove Park 4.49 62.56 58.06 0.72 3.73 2.44 

Crown Point 0.74 4.82 24.26 0.04 2.95 1.56 

West Sail Bay 0.70 13.27 21.88 0.08 7.49 3.40 

Bonita Cove 0.65 9.68 13.29 0.05 2.75 1.40 

Bahia Point 3.36 49.66 45.89 0.56 3.59 2.21 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Fiesta Island Sites 1.30 46.36 42.72 0.28 13.59 4.52 

Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Sites 

0.40 7.46 16.17 0.06 6.58 3.10 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Rose Creek Bike Path 0.83 8.23 12.63 0.04 5.01 1.36 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway Path 

0.60 4.42 13.10 0.02 2.64 1.36 

Ocean Beach Bike 

Path 

0.75 13.73 14.72 0.07 11.63 2.15 

Fiesta Island 

Causeway Path 

0.60 4.42 13.10 0.02 2.64 1.36 
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Table 4.1-8 

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions by  

Component – Mitigated 

Program Element 

Components 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per day 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Seawall Construction 

(Replacement 

Segments A and B; 

New Segment C) 

0.75 6.61 12.03 0.03 3.18 1.37 

Access 

Improvements 

(Stairs, ADA Ramps, 

Driveway) 

0.90 7.91 19.94 0.04 2.66 1.37 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 

oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; CalEEMod = California Emissions 

Estimator Model. 

See Appendix B of Appendix L for complete results. 

The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

The values shown include the reduced emissions with incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2. 

Furthermore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation during construction. 

Cumulative Analysis 

Regarding short-term construction impacts, the City thresholds of significance are used to determine 

whether the Program may have a short-term cumulative impact. As shown in Table 4.1-7, the 

worst-case scenario of concurrent component implementation would not exceed any City threshold 

during construction with incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2. Therefore, cumulative impacts 

during construction would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Issue 4: Substantial Pollutant Concentrations 

Impacts would remain less than significant. 

Issue 5: Odors 

Impacts would remain less than significant. 

Issue 6: Alteration of Air Movement 

Impacts would remain less than significant.  
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4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the existing biological resource conditions of the Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program (Program) site and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, 

evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the 

proposed Program. The analysis in this section is supported by the findings from the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (BRTR), which provides a detailed overview of biological resources within 

Mission Bay and Program component areas (Appendix M). The BRTR also contains the list of 

references used in this section (Appendix M).  

4.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The BRTR assessed biological resources within a defined Biological Study Area (BSA) consisting of the 

4,387-acre Program area including Mission Bay and the San Diego River. The BSA, Program area, and 

Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) represent the same areas. Between 

October 2018 and July 2019, baseline biological surveys conducted within the BSA included vegetation 

mapping and general biological reconnaissance surveys, special-status plant surveys, and focused 

surveys for California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica), California least tern (CLT; Sternula antillarum 

browni), western snowy plover (WSP; Anarhynchus [formerly Charadrius] nivosus nivosus), light-footed 

Ridgway’s rail (LFRR; Rallus obsoletus levipes), Belding’s savannah sparrow (BSS; Passerculus sandwichensis 

beldingi), and western burrowing owl (BUOW; Athene cunicularia). In 2019, an aquatic resources 

delineation was conducted within the BSA. In 2024, focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo (LBV; Vireo bellii 

pusillus) and southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) within the BSA, and an additional 

vegetation mapping effort was conducted within the component areas in order to confirm and/or adjust 

the conclusions made during previous site visits. In 2025, Schaefer Ecological Solutions conducted an 

aquatic resources delineation verification. All biological surveys were conducted in accordance with the 

City’s Guidelines for Conducting Biological Surveys if applicable (City of San Diego 2018c); state or federal 

focused survey protocols were followed when appropriate. Focused surveys were conducted within 

suitable habitat within the BSA. Additional species observations and nesting locations were provided by 

City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department. 

A total of 21 vegetation communities and/or land cover types, including City-defined wetlands 

(marine habitats, open water, freshwater marsh, salt marsh, riparian scrub, disturbed wetland and 

non-vegetation channel or floodway), upland habitats (Tier I – southern foredune, Tier II – coastal 

sage scrub) and Tier IV disturbed/developed lands, were observed within the BSA. Portions of the 

BSA support aquatic resources under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and California Coastal 

Commission. The following special-status plant species were detected within the BSA: Nuttall’s lotus 

(Lotus nuttallianus), salt marsh bird’s beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum), San Diego barrel 
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cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), Palmer’s Frankenia (Frankenia palmeri), beach goldenaster 

(Heterotheca sessiliflora ssp. sessiliflora), decumbent goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens), 

San Diego marsh-elder (Iva hayesiana), Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), coast 

woolly-heads (Nemacaulis denudata var. denudata), and estuary seablite (Suaeda esteroa). Additional 

special-status plant species have a high or moderate potential to occur in the BSA. The following 

potential special-status wildlife species were detected within the BSA: coastal California gnatcatcher 

(CAGN), California least tern, western snowy plover, BSS, western burrowing owl, Cooper’s hawk 

(Accipiter cooperii), brant (Branta bernicla), northern harrier (Circus hudsonius), reddish egret (Egretta 

rufescens), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), 

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), Long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), 

osprey (Pandion haliaetus), California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), white-faced 

ibis (Plegadis chihi), elegant tern (Thalasseus elegans), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia). Additional 

special-status wildlife species have a high or moderate potential to occur in the BSA. The BSA serves 

as an important regional and local migration corridor for wildlife movement, particularly as a 

migratory stopover point of the Pacific Flyway. The BSA also includes portions of the Multiple 

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP) Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

The Program has been designed to comply with the MSCP SAP, including MHPA Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines (LUAGs) and Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs), Mission Bay Master Plan 

(MBMP) and Mission Bay Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP). In accordance with the 

Program Implementation Framework, as future Program components are reviewed during 

subsequent environmental analysis, consistency with each applicable MSCP SAP and NRMP policy will 

be confirmed prior to subsequent Program approval. 

4.2.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Federal  

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), as amended, is administered 

by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA), and National Marine Fisheries Service. This legislation is intended to provide a means to 

conserve the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend and provide 

programs for the conservation of those species, thus preventing extinction of plants and wildlife. 

Under provisions of Section 9(a)(1)(B) of FESA, it is unlawful to “take” any listed species. “Take” is 

defined in Section 3(19) of FESA as, “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 

collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” FESA provides for designation of critical habitat 

for species designated as endangered, defined in Section 3(5)(A) as specific areas within the 
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geographical range occupied by a species where physical or biological features “essential to the 

conservation of the species” are found and “which may require special management 

considerations or protection.” Critical Habitat may also include areas outside the current 

geographical area occupied by the species that are nonetheless “essential for the conservation of 

the species.” 

The FESA allows for the issuance of “incidental take” permits for listed species under Section 7, which 

is generally available for components that also require other federal agency permits or other 

approvals, and under Section 10, which provides for the approval of habitat conservation plans (HCPs) 

on private property without any other federal agency involvement. Incidental take is defined as “take 

that results from, but is not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity” (Title 50 Code of 

Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.22 and 17.32). 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the take of any migratory bird or any part, nest, or eggs 

of any such bird. Under the MBTA, “take” is defined as pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill trap, capture, 

or collect, or any attempt to carry out these activities (16 USC 703 et seq.). The number of bird species 

covered by the MBTA is extensive; the species are listed in Title 50 of the CFR, Part 10.13. The 

regulatory definition of “migratory bird” is broad and includes any mutation or hybrid of a listed 

species, and also includes any part, egg, or nest of such birds (50 CFR 10.12). The MBTA, which is 

enforced by USFWS, makes it unlawful “by any means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, 

[or] kill” any migratory bird or attempt such actions, except as permitted by regulation. The applicable 

regulations prohibit the take, possession, import, export, transport, sale, purchase, barter, or offering 

of these activities, except under a valid permit or as permitted in the implementing regulations (50 CFR 

21.11). Additionally, Executive Order 13186, “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory 

Birds,” requires that any component with federal involvement address impacts of federal actions on 

migratory birds with the purpose of promoting conservation of migratory bird populations (66 FR 

3853–3856). The Executive Order requires federal agencies to work with USFWS to develop a 

memorandum of understanding. USFWS reviews actions that might affect these species. 

Currently, birds are considered to be nesting under the MBTA only when there are viable eggs or 

chicks, which are dependent on the nest. Local implementation of the MBTA typically involves a 

qualified biologist conducting a nesting bird survey prior to construction activities between February 1 

and September 15. Such surveys are required in all construction areas where natural or ornamental 

trees, shrubs, and ground cover may provide suitable nesting habitat for protected species. A nest 

avoidance buffer, as determined by the qualified biologist, shall be established and serve to protect 

active nests from direct and indirect disturbance until breeding activities have been completed.  
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Clean Water Act – Section 404  

The objective of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 

biological integrity of the nation’s waters. Under Section 404 of the CWA, the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) has the authority to regulate activities that could discharge fill or dredge material 

or otherwise adversely modify wetlands or other waters of the United States. The USACE implements 

the federal policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, which, when implemented, is intended to result 

in no-net-loss of wetland values or function.  

The definition of waters of the United States establishes the geographic scope for authority under 

Section 404 of the CWA; however, the CWA does not specifically define waters of the United States, 

leaving the definition open to statutory interpretation and agency rulemaking. Under the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s current waters of the United States definition, a “waters of the 

United States” includes traditional navigable waters, territorial seas, interstate waters, impoundments, 

and certain tributaries, wetlands, and other features that meet a “relatively permanent” standard. The 

relatively permanent standard generally requires standing or continuously flowing water, which may 

be seasonally limited. Excluded from waters of the United States are features that support surface 

flows only in direct response to precipitation.  

The term “wetlands” (a subset of waters of the United States) is defined in 33 CFR, Section 328.3(c)(16), 

as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration 

sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 

typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, 

bogs, and similar areas.” In the absence of wetlands, the limits of USACE jurisdiction in non-tidal 

waters, such as intermittent streams, extend to the “ordinary high water mark,” which is defined in 

33 CFR 328.3(c)(7) as “that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 

physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the 

character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other 

appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas.” 

Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act  

Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act prohibits the construction of any bridge, dam, dike or 

causeway over or in navigable waterways of the United States without Congressional approval. 

Administration of Section 9 has been delegated to the U.S. Coast Guard. Consultation with the U.S. 

Coast Guard may be necessary to determine if a Section 9 permit would be required under the Rivers 

and Harbors Act. 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act requires that permits be obtained from USACE in navigable 

waters of the United States for all structures such as rip-rap and activities such as dredging. Navigable 
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waters are defined as those subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and susceptible to use in their 

natural condition or by reasonable improvements as means of interstate transport or foreign 

commerce. USACE grants or denies Section 10 permits based on the effects on navigation. Most 

components covered under this Act are also covered under Section 404 of the CWA.  

Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 

The Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 USC 1801−1884) of 1976, as 

amended in 1996 and reauthorized in 2007 (Magnuson–Stevens Act), is intended to protect fisheries 

resources and fishing activities within 200 miles of shore. The amended law, also known as the 

Sustainable Fisheries Act (Public Law 104-297), requires all federal agencies to consult with the 

Secretary of Commerce on proposed projects authorized, funded, or undertaken by that agency that 

may adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). The main purpose of the EFH provisions is to avoid 

loss of fisheries due to disturbance and degradation of habitat. EFH is regulated under the Magnuson–

Stevens Act, protecting waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or 

growth to maturity (16 USC 1801 et seq.). Substrates that are considered include sediment, hard 

bottom, structures underlying waters, and associated biological communities.  

Congress defined EFH to mean those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, 

feeding, or growth to maturity. In 2002, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) further clarified 

EFH with the following definitions (50 CFR 600.05–600.930): 

• “Waters” include aquatic areas and their associated physical, chemical, and biological properties 

that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas historically used by fish where appropriate. 

• “Substrate” includes sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, and associated 

biological communities. 

• “Necessary” means the habitat required to support a sustainable fishery and the managed 

species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem; and  

• “Spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” covers a species’ full life cycle.  

The entire coastal region of California, including Mission Bay (the Project Area), is designated as EFH 

in the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan and Coastal Pelagic Species Fisheries 

Management Plan (NOAA 2025; PFMC 2024a, 2024b). 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 

All marine mammals are afforded protection under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 USC 

Section 1361 et. seq.). With limited exception, the Marine Mammal Protection Act makes it illegal to 

“take” a marine mammal without authorization granted by National Marine Fisheries Service. “Take” 
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is defined as harassing, hunting, capturing, or killing, or attempting to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any 

marine mammal. “Harassment” is defined as pursuit, torment, or annoyance, which has the potential 

to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing disruption of behavioral 

patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 

Take authorization must be granted by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 USC Sections 1451 through 1464, Chapter 33) is 

administered by NOAA’s Office of Ocean and Resource Management and was established as a national 

policy to preserve, protect, develop, and – where possible – enhance or restore the coastal zone in the 

United States. The federal consistency provision, Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act, 

encourages states to join the Coastal Zone Management Program, which takes a comprehensive 

approach to coastal resource management by balancing the competing and/or conflicting demands 

of coastal resource use, economic development, and conservation and allows states to issue the 

applicable permits. California has a federally approved Coastal Zone Management Program, and the 

Coastal Zone Management Act is administered by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). Therefore, 

the Coastal Zone Management Program and permit requirements are discussed further in the 

California Coastal Act section below. 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires identification of a project’s potentially 

significant impacts on biological resources and feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that 

could avoid or reduce significant impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b)(1) defines endangered 

animals or plants as species or subspecies whose “survival and reproduction in the wild are in 

immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, 

overexploitation, predation, competition, disease, or other factors” (14 California Code of Regulations 

[CCR] 15000 et seq.). A rare animal or plant is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b)(2) as a 

species that, although not presently threatened with extinction, exists “in such small numbers 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its environment 

worsens; or … [t]he species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout 

all or a significant portion of its range and may be considered ‘threatened’ as that term is used in the 

federal Endangered Species Act.” Additionally, an animal or plant may be presumed to be endangered, 

rare, or threatened if it meets the criteria for listing, as defined further in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15380(c). CEQA also requires identification of a project’s potentially significant impacts on 
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riparian habitats (such as wetlands, bays, estuaries, and marshes) and other sensitive natural 

communities, including habitats occupied by endangered, rare, and threatened species. 

California Coastal Act 

The CCC was established by voter initiative in 1972 and was made permanent by the California 

Legislature through the adoption of the California Coastal Act (CCA) of 1976 (California Public 

Resources Code Section 30000 et seq.). The CCC, in partnership with coastal cities and counties, plans 

and regulates the use of land and water in the coastal zone. Under the CCA, cities and counties are 

responsible for preparing local coastal programs in order to obtain authority to issue coastal 

development permits for projects within their jurisdiction. Local coastal programs consist of land use 

plans, zoning ordinances, zoning maps, and other implementing actions that conform to the policies 

of the CCA. Until an agency has a fully certified local coastal program, the CCC is responsible for issuing 

coastal development permits.  

Under the CCA Section 30107.5, environmentally sensitive habitat areas are areas within the coastal 

zone that are “designated based on the presence of rare habitats or areas that support populations 

of rare, sensitive, or especially valuable species or habitats.” In addition, the CCC regulates impacts to 

coastal wetlands defined in Section 30121 of the CCA as, “lands within the coastal zone which may be 

covered periodically or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater 

marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens.” The CCA requires that 

most development avoid and buffer coastal wetland resources in accordance with Sections 301231 

and 30233, including limiting the filling of wetlands to certain allowable uses.  

The BSA is located entirely within the coastal zone. 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) administers the California Endangered Species 

Act (CESA; California Fish and Game Code [CFGC], Section 2050 et seq.), which prohibits the “take” of 

plant and animal species designated by the Fish and Game Commission as endangered or threatened 

in the State of California. Under CESA Section 86, “take” is defined as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or 

kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA Section 2053 stipulates that state agencies 

may not approve projects that will “jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or 

threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the 

continued existence of those species, if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives available 

consistent with conserving the species or its habitat which would prevent jeopardy.” 

CESA Sections 2080 through 2085 address the taking of threatened, endangered, or candidate species 

by stating, “No person shall import into this state, export out of this state, or take, possess, purchase, 
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or sell within this state, any species, or any part or product thereof, that the Commission determines 

to be an endangered species or a threatened species, or attempt any of those acts, except as 

otherwise provided in this chapter, the Native Plant Protection Act (CFGC, Sections 1900–1913), or the 

California Desert Native Plants Act (Food and Agricultural Code, Section 80001).” Take authorization 

for otherwise lawful activities may be obtained from CDFW under Section 2081 of the CFGC. 

California Fish and Game Code 

According to Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 of the CFGC, which regulate birds, mammals, reptiles 

and amphibian, and fish, respectively, a “fully protected” species may not be taken or possessed without 

a permit from the CFGC, and, with few exceptions, take of these species is prohibited. 

According to Section 3503, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any 

bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto. Section 

3503.5 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or 

Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as 

otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto. Section 3513 states that 

it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the MBTA. 

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CFGC, Section 1900 et seq.) gives CDFW authority to designate 

state endangered, threatened, and rare plants, and provides specific protection measures for 

identified populations. 

CDFW Wetland Regulation 

The CDFW exercises jurisdiction over waters of the State under Sections 1600–1616 of the CFGC based on 

the definition of regulated activity provided in Section 1602 of the CFGC and the definition of a stream 

provided in Title 14, Section 1.72, of the CCR. 

Section 1602 of the CFGC states: “An entity may not substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, 

or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, 

or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground 

pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake” without notifying CDFW. Title 14, 

Section 1.72, of the CCR defines a stream as: “a body of water that flows at least periodically or 

intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This 

includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian 

vegetation.” This definition includes a broad range of vegetation communities, including some that do 

not contain wetland species but are in a riparian landscape position. CDFW jurisdiction typically extends 

to the outer limit of riparian vegetation, or to the top of bank of an unvegetated stream channel. 
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Under Section 1603 of the CFGC, upon notification, CDFW “shall determine whether the activity may 

substantially adversely affect an existing fish and wildlife resource.” If such a determination is made, 

CDFW reaches an agreement with the notifying entity (a Streambed Alteration Agreement) that 

includes measures to protect the resources CDFW has determined the activity may substantially 

adversely affect. 

In addition, CDFW’s Marine Region may advise on projects within tidal waters. Recommended 

measures may include conducting presence surveys for invasive Caulerpa species prior to disturbing 

aquatic vegetation communities to ensure the species does not spread if detected.  

Clean Water Act – Section 401  

The State Water Resources Control Board has authority over wetlands through Section 401 of the 

CWA, as well as the Porter–Cologne Act, CCR Section 3831(k), and California Wetlands 

Conservation Policy. The CWA requires that an applicant for a Section 404 permit (to discharge 

dredge or fill material into waters of the United States) first obtain certification from the 

appropriate state agency stating that the fill is consistent with the state’s water quality standards 

and criteria. In California, the authority to either grant certification or waive the requirement for 

permits is delegated by the State Water Resources Control Board to the nine regional boards. The 

San Diego Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has authority for Section 401 

compliance within the BSA. A request for certification is submitted to the regional board at the 

same time that an application is filed with the USACE.  

The State Water Resources Control Board defines a water of the state as “any surface water or 

groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state” (California Water Code 

Section 13050[e]). The State Water Resources Control Board’s definition of a water of the state 

includes the following (SWRCB 2021):  

1. Natural wetlands;  

2. Wetlands created by modification of a surface water of the state; and 

3. Artificial wetlands that meet any of the following criteria:  

- Approved by an agency as compensatory mitigation for impacts to other waters of the 

state, except where the approving agency explicitly identifies the mitigation as being of 

limited duration;  

- Specifically identified in a water quality control plan as a wetland or other water of the state;  

- Resulted from historic human activity, is not subject to ongoing operation and 

maintenance, and has become a relatively permanent part of the natural landscape; or  
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- Greater than or equal to one acre in size unless the artificial wetland was constructed 

and is currently used and maintained, primarily for one or more of the following 

purposes: industrial or municipal wastewater treatment or disposal; settling of 

sediment; detention, retention, infiltration, or treatment of stormwater runoff and other 

pollutants or runoff subject to regulation under a municipal, construction, or industrial 

permitting program; treatment of surface waters; agricultural crop irrigation or stock 

watering; fire suppression; industrial processing or cooling water; active surface mining 

even if the site is managed for interim wetlands functions and values; log storage; 

treatment, storage, or distribution of recycled water; maximizing groundwater recharge 

(this does not include wetlands that have incidental groundwater recharge benefits); or 

fields flooded for rice growing.  

All waters of the United States are waters of the state. Wetlands, such as isolated seasonal 

wetlands, that are not generally considered waters of the United States are considered waters of 

the state if, “under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or recurrent saturation of 

the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration 

of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the 

area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks vegetation” (SWRCB 2021).  

CCC Wetlands Regulation 

As described above, the CCC regulates impacts to coastal wetlands defined in Section 30121 of the 

CCA as, “lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow 

water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, 

swamps, mudflats, and fens.” The CCA requires that most development avoid and buffer coastal 

wetland resources in accordance with Sections 301231 and 30233, including limiting the filling of 

wetlands to certain allowable uses. 

Local Regulations and Conservation Plans 

County of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

The City is a participant in the regional County San Diego MSCP, a cooperative federal, state, and local 

environmental conservation program aimed at preserving San Diego’s unique native plants and animals 

(covered species) comprehensive, regional long-term habitat conservation program designed to provide 

permit issuance authority for take of covered species to the local regulatory agencies. The MSCP 

addresses habitat and species conservation within approximately 900 square miles in the southwestern 

portion of San Diego County. It serves as an approved habitat conservation plan pursuant to an 

approved Natural Communities Conservation Plan in accordance with the state Natural Communities 

Conservation Planning Act (County of San Diego 1998). The plan’s boundaries extend over multiple 
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jurisdictions and environments, including regional watersheds and migratory wildlife corridors. The plan 

also protects the region’s diverse native plant and animal species, including those that are threatened 

and endangered. The MSCP also provides provisions and regulations that accommodate future growth 

and streamline building regulations while protecting natural resources in the region.  

The MSCP identifies 85 plants and animals to be “covered” under the plan (termed Covered Species). 

Many of these Covered Species are subject to one or more protective designations under state and/or 

federal law and some are endemic to the County of San Diego. The MSCP seeks to provide adequate 

habitat in the preserve to maintain ecosystem functions and persistence of extant populations of the 

85 Covered Species while also allowing participating landowners “take” of Covered Species on lands 

located outside of the preserve. The purpose of the MSCP is to address species conservation on a 

regional level and thereby avoid component-by-component biological mitigation, which tends to 

fragment habitat.  

City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan 

The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997) encompasses 206,124 acres within 

the MSCP SAP area. The proposed Program is located within the Urban area of the SAP. The Urban 

habitat areas within the MHPA include existing designated open space such as Mission Bay, Tecolote 

Canyon, Marian Bear Memorial Park, Rose Canyon, San Diego River, the southern slopes along Mission 

Valley, Carroll and Rattlesnake Canyons, Florida Canyon, Chollas Creek, and a variety of smaller canyon 

systems. The Southern area includes Otay Mesa, Otay River Valley, and Tijuana Estuary and Tijuana River 

Valley. The Eastern area includes East Elliott and Mission Trails Regional Park.  

The SAP is characterized by urban land uses with approximately three-quarters either built out or 

retained as open space/park system. Portions of the BSA are located within and adjacent to MHPA 

boundaries (Figure 4.2-1, Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations). 

The MHPA is considered an urban preserve that is constrained by existing or approved development 

and is comprised of habitat linkages connecting several large core areas of habitat. The criteria used to 

define core and linkage areas involves maintaining ecosystem function and processes, including large 

animal movement. Each core area is connected to other core areas or to habitat areas outside of the 

MSCP SAP either through common boundaries or through linkages. Core areas have multiple 

connections to help ensure that the balance in the ecosystem will be maintained (City of San Diego 

1997). Critical habitat linkages between core areas are conserved in a functional manner with a 

minimum of 75% of the habitat within identified linkages conserved (City of San Diego 1997).  
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City of San Diego Land Development Code – Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations and 

Biology Guidelines 

The City of San Diego Development Services Department developed the SDBG presented in the Land 

Development Manual “to aid in the implementation and interpretation of ESL Regulations, San Diego 

LDC, Chapter 14, Division 1, Section 143.0101 et seq., and the Open Space Residential (OR-1-2) Zone, 

Chapter 13, Division 2, Section 131.0201 et seq.” (City of San Diego 2018c). The guidelines also provide 

standards for the determination of impact and mitigation under CEQA and the CCA. Sensitive biological 

resources, as defined by ESL Regulations, include lands within the MHPA, as discussed in Section 1.3.3 

of this report, as well as other lands outside of the MHPA that contain wetlands; vegetation communities 

classifiable as Tier I, II, IIIA, or IIIB; habitat for rare, endangered, or threatened species; or narrow 

endemic species. The San Diego Municipal Code ranks upland habitat values by rarity and sensitivity. 

The most sensitive habitats are Tier I, and the least sensitive are Tier IV. The varying mitigation ratios 

and requirements that mitigation be either in-tier or in-kind are based on the sensitivity of the habitat 

being affected. 

The City’s definition of wetlands is broader than the definition applied by the USACE. According 

to SDBG (City of San Diego 2018c), City wetlands include areas characterized by one or more of 

the following conditions:  

1. All areas persistently or periodically containing naturally occurring wetland vegetation 

communities characteristically dominated by hydrophytic vegetation, including but not limited 

to salt marsh, brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, oak riparian forest, riparian 

woodlands, riparian scrub, and vernal pools;  

2. Areas that have hydric soils or wetland hydrology and lack naturally occurring wetland 

vegetation communities because human activities have removed the historic wetland 

vegetation or catastrophic or recurring natural events or processes have acted to preclude the 

establishment of wetland vegetation as in the case of salt pannes and mudflats;  

3. Areas lacking wetland vegetation communities, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology due to 

non-permitted filling of previously existing wetlands; or  

4. Areas mapped as wetlands on Map C-713 as shown in Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 6 

(Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone). 

Per the SDBG, areas that contain wetland vegetation, soils, or hydrology created by human activities in 

historically non-wetland areas do not qualify as wetlands under the City’s definition unless they have 

been delineated as wetlands by the USACE and/or CDFW (City of San Diego 2018c). Artificially created 

wetlands consist of the following: wetland vegetation growing in brow ditches and similar drainage 

structures outside of natural drainage courses, wastewater treatment ponds, stock watering, desiltation 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.2-13 10523 

and retention basins, water ponding on landfill surfaces, road ruts created by vehicles, and artificially 

irrigated areas that would revert to uplands if the irrigation ceased. Previously dredged tidal areas, such 

as Mission Bay, should be considered wetlands under ESL Regulations (City of San Diego 2018c). 

Guidelines that supplement the development regulation requirements described in this section are 

provided in the San Diego Municipal Code, LDC—Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c). The 

Program is located entirely within the Coastal Overlay Zone (COZ), and therefore wetlands within the 

BSA would require adherence to the COZ wetland buffer regulations (City of San Diego 2018c). 

According to the SDBG, a wetland buffer is an area surrounding a wetland that helps protect the 

function and value of the adjacent wetland by reducing physical disturbance, provides a transition 

zone where one habitat phases into another, and acts to slow flood waters for flood and erosion 

control, sediment filtration, water purification, and groundwater recharge (City of San Diego 2018c). 

Within the COZ, wetland buffers should be provided at a minimum of 100 feet wide adjacent to all 

identified wetlands within the COZ. The width of the buffer may be either increased or decreased as 

determined on a case-by-case basis, in consultation with the CDFW, USFWS, and the USACE. The width 

of the buffer is determined by factors such as type and size of development, sensitivity of the wetland 

resource to edge effects, topography, and the need for upland transition (City of San Diego 2018c). 

Per ESL Regulations, uses permitted in wetlands within the COZ are limited to aquaculture, wetlands-

related scientific research and wetlands-related educational uses; wetland restoration components 

where the primary purpose is restoration of the habitat; and incidental public service components, 

where it has been demonstrated that there is no feasible less environmentally damaging location or 

alternative, and where mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 

effects. Also per ESL Regulations, permitted uses in wetland buffer areas shall be limited to public 

access paths, fences, restoration and enhancement activities, and other improvements necessary to 

protect wetlands. ESL Regulations also lists permitted uses and developmental regulations for steep 

hillsides, coastal bluffs, coastal beaches, and special flood hazard areas. 

City of San Diego General Plan 

The proposed component is located in the City of San Diego and therefore is subject to the goals and 

policies in the City’s General Plan. The General Plan was adopted in March 2008 and was most recently 

amended in July 2024, known as Blueprint SD. The General Plan provides policy guidance to balance 

the needs of a growing city while enhancing the quality of life for current and future San Diegans. It 

includes the City of Villages strategy which outlines how the City can enhance its many communities 

and neighborhoods as growth occurs over time. The General Plan contains 11 elements that provide 

a comprehensive “blueprint” for the City’s growth over the next 20 plus years. As shown in the General 

Plan land use map (City of San Diego 2024b, Figure LU-2), the component site is located in an area 

that is designated as Park, Open Space, and Recreation.  
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Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

The component site falls within the boundaries of Mission Bay Park—a regional park that serves the 

residents of and visitors to San Diego. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) was adopted on 

August 2, 1994, and was most recently updated in May 2024 (City of San Diego 2024a). The MBPMP 

serves as the local coastal program for this area of the City. The proposed component is subject to 

the goals and recommendations established in the MBPMP, and the proposed component will be 

incorporated into the MBPMP as an amendment. The MBPMP recommends that the proposed study 

area should serve regional recreation needs, including guest housing (recreational vehicles and other 

low cost camping facilities); improve the park’s water quality, including creating additional wetlands; 

facilitate hydrologic improvements to safeguard the viability of marsh areas; provide a waterfront trail, 

viewing areas, and other passive recreational features to enhance public use of the component area; 

ensure leaseholds support the Mission Bay recreation use; improve access to recreational uses; and 

improve play areas for regional recreational needs.  

The “WHITEBOOK” 

The City of San Diego published The “WHITEBOOK” Standard Specifications for Public Works 

Construction (City of San Diego 2021a), which includes many standard practices that result in 

minimization of impacts to biological resources, including biological monitoring, materials suitability, 

safe construction methods, avian nest protection, tree protection, landscape standards, and 

stormwater protection measures. The “WHITEBOOK” prescribed measures and standards are 

incorporated into the Program as Environmental Protocols.  

4.2.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

This section addresses the direct and indirect impacts to biological resources that would result 

from implementation of the proposed Program and provides the significance determinations for 

potential impacts.  
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Impacts to special-status vegetation communities, plant and wildlife species, and jurisdictional waters, 

including wetlands, must be quantified and analyzed to determine whether such impacts are 

significant under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) states that an ironclad definition of 

“significant” effect is not possible, because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, however, does provide “examples of consequences which may 

be deemed to be a significant effect on the environment” (14 CCR15064[e]). These effects include 

substantial effects on rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a), a proposed component may have a significant effect on the 

environment if the component has the potential to:  

(1) Substantially degrade the quality of the environment,  

(2) Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,  

(3) Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 

(4) Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,  

(5) Reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or  

(6) Eliminate important examples of a major period of California history or prehistory. 

The following are the City’s currently adopted Thresholds of Significance (City of San Diego 2022a) for 

biological resources. Would the proposal result in:  

Issue 1: A substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 

any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in the 

MSCP, VPHCP, or other local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW 

or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)? 

Issue 2:  A substantial adverse impact on Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, 

or Tier IIIB Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development 

manual or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 

policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS? 

Issue 3: A substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 

vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 

or other means? 

Issue 4: Interfering substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 

fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP Plan, or impede the use of native 

wildlife nursery sites? 
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Issue 5: A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan, either within the MSCP plan area or in the surrounding region? 

Issue 6: Introducing land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in 

adverse edge effects? 

Issue 7: A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources? 

Issue 8: An introduction of invasive species of plants into natural open space area? 

Lands containing Tier I, II, IIIA, and IIIB habitats (Table 3 from the SDBG) and all wetlands (Tables 2A 

and 2B from the SDBG) are considered sensitive and declining habitats. As such, impacts to these 

resources are generally considered significant with the following exceptions (City of San Diego 2018c): 

a. Total component upland impacts less than 0.10 acre is not considered significant 

and do not require mitigation.  

b. Project impacts to non-native grasslands totaling less than 1.0 acres that are 

completely surrounded by existing urban developments are not considered 

significant and do not require mitigation. 

c. Total component wetland impacts less than 0.01 acre are not considered significant 

and do not require mitigation. This does NOT apply to vernal pools, road pools 

supporting listed fairy shrimp, or wetlands within the COZ. 

d. Mitigation is not required for impacts to non-native grassland habitat when 

impacted for the purpose of wetland or other native habitat creation. 

e. Habitat mitigation is not required for impacts to manufactured slopes or areas 

that have been planted with native species for the purpose of erosion control. In 

order to qualify for this exception, substantiation of previous permits and 

mitigation must be provided. This does not apply to noise or wildlife avoidance 

mitigation requirements, in described in Appendix I of the SDBG. 

f. Removal/control of non-native plants is not considered to constitute a significant 

habitat impact for which compensatory habitat acquisition, preservation, or 

creation for the area impacted is required. However, mitigation for indirect 

impacts such as erosion control or off-site infestation by non-native species may 

still be required. 

Lands designated as Tier IV are not considered to have significant habitat value and impacts to these 

areas would not be considered significant. Additionally, lands that meet the “artificially created 
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wetlands in historically non-wetland areas” definition in the SDBG (please see the SDBG for the 

complete definition), are regulated by the City as upland habitat or land cover.  

Impacts to sensitive plant species may also be considered significant based on the rarity and extent 

of the species impacted. In general, conformance with the Subarea Plan, including provisions to 

provide habitat mitigation at required ratios and adherence to MSCP SAP Area Specific Management 

Directives for each species, including verification of conformance prior to approval of program 

components, would reduce impacts to sensitive plant species covered under the MSCP SAP to a level 

that is less than significant. For impacts to Narrow Endemic Covered Species and non-Covered Species 

that are state listed or federally listed and/or have a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1B.1, 1B.2, 

2B.1, or 2B.2, a case-by-case review is required to determine significance (e.g., potential for impacts 

to breeding, amount of suitable habitat loss).  

Impacts to sensitive wildlife species may also be considered significant based on the rarity and extent 

of the species impacted. In general, conformance with the Subarea Plan, including provisions to 

provide habitat mitigation at required ratios and adherence to MSCP SAP Area Specific Management 

Directives for each MSCP SAP covered species, including verification of conformance prior to approval 

of program components, would reduce impacts to those MSCP SAP covered sensitive wildlife species 

to a level that is less than significant. For other species, impacts require a case-by-case review to 

determine significance.  

Impacts on biological resources may be direct, indirect as defined by the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a) and described below.  

Direct Impacts: A direct impact is a physical change in the environment which is caused by and 

immediately related to implementation of a Program component and can result in either permanent 

loss of on-site habitat and the plant and wildlife species that it contains or temporary loss of these 

resources. Impacts are considered permanent when a habitat or biological resource is impacted and 

is not restored to the same or higher value habitat within a short time period (i.e., within a year) 

following an impact, such that the functions of that habitat for plants and wildlife species are reduced 

in the long term. These impacts may occur due to construction and/or operations and maintenance. 

Impacts are considered temporary if the habitat impacted is restored, either passively or actively, to 

a habitat type of similar or higher value in a short period of time following the impact (e.g., 

revegetation of a wetland or vegetation community following one-time impacts). These impacts may 

include conversion of existing habitat areas to different habitat types that are more consistent with 

historical ecology or adapted to climate change conditions. Program elements may also have a 

beneficial effect on biological resources through habitat restoration activities resulting in a gain of 

resources (e.g., conversion of existing disturbed areas or open water to high-functioning native 
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habitats or enhancement of habitat through the removal and control of invasive species). These 

restoration areas may be credited as mitigation to offset permanent or temporary impacts. 

Direct impacts to biological resources would include the following: 

• Direct removal of vegetation and habitat during component construction and operational 

activities by means of excavation, grading, dredging, vegetation clearing/grubbing/crushing; 

• Human incursion into sensitive habitats; 

• Mortality of sensitive wildlife species from vehicular collision; and 

• Destruction or abandonment of nests. 

Indirect Impacts: Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by Program 

implementation on remaining or adjacent biological resources outside the direct component footprint 

area, such as downstream effects. Indirect impacts include short-term effects immediately related to 

Program activities and long-term or chronic effects occurring after implementation as a result of new 

land uses or conditions. Indirect impacts that would result in loss of area or function of wetlands, Tier 

I–III uplands, or sensitive species may be considered significant. 

Impacts to biological resources can also be cumulatively significant if incremental impacts that 

wouldn’t necessarily be considered significant on their own, when considered together. 

4.2.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

The Program includes several components which may be constructed independently or together in 

accordance with the Program’s Implementation Framework. The analysis of impacts to biological 

resources is programmatic and based primarily on the construction footprint identified for each 

component. These footprints are based on the total area of proposed improvements including 

grading, infrastructure, staging areas, and maintenance areas. Existing biological resources within 

these footprints are assumed to be directly impacted by the construction of each component; those 

impacts to biological resources are identified in the following sections. Potentially significant impacts 

are identified and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts, where feasible. 

Implementation of several components is expected to provide mitigation in the form of habitat 

restoration. However, precise comparison of impacts and habitat restoration is not included at this 

stage due to lack of information regarding the timing of impacts relative to habitat restoration, the 

precise areas of infrastructure improvements and maintenance that would be excluded from 

mitigation credit, and mitigation agreements with the resource agencies. These additional details are 

expected to be included in subsequent approvals, as identified in the Implementation Framework. 

Pursuant to the City’s Land Development Manual and the municipal separate storm sewer system 

(MS4) permit issued by the RWQCB, development projects are required to incorporate site design 
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features, source and discharge control and treatment features, and other best management practices 

(BMPs) to avoid, minimize, and reduce potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive biological 

resources. These measures applicable to the future implementation of the proposed Program have 

been incorporated as Environmental Protocols to ensure compliance with applicable regulations to 

reduce potential indirect impacts to sensitive biological resources. These Environmental Protocols are 

discussed in detail in Section 4.2.6.  

Issue 1: Sensitive Species 

Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 

the MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by CDFW 

or USFWS?  

Sensitive Plant Species 

Plant species are considered sensitive if they have been listed or proposed for listing by the federal or 

state government as rare, endangered, or threatened (“listed species”); are listed as a MSCP SAP 

covered species; and/or have been adopted by the City as narrow endemic. In addition, species with 

a CRPR 1–2 that do not meet the previously listed criteria are generally considered special-status 

species; species with a CRPR 3–4 that do not meet the previously listed criteria are evaluated but only 

considered special-status if local populations are significant. An evaluation of known records (CDFW 

2024; CNPS 2025; SDNHM 2025) in the six U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle search area 

was conducted to determine which species have been recorded in the program vicinity (within 5 miles 

of the BSA); California Natural Diversity Database occurrences within the BSA are shown in 

Figure 4.2-2, CNDDB Results.  

Direct Impacts 

A total of 19 sensitive plant species were detected within the BSA during focused surveys completed 

for the BRTR and are considered present within the BSA or have a moderate to high potential of 

occurring within the BSA. The locations of the special-status plant species observed during biological 

surveys are shown in Figures 4.2-3A through 4.2-3L, Special-Status Plant Species, and species 

characteristics are described in detail in the BRTR (Appendix M). All other special-status plant species 

are either not expected to occur or have a low potential to occur based on a lack of documented 

occurrences within the vicinity, lack of suitable habitat, and/or the BSA being situated outside of the 

known geographic or elevational range of the species. Table 4.2-1 summarizes the sensitive plant 

species either observed within the BSA or that have a moderate to high potential of occurring.  
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Table 4.2-1 

Special-Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur Within the BSA 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Present Within the BSA 

beach goldenaster  Heterotheca sessiliflora ssp. sessiliflora 

coast woolly-heads  Nemacaulis denudata var. denudata 

Coulter’s goldfields  Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri 

decumbent goldenbush  Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens 

estuary seablite Suaeda esteroa 

Nuttall’s lotus  Lotus nuttallianus 

Palmer’s frankenia  Frankenia palmeri 

salt marsh bird’s beak  Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus 

San Diego barrel cactus  Ferocactus viridescens 

San Diego marsh-elder  Iva hayesiana 

High to Moderate Potential to Occur Within the BSA 

aphanisma  Aphanisma blitoides 

Brand’s star phacelia  Phacelia stellaris 

cliff spurge Euphorbia misera 

Coulter’s saltbush  Atriplex coulteri 

golden-spined cereus  Bergerocactus emoryi 

Nuttall’s scrub oak  Quercus dumosa 

Orcutt's pincushion  Chaenactis glabriuscula var. orcuttiana 

slender-pod jewelflower  Caulanthus stenocarpus 

south coast saltscale  Atriplex pacifica 

Note: BSA = Biological Study Area. 

An analysis regarding potential impacts to sensitive plant species as a result of the Program is 

provided to assess the significance of such impacts, however actual acreages of suitable habitat 

and/or the number of individual sensitive plant species impacted by an individual component will be 

determined prior to the authorization of the site-specific component. As future site-specific 

components come forward, a component-specific analysis would be conducted in the review phase 

of the component, and any impacts to sensitive plant species would be avoided, minimized, or 

mitigated as conditions of subsequent component approval prior to implementation (EP-BIO-1). 

Nine proposed components identified within the Program have the potential to directly impact 

sensitive plant species. All other sites did not identify direct impacts to sensitive plant species during 

BRTR preparation; however, this will be verified prior to implementation through EP-BIO-1. Table 4.2-2 
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lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part of the North 

Fiesta Island (NFI) Stockpile Option 1 component. 

Table 4.2-2 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the North Fiesta Island Component Stockpile 

Option 1 Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals)* 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Coast woolly-heads None/None/1B.2/None 2,115 

Decumbent goldenbush None/None/1B.2/None 1 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank  

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

.3 – Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of 

threat or no current threats known) 

Two special-status plants were detected within the component footprint: Coast woolly-heads and 

decumbent goldenbush. No additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur 

within the component footprint. Coast woolly-heads and decumbent goldenbush are not covered or 

narrow endemic species but are considered CRPR 1B.2 species and are present throughout the 

component parcel where these species would be directly impacted by the component. Therefore, 

impacts to this species would be considered potentially significant, absent mitigation.  

Table 4.2-3 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Fiesta Island Causeway component. 

Table 4.2-3 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 

Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Estuary seablite None/None/1B.1/None 3* 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  
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CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

FE: Federally listed as endangered 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

One special-status plant species, estuary seablite, was detected within the component footprint. No 

additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the component 

footprint. Estuary seablite is not a covered or narrow endemic species but is considered a CRPR 1B.1 

species and is present within the component parcel where it would be directly impacted by the 

component. Therefore, impacts to this species would be considered potentially significant, absent 

mitigation. Southern coastal salt marsh is targeted for restoration at this site, and high salt marsh 

dominant species will include estuary seablite. 

Table 4.2-4 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Fiesta Island Site No. 1 South component. 

Table 4.2-4 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Fiesta Island Site No. 1 – South 

Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Coast woolly-heads None/None/1B.2/None 700* 

Nuttall’s lotus None/None/1B.2/None 5,007* 

Species with Moderate or High Potential to Occur but Not Detected in the Component Footprint 

Aphanisma None/None/1B.2/Narrow Endemic N/A 

Coulter’s saltbush None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

South coast saltscale None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

Golden-spined cereus None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Slender-pod jewelflower None/None/None/Covered N/A 

Cliff spurge None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Brand’s star phacelia None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

FE: Federally listed as endangered 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
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CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

.3 – Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of 

threat or no current threats known) 

Two special-status plants were detected within the component footprint: coast woolly-heads and 

Nuttall’s lotus. Seven additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within 

the component footprint: aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast saltscale, golden-spined cereus, 

slender-pod jewelflower, cliff spurge, and Brand’s star phacelia.  

Slender-pod jewelflower is an MSCP SAP covered species and aphanisma is an MSCP SAP-covered, 

narrow endemic species. Nuttall’s lotus, coast woolly-heads, Coulter’s salt bush, south coast saltscale, 

and Brand’s star phacelia, are not MSCP SAP-covered or narrow endemic species, but are considered 

CRPR 1B.1 or 2 species and are present or potentially present within the component parcel where 

these species could be directly impacted by the component. The other species with potential to occur 

within the component footprint is cliff spurge, which is considered a CRPR 2B.1 species and does have 

a relatively wide geographic distribution within San Diego County. Impacts to these species would be 

considered potentially significant, absent mitigation. However, Diegan coastal sage scrub will be 

targeted for restoration at this site and other Program sites that may be suitable as mitigation for 

significant impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as determined during 

subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-5 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Fiesta Island Site No. 2 North Central component. 

Table 4.2-5 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Fiesta Island Site No. 2 – North Central 

Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Coast woolly-heads None/None/1B.2/None 2,257* 

Species with Moderate or High Potential to Occur but Not Detected in the Component Footprint 

Aphanisma None/None/1B.2/Narrow Endemic N/A 

Coulter’s saltbush None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

South coast saltscale None/None/1B.2/None N/A 
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Table 4.2-5 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Fiesta Island Site No. 2 – North Central 

Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Orcutt’s pincushion None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Brand’s star phacelia None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank : 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 3: Review List: Plants about which more information is needed 

CRPR 4: Watch List: Plants of limited distribution 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

One special-status plant species was detected within the component footprint, coast woolly-heads. Five 

additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the component footprint: 

aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast saltscale, Orcutt’s pincushion, and Brand’s star phacelia. 

Aphanisma is a MSCP SAP-covered narrow endemic species and CRPR 1B.2 species. Coast woolly-

heads, Coulter’s salt bush, south coast saltscale, Orcutt’s pincushion, and Brand’s star phacelia are not 

MSCP SAP-covered, but are considered CRPR 1B.1 or 2 species and are potentially present within the 

component parcel where these species could be directly impacted by the component. Impacts to 

these species would be considered potentially significant, absent mitigation. However, southern 

foredune will be targeted for restoration at this site and restored habitats that may be suitable as 

mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as 

determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-6 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Fiesta Island Site No. 3 Near Youth Camping component. 
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Table 4.2-6  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Fiesta Island Site No. 3 – Near Youth Camping 

Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Nuttall’s lotus None/None/1B.2/Covered 30* 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank : 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

One special-status plant species was detected within the component footprint: Nuttall’s lotus. No 

additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the component footprint.  

Nuttall’s lotus is an MSCP SAP-covered and CRPR 1B.2 species and is present within the component 

parcel where it would be directly impacted by the component. Impacts to this species are considered 

potentially significant, absent mitigation. However, Diegan coastal sage scrub will be targeted for 

restoration at this site and other Program sites that may be suitable as mitigation for significant 

impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as determined during subsequent 

environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-7 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle component. 

Table 4.2-7  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – 

Triangle Restoration Area Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals)* 

Species with Moderate or High Potential to Occur but Not Detected in the Component Footprint 

Aphanisma None/None/1B.2/Narrow Endemic N/A 

Coulter’s saltbush None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

South coast saltscale None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

Golden-spined cereus None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Slender-pod jewelflower None/None/None/Covered N/A 
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Table 4.2-7  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – 

Triangle Restoration Area Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals)* 

Cliff spurge None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Brand’s star phacelia None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

Seven additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the 

component footprint: aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast saltscale, golden-spined cereus, 

slender-pod jewelflower, cliff spurge, and Brand’s star phacelia.  

Slender-pod jewelflower and aphanisma and MSCP SAP-covered and narrow endemic species, 

respectively. Coulter’s salt bush, south coast saltscale, and Brand’s star phacelia, are not covered or 

narrow endemic species, but are considered CRPR 1B.1 or 2 species and are potentially present within 

the component parcel where these species could be directly impacted by the component. The other 

species with potential to occur within the component footprint are cliff spurge and golden-spined 

cereus, which are considered CRPR 2B.1 species and have a relatively wide geographic distribution 

within San Diego County. Impacts to these species would be considered potentially significant, 

absent mitigation. However, Diegan coastal sage scrub will be targeted for restoration at this site and 

other Program sites that may be suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and 

other components of the Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior 

to component approval. 

Table 4.2-8 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores East component. 
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Table 4.2-8 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – 

South Shores East Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

Coast woolly-heads None/None/1B.2/None 3,235* 

Nuttall’s lotus None/None/1B.2/None 525* 

Species with Moderate or High Potential to Occur but Not Detected in the Component Footprint 

Aphanisma None/None/1B.2/Narrow Endemic N/A 

Coulter’s saltbush None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

South coast saltscale None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

Golden-spined cereus None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Slender-pod jewelflower None/None/None/Covered N/A 

Cliff spurge None/None/2B.2/None N/A 

Brand’s star phacelia None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

* Impacts to species are primarily from restoration activities.  

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 

CRPR 3: Review List: Plants about which more information is needed 

CRPR 4: Watch List: Plants of limited distribution 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

Two special-status plants were detected within the component footprint: coast woolly-heads and 

Nuttall’s lotus. Seven additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within 

the component footprint: aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast saltscale, golden-spined cereus, 

California mustard, cliff spurge, and Brand’s star phacelia.  

Slender-pod jewelflower is an MSCP SAP-covered species and aphanisma is an MSCP SAP-covered, 

narrow endemic species. Coast woolly-heads, Nuttall’s lotus, Coulter’s salt bush, south coast saltscale, 

and Brands star phacelia, are not MSCP SAP-covered or narrow endemic species, but are considered 

CRPR 1B.1 or 2 species and are potentially present within the component parcel where these species 

could be directly impacted by the component. The other species with potential to occur within the 

component footprint are cliff spurge and golden-spined cereus, which are considered CRPR 2B.1 
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species and have a relatively wide geographic distribution within San Diego County. Impacts to these 

species would be considered potentially significant, absent mitigation. However, upland native 

habitats targeted for restoration at this site and restored habitats that may be suitable as mitigation 

for significant impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as determined 

during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-9 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Rose Creek Bike Path component. 

Table 4.2-9 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Rose Creek Bike Path Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species Observed in the Component Footprint 

estuary seablite None/None/1B.1/None 86 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 4: Watch List: Plants of limited distribution 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

One special-status plant species was detected within the component footprint, estuary seablite. 

No additional special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the 

component footprint.  

Estuary seablite is not covered or narrow endemic species but is considered a CRPR 1B.1 species and 

is present within the component parcel where it would be directly impacted by the component. 

Therefore, impacts to this species would be considered potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Table 4.2-10 lists the number of individuals of sensitive plants that would be directly impacted as part 

of the Ocean Beach Bike Path component. 
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Table 4.2-10  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants in the Ocean Beach Bike Path Component Footprint 

Species 

Status (Federal/State/CRPR/ 

City of San Diego MSCP SAP) 

Impacts (Number of 

Individuals) 

Species with Moderate or High Potential to Occur but Not Detected in the Component Footprint 

Aphanisma None/None/1B.2/Narrow Endemic N/A 

Coulter’s saltbush None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

South coast saltscale None/None/1B.2/None N/A 

Orcutt’s pincushion None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Brand’s star phacelia None/None/1B.1/None N/A 

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank: 

FE: Federally listed as endangered 

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

Threat Rank 

.1 – Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy 

of threat) 

.2 – Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and 

immediacy of threat) 

.3 – Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of 

threat or no current threats known) 

Five special-status species have moderate or high potential to occur within the component footprint: 

aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast saltscale, Orcutt’s pincushion, and Brand’s star phacelia.  

Aphanisma is a narrow endemic species and CRPR 1B.2 species. Coulter’s salt bush, south coast 

saltscale, Orcutt’s pincushion, and Brand’s star phacelia are not covered or narrow endemic species 

but are considered CRPR 1B.1 or 2 species with potential to occur within the component parcel. 

Habitat for these species would be directly impacted by the component, and individuals of these 

species could be directly impacted by the component if present during component implementation. 

Therefore, impacts to these species would be considered potentially significant, absent mitigation.  

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the Program may indirectly affect sensitive plant species occurrences located 

adjacent to the disturbance footprints. Indirect impacts could include fugitive dust settling on plants, 

hydrologic changes (e.g., overspray, erosion), pollutant discharges or water quality degradation (e.g., 

turbidity, vehicle oil), and trampling from increased human presence in the area during the 

construction and restoration phases. As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, all construction will 

be subject to implementation of Environmental Protocols which include elements such as dust 

control, stormwater BMPs, and landscape standards that would reduce the potential for indirect 
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adverse impacts to less than significant. Requirements for a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

or Water Pollution Control Plan are particularly important to ensure that indirect impacts during 

in-water construction activities (e.g., turbidity) are avoided and minimized to the extent feasible 

utilizing BMPs. In addition, the Program’s conformance with the MSCP SAP and Mission Bay NRMP is 

further detailed under Issue 6 and include measures to minimize indirect impacts to sensitive plant 

species occurrences. Conformance is subject to verification during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approvals (EP-BIO-1).  

Long-term operational indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and plant species may 

result from rehabilitated or created adjacent infrastructure (e.g., bike paths, trails) or even 

maintenance of restored habitats. These long-term indirect impacts may include introduction of 

chemicals (e.g., fertilizers) and human encroachment (e.g., trampling). Program elements have been 

designed to minimize human encroachment into open space areas supporting sensitive vegetation 

communities through perimeter fencing and signage and minimize the need for ongoing maintenance 

(i.e., development of resilient habitats) such that long-term indirect impacts would be expected to be 

reduced compared to current conditions and is therefore less than significant. Additionally, the 

Program’s conformance with the MSCP SAP and Mission Bay NRMP is further detailed under Issue 6 

and include measures to minimize indirect impacts to sensitive plant species occurrences. 

Conformance is subject to verification during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component 

approvals (EP-BIO-1).  

Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Sensitive wildlife species are those listed as federally endangered or threatened, federally proposed 

for listing, state endangered or threatened, candidate for listing, CDFW fully protected, California 

Watch List, California Species of Special Concern, or MSCP SAP or Vernal Pool HCP Covered Species 

and are considered to have special-status. These species are afforded additional protections under 

federal, state, and local law. The locations of the special-status wildlife species observed during 

program surveys are shown in Figures 4.2-4A through 4.2-4L, Sensitive Wildlife Species Observations, 

and species characteristics are described in detail in the BRTR (Appendix M). Special-status species 

assessed to have a low potential to occur or are not expected to occur in the BSA are included in 

Appendix I of the BRTR (Appendix M). 

Direct Impacts 

A total of 38 sensitive wildlife species were observed during biological surveys conducted for the BRTR 

or have a moderate to high potential of occurring within the BSA and are summarized in Table 4.2-11. 
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Table 4.2-11 

Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur Within the BSA 

Common Name Scientific Name MSCP Status Potential to Occur 

Avian Species 

American peregrine 

falcon 

Falco peregrinus 

anatum 

None Present, low potential to nest 

American white 

pelican 

Pelecanus 

erythrorhynchos 

None Present, low potential to nest 

black skimmer Rynchops niger None Present, low potential to nest 

Belding’s savannah 

sparrow (BSS) 

Passerculus 

sandwichensis beldingi 

Covered Present, high potential to nest in 

salt marsh habitat within the 

Kendall Frost Marsh Reserve/

Northern Wildlife Preserve and 

the San Diego River 

Low elsewhere 

brant Branta bernicla None Present 

High potential to winter, low 

potential to nest 

California brown 

pelican 

Pelecanus occidentalis 

californicus 

Covered Present 

High potential to occur but not 

expected to nest 

California gull Larus californicus None Present, low potential to nest 

California horned 

lark 

Eremophila alpestris 

actia 

None Present 

High potential to nest on Fiesta 

Island and South Shores 

California least tern 

(CLT) 

Sternula antillarum 

browni 

Covered Present 

High potential to nest within 

existing nesting areas, low 

elsewhere 

Canada goose Branta canadensis Covered High 

coastal California 

gnatcatcher (CAGN) 

Polioptila californica Covered Present in South Shores 

Moderate elsewhere 

Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii Covered Present 

High potential to nest within 

suitable habitat 

double crested 

cormorant 

Phalacrocorax auritus None Present, low potential to nest 

elegant tern Thalasseus elegans Covered Present, low potential to nest  
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Table 4.2-11 

Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur Within the BSA 

Common Name Scientific Name MSCP Status Potential to Occur 

light-footed 

Ridgway’s rail 

(LFFR) 

Rallus obsoletus levipes Covered High potential to nest in salt 

marsh habitat within the Kendall-

Frost Reserve/Northern Wildlife 

Preserve and the San Diego River  

Low elsewhere 

long-billed curlew Numenius americanus Covered Present, low potential to nest 

northern harrier Circus hudsonius Covered Present, moderate potential to 

nest 

osprey Pandion haliaetus None Present, high potential to nest 

within suitable habitat 

redhead Aythya americana None Present, low potential to nest 

reddish egret Egretta rufescens Covered Present, low potential to nest 

southwestern 

willow flycatcher 

(SWFL) 

Empidonax traillii 

extimus 

Covered Not expected to occur 

tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor Covered Not expected to occur 

western burrowing 

owl (BUOW) 

Athene cunicularia Covered Present, low potential to nest 

western snowy 

plover (WSP) 

Anarhynchus [formerly 

Charadrius] nivosus 

nivosus 

Covered Present, low potential to nest 

white-faced ibis Plegadis chihi Covered Present, low potential to nest 

white-tailed kite Elanus leucurus None Present, moderate potential to 

nest 

yellow rail Coturnicops 

noveboracensis 

None Moderate potential to occur and 

to nest 

yellow warbler Setophaga petechia None Present, moderate potential to 

nest within riparian habitat 

Non-Avian Species 

California sea lion Zalophus californianus None High 

common 

bottlenose dolphin 

Tursiops truncates None High 

Crotch’s bumble 

bee 

Bombus crotchii None Moderate 

green sea turtle Chelonia mydas None High potential to occur but not 

expected to nest 
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Table 4.2-11 

Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur Within the BSA 

Common Name Scientific Name MSCP Status Potential to Occur 

grunion Leuresthes tenuis None High 

monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus None High potential to occur but not 

expected to overwinter 

orange-throated 

whiptail 

Cnemidophorus 

hyperythrus ssp. 

beldingi 

Covered Moderate 

salt marsh skipper Panoquina errans Covered High where saltgrass is present 

Southern California 

legless lizard 

Anniella stebbinsi None Moderate 

Pacific harbor seal Phoca vitulina None High 

Notes: BSA = biological study area; MSCP SAP = Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan. 

An analysis regarding potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species as a result of the Program is 

provided to assess the significance of such impacts, however actual impacts and acreages of suitable 

habitat impacted by an individual component will be determined prior to the authorization of the site-

specific component. As future site-specific components come forward, a component-specific analysis 

would be conducted in the review phase of the component, and any impacts to sensitive wildlife 

species would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of subsequent approval prior to 

implementation (EP-BIO-1). 

Listed Species, Protected Marine Mammals, and Managed Fisheries 

Of the sensitive species with potential to occur within the BSA (i.e., either observed during biological 

surveys or determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur), nine are state and/or federally 

listed or candidate species: CAGN, CLT, WSP, BSS, LFRR, BUOW, LBV, green sea turtle, and Crotch’s 

bumble bee.  

CAGN, CLT, LFRR, WSP, BSS, BUOW, and LBV are MSCP SAP-covered and listed species. In addition, the 

BSA supports protected marine mammals (bottlenose dolphin, Pacific harbor seal, and California sea 

lion) and a managed fishery (grunion). 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN, Polioptila californica) 

Focused surveys for coastal CAGN conducted in 2019 within the Program area were negative. 

However, this species is known to occur in areas near the Program vicinity (CDFW 2024) and was 

incidentally observed within the Program area during reconnaissance surveys of the South Shores 
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area in 2024. CAGN could occur and could breed within potentially suitable habitat in the Program 

area in the future. Potentially suitable habitat for this species is present in the Program area where 

Diegan coastal sage scrub and disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub were mapped.  

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components at the following sites have the potential to 

directly impact CAGN should the species occupy these sites in the future: Fiesta Island Site No.1 South; 

Fiesta Island Site No. 3 Near Youth Camping; Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b Triangle; 

and Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c South Shores East Area.  

These components could impact CAGN individuals if the species were nesting in the impact footprint 

during component implementation. At Site No. 1, Site No. 3, and Site No. 5c, restoration activities would 

result in the temporary loss of potentially suitable nesting habitat for CAGN. In addition, portions of 

these component areas that were mapped as Diegan coastal sage scrub would be converted to other 

habitat types, resulting in a permanent loss of suitable gnatcatcher habitat. However, in the long term, 

these components would result in a substantial increase in quantity and quality of potentially suitable 

CAGN habitat (Diegan coastal sage scrub) within the Program area, through expansion and/or 

enhancement of existing Diegan coastal sage scrub vegetation. At site 5b, Diegan coastal sage scrub 

restoration activities would include enhancement of existing Diegan coastal sage scrub vegetation 

through non-native species removal and native species container planting and seeding.  

Direct impacts to CAGN, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program implementation, 

or as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant absent mitigation.  

California Least Tern (CLT, Sternula antillarum browni) 

Within the Program boundary, CLT is expected to nest in the existing preserves on Fiesta Island, on 

FAA Island, and at Mariner’s Point, and may establish nesting colonies where suitable habitat persists 

or develops elsewhere in the Program area in future years. The proposed Program is not expected to 

result in impacts on FAA Island, Mariner’s Point, or the CLT preserve at Stony point, on the 

southwestern corner of Fiesta Island. The proposed Program could directly impact CLT in other 

locations in the Program area as a result of both the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Element and the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element.  

On Fiesta Island, the NFI component would directly impact portions of the existing 28-acre CLT 

preserve (Site No. 4), which is located at the northeast corner of Fiesta Island. Currently, approximately 

half (13.9 acres) of the existing preserve is managed for CLT nesting habitat, with the remaining half 

vegetated by disturbed southern coastal salt marsh and not suitable for CLT nesting. As a part of the 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element, the CLT preserve area would be relocated to a 

28.7-acre site on the northwest portion of Fiesta Island, all of which would be managed for CLT 

nesting. The proposed Fiesta Island CLT preserve design is consistent with the MBPMP (City of 
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San Diego 2024a) and recommendations provided by the City of San Diego and the CCC. The 

component would result in an approximately 14.1-acre (104%) expansion of the Site No. 4 CLT 

Preserve Area. Implementation of the NFI component and the NFI CLT preserve expansion would 

result in the loss of potentially suitable CLT breeding habitat currently present in these areas; 

however, in the long term, the Program would result in an expansion of and improvements to CLT 

nesting habitat on NFI, which has supported limited or no nesting in recent years (CDFW 2024; Jackson 

2022). In addition, nesting opportunities elsewhere in Mission Bay, which have been preferred by this 

species in recent years, would remain available during component implementation. In addition to the 

temporary loss of potentially suitable habitat, the NFI component and the upland habitat and preserve 

expansion at NFI could directly impact CLT individuals if these Program elements were implemented 

during the breeding season and CLT nests were present in the impact footprint during construction. 

Direct impacts to CLT, as result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program implementation, or as 

a result of the temporary loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Western Snowy Plover (WSP, Anarhynchus [formerly Charadrius] nivosus nivosus) 

Western snowy plover has a high potential to winter and roost in beach habitats in the Program area 

but is not expected to nest. The CLT preserve expansion, the NFI component, the Cudahy Creek 

component, the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, the Fiesta Island Causeway 

component, and all of the Shoreline Restoration and Seawall Bulkhead Restoration components 

would result in impacts to beach habitat.  

Because this species is highly mobile, individual component implementation is not expected to result 

in the loss of or harm to individuals, but these components would result in the temporary loss of 

potentially suitable wintering and roosting habitat for western snowy plover. However, the amount of 

habitat lost during individual component implementation would be relatively small compared to the 

abundance of available habitat in Mission Bay as a whole. In addition, in the long term, the Program’s 

restoration of beach habitat would substantially increase the quantity and quality of potentially 

suitable habitat for this species within the Program area. 

Direct impacts to western snowy plover, as a result of the temporary loss of occupied habitat, would 

be less than significant. Although nesting is not expected, because this is a listed species and the 

timing of implementation of the Program is undetermined, the potential direct or indirect impact to 

active WSP nest is considered potentially significant, absent mitigation.  
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Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (BSS, Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) and Light-Footed 

Ridgway’s Rail (LFRR, Rallus obsoletus levipes) 

Within the Program area, BSS and LFRR are expected to nest at the Kendall-Frost Reserve and in 

portions of the San Diego River and have a low potential to occur (including to nest) in other areas 

throughout Mission Bay that support suitable coastal salt marsh habitat, including on NFI, in the Rose 

Creek Inlet, and at the mouth of Tecolote Creek. The proposed Program is not expected to result in 

impacts at the Kendall-Frost Reserve but could directly impact these species in other locations in the 

Program area as a result of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, the Wetland and Water 

Quality Improvements Element, and the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element.  

The Fiesta Island Causeway Path component, the Rose Creek Bike Path component, the Tecolote Creek 

and Fiesta Island Causeway component, the NFI component, and the CLT preserve expansion on NFI will 

result in the loss of areas mapped as disturbed southern coastal salt marsh and/or southern coastal salt 

marsh, which could support BSS and/or LFRR nesting. These components could result in direct impacts to 

BSS and/or LFRR individuals if the species were nesting in the impact footprint during component 

implementation. The Rose Creek Bike Path and the CLT preserve expansion components would result in 

the permanent loss of potentially suitable nesting habitat for these species and the NFI and Tecolote Creek 

and Fiesta Island Causeway components would result in the temporary loss of potentially suitable nesting 

habitat for these species. However, in the long term, the Program would result in a no-net loss of wetland 

habitat and these components, along with restoration activities associated with the Cudahy Creek 

component, would result in a substantial increase in quantity and quality of potentially suitable BSS and 

LFRR nesting habitat in the Program area.  

Direct impacts to BSS and LFRR, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program 

implementation, or as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, 

absent mitigation. 

Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW, Athene cunicularia) 

Within the Program area, BUOW is expected to be present during wintering, migration, and/or 

dispersal, but it is not expected to nest. This species has the potential to occur in most non-developed 

upland areas in the Program area, including Fiesta Island, the South Shores area, and other portions 

of the Program area where burrows or burrow surrogates are present. BUOW has also been observed 

in the rip-rap bordering the San Diego River.  

All of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components, the NFI component, and all of the 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements components with the exception of the Rose Creek Bike Path 

component, have the potential to directly impact BUOW. Should this species winter in the Program 

area in the future, these components could result in the temporary loss of wintering and foraging 
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habitat. However, Program implementation is expected to result in no-net loss of upland habitats in 

the long term.  

Direct impacts to BUOW, as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, 

absent mitigation.  

Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV, Vireo bellii pusillus) 

Focused surveys for LBV conducted in 2024 within Rose Creek were negative (BRTR Appendix G). 

However, the disturbed southern willow scrub present in Rose Creek, north of Garnet Avenue, 

provides potentially suitable nesting habitat for LBV, and this species could nest in this portion of the 

Program area in the future.  

The Rose Creek Bike Path component has the potential to directly impact LBV should the species 

occupy suitable habitat within the component footprint in the future. This component could impact 

LBV individuals if the species were nesting in the impact footprint during component implementation 

and has the potential to result in the permanent loss of occupied habitat.  

Direct impacts to LBV, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program implementation, 

or as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation.  

Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas) 

Within the Program area, green sea turtle is expected to occur in the open water and shallow bay 

areas. In particular, they are expected to forage within shallow subtidal eelgrass beds. Green sea turtle 

is not expected to nest in the Program area. The proposed Program could result in direct impacts to 

green sea turtle as a result of the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element, the Restoration 

of Shoreline Element, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element. Specifically, the NFI 

component, the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, the Cudahy Creek 

component, the Rose Creek Bike Path, the Fiesta Island Causeway Path, and components within the 

Restoration of Shoreline Element that require in-water work could disturb green sea turtles via direct 

contact with equipment. These components also have the potential to result in the loss or degradation 

of nearshore marine habitat that may be suitable for sea turtle resting or foraging, although the 

amount of habitat lost during individual component implementation would be relatively small 

compared to the abundance of available habitat in Mission Bay as a whole and is considered less 

than significant. In addition, in the long term, implementation of the proposed Program will result in 

a substantial increase in overall water quality through improved tidal exchange and reduced erosion, 

which will increase green sea turtle habitat quality in the Program area. Increased water quality also 

is likely to result in increased food abundance, such as eelgrass beds, thereby increasing foraging 

opportunities for green sea turtle in Mission Bay.  
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Direct impacts to green sea turtle, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program 

implementation, or as a result of habitat loss, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee (Bombus crotchii) 

Although not listed, Crotch’s bumble bee is a candidate for state listing as endangered and, as such, is 

afforded the protections of the CESA and is therefore analyzed along with other listed species that have 

the potential to occur in the Program area. This species could forage within the Program area wherever 

suitable floral resources are present and could nest in the Program area wherever suitable nesting 

substrates are present. The greatest abundance of foraging resources in the Program area occur in 

areas mapped as Diegan coastal sage scrub and disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, including within 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components at the following sites have the potential to directly 

impact Crotch’s bumble bee should the species occupy these sites in the future: Fiesta Island Site No.1 

South; Fiesta Island Site No.3 Near Youth Camping; Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b Triangle; 

and Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c South Shores East Area. Nesting could also occur in 

disturbed areas where small mammal burrows or other nesting substrates are present and foraging 

resources are nearby, including within all of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components, 

within the NFI component boundary and the NFI Stockpile Option 1 through 3.  

These components could impact Crotch’s bumble bee individuals if the species were nesting in the 

impact footprint during construction. At each of these component sites, restoration activities would 

result in the temporary loss of potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat for Crotch’s bumble 

bee. In addition, at Site No. 1, Site No. 3, and Site No. 5c, portions of these component areas that were 

mapped as Diegan coastal sage scrub would be converted to other habitat types, resulting in a 

permanent loss of potential foraging resources. However, in the long term, these components would 

result in a substantial increase in potential foraging resources in the Program area, through expansion 

and/or enhancement of existing Diegan coastal sage scrub vegetation and Program implementation 

is expected to result in no-net loss of upland habitats. At site 5b, Diegan coastal sage scrub restoration 

activities would include enhancement of existing Diegan coastal sage scrub vegetation through non-

native species removal and native species container planting and seeding, which would also increase 

the potential foraging resources available for this species.  

Direct impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program 

implementation, or as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, 

absent mitigation.  

Protected Marine Mammals 

Within the Program area, protected marine mammals (bottlenose dolphin, Pacific harbor seal, and 

California sea lion) have a high potential to occur as transients in open water throughout Mission Bay. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.2-39 10523 

These Program components include in-water work that may have direct effects on open water suitable 

for protected marine mammals, including all Wetland and Water Quality Improvement areas (not 

including upland stockpile locations). In addition, several components involving shoreline or in-water 

construction could directly impact marine mammals, particularly if seals or sea lions enter work areas; 

these components include all Wetland and Water Quality Improvement areas (not including upland 

stockpile locations), Restoration of Shoreline areas, and Fiesta Island Site No. 4- California Least Tern 

Preserve. Therefore, the proposed Program has the potential to result in direct impacts to these 

species due to the potential for individuals to be harmed or killed during individual component 

implementation. However, in the long term, Program implementation would result in less than 

significant loss of open water for these wide-ranging species and the proposed restoration 

components would substantially increase habitat quality through enhancement of tidal wetlands. 

Nevertheless, potential direct impacts to marine mammals, as a result of the loss of or harm to 

individuals during Program implementation would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Managed Fishery (Grunion) 

Within the Program area, grunion is a managed fishery that has a high potential to spawn on beaches 

below the HTL throughout Mission Bay including all Wetland and Water Quality Improvement areas 

(not including upland stockpile locations), Restoration of Shoreline areas, and Fiesta Island Site No. 4-

California Least Tern Preserve. At each of these component sites, construction would result in the 

temporary loss of potentially suitable spawning habitat for grunion. In addition to impacts from 

habitat loss, these species are vulnerable to injury and mortality if construction occurs during 

spawning. The utilization of heavy equipment below the highest HTL will crush the sensitive eggs 

deposited in the sand. Therefore, the proposed Program has the potential to result in direct impacts 

to these species due to the potential for individuals to be harmed or killed during individual 

component implementation. However, in the long-term, Program implementation would result in less 

than significant loss of beach for this wide-ranging species and the proposed restoration components 

would substantially increase habitat quality through enhancement of tidal wetlands. Nevertheless, 

direct impacts to grunion spawning areas during Program implementation would be potentially 

significant absent mitigation.  

Non-Listed Avian Species 

Non-listed species that are covered species in the MSCP SAP include American peregrine falcon, 

California brown pelican, Cooper's hawk, elegant tern, long-billed curlew, northern harrier, reddish 

egret, white-faced ibis, Canada goose, salt marsh skipper, large-billed savannah sparrow, and orange-

throated whiptail. Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) provided in the MSCP SAP outline 

specific requirements to further reduce direct and indirect impacts to these species. Conformance 
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with the MSCP SAP as it relates to impacts to MSCP SAP-covered species is further detailed under 

Issue 4.  

The following non-listed, special-status avian species have at least a moderate potential to occur in 

the Program area but are not expected to breed within the Program area: Brant, California brown 

pelican, long-billed curlew, reddish egret, white-faced ibis, and large-billed savannah sparrow. 

Because nesting is not expected, individual component implementation is not expected to result in 

the loss of or harm to individuals since individuals of these species are highly mobile and are unlikely 

to be killed or injured during construction. However, implementation of the Program would have the 

potential to temporarily disrupt foraging and/or roosting behaviors and would temporarily and 

permanently remove potentially suitable wintering and foraging habitat for some of these species. 

In the long term, implementation of the Water Quality Improvements and Restoration of Shoreline 

Element will result in a substantial increase in overall water quality through improved tidal exchange 

and reduced erosion, which is likely to result in increased food abundance, such as eelgrass beds, 

thereby increasing foraging opportunities for these species in Mission Bay. The Water Quality 

Improvements components will also result in a substantial increase in quantity and quality of 

saltmarsh habitat within the Program area. Nevertheless, direct impacts to brant, long-billed curlew, 

reddish egret, white-faced ibis, and large-billed savannah sparrow, as a result of the temporary loss 

of suitable foraging and roosting habitat, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

California brown pelican primarily feeds in ocean waters and foraging is not tied to the shallow 

nearshore marine environments that would be affected by Program implementation. Individual 

components are therefore not expected to result in the loss of foraging and wintering habitat for this 

species and direct impacts to California brown pelican would be less than significant. 

Nine non-listed special-status avian species have the potential to nest in the Program area. Suitable 

nesting sites for American peregrine falcon, osprey, and white-tailed kite are not present within the 

impact footprint for any individual components. The proposed Program would result in impacts to areas 

that could support nesting by California horned lark, Canada goose, northern harrier, yellow rail, elegant 

tern, and/or yellow warbler. Individual adults of each of these species are unlikely to be directly killed or 

injured during construction activities because they are highly mobile and would likely leave the area 

during construction. The exception to this would be if active nests of these species are present during 

construction; direct impacts to active nests are potentially significant, absent mitigation.  

As with the non-breeding avian species, most of the special-status breeding avian species could also 

be directly impacted by the loss of potentially suitable habitat. For example: 

• The Rose Creek Bike Path component would result in the permanent loss of riparian habitat, 

absent mitigation, that could support nesting yellow warbler and Cooper’s Hawk.  
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• The Fiesta Island Causeway component, the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 

component, the NFI component, and the CLT preserve expansion will result in the loss of 

potentially suitable marsh habitat for yellow rail and northern harrier.  

• All of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components and the Wetland and Water 

Quality Improvements components on Fiesta Island would result in the temporary loss of 

potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat for California horned lark, northern harrier, 

and Canada goose, and of potentially suitable foraging habitat for white-tailed kite, should it 

nest in trees nearby.  

Despite the temporary loss of potentially suitable habitat, for upland species, Program 

implementation is expected to result in no-net loss of upland and wetland habitats. In addition, the 

proposed restoration components would result in a substantial increase in potential nesting and 

foraging opportunities in the Program area, over the long term, through the expansion and/or 

enhancement of native upland habitats, and by substantially increasing the overall quantity and 

quality of wetland habitats. Nevertheless, direct impacts to American peregrine falcon, California 

horned lark, Canada goose, Cooper’s hawk, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, yellow rail, elegant tern, 

and yellow warbler as a result of the temporary loss of potentially suitable nesting and foraging 

habitat, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Osprey was observed nesting in two locations in the Program area, outside of any component 

footprint, and forages over open water portions of the Bay that would not be directly impacted by any 

individual component. Program implementation would not result in the loss of suitable nesting or 

foraging habitat for osprey and direct impacts to this species are less than significant. 

Non-Listed Invertebrates and Reptiles 

Within the Program area, salt marsh skipper could occur in salt marsh habitats where saltgrass is 

present, including at the Kendall-Frost Reserve, in portions of the San Diego River, on NFI, in the Rose 

Creek Inlet, and at the mouth of Tecolote Creek. Impacts to salt marsh skipper could occur as a result of 

the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Element, and the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element. Specifically, the Fiesta Island 

Causeway Path component, the Rose Creek Bike Path component, the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway component, the NFI component, and the CLT preserve expansion on NFI will result in 

the loss of areas mapped as disturbed southern coastal salt marsh and/or southern coastal salt marsh. 

These components could result in direct impacts to salt marsh skipper from the loss of or harm to 

individuals, should the species be present during component implementation and from the permanent 

and temporary loss of potentially suitable salt marsh habitat. However, in the long term, the Program 

would result in a no-net loss of wetland habitat and these components, along with restoration activities 
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associated with the Cudahy Creek component, would result in a substantial increase in quantity and 

quality of potentially suitable habitat for salt marsh skipper in the Program area.  

Direct impacts to salt marsh skipper, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program 

implementation, or as a result of the loss of occupied habitat, would be potentially significant, 

absent mitigation. 

Within the Program area, orange-throated whiptail and Southern California legless lizard both have a 

moderate potential to occur on Fiesta Island, the South Shores Park area, and at Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Site No. 5a, where suitable microhabitat conditions are present (loose soils and an 

abundant insect prey base for orange-throated whiptail and loose/moist soils for Southern California 

legless lizard). All of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion components and the Wetland and 

Water Quality Improvements components on Fiesta Island would have the potential to directly impact 

these species. At each of these component sites, restoration activities would result in the temporary 

loss of potentially suitable habitat for these species. In addition to impacts from habitat loss, these 

species are vulnerable to injury and mortality during construction because they tend to be cryptic, 

slow moving, and below ground or under rocks or debris during cooler periods. Therefore, the 

proposed Program has the potential to result in direct impacts to these species due to the potential 

for individuals to be harmed or killed during individual component implementation. However, in the 

long term, Program implementation would result in no-net loss of upland habitats and the proposed 

restoration components would substantially increase habitat quality through enhancement of native 

upland habitats. Nevertheless, direct impacts to orange-throated whiptail and Southern California 

legless lizard, as a result of the loss of or harm to individuals during Program implementation, or the 

temporary loss of potentially suitable habitat, would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Indirect Impacts 

As a result of Program implementation, sensitive wildlife species may be indirectly impacted by short-

term impacts during construction and restoration activities and by long-term impacts that could occur 

during operation and maintenance of the restoration areas. Potential indirect impacts can affect 

special-status wildlife species through habitat degradation and/or loss of or harm to individuals.  

Potential short-term indirect impacts that could impact special-status wildlife species generally 

include increased noise and vibration; nighttime lighting; construction-related fugitive dust; accidental 

clearing/grading; litter; increased human presence; and pollutant discharges or water quality 

degradation due to accidental spills and/or increased erosion or sedimentation. These short-term 

impacts could remove or degrade wildlife habitats or result in the death or injury of special-status 

wildlife species present in areas adjacent to Program activities.  
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Potential long-term indirect impacts associated with the operation and maintenance of individual 

component sites would include similar impacts to those that could occur during construction and 

restoration, including noise, vibration, lighting, and fugitive dust generated by operations and 

maintenance activities, as well as accidental clearing or trampling of habitats during these activities. 

These impacts could impact special-status wildlife species present in or adjacent to the restoration 

component sites. The proposed Program also has the potential to cause habitat loss, alteration, 

and/or conversion due to the introduction or spread of non-native, invasive plant species, and in areas 

downstream of or adjacent to individual component footprints as a result of altered hydrologic 

regimes within the Program area, especially in areas where nearshore habitats are being altered. 

Short-Term Indirect Impacts 

Construction activities could indirectly impact non-breeding special-status avian species foraging near 

component work areas. Any disruption would be temporary and these birds are likely to move to 

other suitable foraging habitat nearby, which is abundant in the Program area. However, if component 

implementation were to result in increased trash, avian and terrestrial predators could be attracted 

to the Program area, which could result in impacts to many of the special-status species potentially 

present in the Program area, including non-breeding bird species.  

Special-status avian species, and other birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and CFGC, 

that are actively nesting in areas adjacent to construction or restoration activities could be indirectly 

impacted by individual component implementation. Construction-related impacts such as noise, 

vibration, and increased human presence can temporarily disturb bird breeding activities, potentially 

resulting in nest abandonment or reduced productivity. Accidental clearing outside of the designated 

impact footprint could also result in the destruction of nests, indirectly impacting nesting bird species. 

Construction vibration may also temporarily disturb species that occupy burrows, including reptiles 

and Crotch’s bumble bee, and may cause the collapse of occupied burrows, potentially 

crushing individuals.  

The NFI Wetland component, the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, and the 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead component include drilling components that may increase subtidal 

vibration, have hydroacoustic impacts (e.g., injury or behavioral disturbance), or water quality effects 

(e.g., increased turbidity temporarily reducing foraging resources), and have the potential to disturb 

green sea turtles, and/or marine mammals. A hydroacoustic analysis was prepared by Merkel & 

Associates for Fiesta Island Amendment and is utilized to establish thresholds whereby construction 

may result in significant indirect impacts to marine fish, green sea turtles, and marine mammals 

(Table 4.2-12).  
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Table 4.2-12 

Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Pressure Level Impacts 

 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Fish (206 dB 

peak and 187 dB 

accumulated SEL)1 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Mammals 

(160 dBrms for impact; 

120 dBrms for 

vibratory) 

Impact Threshold 

for Green Sea 

Turtles (166 dBrms) 

Assumed Noise 

Levels (>5 meters of 

water) 

Potentially Significant Hydroacoustic Impacts 

76–188 dBpeak No N/A N/A 

146–166 dBSEL Maybe N/A N/A 

166–176 dBrms N/A Yes Yes 

Source: M&A 2017. 

Notes: dB = decibel; SEL = sound exposure level; rms = root mean square; N/A = not applicable. 
1  Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes (SELcumulative = SEL + 10*log [# strikes]); as such, 

the starting SEL would dictate the number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold of 187 dB 

SELcumulative. 

The impacts of increased lighting on wildlife include disorientation; avoidance of certain areas; 

disturbance of nighttime rest and sleep periods of diurnal birds; simulated increased day length, which 

affects reproductive cycles by triggering premature reproductive activity; and increased risk of 

predation. Construction activities requiring nighttime lighting could indirectly impact all special-status 

wildlife species potentially present in the Program area. 

As detailed in Section 1.5, all construction will be subject to Environmental Protocols which include 

elements such as biological resource verification, dust control, stormwater BMPs, and landscape 

standards that would reduce the potential for indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species during 

construction and restoration activities. Individual components would be required to comply with the 

San Diego RWQCB MS4 Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2024c), and 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System regulations, through implementation of site design, 

source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. Adherence to these 

standards and regulations would reduce the potential for indirect impacts related to trash, increased 

human presence, and accidental clearing during construction to less than significant. However, 

short-term indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species related to vibration, hydroacoustic 

effects, and lighting would be potentially significant, absent mitigation. 
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Long-Term Indirect Impacts 

Many of the construction-related impacts discussed in the short-term indirect impacts analysis above, such 

as increased noise and vibration, nighttime lighting, and human presence, could have similar indirect 

impacts during long-term operation and maintenance activities at Wetland and Water Quality 

Improvement sites, Shoreline Restoration sites, and Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion sites, should 

special-status wildlife species be present in or adjacent to areas subject to maintenance. Operations and 

maintenance activities at these Program sites include ground-disturbing activities such as grading at 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvement sites, beach re-nourishment and grooming at Shoreline 

Restoration sites, and weed control at Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion sites. While these activities 

have the potential to indirectly impact special-status wildlife species present within or adjacent to 

maintenance work areas, all operations and maintenance is planned in conformance with the Mission Bay 

Natural Resources Management Plan (see Section 4.3) which ensures protection of habitat and species in 

designated preserves, including the MHPA, subject to verification during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approvals. Therefore, potential long-term indirect impacts related to 

operations and maintenance would be less than significant. 

Upon completion of the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element, operation and maintenance 

activities would be minimal and consistent with City’s standard routine maintenance requirements. 

Operation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian paths would generally be limited to cleaning, clearing, and 

repairs, as necessary. Operation and maintenance associated with these two Program elements are 

expected to be minimal and similar to baseline maintenance activities; therefore, long-term indirect 

impacts at these locations are expected to be less than significant. 

As discussed previously, the proposed Program has the potential to cause habitat loss, alteration, and/or 

conversion due to the introduction or spread of non-native, invasive plant species, and in areas 

downstream of or adjacent to individual component footprints as a result of altered hydrologic regimes 

within the Program area. The Program does not include planting of native invasive species and standard 

City construction monitoring requirements will minimize the potential that existing invasive species are 

transported or otherwise dispersed off site. In addition, Program component designs have considered 

a range of scenarios to avoid adverse indirect impacts from altered flow regimes. Proposed habitat 

restoration and shoreline elements are designed to reduce adverse existing conditions and would 

provide more stable and resilient conditions along Mission Bay and implementation of the proposed 

Program is expected to greatly increase the quality and quantity of available suitable habitat for special-

status wildlife species in Mission Bay. In addition, the Program’s conformance with the MSCP SAP and 

Mission Bay Natural Resources Management Plan are detailed in Section 4 and include measures to 

minimize indirect impacts to special-status wildlife. Conformance is subject to verification during 

subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approvals. Therefore, long-term indirect 

impacts related to habitat degradation and loss would be less than significant. 
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Issue 2: Sensitive Habitats 

Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, 

Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB Habitats, as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land 

Development manual, or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 

plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS? 

Direct Impacts 

Existing vegetation and land cover mapping from the De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan study area was incorporated into the BRTR and areas within the BSA but outside of 

proposed component areas were not updated for this report (Harris & Associates 2023). Outside of 

the De Anza Natural Amendment study area, existing SanGIS vegetation mapping data (SANDAG 2012) 

was mapped in 2018 and 2019, with additional verification in 2024, through desktop analysis of aerial 

ortho-photographs and ground truthing in the field. Vegetation communities mapped within the BSA 

were classified in accordance with the Draft Vegetation Communities of San Diego County (Oberbauer 

et al. 2008), based on the Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California 

(Holland 1986).  

Six individual components proposed in the Program have the potential to directly impact sensitive 

upland vegetation communities as a result of the removal of vegetation to construct the component 

(Figures 4.2-5A through 4.2.5L, Vegetation Communities/Eelgrass). These components are as follows: 

• Fiesta Island Site No. 1 South 

• Fiesta Island Site No. 2 North Central 

• Fiesta Island Site No. 3 Near Youth Camping 

• Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b Triangle 

• Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c South Shores East 

• Ocean Beach Bike Path 

Two sensitive upland vegetation communities may be directly impacted by implementation of the 

above components. These include Diegan coastal sage scrub (SDBG Tier II) and southern foredunes 

(SDBG Tier I). Direct impacts to these vegetation communities totaling 0.1 acres or more would be 

considered significant per the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds. All other potential 

impacts to upland vegetation communities resulting from implementation of the Program would be 

to non-sensitive (Tier IV or unclassified) habitat areas.  
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Table 4.2-13 provides a summary of the potential upland habitat impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Fiesta Island Site No. 1 South component.  

Table 4.2-13 

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Site No. 1 – 

South Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

II 8.96 

Non-Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Disturbed Habitat Disturbed IV 31.03 

Total1 39.99 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA = Multi-Habitat Planning Area.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component’s proposed restoration activities would result in the conversion of 

disturbed habitat and Diegan coastal sage scrub to coastal strand and southern coastal salt marsh 

habitat, vegetation communities with a higher sensitivity ranking (Tier I and Wetland, respectively) 

(Table 4.2.14). This component is expected to result in restored habitats that may be suitable as 

mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as 

determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-14 

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Site No. 2 – 

North Central Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier Impacts 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Southern Foredunes Southern 

foredunes 

I 3.26 

Non-Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Disturbed Habitat Disturbed IV 11.12 

Total1 14.38 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c).  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
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Implementation of the component’s proposed restoration activities would also result in the 

conversion of disturbed habitat to southern foredune and southern coastal salt marsh, vegetation 

communities with a higher sensitivity ranking (Tier I and Wetland, respectively) (Table 4.2-15). This 

component is expected to result in restored habitats that may be suitable as mitigation for significant 

impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as determined during subsequent 

environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-15 

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Site No. 3 – 

Near Youth Camping Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

II 3.81 

Non-Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Disturbed Habitat Disturbed IV 9.58 

Total1 13.40 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c).  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component’s proposed restoration activities would also result in the 

conversion of disturbed habitat and Diegan coastal sage scrub to coastal strand and southern coastal 

salt marsh habitat, vegetation communities with a higher sensitivity ranking (Tier I and Wetland, 

respectively) (Table 4.2-16). This component is expected to result in restored habitats that may be 

suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other components of the 

Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 
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Table 4.2-16 

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego 

River Site No. 5b – Triangle Restoration Area Component 

Vegetation 

Communities and 

Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier 

Impacts 

Within MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside of 

MHPA 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

II 4.34 1.64 

Non-Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Disturbed Habitat Disturbed IV 0.46 0.31 

Total1 4.80 1.95 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c).  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

This component is expected to result in restored habitat that may be suitable as mitigation for this or 

other components of the Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior 

to component approval (Table 4.2-17). 

Table 4.2-17 

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the SeaWorld Drive/San Diego 

River Site No. 5c – South Shores East Area Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

II 5.03 

Non-Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Disturbed Habitat Disturbed IV 45.65 

Land Covers 

Urban/Developed N/A None 0.89 

Total1 51.57 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c).  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component’s proposed restoration activities would also result in the 

conversion of disturbed habitat and Diegan coastal sage scrub to coastal strand, southern foredune, 
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and southern coastal salt marsh habitat, vegetation communities with a higher sensitivity ranking 

(Tier I or Wetland) (Table 4.2-18). This component is expected to result in restored habitats that may 

be suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other components of the 

Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-18.  

Upland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Ocean Beach Bike 

Path Component 

Vegetation 

Communities and 

Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Vegetation 

Community Habitat Tier 

Impacts 

Within MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside of 

MHPA 

Native Upland Vegetation Communities 

Diegan Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

Coastal Sage 

Scrub 

II 0.08 <0.01 

Southern Foredunes Southern 

Foredunes 

I <0.01 0 

Land Covers 

Beach Disturbed IV 0.25 0.21 

Urban/Developed N/A None 0.16 1.92 

Total1 0.49 2.13 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA = Multi-Habitat Planning Area.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Impacts to Tier I and II uplands are below the 0.10-acre SDBG threshold, located on the edge of 

development in a high public use area, and therefore less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the Program may indirectly affect sensitive upland vegetation communities located 

adjacent to the disturbance footprints. Indirect impacts to these vegetation communities could 

include fugitive dust, hydrologic changes (e.g., overspray, erosion), pollutant discharges or water 

quality degradation (e.g., turbidity, vehicle oil), and trampling from increased human presence in the 

area during the construction and restoration phases. All construction will be subject to 

implementation of Environmental Protocols, which include elements such as dust control, stormwater 

BMPs, and landscape standards that would reduce the potential for indirect adverse impacts to less 

than significant. Requirements for a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan or Water Pollution 

Control Plan are particularly important to ensure that indirect impacts during in-water construction 

activities (e.g., turbidity) are avoided and minimized to the extent feasible utilized BMPs.  
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Long-term operational indirect impacts to sensitive upland vegetation communities may result from 

rehabilitated or created adjacent infrastructure (e.g., bike paths, trails) or even maintenance of 

restored habitats. These long-term indirect impacts may include introduction of chemicals (e.g., 

fertilizers) and human encroachment (e.g., trampling). Program elements have been designed to 

minimize human encroachment into open space areas supporting sensitive vegetation communities 

through perimeter fencing and signage and minimize the need for ongoing maintenance (i.e., 

development of resilient habitats) such that long-term indirect impacts would be expected to be 

reduced compared to current conditions and is therefore less than significant. In addition, the 

Program’s conformance with the MSCP SAP and Mission Bay Natural Resources Management Plan are 

detailed in under Issue 4 and include measures to minimize indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities and plant species occurrences. Conformance is subject to verification during 

subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approvals. 

Issue 3:  Wetlands 

Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including, but not limited to, 

marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means?  

Direct Impacts 

Wetland vegetation communities mapped within the BSA were classified in accordance with the Draft 

Vegetation Communities of San Diego County (Oberbauer et al. 2008), based on the Preliminary 

Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986) (Figures 4.2-5A 

through 4.2.5L). Wetland vegetation classifications provided also reference the definitions used in the 

SDBG (City of San Diego 2018c). Anticipated regulatory agency jurisdiction based on the Aquatic 

Resources Delineation Report (ARDR) prepared for the Program (Appendix C to the BRTR) is also 

provided (Figures 4.2-6A through 4.2.6L, Potential Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. and State).  

A total of 19 individual components proposed in the Program have the potential to directly impact 

wetlands as a result of dredging, filling, hydrological interruption, hydrological modification, and bank 

modification. Seventeen wetland vegetation communities may be directly impacted by 

implementation of these components. These are provided in Table 4.2-19. 

Table 4.2-19  

Wetland Vegetation Communities 

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types SDBG Habitat Types 

Beach1 Marine Habitats 

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh Freshwater Marsh 
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Table 4.2-19  

Wetland Vegetation Communities 

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types SDBG Habitat Types 

Coastal Brackish Marsh Salt Marsh 

Disturbed Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh Freshwater Marsh 

Disturbed Southern Coastal Salt Marsh Salt Marsh 

Disturbed Southern Willow Scrub Riparian Scrub 

Disturbed Wetland – Arundo Disturbed Wetland  

Disturbed Wetland – Concrete-Lined Channel Non-Vegetated Channel or Floodway 

Intertidal Estuary Marine Habitats 

Non-Native Riparian Riparian Scrub 

Open Water1 Marine Habitats 

Saltpan/Mudflats Salt Panne 

Shallow Bay Marine Habitats 

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh Salt Marsh 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds 

Subtidal Ocean Marine Habitats 

Tidal Channel Marine Habitats 

Unvegetated Habitat1 Marine Habitats 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c). 
1 Beach, Open Water, and Unvegetated Habitat are classified as either Wetland (Marine Habitat) or Tier IV 

Upland (Disturbed) based on location relative to tides and extent of recreation/maintenance uses.  

Any direct impact to wetlands within the coastal zone are considered significant per the City’s 

significance determination thresholds. The vast majority of wetland impacts proposed under the 

Program would occur within the coastal zone and are considered significant. Outside the coastal 

zone, impacts to wetlands exceeding 0.01 acres are considered significant. The Rose Creek Bike Path 

component is the only Program component that extends beyond the limits of the coastal zone.  

Table 4.2-20 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the NFI Wetland component.  
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Table 4.2-20 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the North Fiesta Island 

Component 

Vegetation 

Communities 

and Land Cover 

Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Within 

MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine Habitats USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 1.40 3.58 

Disturbed 

Southern Coastal 

Salt Marsh 

Saltmarsh RWQCB/CCC/City 0 0.15 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 1.06 

Open Water Marine Habitats USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 1.12 

Total1 1.37 2.68 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum precisely due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach, disturbed southern coastal 

salt marsh, and open water comprising aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, 

RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. In addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary 

removal during construction and additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated 

areas within 5 meters of mapped eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and 

functional influence around eelgrass cover (NOAA 2014). This component is expected to result in 

restored habitats that may be suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and 

other components of the Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior 

to component approval.  

Table 4.2-21 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the NFI Stockpile Option 1 component.  
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Table 4.2-21. 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the North Fiesta Island 

Component Stockpile Option 1 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Disturbed Southern Coastal 

Salt Marsh 

Salt Marsh RWQCB/CCC/City 0.17 

Total1 0.17 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to disturbed southern coastal salt 

marsh comprising aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. 

RWQCB, CCC, and the City are expected to require mitigation for impacts to disturbed southern 

coastal salt marsh. Direct impacts to disturbed habitat would be less than significant.  

Table 4.2-22 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component.  

Table 4.2-22 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway Component 

Vegetation 

Communities and 

Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts 

Within MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside of 

MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 1.87 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 1.66 13.33 

Eelgrass Eelgrass 

Beds 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 0.66 

Southern Coastal Salt 

Marsh 

Salt Marsh USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.42 1.19 

Total1 2.08 17.05 
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Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum precisely due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach, open water, and southern 

coastal salt marsh comprising aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, 

CCC, and/or the City. In addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal 

during construction and additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas 

within 5 meters of mapped eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional 

influence around eelgrass cover (NOAA 2014). This component is expected to result in restored 

habitats that may be suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other 

components of the Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to 

component approval. 

Table 4.2-23 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Cudahy Creek component.  

Table 4.2-23  

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Cudahy Creek Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.78 

Open Water2 Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 7.27 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.84 

Total1 5.88 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. In 

addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal during construction and 

additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas within 5 meters of mapped 

eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional influence around eelgrass 

cover (NOAA 2014). This component is expected to result in restored habitats that may be suitable as 
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mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other components of the Program, as 

determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval. 

Table 4.2-24 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Vacation Island Northwest component.  

Table 4.2-24 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Vacation Island 

Northwest Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.59 

Total1 0.59 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach comprising aquatic resources 

potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. Impacts to this jurisdictional 

resource and City wetland are considered significant but may be adequately offset by shoreline 

restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline 

stability), as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approval.  

Table 4.2-25 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Vacation Island Northeast component.  

Table 4.2-25  

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Vacation Island 

Northeast Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.60 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.12 
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Table 4.2-25  

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Vacation Island 

Northeast Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.02 

Total1 0.74 

Notes:  SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. In 

addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal during construction and 

additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas within 5 meters of mapped 

eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional influence around eelgrass 

cover (NOAA 2014). Impacts to this jurisdictional resource and City wetland are considered significant 

but may be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approval.  

Table 4.2-26 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Vacation Island Southwest component.  

Table 4.2-26 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Vacation Island Southwest 

Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.17 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.17 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.08 

Total1 0.42 
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Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. In 

addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal during construction and 

additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas within 5 meters of mapped 

eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional influence around eelgrass 

cover (NOAA 2014). Impacts to this jurisdictional resource and City wetland are considered significant 

but may be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approval.  

Table 4.2-27 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Ventura Cove component.  

Table 4.2-27 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Ventura Cove 

Park Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.03 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.01 

Total1 0.05 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. Impacts 

to this jurisdictional resources and City wetlands are considered significant but may be adequately 

offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and enhanced function (e.g., 

greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to 

component approval.  
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Table 4.2-28 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Crown Point component.  

Table 4.2-28 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Crown Point Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.59 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City <0.01 

Total1 0.59 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. Impacts 

to this jurisdictional resource and City wetland are considered significant but may be adequately offset 

by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and enhanced function (e.g., 

greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to 

component approval.  

Table 4.2-29 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the West Sail Bay component.  

Table 4.2-29 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the West Sail Bay Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.69 

Total1 0.69 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); USACE = United States Army Corps of 

Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California Coastal Commission; City = City of 

San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
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Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach comprising aquatic 

resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. Impacts to this 

jurisdictional resource and City wetland are considered significant but may be adequately offset by 

shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and enhanced function (e.g., greater 

shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to 

component approval.  

Table 4.2-30 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Bonita Cove component.  

Table 4.2-30 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Bonita Cove Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 1.04 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.23 

Eelgrass Eelgrass Beds USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.04 

Shallow Bay Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.29 

Total1 1.61 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water comprising 

aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. In 

addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal during construction and 

additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas within 5 meters of mapped 

eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional influence around eelgrass 

cover (NOAA 2014). Impacts to this jurisdictional resource and City wetland are considered significant 

but may be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approval.  

Table 4.2-31 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Bahia Point component.  
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Table 4.2-31 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Bahia Point Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 2.77 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.20 

Total1 2.97 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and open water 

comprising aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or 

the City. Impacts to these jurisdictional resources are considered significant but may be 

adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability), as determined during subsequent 

environmental analysis, prior to component approval.  

Table 4.2-32 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Fiesta Island Site No. 3 – Near Youth Camping component.  

Table 4.2-32 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Site No. 3 – 

Near Youth Camping Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts Outside 

of MHPA 

Beach Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.01 

Total1 0.01 

Notes:  SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
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Table 4.2-33 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Fiesta Island Site No. 4 – CLT Preserve component.  

Table 4.2-33 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Site No. 4 – 

California Least Tern Preserve Component 

Vegetation 

Communities and 

Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts 

Within 

MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside of 

MHPA 

Beach1 Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 1.01 2.39 

Eelgrass Eelgrass 

Beds 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.08 0.79 

Disturbed southern 

coastal salt marsh 

Saltmarsh RWQCB/CCC/City 0 0.05 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 0.06 

Total1 1.09 3.29 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1  Totals may not sum precisely due to rounding. 

Implementation of the component would result in direct impacts to beach and disturbed southern 

coastal salt marsh, comprising aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, 

CCC, and/or the City. In addition, eelgrass would be subject to permanent or temporary removal 

during construction and additional impacts to eelgrass would be assessed for unvegetated areas 

within 5 meters of mapped eelgrass, to account for fluctuating eelgrass distribution and functional 

influence around eelgrass cover (NOAA 2014). This component is expected to result in restored 

habitats that may be suitable as mitigation for significant impacts of this component and other 

components of the Program, as determined during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to 

component approval. 

Table 4.2-34 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Rose Creek Bike Path component.  
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Table 4.2-34 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Rose Creek Bike 

Path Component 

Vegetation 

Communities and 

Land Cover Types 

SDBG 

Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts 

Within 

MHPA 

Impacts 

Outside 

of MHPA 

Disturbed 

Southern Willow 

Scrub 

Riparian 

Scrub 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.01 <0.01 

Disturbed 

Southern Willow 

Scrub 

Riparian 

Scrub 

CDFW/CCC/City 0.01 <0.01 

Disturbed 

Southern Willow 

Scrub 

Riparian 

Scrub 

USACE/RWQCB/CDFW/City 0.01 0 

Disturbed 

Southern Willow 

Scrub 

Riparian 

Scrub 

CDFW/City 0.20 0 

Disturbed Wetland 

(Concrete-Lined 

Channel) 

Non-

Vegetated 

Channel or 

Floodway 

USACE/RWQCB/CDFW/City 0 0.03 

Non-native 

Riparian 

Disturbed CDFW/City 0.15 0.08 

Non-native 

Riparian 

Disturbed USACE/RWQCB/CDFW/City 0.01 0 

Open Water Marine 

Habitats 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 <0.01 

Saltpan/Mudflats Coastal 

Mudflats and 

Salt Pannes 

USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0 0.04 

Saltpan/Mudflats Coastal 

Mudflats and 

Salt Pannes 

USACE/RWQCB/CDFW/CCC/City 0 <0.01 

Southern Coastal 

Salt Marsh 

Saltmarsh USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.01 <0.01 

Southern Coastal 

Salt Marsh 

Saltmarsh USACE/RWQCB/CDFW/CCC/City 0.02 0.01 

Total1 0.42 0.17 
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Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-35 provides a summary of the potential wetland impacts that may result from 

implementation of the Fiesta Island Causeway component.  

Table 4.2-35 

Wetland Vegetation Community and Land Cover Impacts at the Fiesta Island Causeway 

Path Component 

Vegetation Communities 

and Land Cover Types 

SDBG Wetland 

Vegetation 

Community Jurisdiction 

Impacts 

Outside of 

MHPA 

Beach Marine Habitats USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.02 

Open Water Marine Habitats USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.06 

Southern Coastal Salt 

Marsh 

Saltmarsh USACE/RWQCB/CCC/City 0.27 

Total1 0.35 

Notes: SDBG = San Diego Biology Guidelines (City of San Diego 2018c); MHPA= Multi-Habitat Planning Area; 

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; CCC = California 

Coastal Commission; City = City of San Diego.  
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Wetland Impacts in the Coastal Overlay Zone 

The SDBG (City of San Diego 2018c) and ESL Regulations state that impacts to wetlands should be 

avoided and unavoidable impacts should be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Program 

implementation would result in the disturbance and modification of City-regulated wetlands within the 

COZ. Since Program-related disturbance to City wetlands would result from proposed Wetland and 

Water Quality, Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion, Restoration of Shoreline, and Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Improvements with incidental public service infrastructure improvements that are required 

to support long-term sustainable wetland restoration and public coastal access recreation, the proposed 

disturbance to City wetlands is permissible under Section 143.0130(d) of ESL Regulations.  

Section 143.0130(e) limited uses within wetland buffer areas to public access paths, fences, 

restoration and enhancement activities, and other improvements necessary to protect wetlands. The 

Program proposes to maintain and enhance existing physical wetland buffers. No new parking lots or 

developed areas (other than limited recreational trails and paths) are proposed adjacent to wetlands. 

Substantial expanded wetlands are proposed under the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Element that will enhance existing buffers. These elements include appropriate fencing, signage, and 
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grade separate to reduce potential for wetland physical disturbance, noise, domestic animal intrusion, 

or human encroachment. Although not directly related to the creation of physical buffers, the 

Program has incorporated outfall and drainage improvements that will manage freshwater input to 

protect wetland functions and reduce erosion. As such, through conformance with ESL Regulations, 

the Program impacts to coastal wetlands and wetland buffers are less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Temporary indirect impacts on jurisdictional wetland resources may result from the degradation of 

waterways through the accidental discharge of oil, grease, and/or chemicals that may temporarily 

impound and/or degrade the volume, character, and/or quality of flows within the Program area 

during construction. Furthermore, potentially significant permanent indirect impacts that may result 

from Program development include downstream habitat loss, alteration, or conversion resulting from 

the alteration of the flow regime within the Program area. Additionally, the Program area is host to 

invasive species which, if transported or otherwise dispersed off site, may result in long-term 

conversion or degradation of additional jurisdictional areas. 

Program component designs have considered a range of scenarios to avoid adverse indirect impacts 

from altered flow regimes. Proposed habitat restoration and shoreline elements are designed to 

reduce adverse existing conditions and would provide more stable and resilient conditions along 

Mission Bay. The Program does not include planting of native invasive species and standard City 

construction monitoring requirements will minimize the potential that existing invasive species are 

transported or otherwise dispersed off site by having a Qualified Biological Monitor present and 

coordinating with construction crews. Given these design and construction parameters, potential 

indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources are less than significant. In addition, the Program’s 

conformance with the MSCP SAP and Mission Bay NRMP include measures to minimize indirect 

impacts to wetlands. Conformance is subject to verification during subsequent environmental 

analysis, prior to component approvals. 

Summary of Impacts Under Issues 1-3 By Component 

Proposed Program components listed in Table 4.2-36 have the potential to result in significant direct 

impacts to sensitive wildlife, sensitive plant occurrences, and sensitive habitats including wetlands. 

These potential impacts (Issues 1–3) are summarized in Table 4.2-37 by individual component.  
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Table 4.2-36 

Program Elements with Significant Habitat and Species Impacts 

Element  Location 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Tier I-III 

Uplands 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Wetlands 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Sensitive 

Plant 

Occurrences 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts 

to 

Sensitive 

Wildlife 

Habitats 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements  

 North Fiesta Island Wetland No Yes No Yes 

 North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 1 

No Yes Yes Yes 

 North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 2 

No No No Yes 

 North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 3 

No No No Yes 

 Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway 

No Yes Yes Yes 

 Cudahy Creek No Yes No Yes 

Restoration of Shoreline 

 Vacation Island Northwest No Yes No Yes 

 Vacation Island Northeast (i.e., 

Ski Beach) 

No Yes No Yes 

 Vacation Island Southwest No Yes No Yes 

 Ventura Cove Park No Yes No Yes 

 Crown Point No Yes No Yes 

 West Sail Bay No Yes No Yes 

 Bonita Cove No Yes No Yes 

 Bahia Point No Yes No Yes 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

 Fiesta Island Site No.1 South Yes No Yes Yes 

 Fiesta Island Site No.3 Near 

Youth Camping 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 Fiesta Island Site No.4 North Yes No Yes Yes 

 Fiesta Island Site No.5 Least 

Tern Preserve 

No Yes No Yes 

 Sea World Drive / San Diego 

River Site No.1a - Cloverleaf 

Area 

No No No Yes 

 Sea World Drive/San Diego 

River Site No.3c - Triangle Area 

Yes No Yes Yes 
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Table 4.2-36 

Program Elements with Significant Habitat and Species Impacts 

Element  Location 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Tier I-III 

Uplands 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Wetlands 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts to 

Sensitive 

Plant 

Occurrences 

Significant 

Direct 

Impacts 

to 

Sensitive 

Wildlife 

Habitats 

 Sea World Drive/San Diego 

River Site No.4d - South 

Shores East Area 

Yes No Yes Yes 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

  Rose Creek Bike Path No Yes Yes Yes 

  Fiesta Island Causeway Path No Yes No Yes 

  Ocean Beach Bike Path No No Yes Yes 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Mission Beach – Pacific Beach 

 Improvements to Segments A 

and B 

No No No Yes 

 New Segment C No No No Yes 

 Access Improvements No No No Yes 

Deferred 

Maintenance 

Bay-wide No No No No 

Signage 

Update 

Bay-wide No No No No 

 

Issue 4:  Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP SAP, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites? 

Direct Impacts 

The Program components include areas within the MHPA, which acts as a local habitat linkage and an 

important stopover on the Pacific Flyway, a coastal migratory route.  

The Program’s conformance with the MSCP SAP and Mission Bay Natural Resources Management Plan 

are detailed in Section 4 and are subject to verification during subsequent environmental analysis, 
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prior to component approvals. This conformance is intended to ensure that the MHPA continues to 

function as a local habitat linkage during and following construction. Since this conformance requires 

measures that ensures minimization of adverse biological impacts (e.g., lighting, noise, trash, hazards) 

during construction and to verify habitat restoration benefits following construction and therefore 

impacts would be potentially significant absent mitigation. The function of the Program area as a 

stopover on the Pacific Flyway would be similarly impacted and is therefore considered potentially 

significant absent mitigation.  

Indirect Impacts 

As discussed, the Program is designed to offer beneficial effects to wildlife corridor, habitat linkage, 

and nursery site functions. Similarly, indirect effects (e.g., edge effects) are expected to be improved 

through proposed habitat restoration and improved infrastructure in areas of wildlife movement, 

subject to verification during subsequent environmental analysis, prior to component approvals. As 

discussed further under Issue 5 the Program is consistent with the MSCP SAP, including the MHPA 

LUAGs. As such, the Program would have no indirect impact to wildlife corridors or habitat linkages.  

Wildlife corridors, movements, or the use of nursery sites may be affected by the indirect impacts 

discussed in Issues 1-3 including short-term indirect impacts during construction and restoration 

activities and by long-term impacts that could occur during operation and maintenance of the 

restoration areas. Compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2024c), and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System regulations and implementation of measures EP-BIO-1, EP-WQ-1 and EP-LU-1 will avoid, 

reduce, and minimize adverse indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat 

connectivity during construction activities and operation of the Program would be less than 

significant. Conformance is subject to verification during subsequent environmental analysis, prior 

to component approvals. 

The Program proposes to conduct tidal channel dredging which is a bottom disturbing activity that 

has the potential to spread an invasive algae, genus Caulerpa, if the algae is present in the vicinity 

where dredging will occur. While not currently known to occur in Mission Bay, Caulerpa species have 

been identified in San Diego Bay. If Caulerpa is present in the Program area in the future, it could cause 

adverse impacts to native foundational species that create important habitats and provide ecological 

functions, ecosystem services, and support diverse species. Caulerpa can grow quickly and rapidly out-

compete native species, including native eelgrass, and may be inedible to native marine herbivorous 

fish and invertebrates and thus potentially interfering with wildlife nursery sites. As such, impacts 

from the potential spread of Caulerpa during construction are considered potentially significant 

absent mitigation. 
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Issue 5: Conservation Planning 

Would the project result in a conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 

Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan, either within the MSCP SAP area or in the surrounding region?  

The Program would occur within the City of San Diego MSCP SAP area, an approved HCP and natural 

community conservation plan. No other HCP or natural community conservation plans overlap within 

the Program area. Most components are located outside the MSCP SAP MHPA, but several overlap 

with the MHPA, as discussed in Chapter 2. Some Program components that consist of habitat 

restoration or preserve expansion may qualify to be added to the MHPA; although no specific 

additions are proposed at this time. As discussed in detail in Section 4 of the BRTR, the Program does 

not conflict with the MSCP SAP area. Land uses proposed within the MHPA are limited to habitat 

restoration, passive recreation, and associated infrastructure (e.g., lighting, fencing), which are 

compatible land uses identified in the MSCP SAP. Restoration and recreation infrastructure (e.g., trails 

and signage) as well as utility infrastructure (e.g., bike paths, stormwater outfalls) have been designed 

in accordance with required MSCP SAP planning policies and design guidelines. The Program 

conforms with ASMDs for the Urban Area, Mission Bay Park, and covered species conditions, primarily 

by ensuring no-net-loss of covered species or habitats within the MHPA in the Program area and 

substantial functional uplift through habitat restoration of wetland and upland communities. 

Additionally, the Program is consistent with the goals and policies outlined in the Mission Bay NRMP. 

A detailed analysis of Program consistency with the MSCP SAP General Planning Policies and Design 

Guidelines, the MSCP SAP LUAGs, the MSCP SAP Framework Management Plan Management Goals 

and Objectives, the Mission Bay NRMP, and the ASMDs for plants and wildlife applicable to the 

Program area can be found in Section 4 of the BRTR (Appendix M).  

Therefore, the Program would not conflict with the provisions of the MSCP SAP, and potential impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Issue 6:  Multi-Habitat Planning Area Edge Effects 

Would the project introduce land use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result 

in adverse edge effects?  

As discussed previously, the Program has been designed to conform with the MSCP SAP LUAGs, which 

are intended to avoid and minimize adverse edge effects to the MHPA. The LUAGs include policies 

regarding toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, grading/land development, invasive species, new residential 

development, and drainage from developments into the MHPA that when implemented would reduce 

edge effects to MHPA lands. Program components within and adjacent to the MHPA are limited to 

habitat restoration and passive recreation. Implementation of these components is expected to 
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reduce adverse edge effects through restored and expanded habitats providing additional buffers 

and rehabilitated infrastructure reducing issues like erosion from unstable slopes, for example. A 

detailed discussion of the Program’s consistency with the MSCP SAP LUAGs is provided in Section 4 of 

the BRTR (Appendix M). Therefore, impacts due to edge effects to the MHPA are less than significant.  

Issue 7:  Local Policies/Ordinances 

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources? 

The Program is located in the City of San Diego; therefore, is subject to the goals and policies in the 

City’s General Plan (2024b). The City’s General Plan elements applicable to biological resources include 

the Conservation and Recreation Element. As described in detail in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 

the Program would be consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and policies, including mitigation 

requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Issue 8:  Invasive Species 

Would the project result in an introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open 

space area?  

Direct Impacts 

The Program would not result in an introduction of invasive plant species into natural open space 

areas. The Program consists of substantial restoration and expansion of native plant communities 

which will reduce the existing number of invasive plants in Mission Bay. No Program elements include 

planting of invasive plant species. Impacts are less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The Program proposes to conduct tidal channel dredging which is a bottom disturbing activity that 

has the potential to spread an invasive algae, genus Caulerpa, if the algae is present in the vicinity 

where dredging will occur. While not currently known to occur in Mission Bay, Caulerpa species have 

been identified in San Diego Bay. If Caulerpa is present in the Program area in the future, it could cause 

adverse impacts to native foundational species that create important habitats and provide ecological 

functions, ecosystem services, and support diverse species. Caulerpa can grow quickly and rapidly out-

compete native species, including native eelgrass, and may be inedible to native marine herbivorous 

fish and invertebrates and thus potentially interfering with wildlife nursery sites. As such, impacts 

from the potential spread of Caulerpa during construction are considered potentially significant 

absent mitigation. 
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Additionally, the disruption of habitat and removal of vegetation as a result of grading to construct 

the Program components has the potential to disperse invasive plant species through the air and 

aquatic environments and create an opportunity for invasive plant species to establish within 

disturbed areas as Program components are constructed, such as within access and staging areas. 

Once established, invasive plant species have the potential to rapidly spread and may out-compete 

nearby native plant species for space and resources. However, through implementation of BMPs and 

by complying with standards for construction that will be implemented for each Program component 

through implementation of EP-BIO-3 (Landscaping and Revegetation) and EP-LU-1 (MSCP SAP Land 

Use Adjacency Guidelines), the potential of inadvertently spreading or introducing invasive plant 

species is low. Impacts would be less than significant.  

4.2.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Mitigation measures are proposed below to reduce significant impacts identified in Section 5, to the 

extent feasible. Tables 4.2-37 and 4.2-38 provide a summary of mitigation measure applicability to 

each Program component. Actual mitigation requirements will be determined during subsequent 

approvals of each component based on specific final designs and updated survey data, pursuant to 

the Program Implementation Plan. Subsequent approval of each component may include a Site 

Development Permit, other permits, or award of a construction contract where no permit is required. 

 Table 4.2-37 

Summary of Mitigation Measures and Program Component Applicability (Not Including 

MM-BIO-1B-G, Focused Biological Species Surveys, or MM-BIO-8, Avoidance of Listed 

Species Take) 

Location 

MM-

BIO-

1A 

MM-

BIO-

2A 

MM-

BIO-

2B 

MM-

BIO-

3 

MM-

BIO-

4 

MM-

BIO-

5 

MM-

BIO-

6 

MM-

BIO-

7 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

North Fiesta Island No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 1 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No 

North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 2 

No No No No No No No No 

North Fiesta Island Stockpile 

Option 3 

No No No No No No No No 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Cudahy Creek No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
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 Table 4.2-37 

Summary of Mitigation Measures and Program Component Applicability (Not Including 

MM-BIO-1B-G, Focused Biological Species Surveys, or MM-BIO-8, Avoidance of Listed 

Species Take) 

Location 

MM-

BIO-

1A 

MM-

BIO-

2A 

MM-

BIO-

2B 

MM-

BIO-

3 

MM-

BIO-

4 

MM-

BIO-

5 

MM-

BIO-

6 

MM-

BIO-

7 

Restoration of Shoreline 

Vacation Island Northwest No Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

Vacation Island Northeast (i.e., 

Ski Beach) 

No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Vacation Island Southwest No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Ventura Cove Park No Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

Crown Point No Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

West Sail Bay No Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

Bonita Cove No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Bahia Point No Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Fiesta Island Site No. 1 South Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 2 North 

Central 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 3 Near 

Youth Camping 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 4 California 

Least Tern Preserve Area 

No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Sea World Drive / San Diego 

River Site No. 5a - Cloverleaf Area 

No No No No No No No No 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River 

Site No. 5b - Triangle Area 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River 

Site No. 5c - South Shores East 

Area 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

 Rose Creek Bike Path Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No 

 Fiesta Island Causeway Path No Yes No Yes No No No No 

 Ocean Beach Bike Path Yes No No No Yes No No No 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Mission Beach – Pacific Beach 

Improvements to Segments A 

and B 

No No No No No No No No 
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 Table 4.2-37 

Summary of Mitigation Measures and Program Component Applicability (Not Including 

MM-BIO-1B-G, Focused Biological Species Surveys, or MM-BIO-8, Avoidance of Listed 

Species Take) 

Location 

MM-

BIO-

1A 

MM-

BIO-

2A 

MM-

BIO-

2B 

MM-

BIO-

3 

MM-

BIO-

4 

MM-

BIO-

5 

MM-

BIO-

6 

MM-

BIO-

7 

New Segment C No No No No No No No No 

 

Table 4.2-38 

Summary of Listed Wildlife Species Mitigation Measures and Program Component 

Applicability 

Location 

MM-

BIO-

1B/8A 

CAGN 

MM-

BIO-

1C/8B 

LBV 

MM-

BIO-

1D/8C 

CLT, 

WSP 

MM-

BIO-

1E/8D 

LFRR, 

BSS 

MM-

BIO-

1F/8E 

BUOW 

MM-

BIO-

1G/8F 

CBB 

MM-

BIO-

8G 

FPS 

MM-

BIO-

8H 

Marine 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

North Fiesta Island No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

North Fiesta Island 

Stockpile Option 1 

No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

North Fiesta Island 

Stockpile Option 2 

No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

North Fiesta Island 

Stockpile Option 3 

No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Tecolote Creek and 

Fiesta Island Causeway 

No No No Yes No No Yes Yes 

Cudahy Creek No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Restoration of Shoreline 

Vacation Island 

Northwest 

No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Vacation Island 

Northeast (i.e., Ski 

Beach) 

No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Vacation Island 

Southwest 

No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Ventura Cove Park No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Crown Point No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 
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Table 4.2-38 

Summary of Listed Wildlife Species Mitigation Measures and Program Component 

Applicability 

Location 

MM-

BIO-

1B/8A 

CAGN 

MM-

BIO-

1C/8B 

LBV 

MM-

BIO-

1D/8C 

CLT, 

WSP 

MM-

BIO-

1E/8D 

LFRR, 

BSS 

MM-

BIO-

1F/8E 

BUOW 

MM-

BIO-

1G/8F 

CBB 

MM-

BIO-

8G 

FPS 

MM-

BIO-

8H 

Marine 

West Sail Bay No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Bonita Cove No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Bahia Point No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Fiesta Island Site No. 1 

South 

Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 2 

North Central 

No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 3 

Near Youth Camping 

Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Fiesta Island Site No. 4 

Least Tern Preserve 

No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sea World Drive / San 

Diego River Site No. 5a 

- Cloverleaf Area 

No No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Site No. 5b 

- Triangle Area 

Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Site No. 5c - 

South Shores East Area 

Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Rose Creek Bike Path No Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes 

Fiesta Island Causeway 

Path 

No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Ocean Beach Bike Path No No No No Yes No No Yes 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Mission Beach – Pacific Beach 

Improvements to 

Segments A and B 

No No No No No No No No 

New Segment C No No No No No No No No 
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MM-BIO-1 Focused Biological Species Surveys 

Within 24 months prior to subsequent project level approval and as part of the project-specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, focused surveys for future site-specific development shall 

be conducted, as applicable, in suitable habitat, in order to determine presence/absence of sensitive 

biological species within the proposed survey area. These surveys shall be in addition to suitable 

habitat/vegetation community mapping and jurisdictional aquatic resources delineation surveys 

conducted pursuant to EP-BIO-1. Focused surveys shall be conducted within suitable habitat 

according to the following protocols, or more current agency-approved protocols at the time of the 

surveys. Individual protocols may require a survey(s) of the proposed development footprint plus a 

buffer. A survey report shall be prepared and include a map and description of the location and extent 

of observed sensitive species that would be impacted within the areas of potential effect for each 

project site. If significant impacts to these species are unavoidable, the impact to the species shall be 

reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of MM-BIO-2 (habitat-based 

mitigation), MM-BIO-3 (avoidance and minimization during construction), MM-BIO-4 (sensitive plant 

mitigation), MM-BIO-5 (eelgrass mitigation), and/or MM-BIO-8 (avoidance of listed species take). 

MM-BIO-1A Special-Status Plant Species  

A qualified botanist shall survey suitable habitat proposed to be impacted to determine 

presence/absence of special-status plant species. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with 

CDFW (CDFW 2018) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2011). CDFW (2018) provides 

botanical field surveyor qualifications. Multiple surveys may be required and timed according to 

blooming periods of target species and reference checks to ensure detectability.  

MM-BIO-1B Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN)  

A biologist possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery Permit shall survey 

those suitable habitat areas within the MHPA that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or 

temporarily) to determine presence/absence of CAGN. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1997). 

MM-BIO-1C Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV) 

A qualified biologist shall survey suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently 

or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of LBV. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS 2001). 
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MM-BIO-1D California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover (CLT/WSP) 

A qualified biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted 

(permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of CLT and WSP. Surveys for this species 

shall be conducted pursuant to requirements established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1E Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail and Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (LFRR/BSS) 

A biologist possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery Permit and state 

Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding shall survey those suitable habitat 

areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence 

of LFRR and/or BSS. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey 

guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and for BSS by California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1F Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW) 

A biologist possessing a valid state Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding 

shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or 

temporarily) to determine presence/absence of BUOW. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFG 2012). 

MM-BIO-1G Crotch’s Bumble Bee 

A biologist possessing a valid state Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding 

shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or 

temporarily) to determine presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys for this species shall be 

conducted pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFW 2023). 

MM-BIO-2 Habitat-Based Mitigation. Habitat-based mitigation would be required for direct 

impacts to wetlands (see MM-BIO-2A) or sensitive uplands (see MM-BIO-2B). 

MM-BIO-2A Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, any direct impacts to wetlands, including jurisdictional aquatic resources, 

would require mitigation to comply with City of San Diego, state and/or federal authorizations, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines (or the most current adopted guidelines at 

the time of review). Significant impacts to sensitive wetlands could occur from Program activities, 

including habitat restoration, construction staging, access and stockpiling, and infrastructure 
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improvements including storm drain outfalls, bike and pedestrian paths, and seawalls. Mitigation 

required as part of any federal (Clean Water Act Section 404) or state (California Fish and Game Code 

Sections 1601 and 1603, California Coastal Act) permit shall supersede and shall not be in addition to 

any mitigation identified in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document for those 

wetland areas covered by any federal or state permits, consistent with the City’s Biology Guidelines. 

Mitigation acreage for other impacts to habitat (e.g., type conversion due to grading to restore lands 

to a higher value habitat type) will be evaluated through a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

(HMMP), subject to review and approval by applicable regulatory agencies (e.g., California Coastal 

Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board).  
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Impacts shall be mitigated in one of the following two equally suitable options pursuant to the City’s 

Biology Guidelines: (1) implementation of habitat creation, restoration, enhancement, and/or 

preservation through an approved Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) or (2) acquisition 

of approved mitigation credits, including approved City of San Diego (City) Advanced Permittee 

Responsible Mitigation (APRM) sites. Impacts occurring within the Coastal Overlay Zone shall be 

mitigated within the Coastal Overlay Zone unless alternative mitigation is approved through California 

Coastal Commission action.  

Option 1:  Prior to subsequent approval of a Program component(s), as part of subsequent project-

specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, an HMMP shall be prepared and 

approved by the City’s Environmental Designee (ED), in accordance with the City of San 

Diego Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines (SDBG). Mitigation 

shall conform with the SDBG, including definitions for creation (re-establishment), 

restoration (including rehabilitation), enhancement, and/or acquisition identified under 

environmentally sensitive lands (ESL), satisfaction of no net loss by including at least a 

1:1 ratio of creation or restoration for all areas of permanent loss to wetlands, and the 

protection and notice and management elements. 

When proposed mitigation involves habitat enhancement, restoration, or creation, the 

HMMP shall include the following information in addition to information required 

under Attachment B of the SDBG: 

▪ Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation 

▪ Seed mix/planting palette 

▪ Planting specifications 

▪ Monitoring program including success criteria 

▪ Long-term maintenance and preservation plan 

For mitigation that involves habitat acquisition, the HMMP shall include the following: 

▪ Location of proposed acquisition 

▪ Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support for the 

conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact 

▪ Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and 

maintained in perpetuity 
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Option 2:  Prior to subsequent approval of a Program component(s), as part of subsequent 

project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, allocation of mitigation site 

credits, approved by the ED, that shall include the following: 

▪ A description of the location of the approved mitigation site and referenced on a 

map identifying the regional vicinity. 

▪ Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the conclusion 

that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific impact. At a minimum, a description 

of the proposed habitat impacts, and the type (creation/restoration/enhancement) and 

quantity of mitigation credits requested.  

▪ Documentation that the credits are associated with a mitigation bank or APRM site 

that has been approved by the appropriate Resource Agencies 

▪ Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger 

MM-BIO-2B Compensatory Uplands Habitat Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent projects specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, any direct impacts to sensitive upland vegetation would require mitigation 

to comply with City of San Diego with the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines Table 3 (or the most 

current adopted guidelines at the time of review). Significant impacts to sensitive uplands (Tier I-III) 

could occur from Program activities, including habitat restoration, construction staging, access and 

stockpiling, and infrastructure improvements including storm drain outfalls, bike and pedestrian 

paths, and seawalls. Mitigation acreage for permanent loss of habitats (e.g., infrastructure 

improvements) shall adhere to mitigation ratios established under Table 3 of the City of San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines. Mitigation required as part of any 

federal (Clean Water Act Section 404) or state (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1601 and 1603, 

California Coastal Act) permit shall supersede and shall not be in addition to any mitigation identified 

in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document for those upland areas covered by any 

federal or state permits. Mitigation acreage for other impacts to habitat (e.g., type conversion due to 

grading to restore lands to a higher value habitat type) will be evaluated through a Habitat Mitigation 

and Monitoring Plan (HMMP). 
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Impacts shall be mitigated in one of the following four equally suitable options pursuant to the City’s 

Biology Guidelines: (1) off-site acquisition; (2) on-site preservation; (3) habitat restoration; or (4) 

monetary compensation. Implementation of habitat creation, restoration, enhancement, and/or 

preservation through an approved Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) may utilize methods 

1 through 3 listed above. Acquisition of approved mitigation credits, including approved City of San 

Diego (City) APRM sites or payment into the Habitat Acquisition Fund, may utilize methods 1 or 4.  

Option 1:   Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent projects specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, an HMMP shall be prepared and approved 

by the City, in accordance with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines (SDBG). Mitigation shall conform with the 

SDBG, including definitions for preservation and/or restoration of Tier I-III uplands and 

satisfaction of mitigation ratios for sensitive uplands based on location of permanent 

loss, mitigation habitat relative to the Multi Habitat Planning Area (see Table 3 of the 

SDBG), and the protection and notice and management elements.  

When proposed mitigation involves habitat restoration, the HMMP shall include 

the following information in addition to information required under Attachment B 

of the SDBG: 

▪ Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation 

▪ Seed mix/planting palette 

▪ Planting specifications 

▪ Monitoring program including success criteria 

▪ Long-term maintenance and preservation plan 

▪ For mitigation that involves habitat preservation or acquisition, the HMMP shall 

include the following: 

- Location of proposed acquisition 

- Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support 

for the conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific 

maintenance impact 

- Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and 

maintained in perpetuity 
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Option 2: Preference shall be given for the purchase of mitigation credits for impacts to Tier II 

or III upland habitats at the Marron Valley Cornerstone Mitigation Bank. All allocations 

of mitigation site credits at the Marron Valley Cornerstone Mitigation Bank or another 

suitable mitigation bank, approved by the City’s ED, shall include the following: 

▪ A description of the location of the approved mitigation site and referenced on a 

map identifying the regional vicinity. 

▪ Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the conclusion 

that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact. At a minimum, 

a description of the proposed habitat impacts, and the type 

(creation/restoration/enhancement) and quantity of mitigation credits requested.  

▪ Documentation that the credits are associated with a mitigation bank or APRM site 

that has been approved by the appropriate Resource Agencies 

▪ Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger 

Mitigation monies may also be deposited in the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund as 

mitigation acreage credit, based on the current estimate of land costs and 

administration, as approved by the City’s ED. 

MM-BIO-3 Biological Resource Protection During Construction 

The following measures will be included in the construction plans for each program component that 

is within or adjacent to sensitive wetlands or sensitive uplands (Tier I–III): 

Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification – Prior to the start of Project construction activities, the Project 

Biologist shall submit a letter to the City of San Diego (City) Environmental Designee (ED) 

that a Qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of San Diego’s 2018 Biological Guidelines, 

has been retained to implement the project’s biological monitoring program. The letter 

shall include the names and contact information of all persons involved in the biological 

monitoring of the project.  

B. Biological Documents – Prior to the issuance of the Notice to Proceed and/or first 

preconstruction meeting, The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required documentation 

to the ED verifying that any special mitigation reports, including, but not limited to, maps, 

plans, surveys, survey timelines, or buffers, are completed or scheduled per City Biology 

Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP), 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Ordinance, project permit conditions; California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered species acts (ESAs); and/or other local, 

state, or federal requirements. 

Prior to the start of construction within or immediately adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning 

Area (MHPA), the ED shall verify that all MHPA boundaries and limits of work have been 

delineated on all construction documents. 

C. BCME – Prior to the issuance of the Notice to Proceed and/or first preconstruction 

meeting, The Qualified Biologist shall present a Biological Construction 

Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME), which includes the biological documents in C above. 

In addition, the BCME shall include the limits of work, proposed monitoring schedule, 

restoration/revegetation plans, plant salvage/relocation requirements, avian or other 

wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service [USFWS] protocol), timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction 

avoidance areas/noise buffers/ barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any 

subsequent requirements determined by the Qualified Biologist and the ED. The BCME 

shall include a site plan, a written and graphic depiction of the project’s biological 

mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall be approved by the ED 

and referenced in the construction documents. The BCME shall be approved by the ED 

prior to the start of construction. 

D. Avian Protection Requirements – To avoid any direct impacts to any species identified 

as a listed, candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in the MSCP SAP, removal of 

habitat that supports active nests of native species in the proposed area of disturbance 

shall occur outside of the breeding season for these species (February 1 to September 15). 

If removal of habitat in the proposed area of disturbance must occur during the breeding 

season, the Qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the 

presence or absence of nesting birds on the proposed area of disturbance. The pre-

construction survey shall be conducted within 10 calendar days prior to the start of 

construction activities (including removal of vegetation). The applicant shall submit the 

results of the pre-construction survey to the ED for review and approval prior to initiating 

any construction activities. If nesting bird activities are detected, a letter report in 

conformance with the City’s Biology Guidelines (e.g., appropriate follow-up surveys, 

monitoring schedules, construction and noise barriers/buffers) shall be prepared and 

include proposed measures to be implemented to ensure that take of birds or eggs or 

disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The report shall be submitted to the City for 

review and approval and implemented to the satisfaction of the City. The City’s ED and 

Biologist shall verify and approve that all measures identified in the report are in place 

prior to and/or during construction. 
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E. Resource Delineation – Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the limits of 

disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compliance with any other 

project conditions as shown on the BCME to ensure crews remain in the approved work 

areas. These demarcations will not be required for locations with existing structures, such 

as chain-link fencing, along the limits of work or areas that are adjacent to non-sensitive 

habitat areas. In-water work areas shall be buoyed off to limit the extent of direct impacts 

to eelgrass. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens and delimiting buffers to 

protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora and fauna species, including 

nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate care shall be taken to minimize attraction of 

nest predators to the site. 

F. Cover Trenches. The qualified monitoring biologist shall oversee the construction site so 

that cover and/or escape routes for wildlife from excavated areas shall be provided daily. 

All steep trenches, holes, and excavations during construction shall be covered at night 

with backfill, plywood, metal plates, or other means, and if plastic sheeting is used, the 

edges must be covered with soils such that small wildlife cannot access the excavated 

hole. Soil piles shall be covered at night to prevent wildlife from burrowing in. The edges 

of the sheeting shall be weighed down by sandbags. These areas may also be fenced to 

prevent wildlife from gaining access. Exposed trenches, holes, and excavations shall be 

inspected twice daily (i.e., each morning and before sealing the exposed area) by the 

qualified monitoring biologist to monitor for wildlife entrapment. Excavations shall 

provide an earthen ramp to allow for a wildlife escape route. The qualified monitoring 

biologist shall verify that the contractor 

G. Pre-Construction Meeting/Education – Prior to construction, a pre-construction 

meeting shall be held on site with the following in attendance: the City’s Project Manager 

(PM; or equivalent personnel), an Engineering & Capital Projects (ECP) Environmental 

representative, the Project Contractor (PC) (if applicable), and the Qualified Monitoring 

Biologist (QMB). At this meeting, the QMB shall identify and discuss the mitigation 

measures that apply to project activities and the sensitive nature of the adjacent habitat 

with the crew and PC. 

At the pre-construction meeting, the QMB shall submit to the City ED and PM a copy of the 

BCME that identifies areas to be protected, fenced, and monitored. This data shall include all 

planned locations and design of noise attenuation walls or other devices, if applicable.  

Prior to commencement of utility undergrounding activities, the QMB shall also meet with the 

PC and the construction crew and conduct an on-site educational session regarding the need 

to avoid impacts outside of the approved work area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna 
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that may occur at the project location (e.g., explain the avian and wetland buffers and the flag 

system for removal of invasive species or retention of sensitive plants and clarify acceptable 

access routes/methods and staging areas). 

During Construction 

H. Monitoring & Reporting – All construction (including access/staging areas) shall be 

restricted to areas previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously 

disturbed as shown on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist shall monitor 

construction activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach 

into biologically sensitive areas, or cause other similar damage, and that the work plan has 

been amended to accommodate any sensitive species located during the pre-construction 

surveys. In addition, the Qualified Biologist shall document field activity via the Consultant 

Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR shall be emailed to the ED on the first day of monitoring, 

the first week of each month, the last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of 

any undocumented condition or discovery. 

I. Subsequent Resource Identification – The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to prevent 

any new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna on site (e.g., flag plant specimens for 

avoidance during access). If active nests or other previously unknown sensitive resources 

are detected, all project activities that directly impact the resource shall be delayed until 

species-specific local, state, or federal regulations have been determined and applied by 

the Qualified Biologist. 

Post Construction 

J. Final Monitoring Report - If no deviations from the approved construction plan occur 

during work, no additional documentation is required. If deviations from the approved 

construction plan do occur, such as unanticipated impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities or unanticipated discharge of pollutants, a Final Monitoring Report shall be 

prepared within 30 days following the completion of mitigation monitoring efforts 

detailing construction and monitoring that occurred and any remedial or compensatory 

measures taken. 

K. Unintended Impact Mitigation - In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed 

amounts, additional impacts shall be mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, 

ESL and MSCP SAP, State CEQA, and other applicable local, state, and federal laws. The 

Qualified Biologist shall submit a final BCME/report to the satisfaction of the ED within 

30 days of construction completion. 
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MM-BIO-4 Species-Specific Sensitive Plant Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental review 

pursuant to CEQA, any direct impacts to the following special-status plant species would require 

mitigation in the form of an approved Conceptual Restoration Plan that would be implemented if any of 

the following species are identified within the proposed construction area: coast woolly-heads, 

decumbent goldenbush, estuary seablite, Nuttall’s lotus, aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, south coast 

saltscale, golden-spined cereum, cliff spurge, Orcutt’s pincushion, or Brand’s phacelia. 

The approved Conceptual Restoration Plan can be combined with the project Habitat Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plan and shall be prepared in accordance with Attachment B of the City’s Biology 

Guidelines and implemented in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. The plan shall include: 

• Provisions to salvage impacted plants for restoration following construction (i.e., 

transplantation), if feasible. 

• Soil shall be salvaged and re-used within on-site or off-site restoration areas, where 

appropriate, to capture seed bank and/or transfer soil conditions. 

• Seeds from impacted plants would be collected for grow-out and use in on-site or off-site 

restoration following construction, if feasible.  

• Conceptual planting plan, including grading and temporary irrigation if necessary to create 

appropriate habitat conditions to support the species. 

• Planting specifications (e.g., seed source, soil suitability, container size). 

• Monitoring program including success criteria (e.g., a minimum number of sensitive plant 

individuals, a minimum percent cover of native species, a maximum percent cover of non-

native species). 

• Long-term maintenance and preservation plan (e.g., sensitive plant monitoring, fencing and 

signage, adaptive management actions, site security from trespass or vandalism). 

MM-BIO-5 Eelgrass Mitigation 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, focused eelgrass surveys shall be conducted within suitable habitat and in 

accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidance (NOAA 2014). 

Where it is determined that eelgrass will be impacted by fill activities, an Eelgrass Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Plan) shall be prepared for review and approval by the National Oceanic 

and Atmospheric Administration’s NMFS and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

The Mitigation Plan shall describe the approach for compensatory mitigation for the loss of eelgrass 
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habitat. Such mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with the NMFS California Eelgrass 

Mitigation Policy, including site selection; initial and long-term habitat area replacement ratios; 

methods for and timing of transplantation activities; and monitoring, performance, and reporting 

requirements. In addition, mitigation shall comply with City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines Table 

2A (or the most current adopted guidelines at the time of review). 

Preference shall be given to in-kind replacement of the eelgrass habitat. At a minimum, the no-net-

loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission Bay 

itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan to the greatest extent feasible. 

Should in-kind mitigation within Mission Bay not be feasible, consideration shall be given to in-kind 

mitigation first in areas in close proximity to Mission Bay, then in locations within the Southern 

California region. If in-kind mitigation is not feasible, mitigation banks or in-lieu fee conservation 

programs shall be given preference over out-of-kind mitigation. All mitigation shall conform with the 

wetland restoration provisions of the City’s Biology Guidelines. 

MM-BIO-6 Grunion Monitoring and Avoidance Plan 

As part of the subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA it shall be 

determined if project activities are necessary below the high tide line during the grunion spawning 

season (March 1 through August 31 of any year), the project site and a 100-foot buffer shall be 

surveyed for spawning grunion during high tide of a full or new moon for 3 nights, beginning with the 

nearest grunion run prior to commencement of sand placement activities. Monitoring shall be 

conducted by a qualified biologist and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

published dates for grunion runs should be utilized. Project activities below the high tide line shall not 

occur within the 4 days of a full or new moon event (see CDFW grunion run calendar). Grunion 

monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for 30 minutes prior to, and 2 hours following, 

the predicted start of each daily spawning event. Sufficient qualified biologists shall be employed to 

ensure that the entire proposed sand placement site is monitored during the predicted grunion run. 

Monitoring is not necessary in areas where there is no sand, such as areas supporting 100% cobble 

or marshlands with no sand exposed during high tide.  

The magnitude and extent of a spawning event shall be defined in 300-foot segments of beach using 

the Walker Scale. Every individual fish (males and females) shall be counted each night (3 nights total), 

with the greatest numbers being utilized to determine the Walker Scale value (e.g., 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) 

of each 300-foot segment within the proposed work area. Project activities shall be modified according 

to the following plan: 

If a grunion run consisting of 0–10 individual fish per 300-foot segment (Walker Scale 0) is reported 

within 2 weeks prior to, or during, project work, the Contractor does not need to take any avoidance 
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action for grunion eggs. No mature grunion may be intentionally buried or harmed as a result of 

project activities. 

Within 2 weeks prior to proposed work, if a grunion run consisting of 10 or more individual fish per 

300-foot segment (Walker Scale 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the Contractor shall avoid work on the 

respective beach segment(s) and truck route and additionally, shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either 

side of the segment(s) and route for a minimum of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried 

or disturbed. These areas shall be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates and marked with 

irrigation flags for a minimum of 2 weeks or when the next scheduled grunion run will be monitored. 

The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid operations on such beach segments and 

their associated buffers. No mature grunion may be intentionally harmed as a result of 

project activities. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 100 to 500 individual 

fish in one or more 300-foot segments (Walker Scale 2) in the work area is reported, the Contractor 

shall avoid impacts to grunion eggs to the greatest extent feasible and then shall minimize impacts to 

grunion eggs through such measures as alteration of the truck route, sediment discharge points, 

spreading areas, and placement locations. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 500 or more individual 

fish per segment (Walker Scale 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the Contractor shall avoid work on the respective 

beach segment(s) and truck route and additionally, shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either side of the 

segment(s) and route for a minimum of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried or 

disturbed. These areas shall be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates, and marked with 

irrigation flags for a minimum of 2 weeks when the next scheduled grunion run will be monitored. 

The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid operations on such beach segments and 

their associated buffers. No mature grunion may be intentionally harmed as a result of 

project activities. 

MM-BIO-7 Caulerpa Management 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, the City shall retain a certified Caulerpa surveyor as per NOAA Fisheries 

Certified Caulerpa Surveyors List to identify the potential existence of invasive Caulerpa spp. within 

the program component areas that have potential to support invasive Caulerpa spp., as identified 

during subsequent review and approvals, through surveys conducted in accordance with the Caulerpa 

Control Protocol: https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2021-12/caulerpacontrol-protocol-v5.pdf (October 

2021) prior to construction in those Program component areas. Any sightings of Caulerpa spp. shall 
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be reported within 24 hours to CDFW (Caulerpa@wildlife.ca.gov) and the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries at (562) 980-4037 and nmfs.wcr.caulerpa@noaa.gov. 

MM-BIO-8 Avoidance of Listed Species Take 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, an analysis of listed wildlife species that have a moderate or high potential 

to occur within or adjacent to individual components must be conducted. The analysis shall be based 

on life history and distribution of each species and presence of suitable habitat within or adjacent to 

the project and survey results collected through implementation of MM-BIO-1, to determine the 

applicability of measures below that shall be implemented.  

MM-BIO-8A: Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN)  

Prior to any project pre-construction meeting associated with the Program, the Environmental 

Designee (ED) shall verify that Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) as well as any appropriate 

requirements regarding coastal California gnatcatcher, as specified below, are shown on the project’s 

biological monitoring exhibit(s).  

No construction activities shall occur within or adjacent to suitable habitat during the breeding 

seasons of coastal CAGN (March 1 to August 15) until the following requirements have been met to 

the satisfaction of the ED: 

1. A Qualified Biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery 

Permit) shall survey those suitable habitat areas within the MHPA that would be subject to 

construction noise levels exceeding 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) hourly average for the 

presence of CAGN. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey 

guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) within the breeding season 

prior to the commencement of any construction. If CAGN is present, then the following 

conditions must be met: 

a. From March 1 through August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat 

shall be permitted within the MHPA. Areas restricted from such activities shall be 

staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified monitoring biologist; and 

b. From March 1 through August 15 no construction activities shall occur within any 

portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 

60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat in the MHPA. An analysis 

showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA 

hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a Qualified 

Acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring 
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noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the ED at least 2 

weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the 

commencement of construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted 

from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; or 

c. At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 

direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall be 

implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities would not 

exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by CAGN and located in 

the MHPA. Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the 

construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be 

conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area in the MHPA to ensure that levels 

do not exceed 60 dBA hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented 

are determined to be inadequate by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the 

associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise 

attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August 16). Construction 

noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, 

or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify that noise levels at 

the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If not, other measures 

shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the ED, as necessary, to 

reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it 

already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited 

to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use 

of equipment.  

2. If CAGN are not detected during the protocol survey, the permitted biologist shall submit 

substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that demonstrates whether 

or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary between March 1 through 

August 15 and adherence to the following is required:  

a. If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for CAGN, to be present based on 

historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 1(c) shall be adhered 

to as specified above. 

b. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to the applicable species are anticipated, no 

additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 
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MM-BIO-8B Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV) 

Prior to any project pre-construction meeting associated with the Program, Environmental Designee 

(ED) verify that appropriate requirements regarding LBV, as specified below, are shown on the 

project’s biological monitoring exhibit(s).  

No construction activities shall occur within or adjacent to suitable habitat during the breeding 

seasons of LBV (March 15 to September 15) until the following requirements have been met to the 

satisfaction of the ED: 

1. A Qualified Biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery 

Permit) shall survey those habitat areas that would be subject to construction noise levels 

exceeding 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) hourly average for the presence of LBV. Surveys for 

this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) within the breeding season prior to the commencement 

of any construction. If LBV is present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a. From March 15 through September 15 no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 

habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or 

fenced under the supervision of the qualified monitoring biologist; and 

b. From March 15 through September 15 no construction activities shall occur within any 

portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 

60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat. An analysis showing that noise 

generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the 

edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing 

current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring noise level experience 

with listed animal species) and approved by the ED at least 2 weeks prior to the 

commencement of construction activities. Prior to the commencement of 

construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such 

activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified monitoring 

biologist; or 

c. At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 

direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall be 

implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities would not 

exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by LBV. Concurrent with 

the commencement of construction activities and the construction of necessary noise 

attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied 

habitat area to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly average. If the noise 

attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the Qualified 
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Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until such 

time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season 

(September 16). Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least 

twice weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, 

to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA 

hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. 

If not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the 

ED, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may 

include, but are not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment 

and the simultaneous use of equipment.  

2. If LBV are not detected during the protocol survey, the permitted biologist shall submit 

substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that demonstrates whether 

or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary between March 15 through 

September 15 and adherence to the following is required:  

a. If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for LBV to be present based on historical 

records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 1(c) shall be adhered to as 

specified above. 

b. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to the applicable species are anticipated, no 

additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8C:  California Least Tern (CLT)/Western Snowy Plover (WSP) 

In order to prevent impacts to CLT and WSP, no clearing, grubbing or grading, or active wetland 

creation/restoration shall take place within or adjacent to the MHPA, CLT preserves as identified in 

the current Mission Bay Park Natural Resources Management Plan at the time of construction, or 

coastal salt marsh habitats during the City’s general avian breeding season of February 1 to 

September 15.  

Additionally, the following requirements from the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management 

Plan (City of San Diego 1990) and Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update (City of San Diego 2002) for 

the CLT shall be met: 

1. In-water construction or dredging shall not be permitted in Mission Bay from April 1 through 

September 15, unless otherwise approved in writing by the City of San Diego, California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Any exception would have 

to meet the following criteria to preserve least tern nesting and foraging: use of silt curtains 

or similar devices around in-water construction activity, use of noise reduction or low noise 
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equipment, and use of timing and location restrictions on activity to avoid interfering with 

breeding sites or major least tern foraging areas. 

2. Direct impacts to permanently designated least tern nesting sites shall not be permitted. 

3. The 150-foot buffer zone for each least tern nesting site shall be free of structures with heights 

over 6 feet, including fencing, to avoid providing raptors perches from which to prey on CLT chicks. 

4. Any existing noise attenuation berms to prevent any significant noise from reaching the Multi-

Habitat Planning Area and CLT preserve shall remain in accordance with the Mission Bay Park 

Natural Resource Management Plan and Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

5. If construction activities take place during the CLT breeding season, significant impacts may 

occur to least tern in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area. To avoid significant noise impacts to 

breeding least terns, construction within 500 feet of least tern preserves shall take place 

outside the least tern breeding season, which ranges from April 1 to September 15.  

Additionally, the following requirements for the CLT shall be met: 

1. Beginning April 1 and ending September 15, a CLT biologist shall monitor daily for the arrival 

of CLTs into Mission Bay, and immediately notify the USFWS upon their arrival. Notification 

to the USFWS shall occur via email on a daily basis as to the presence or absence of least 

terns in Mission Bay. The CLT biologist shall be present throughout the period of in-water 

construction and will note the present of CLTs in Mission Bay and the work area.  

2. A biological monitoring with CLT experience shall be present on all days when in-water work 

is conducted after least terns arrive in Mission Bay. The biological monitor shall be present 

throughout the period of in-water construction and shall note the presence of CLTs in Mission 

Bay and the work area, and any project-generated surface turbidity. Surface turbidity is 

defined as an obvious discoloration of the top 10 feet of the water column visible to the 

human eye. Project-generated surface turbidity shall not exceed 500 feet in length or width, 

or persist long than 1 hour. 

3. The biological monitoring shall provide daily field reports to the ED and USFWS within 24 hours 

of each monitoring date. The daily field reports shall include photographs showing the best 

management practices surrounding the work area taken during in-water work, and any 

incidences of plume escape or expansion outside of the silt curtain. The biological monitoring 

shall also submit a final summary report of monitoring to the ED and USFWS within 30 days 

of completion of in-water work.  
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In addition, if work is proposed where CLT or WSP has a moderate or high potential to nest, a USFWS 

and CDFW-approved biologist will perform the following duties prior to the start of construction of 

those program component areas: 

1. The USFWS-CDFW biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that would be subject to 

construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average for the presence of CLT and/or 

WSP. As required by species, surveys shall be conducted pursuant to any approved protocol 

survey guidelines established by USFWS, CDFW or other authorized agency within the 

breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If CLT and/or WSP are 

determined to be present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a. From March 1 to September 15 for WSP and April 1 to September 15 for CLT, no 

clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted 

from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist. No construction activities shall occur within any portion of the 

site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly 

average at the edge of occupied habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by 

construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

occupied habitat must be completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing current 

noise engineer license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with 

listed animal species) and approved by the Environmental Designee (ED) at least 2 

weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the 

commencement of construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted 

from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; or 

b. At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 

direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall be 

implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities would 

not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by CLT and/or WSP. 

Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the construction of 

necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge 

of the occupied habitat area to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly 

average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be 

inadequate by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction 

activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or 

until the end of the breeding season (September 16). Construction noise monitoring 

shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, or more 

frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify that noise levels at the 

edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 
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ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If not, other measures 

shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the ED, as necessary, to 

reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it 

already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not 

limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the 

simultaneous use of equipment. 

2. If CLT and/or WSP are not detected during the required survey(s), the permitted biologist shall 

submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that demonstrates 

whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary during the specific 

breeding seasons for these species, and adherence to the following is required:  

a. If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for CLT and/or WSP to be present 

based on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 1(c) shall be 

adhered to as specified above. 

b. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no additional 

mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8D:  Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail and Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (LFRR/BSS) 

if work is proposed where light-footed Ridgway’s rail (LFRR) or Belding’s savannah sparrow (BSS) has 

a moderate or high potential to nest, a USFWS (for LFRR only) and CDFW (for LFRR and BSS) approved 

biologist will perform the following duties prior to the start of construction of those Program 

component areas: 

1. The approved biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that would be subject to 

construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average for the presence of LFRR and/or 

BSS. As required by species, surveys shall be conducted pursuant to any approved protocol 

survey guidelines established by USFWS, CDFW or other authorized agency within the 

breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If LFRR and/or BSS are 

determined to be present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a. From March 1 to September 15 for LFRR and February 1 to August 1 for BSS, no 

clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted 

from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; and 

b. From March 1 to September 15 for LFRR and February 1 to August 1 for BSS, no 

construction activities shall occur within any portion of the site where construction 

activities would result in noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

occupied habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities 
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would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be 

completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or 

registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and 

approved by the Environmental Designee (ED) at least 2 weeks prior to the 

commencement of construction activities. Prior to the commencement of 

construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such 

activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified monitoring 

biologist; or 

c. At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 

direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) shall be 

implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities would 

not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by LFRR and/or BSS. 

Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the construction of 

necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge 

of the occupied habitat area to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly 

average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be 

inadequate by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction 

activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or 

until the end of the breeding season (September 16 for LFRR and August 2 for BSS). 

Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on 

varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify that 

noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA hourly 

average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If 

not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the 

ED, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may 

include, but are not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment 

and the simultaneous use of equipment.  

2. If LFRR and/or BSS are not detected during the required survey(s), the permitted biologist shall 

submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that demonstrates 

whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary during the specific 

breeding seasons for these species, and adherence to the following is required:  

a. If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for LFRR and/or BSS to be present 

based on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 1(c) shall be 

adhered to as specified above. 

b. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no additional 

mitigation measures would be necessary. 
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MM-BIO-8E:  Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW) 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, it shall be determined If work is proposed at a project location where BUOW 

have been identified during subsequent review to have a moderate or high potential to occur, the 

following species-specific mitigation measure is required.  

Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the Environmental Designee (ED) shall verify that the 

following project requirements regarding BUOW are shown on the construction plans and/or included 

in the contract specifications: 

Prior to Permit or Notice to Proceed Issuance: 

1. As program component areas have been determined to have BUOW occupation potential, the 

Applicant Department or Permit Holder shall submit evidence to the Environmental Designee 

(ED) and MSCP SAP staff, to the satisfaction of the City, verifying that a Biologist possessing 

qualifications pursuant to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 2012 Staff 

Report on BUOW Mitigation (hereafter referred as the CDFG 2012 Staff Report) has been 

retained to implement a BUOW construction impact avoidance program.  

2. The qualified BUOW biologist (or their designated biological representative) shall attend the 

pre-construction meeting to inform construction personnel about the City’s BUOW 

requirements and subsequent survey schedule. 

Prior to Start of Construction: 

1. The Applicant Department or Permit Holder and Qualified Biologist must ensure that initial 

pre-construction/take avoidance surveys of the component construction “site” are completed 

between 14 and 30 days before initial construction activities, including brushing, clearing, 

grubbing, or grading of the site, regardless of the time of the year. “Site” means the component 

construction site and the area within a radius of 450 feet of the component construction site. 

A report detailing the results of the surveys shall be submitted and approved by the Wildlife 

Agencies (i.e., USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) and/or City 

MSCP SAP staff prior to construction or BUOW eviction(s) and shall include maps of the 

component site and BUOW locations on aerial photos. 

2. The pre-construction survey shall follow the methods described in the CDFG 2012 Staff Report 

Appendix D. 

3. 24 hours prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the Qualified Biologist shall 

verify results of pre-construction/take avoidance surveys via review of the Survey Report (see 
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report requirements in CDFG 2012, Staff Report – Appendix D 3) that is to be provided to the 

City and Wildlife Agencies. Written verification via the Survey Report shall be provided to the 

City’s ECP ED and MSCP SAP sections, and to the satisfaction of these sections. If results of the 

pre-construction surveys have changed and BUOW are present in areas not previously 

identified, immediate notification to the City and Wildlife Agencies shall be provided prior to 

ground-disturbing activities.  

During Construction: 

1. Best management practices shall be employed, as BUOWs are known to use open pipes, 

culverts, excavated holes, and other burrow-like structures at construction sites. Legally 

permitted active construction projects that are occupied by BUOW and have followed all 

protocol in this mitigation section, or sites within 450 feet of occupied BUOW areas, shall 

undertake measures to discourage BUOWs from recolonizing previously occupied areas or 

colonizing new portions of the site. Such measures include, but are not limited to, ensuring 

that the ends of all pipes and culverts are covered when they are not being worked on and 

covering rubble piles, dirt piles, ditches, and berms.  

2. Ongoing BUOW detection – If BUOWs or active burrows are not detected during the pre-

construction surveys, Section “A” below shall be followed. IF BUOWS OR BURROWS ARE 

DETECTED DURING THE PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS, SECTION “B” SHALL BE FOLLOWED. 

NEITHER THE MSCP SUBAREA PLAN NOR THIS MITIGATION SECTION ALLOWS FOR ANY 

BUOWS TO BE INJURED OR KILLED OUTSIDE OR WITHIN THE MHPA; IN ADDITION, IMPACTS 

TO BUOWS WITHIN THE MHPA MUST BE AVOIDED.  

A. Post-Survey Follow-Up if BUOWs and/or Signs of Active Natural or Artificial Burrows Are 

Not Detected During the Initial Pre-Construction Survey – Monitoring the site for new 

burrows is required using the protocol in CDFG 2012 Staff Report Appendix D for the 

period following the initial pre-construction survey, until construction is scheduled to be 

complete and is complete. (NOTE: Using a projected completion date [that is amended if 

needed] will allow development of a monitoring schedule that adheres to the required number 

of surveys in the detection protocol.) 

i) If no active burrows are found but BUOWs are observed to occasionally (1–3 

sightings) use the site for roosting or foraging, they shall be allowed to do so with 

no changes in the construction or construction schedule. 

ii) If no active burrows are found but BUOWs are observed, during follow-up 

monitoring or repeatedly (4 or more sightings), using the site for roosting or 

foraging, the ED shall be notified, and any portion of the site where owls have 
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been sighted and that has not been graded or otherwise disturbed shall be 

avoided until further notice.  

iii) If a BUOW begins using a burrow on the site at any time after the initial pre-

construction survey, procedures described in Section “b” must be followed.  

iv) Any actions other than these require the approval of the City and the Wildlife 

Agencies. 

B. Post-Survey Follow Up if BUOWs and/or Active Natural or Artificial Burrows Are Detected 

During the Initial Pre-Construction Survey – Monitoring the site for new burrows is 

required using the protocol in CDFG 2012 Staff Report Appendix D for the period 

following the initial pre-construction survey, until construction is scheduled to be 

complete and is complete. (NOTE: Using a projected completion date [that is amended if 

needed] will allow development of a monitoring schedule that adheres to the required 

number of surveys in the detection protocol.) This section (B) applies only to sites 

(including biologically defined territory) wholly outside of the MHPA; ALL DIRECT AND 

INDIRECT IMPACTS TO BUOWS WITHIN THE MHPA SHALL BE AVOIDED. 

i) If one or more BUOWs are using any burrows (including pipes, culverts, debris 

piles, etc.) on or within 300 feet of the proposed construction area, the ED and 

MSCP SAP staff shall be immediately contacted. The City’s ED and MSCP SAP staff 

shall contact the Wildlife Agencies regarding eviction/collapsing burrows and 

enlist the appropriate City biologist for ongoing coordination with the Wildlife 

Agencies and the qualified consulting BUOW biologist. No construction shall 

occur within 300 feet of an active burrow without written concurrence from the 

Wildlife Agencies. This distance may increase or decrease, depending on the 

burrow’s location in relation to the site’s topography, and other physical and 

biological characteristics. 

a) Outside the Breeding Season – If the BUOW is using a burrow on site outside the 

breeding season (i.e., September 1 to January 31), the BUOW may be evicted after 

the qualified BUOW biologist has determined via fiber optic camera or other 

appropriate device, that no eggs, young, or adults are in the burrow. Eviction requires 

preparation of an Exclusion Plan prepared in accordance with CDFG 2012 Staff 

Report Appendix E (or most recent guide available) for review and submittal to the 

Wildlife Agencies. Written concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies is required prior to 

Exclusion Plan implementation.  

b) During Breeding Season – If a BUOW is using a burrow on site during the breeding 

season (February 1 to August 31), construction shall not occur within 300 feet of 

the burrow until the young have fledged and are no longer dependent on the 
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burrow, at which time the BUOWs can be evicted. Eviction requires preparation 

of an Exclusion Plan prepared in accordance with CDFG 2012 Staff Report, 

Appendix E (or most recent guidance available) for review and submittal to 

Wildlife Agencies and City of San Diego (ECP ED and MSCP SAP). Written 

concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies prior to Exclusion Plan implementation. 

C. Survey Reporting During Construction – Details of construction surveys and evictions (if 

applicable) conducted shall be immediately (within 5 working days or sooner) reported to 

the ECP ED, MSCP SAP staff, and the Wildlife Agencies and must be provided in writing (as 

by email) and acknowledged to have been received by the required Wildlife Agencies and 

ECP staff member(s). 

Post Construction: 

1. Details of all the surveys and actions undertaken on site with respect to BUOWs (e.g., 

occupation, eviction, locations) shall be reported to the ECP ED and the Wildlife Agencies 

within 21 days post-construction. This report must include summaries of all previous reports 

for the site and maps of the site and BUOW locations on aerial photos. 

MM-BIO-8F:  Crotch’s Bumble Bee 

Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA,, it shall be determined if work is proposed at a Program component location 

where Crotch’s bumble bee have been identified during subsequent review to have a moderate or 

high potential to occur, the following species-specific mitigation measure is required to minimize the 

potential for take of this state candidate endangered species. Should this species no longer be a state 

candidate for listing or state listed as threatened or endangered at the time of the pre-construction 

meeting or protocol surveys are completed and determine the species is absent from the Program 

component site, then this mitigation measures shall not be required.  

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction, the City’s 

Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve construction documents (plans, 

specification, details, etc.) to ensure the applicable mitigation monitoring and reporting 

program (MMRP) requirements are incorporated into the design. 

a. To avoid impacts on Crotch’s bumble bee, removal of habitat in the proposed area of 

disturbance must occur outside of the Colony Active Period between April 1 and 

August 31. If the removal of habitat in the proposed area of disturbance must occur 

during the Colony Active Period, a Qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-activity 

survey no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of construction activities to 
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determine the presence or absence of Crotch’s bumble bee within the proposed area 

of disturbance. 

b. Surveys must be conducted by a Qualified Biologist meeting the qualifications 

discussed in the CDFW guidance (i.e., Survey Considerations for CESA Candidate 

Bumble Bee Species, dated June 6, 2023).  

c. The pre-activity survey shall consist of photographic surveys following CDFW guidance 

(i.e., Survey Considerations for CESA Candidate Bumble Bee Species, dated June 6, 

2023). In coordination with CDFW, the Qualified Biologist may be required to send all 

photo vouchers to a CDFW-approved taxonomist to confirm the identifications of the 

bumble bees encountered during surveys. The surveys shall consist of passive 

methods unless a Memorandum of Understanding is obtained from CDFW. If 

additional activities (e.g., capture or handling) are deemed necessary to identify 

bumble bees of an unknown species that may be Crotch’s bumble bee, then the 

Qualified Biologist shall obtain the required authorization via a Memorandum of 

Understanding or Scientific Collecting Permit pursuant to the CDFW 2023 Survey 

Considerations for CESA Candidate Bumble Bee Species. Survey methods that involve 

lethal take of species are not acceptable. Survey results will be considered valid until 

the start of the next colony active period. 

d. If pre-activity surveys identify Crotch’s bumble bee individuals on site, the Qualified 

Biologist shall notify and consult with CDFW to establish, monitor, and maintain no-

work buffers around the associated floral resources or nest, as appropriate. The size 

and configuration of the no-work buffer shall be based on the best professional 

judgment of the Qualified Biologist in consultation with CDFW. Construction activities 

shall not occur within the no-work buffers until the bees appear no longer active (i.e., 

associated floral resources appear desiccated and no bees are seen flying for three 

consecutive days indicating dispersal from the area).  

e. If Crotch’s bumble bee are identified during species-specific surveys, the City shall 

pursue an Incidental Take Permit from CDFW. Take of any endangered, threatened, or 

candidate species that results from the project is prohibited, except as authorized by 

state law (California Fish and Game Code Sections 86, 2062, 2067, 2068, 2080, 2085; 

14 CCR 786.9) under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Mitigation for direct 

impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee will be fulfilled through compensatory mitigation at a 

minimum 1:1 nesting habitat replacement of equal or better functions and values to 

those impacted by the project, or as otherwise determined through the Incidental 

Take Permit process. 
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f. Survey data shall be submitted by the Qualified Biologist to the California Natural 

Diversity Database (CNDDB) in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding 

with CDFW, or Scientific Collecting Permit requirements, as applicable. 

MM-BIO-8G: CDFW Fully Protected Species 

Take of CDFW fully protected species including white-tailed kite, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, and 

California least tern may not occur except with take permit authorization from CDFW, and only under 

specific circumstances. Light-footed Ridgway’s rail and California least tern are also listed as 

endangered by USFWS and would require federal take authorization if take is unavoidable.  

If work is proposed at a component location where fully protected species have been identified during 

subsequent review to have a moderate or high potential, focused wildlife surveys would be required.  

1. Prior to the issuance of any NTP, or pre-construction meeting, the ECP ED shall verify that the 

following project requirements regarding the fully protected species are shown on the 

construction plans where such construction occurs within suitable habitat for these species: 

A. Impacts to fully protected species shall be fully avoided. For construction sites that 

support suitable habitat for fully protected species, a qualified biologist shall remain on 

site during all vegetation clearing and perform periodic site inspections (1–2 times/week) 

during grading and vegetation removal activities. Should a fully protected species nest be 

detected, a buffer of a minimum of 500 feet shall be established, and no activity shall occur 

within the buffer zone until the biologist determines and CDFW confirms that all chicks 

have fledged and are no longer reliant on the nest site.  

MM-BIO-8H: Marine Mammals and Green Sea Turtles 

Prior to subsequent project-level approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental 

review pursuant to CEQA, a hydroacoustic study would be required to determine if components that 

require in-water pile driving have the potential to generate sound exposure levels exceeding the 

thresholds described in Table 4.2-39. 
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Table 4.2-39 

Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Pressure Level Impacts 

 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Fish (206 dB 

peak and 187 dB 

accumulated SEL) 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Mammals 

(160 dBrms for impact; 

120 dBrms for 

vibratory) 

Impact Threshold 

for Green Sea 

Turtles (166 dBrms) 

Assumed Component 

Noise Levels (>5 

meters of water) 

Potentially Significant Hydroacoustic Impacts 

76–188 dBpeak  No N/A N/A 

146–166 dBSEL  Maybe1 N/A N/A 

166–176 dBrms  N/A Yes Yes 

Source: M&A 2017. 

Notes: dB = decibel; SEL = sound exposure level; rms = root mean square; N/A = not applicable.  
1 Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes (SELcumulative = SEL + 10*log [# strikes]) as such, 

the starting SEL would dictate the number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold of 187dB 

SELcumulative. 

Should pile driving be found to result in sound exposure levels that would cause indirect 

hydroacoustic impacts on marine species through exceedance of approved thresholds in Table 4.2-39, 

the following measures shall be followed, or similar measures as may be required by the National 

Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):  

A. Employ protected species observers (PSO). PSOs must be qualified, NMFS-approved PSOs. 

B. Monitoring must take place from 30 minutes prior to initiation of pile driving activity (i.e., 

pre-start clearance monitoring) through 30 minutes post-completion of pile 

driving activity. 

C. Pre-start clearance monitoring must be conducted during periods of visibility sufficient for 

the lead PSO to determine that the shutdown zones (as determined by hydroacoustic 

analysis) are clear of marine mammals and green sea turtles. Pile driving may commence 

following 30 minutes of observation when the determination is made that the shutdown 

zones are clear of marine mammals. 

D. If a marine mammals or green sea turtles are observed entering or within the shutdown 

zones, pile driving activity must be delayed or halted.  

E. If pile driving is delayed or halted due to the presence of a marine mammal or green sea 

turtle, the activity may not commence or resume until either the animal has voluntarily 
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exited and been visually confirmed beyond the shutdown zone or 15 minutes have passed 

without re-detection of the animal. 

F. Use soft start techniques when impact pile driving. Soft start requires contractors to 

provide an initial set of three strikes at reduced energy, followed by a 30-second waiting 

period, then two subsequent reduced energy strike sets. A soft start must be implemented 

at the start of each day’s impact pile driving and at any time following cessation of impact 

pile driving for a period of 30 minutes or longer. 

G. Noise attenuation: a bubble curtain must be used during impact pile driving. The bubble 

curtain must be operated as necessary to achieve optimal performance. At a minimum, 

the following performance standards shall be met: 

i. The bubble curtain must distribute air bubbles around 100 percent of the piling 

circumference for the full depth of the water column. 

ii. The lowest bubble ring must be in contact with the substrate for the full 

circumference of the ring, and the weights attached to the bottom ring shall ensure 

100 percent substrate contact. No parts of the ring or other objects shall prevent full 

substrate contact. 

iii. Air flow to the bubblers must be balanced around the circumference of the pile. 

a. Construction staff must avoid direct physical interaction with marine mammals 

or green sea turtle during construction activity. If a marine mammal or green 

sea turtle comes within 10 meters of such activity, operations must cease and 

vessels must reduce speed to the minimum level required to maintain steerage 

and safe working conditions, as necessary to avoid direct physical interaction. 

4.2.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Sensitive Species 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-4 

would ensure that special-status plant species mapping and impact assessments are current, prior to 

implementation, and that significant direct impacts to MSCP SAP-covered and non-covered 

special-status plant species are reduced through design avoidance and minimization, construction 

monitoring and reporting, and restoration of suitable habitat and, where required, specific 

populations of special-status plant species. Because the timing of restoration implementation and 

program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts to special-status plant species are 

significant and unavoidable.  

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-BIO-2. EP-WQ-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-1a-g, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, 

MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-8a-h would ensure that mapping and impact assessments of direct and 
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indirect impacts to listed wildlife species (CAGN, CLT, WSP, BUOW, LBV, green sea turtle, and Crotch’s 

bumble bee) and protected marine mammals are current, prior to implementation, and that 

significant direct impacts from 1) habitat impacts are reduced through design avoidance and 

minimization, including MSCP SAP and NRMP conformance; 2) breeding season impacts and/or direct 

injury or harm to wildlife are reduced through construction monitoring and reporting, including 

specific survey requirements such as focused surveys and documentation of the results from the 

qualified biologist; 3) adverse edge conditions and other direct and indirect impacts to habitat during 

construction would be reduced through biological monitoring and reporting and construction BMPs; 

and 4) unavoidable direct impacts to suitable habitat are mitigated through restoration of suitable 

habitat. Based on these reductions, direct and indirect impacts to listed wildlife species and protected 

marine mammals during construction (i.e., direct harm to individuals) would be reduced to less than 

significant. Because the timing of restoration implementation and program component phasing is 

undetermined, direct impacts to listed wildlife species from potential temporal loss of suitable habitat 

are significant and unavoidable.  

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-BIO-2. EP-WQ-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, 

MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-8 would ensure that habitat mapping and impact assessments of direct 

impacts to non-listed special-status wildlife species (including MSCP SAP-covered and non-covered 

species, breeding and non-breeding avian species, invertebrate species, and reptiles) are current, 

prior to implementation, and that significant direct impacts from 1) habitat impacts are reduced 

through design avoidance and minimization, including MSCP SAP and NRMP conformance; 2) 

breeding season impacts are reduced through construction monitoring and reporting; 3) adverse 

edge conditions and other direct and indirect impacts to habitat during construction would be 

reduced through biological monitoring and reporting and construction BMPs; and 4) unavoidable 

direct impacts to suitable habitat are mitigated through restoration of suitable habitat. Based on these 

reductions, direct impacts to non-listed wildlife species during construction (i.e., direct harm to 

individuals) would be reduced to less than significant. Because the timing of restoration 

implementation and program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts to non-listed 

wildlife species from potential temporal loss of suitable habitat are significant and unavoidable.  

Issue 2:  Sensitive Habitats 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, and MM-BIO-3 would ensure that 

mapping and impact assessments of special-status vegetation communities are current, prior to 

implementation, and that significant direct impacts to special-status vegetation communities are 

reduced through design avoidance and minimization, construction monitoring and reporting, and 

restoration of native vegetation communities/habitats. Because the timing of restoration 

implementation and program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts to special-status 

vegetation communities are significant and unavoidable.  
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Issue 3:  Wetlands 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-5 would ensure that 

mapping and impact assessments of jurisdictional aquatic resources are current, prior to 

implementation, and that significant direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources are reduced 

through design avoidance and minimization, construction monitoring and reporting, and restoration 

of native vegetation communities/habitats. Because the timing of restoration implementation and 

program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources are 

significant and unavoidable.  

Issue 4:  Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, MM-BIO-3, MM-BIO-6, and MM-BIO-7 

would ensure that significant direct impacts to wildlife movement and nursery sites (grunion spawning 

areas) are reduced through design avoidance and minimization, construction monitoring and 

reporting, including measures to prevent the spread of invasive Caulerpa, and restoration of native 

vegetation communities/habitats. Based on these reductions, direct impacts to wildlife movement and 

nursery sites during construction would be reduced to less than significant. Because the timing of 

restoration implementation and program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts to 

wildlife movement and nursery sites from potential temporal loss of suitable habitat are significant 

and unavoidable.  

Issue 5:  Conservation Planning 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-8 would 

ensure that mapping and impact assessments of MSCP SAP-covered species and habitats are current, 

prior to implementation, and that significant direct impacts to MSCP SAP are reduced through design 

avoidance and minimization, compliance with the MSCP SAP and NRMP, construction monitoring and 

reporting, and restoration of native vegetation communities/habitats. Based on these measures, 

components would only be implemented following review for MSCP SAP and NRMP conformance 

which would avoid conflicts with the MSCP SAP. However, because the timing of restoration 

implementation and program component phasing is undetermined, direct impacts from the potential 

temporal loss of covered habitats in the MSCP SAP are significant and unavoidable.  

Issue 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Edge Effects  

The Program would not result in significant impacts under this issue area.  
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Issue 7: Local Policies/Ordinances 

The Program would not result in significant impacts under this issue area.  

Issue 8:  Invasive Species 

Implementation of EP-BIO-1, EP-LU-1, MM-BIO-3, and MM-BIO-7 would ensure that Program 

components do not result in the introduction of invasive species of plants into natural open space 

areas and would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

  



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.2-108 10523 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Da
te: 

8/2
7/2

025
  - 

 La
st s

ave
d b

y: m
mc

gin
nis

  - 
 Pa

th: 
Z:\

Pro
jec

ts\j
10

523
01

\MA
PD

OC
\DO

CU
ME

NT
\EI

R\F
igu

re4
_2

_1_
MB

_E
lem

ent
s.m

xd

209

274

209

8

5

CLAIREMONT

CATA
LIN

A

LORING

BARNETT

LA JOLLA

CAMULO
S

FAMOSA

SPORTS ARENA

FRIARS

WEST POINT LOMA

CA
MIN

O D
EL

 RI
O W

ES
T

MIDWAY

SOLEDAD MTN

CHATS
WORTH

LYTTON

KURTZ

MO
RE

NA

ROSECRANS

VOLTAIRE

PACIFIC

TECOLOTE

GRAND

TURQUOISE

GARNET

HANCOCK

LAMONT

MIS
SIO

N B
AY

VALETA

MIS
SIO

N

BALBOA

FOOTHILL

SEA WORLD

WEST MISSION BAY

INGRAHAM

SUNSET
 CLIF

FS

SOLEDAD

NIMITZ

S a n  D i e g o  R i v e r

Restoration of
the Seawall
Bulkhead -
Segment A

Crown Point
Restoration

Vacation Island
NE (i.e.

Ski Beach)
Vacation

Island NW

Vacation
Island SW

Ventura
Cove Park

West Sail Bay

Bahia Point
Shoreline

SeaWorld Drive/San
Diego River
Site No. 5a

- Cloverleaf Area

Restoration of the
Seawall Bulkhead

- Segment A

Ocean Beach
Bike Path

Fiesta
Island

Causeway Path

Rose Creek
Bike Path

SeaWorld Drive/San Diego River Site No.
5b - Triangle Restoration Area

Fiesta
Island No.
1 - South

Fiesta Island
No. 3 - Near

Youth Camping

Fiesta Island
No. 2 - North

Central

SeaWorld Drive/San
Diego River Site
No. 5c - South

Shores East Area

Restoration of the
Seawall Bulkhead

- Segment C

Restoration of the
Seawall Bulkhead

- Segment B

Bonita Cove

North Fiesta
Island Stockpile

Option 1

North Fiesta
Island Stockpile

Option 3

North Fiesta
Island Stockpile

Option 2

Tecolote Creek
and Fiesta

Island Causeway

Cudahy
Creek

Wetland

Fiesta Island No.
4 - California

Least Tern Preserve

North
Fiesta
Island

Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

SOURCE: SANGIS 2023

0 1,800900 Feet

Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone/Biological Study Area (BSA)
MHPA
Wetland and Water Quality Improvements
Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion
Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Restoration of Shoreline

FIGURE 4.2-1



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.2-110 10523 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Da
te: 

8/2
7/2

025
  - 

 La
st s

ave
d b

y: m
mc

gin
nis

  - 
 Pa

th: 
Z:\

Pro
jec

ts\j
10

523
01

\MA
PD

OC
\DO

CU
ME

NT
\EI

R\F
igu

re4
_2

_2_
CN

DD
B_

Sp
eci

es.
mx

d

209

274

209

8

5

CATALIN
A

LA JOLLA

LORING

TURQUOISE

CAMULO
S

FAMOSA

SPORTS ARENA

PACIFIC

POINT LOMA

WEST POINT LOMA

CA
MIN

O D
EL

 RI
O W

ES
T

MIDWAY

SOLEDAD MTN

CHATS
WORTH

LYTTON

KURTZ

MO
RE

NA

ROSECRANSVOLTAIRE

CLAIREMONT

TECOLOTE

BARNETT

GRAND

FRIARS

BALBOAGARNET

HANCOCK

LAMONT

MIS
SIO

N B
AY

VALETA

MISSION

FOOTHILL

SEA WORLD

WEST MISSION BAY

INGRAHAM

SUNSET
 CLIF

FS

NIMITZ

1
1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 1

1

1 1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

3

4

4 4

5

6
7

8

8

8 9

9

9

10

11

11
12

12

12

12

12

12

13

13

13

14

15

16

16

10

10

10

10

11

12

12

2

7

3

3

8

9

9
4

4

4

5

5

1

6

6

6

6

6

6

S a n  D i e g o  R i v e r

CNDDB Results
Mission Bay Park Improvements Program EIR

SOURCE: SANGIS 2023, 2025; CNDDB 2025

0 1,800900 Feet

Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone/Biological Study Area (BSA)
SANBIOS Species

Belding's savannah sparrow
California least tern
Light footed clapper rail
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2, burrowing owl
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8, pocketed free-tailed bat
9, big free-tailed bat
10, Southern California legless lizard
11, California glossy snake

12, orange-throated whiptail
CNDDB Plant Species

1, Nuttall's acmispon
2, aphanisma
3, wart-stemmed ceanothus
4, Orcutt's pincushion
5, salt marsh bird's-beak
6, San Diego sand aster
7, sticky dudleya
8, beach goldenaster
9, decumbent goldenbush
10, San Diego marsh-elder
11, Coulter's goldfields
12, coast woolly-heads
13, Brand's star phacelia
14, chaparral ragwort
15, oil neststraw
16, estuary seablite
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4.3 ENERGY 

This section describes the existing energy conditions of the Program site and vicinity, identifies 

associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures 

related to implementation of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program), if applicable. 

The following discussion is based on the information from the Air Quality Technical Report prepared 

by Dudek and included as Appendix L of this Environmental Impact Report. 

4.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Project Location 

The Program location consists of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), as 

defined in City Charter Section 55.2. Regionally, the Improvement Zone is located in the westernmost 

portion of central City of San Diego. The Program is located at the coastline in the City of San Diego 

bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the south, Mission Beach 

to the west, and Interstate (I) 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone encompasses the 4,235-acre 

Mission Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. Within the Improvement Zone are 

various identified sites for known discrete projects (or “elements”) within the Program to be analyzed 

under this Environmental Impact Report. 

Electricity 

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, California used approximately 

239,480 gigawatt hours of electricity in 2023 (EIA 2025a). Electricity usage in California for different 

land uses varies substantially by the types of uses in a building, type of construction materials used in 

a building, and the efficiency of all electricity-consuming devices within a building. Due to the state’s 

energy efficiency building standards and efficiency and conservation programs, California consumes 

more electricity than all other states except Texas, yet it uses less per capita than any other state but 

Hawaii (EIA 2025a). 

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) provides electric services to 3.6 million customers 

through 1.4 million electric meters located in a 4,100-square-mile service area that includes San Diego 

County (County) and southern Orange County (SDG&E 2025). 

According to the 2023 SDG&E Power Content Label, eligible renewable energy accounts for 41.4% of 

SDG&E’s overall energy resources, with biomass and biowaste at 0.7%, eligible hydroelectric at 0.1%, 

solar at 22.6%, and wind at 18.0% (SDG&E 2024). Large hydroelectric accounts for 0.2% and natural 
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gas accounts for 58.4% of SDG&E’s energy resources. Within the County, annual electricity use in 2022 

was approximately 20,243 gigawatt hours per year (CEC 2025a). 

Natural Gas 

According to the Energy Information Administration, California used approximately 2,087,461 million 

cubic feet of natural gas in 2023 (EIA 2025b). The majority of California’s natural gas customers are 

residential and small commercial customers (core customers). These customers account for 

approximately 35% of the natural gas delivered by California utilities (CPUC 2025). Large consumers, 

such as electric generators and industrial customers (noncore customers), account for approximately 

65% of the natural gas delivered by California utilities (CPUC 2025). 

SDG&E provides the county with natural gas service. SDG&E distributes energy services to 3.7 million 

people through 905,000 natural gas meters in San Diego and southern Orange counties. Within the 

county, annual natural gas use was approximately 522 million therms in 2022 (CEC 2025b). 

Petroleum 

According to the Energy Information Administration, California used approximately 648 million barrels 

of petroleum in 2023, with the majority (555 million barrels) used for the transportation sector (EIA 

2025c). There are 42 U.S. gallons in a barrel, so this equates to a total daily use of approximately 

15 million barrels of petroleum among all sectors and 13 million gallons for the transportation sector. 

Petroleum usage in the state includes petroleum products such as motor gasoline, distillate fuel, 

liquefied petroleum gases, and jet fuel. At the federal and state levels, various policies, rules, and 

regulations have been enacted to improve vehicle fuel efficiency, promote the development and use 

of alternative fuels, reduce transportation‐source air pollutants and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 

and reduce vehicle miles traveled. Section 4.3.2 discusses in more detail both federal and state 

regulations that would help increase fuel efficiency of motor vehicles and reduce GHG emissions. 

Market forces have driven the price of petroleum products steadily upward over time, and 

technological advances have made use of other energy resources or alternative transportation modes 

increasingly feasible. 

4.3.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Federal 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

On December 19, 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) was signed into law. 

In addition to setting increased Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards for motor vehicles, this 
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federal legislation requires ever-increasing levels of renewable fuels (the Renewable Fuel Standard 

[RFS]) to replace petroleum (EPA 2024a). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for 

developing and implementing regulations to ensure that transportation fuel sold in the United States 

contains a minimum volume of renewable fuel. 

The RFS program was created under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and established the first renewable 

fuel volume mandate in the United States. As required under the act, the original RFS program (RFS1) 

required 7.5 billion gallons of renewable fuel to be blended into gasoline by 2012. Under the EISA, the 

RFS program was expanded in several keyways that lay the foundation for achieving significant 

reductions in GHG emissions from the use of renewable fuels, reducing imported petroleum, and 

encouraging the development and expansion of the renewable fuels sector in the United States. The 

updated program (RFS2) includes the following: 

• EISA expanded the RFS program to include diesel, in addition to gasoline. 

• EISA increased the volume of renewable fuel required to be blended into transportation fuel 

from 9 billion gallons in 2008 to 36 billion gallons by 2022. 

• EISA established new categories of renewable fuel and set separate volume requirements for 

each one. 

• EISA required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to apply lifecycle GHG performance 

threshold standards to ensure that each category of renewable fuel emits fewer GHGs than 

the petroleum fuel it replaces. 

Additional provisions of the EISA address energy savings in government and public institutions, 

research for alternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international energy programs, 

and the creation of green (environmentally beneficial) jobs. 

Local 

SDG&E Individual Integrated Resource Plan 

SDG&E’s Conforming Portfolio identifies a need for approximately 700 gigawatt hours of incremental 

renewable power in addition to the assumed increases in energy efficiency and behind-the-meter 

solar, to meet the 2030 planning target (approximately 4% of the total energy in the portfolio) (SDG&E 

2020). SDG&E’s Conforming Portfolio demonstrates that the utility has reduced its GHG emissions in 

the early years of the planning period, reflecting its current position in relation to its Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) targets—in 2018, approximately 45% of its energy mix came from delivering 

renewable resources (compared to an RPS requirement of 29%), it has aggressively adopted energy 

storage, and does not utilize coal resources. SDG&E is fully compliant with RPS and long-term 

contracting requirements. SDG&E continues its efforts to meet resource-specific renewable 
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procurement mandates, as required, but does not expect to procure additional resources for RPS 

compliance purposes until after 2030. SDG&E is forecasted to reach 49% renewable energy in 2021, 

98% of which would be from long-term contracts (SDG&E 2020). 

San Diego Association of Governments 

Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The passage of SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to prepare a Sustainable 

Communities Strategy in their Regional Transportation Plan. SANDAG serves as the Metropolitan 

Planning Organization for the San Diego region and is responsible for developing and adopting a 

Sustainable Communities Strategy that integrates transportation, land use, and housing to meet GHG 

reduction targets set by the California Air Resources Board. The most recent, San Diego Forward: The 

2021 Regional Plan, was adopted in 2021 and provides guidance on meeting or exceed GHG targets 

through implementation of five key transportation strategies. Through these strategies, the 2021 

Regional Plan is projected to reduce per capita GHG emissions from cars and light-duty trucks to 20% 

below 2005 levels by 2035, exceeding the region’s state-mandated target of 19% (SANDAG 2021a). 

City of San Diego 

General Plan 

The following policies contained in the Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan (City of 

San Diego 2024b) are applicable to the Program’s energy use (refer to Section 5.1, Land Use, for a 

consistency analysis related to goals and policies applicable to the Program): 

CE-A.5: Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for the construction and operation 

of buildings. 

Climate Action Plan 

The City adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in 2015 and updated it in 2022. The 2022 CAP establishes 

a communitywide goal of net zero GHG emissions by 2035, committing the City to an accelerated 

trajectory for GHG reductions. The CAP outlines strategies and measures to reduce the City’s 

contribution to GHG emissions and align with statewide emission targets (i.e., those outlined for 2030 

in SB 32). The CAP includes six strategies to facilitate GHG emission reduction from activities within 

the city. The measures addressed GHG emissions from the built environment, energy use, and 

transportation, among others (City of San Diego 2022b). The CAP identified the following six strategies 

to achieve the goals and targets set forth below: 

• Decarbonization of the Built Environment 

• Access to Clean and Renewable Energy 
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• Mobility and Land Use 

• Circular Economy and Clean Communities 

• Resilient Infrastructure and Health Ecosystems 

• Emerging Climate Actions 

Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy 

In December 2024, the San Diego City Council adopted an update to Council Policy No. 900-03, the Zero 

Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy, which establishes an implementing framework to 

ensure the City leads by example in decarbonizing the municipal building sector and transitioning to a 

zero-emissions fleet by 2035. The Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy applies to all 

municipal facilities and parking lots and is included in all new leases of City-owned property. 

With the adoption of the Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy, new construction 

projects will be required to be all-electric, 10% more efficient than the state code, and designed to 

include a solar or other renewable energy system plus a battery energy storage system large enough 

to cover the facility’s electricity load. All new construction projects shall be designed and operated 

with exclusively electric systems or appliances for space conditioning, water heating, cooking, and 

lighting, and without using any fossil fuel energy source for non-emergency electricity generation or 

any other non-emergency functions. All fleet parking spaces in associated parking lots must be EV 

Ready (i.e. wiring to the spaces), and staff and public spaces must meet CALGreen Tier 1 requirements 

for EV charging infrastructure. 

4.3.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to energy are based on the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, 

or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation. 

2. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 

energy efficiency. 
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4.3.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 

project construction or operation? 

Construction Use 

Electricity 

Electricity is not expected to be consumed in large quantity during Program construction, as 

construction equipment and vehicles are typically not electric, but rather diesel- or gas-powered. 

Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment, such as computers 

inside temporary construction trailers, would be provided by SDG&E. The electricity used for such 

activities would be temporary and would have a negligible contribution to the Program’s overall 

energy consumption. 

Natural Gas 

Natural gas is not anticipated to be required during Program construction. Fuels used for 

construction would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline, which are discussed below under the 

“petroleum” subsection. Any minor amounts of natural gas that may be consumed as a result of 

Program construction would have a negligible contribution to the proposed Program’s overall 

energy consumption. 

Petroleum 

Petroleum would be consumed throughout construction of the Program. Fuel consumed by 

construction equipment would be the primary energy resource expended over the course of 

construction, and vehicle miles traveled associated with the transportation of construction materials 

and construction worker commutes would also result in petroleum consumption. Heavy-duty 

construction equipment associated with construction activities and on-road trucks are assumed to 

use diesel fuel. In addition, tugboats and support vessels associated with construction activities 

would consume diesel fuel. It is assumed that construction workers would travel to and from the 

Program site in gasoline-powered vehicles. 

Fuel consumption from construction (off-road equipment, haul trucks, vendor trucks, worker vehicles) 

was estimated by converting the total emissions from each construction phase to gallons using 

conversion factors for carbon dioxide (CO2) to gallons of gasoline or diesel. The conversion factor for 

gasoline is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton of CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for diesel is 
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10.21 kilograms per metric ton of CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2025). Fuel consumption for 

marine vessels (i.e., tugboats, auxiliary generators, and support vessels) was calculated using the 

applicable higher heating value (137,000 British thermal units per gallon) and brake-specific fuel 

consumption value (7,420 British thermal units per brake horsepower-hour) for the diesel engines 

(SBCAPCD 2002). The estimated diesel fuel usage from construction equipment, haul trucks, vendor 

trucks, and marine vessels as well as estimated gasoline fuel usage from worker vehicles, is shown in 

Table 4.3-1. 

Table 4.3-1.  

Construction Petroleum Demand Summary 

Off-Road 

Equipment 

(Diesel) 

Haul Trucks 

(Diesel) 

Vendor Trucks 

(Diesel) 

Marine Vessels 

(Diesel) 

Worker Vehicles  

(Gasoline) 

Gallons 

455,894 292,280 22,629 67,932 20,970 

Source: Appendix L. 

In summary, construction of all Program elements is anticipated to consume approximately 

859,705 gallons of petroleum in total. Notably, the Program would be subject to the California Air 

Resources Board’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation that applies to certain off-road diesel 

engines, vehicles, or equipment greater than 25 horsepower. The regulation (1) imposes limits on 

idling, requires a written idling policy, and requires a disclosure when selling vehicles; (2) requires all 

vehicles to be reported to the California Air Resources Board (using the Diesel Off-Road Online 

Reporting System) and labeled; (3) restricts the adding of older vehicles into fleets starting on January 

1, 2014; and (4) requires fleets to reduce their emissions by retiring, replacing, or repowering older 

engines or installing Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies (i.e., exhaust retrofits). The fleet must 

either show that its fleet average index was less than or equal to the calculated fleet average target 

rate, or that the fleet has met the Best Achievable Control Technology requirements. Program 

construction would represent a “single-event” petroleum demand and would not require on-going or 

permanent commitment of petroleum resources for this purpose. Overall, Program construction 

would not involve activities or uses that require equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at 

comparable construction sites in the region or state. 

Operation 

Maintenance activities for the Program would be minimal and would be similar to those that occur 

under existing conditions. Because the Program would not result in any new long-term operational 

activities, there would be no increase in electricity, natural gas, or petroleum consumption during 

operations and maintenance compared to existing conditions. 
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Renewable Energy Potential 

Given the location of the Improvement Zone and the nature of the Program, there are anticipated 

considerable site constraints at a parcel level including potential limited land availability, protected 

habitats and preserves, incompatibility with on-site and surrounding land uses for large scale power 

generation facilities, and no known water or geothermal resources to harness, that would eliminate 

the potential for biomass, geothermal, solar, wind, and hydroelectric renewable energy to be installed 

within the Improvement Zone. Furthermore, the objectives of the Program include wetland 

expansion, water quality improvements, restoration of shoreline, the expansion of threatened species 

preserves, and the Program would not construct any buildings or increase operational energy needs. 

Therefore, the Improvement Zone would not be suitable for renewable energy production. Impacts 

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

would be less than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 

energy or energy efficiency? 

The Program proposes park improvements and does not involve the construction of a building. 

Therefore, the Program would not be subject to the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

(24 CCR, Part 6) or California Green Building Standards (CALGreen; 24 CCR, Part 11). On this basis, the 

Program would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 

energy efficiency. 

Various existing local plans would reduce energy use in the region, including the Program, such as the City 

of San Diego CAP, the City of San Diego Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy, SANDAG’S 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the California Air Resources Board 

Scoping Plan. The goals related to renewable energy or energy efficiency in these plans are focused on 

operation rather than temporary construction. Because the Program proposes park improvements that 

would not increase energy consumption during operation, the Program would not conflict with or impede 

the goals of these plans. Furthermore, approval of the Program itself would not change these regulations 

and would not provide any goals, policies, or programs that would conflict with or obstruct a state or local 

plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.3.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

No mitigation would be required. 
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4.3.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Consumption of Energy Resources 

The Program would have a less-than-significant impact. 

Issue 2: Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Plan 

The Program would have a less-than-significant impact. 
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4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses potential impacts related to geology 

and soil conditions that could result from implementation of the proposed Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program (Program). Information in this section is based in part, on the Desktop 

Geotechnical and Geologic Hazard Evaluation – Mission Bay Park Improvements Projects (Geotechnical 

Report), prepared by the Bodhi Group in June 2025, which is included as Appendix P of this EIR. 

4.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Please also refer to Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, of this EIR for a discussion of existing 

general physical conditions. 

4.4.1.1 Geologic Setting 

San Diego is located within the western (coastal) portion of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic 

Province of California. The Peninsular Ranges encompass an area that roughly extends from the 

Transverse Ranges and the Los Angeles Basin, south to the Mexican border, and beyond another 

approximately 800 miles to the tip of Baja California. The geomorphic province varies in width from 

approximately 30 to 100 miles, most of which is characterized by northwest-trending mountain ranges 

separated by subparallel fault zones. In general, the Peninsular Ranges are underlain by Jurassic-age 

metavolcanic and metasedimentary rocks and by Cretaceous-age igneous rocks of the southern 

California batholith. Geologic cover over the basement rocks in the westernmost portion of the 

province in San Diego County generally consists of Upper Cretaceous-, Tertiary-, and Quaternary-age 

sedimentary rocks (Appendix P). 

4.4.1.2 Local Geology 

The geologic units exposed in the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) consist 

of artificial fill (dredged hydraulic fill), young beach deposits, and Old paralic deposits. Although not 

exposed in the Improvement Zone, it is believed that the artificial fill is underlain locally by young 

alluvium, and young estuarine deposits. The young deposits are likely underlain by Old paralic 

deposits. Older Pliocene and Eocene sedimentary rocks unconformably underlie the Old paralic 

deposits. Artificial fill, beach deposits, and young alluvium/estuarine deposits may be subject to 

consolidation under additional fill or structural loads. Descriptions of the general characteristics of 

these units are described below and in Appendix P. 

A. Af—Artificial fill (late Holocene) 

The Improvement Zone is underlain by a variable thickness of artificial fill consisting of dredged, 

hydraulically place materials sourced from Mission Bay. Based on old topographic maps, the fill 
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likely ranges from 5-feet thick along the shore line to about 20-feet thick in the northern portions 

of the Improvement Zone. The fill likely consists of loose to medium dense sand. Portions of the 

fill may have been compacted during construction of existing streets and building pads, although 

there is no readily available documentation of compaction. The artificial fill may be subject to 

settlement under building or additional fill loads. 

B. Qya—Young alluvial deposits (Holocene and Late Pleistocene) 

Young alluvial and estuarine deposits (Holocene and late Pleistocene). The young alluvial and 

estuary (estuarine) deposits are not exposed at the ground surface in the Improvement Zone. 

Young alluvial and estuarine deposits likely underlie the artificial fill and are characterized as 

poorly consolidated, sand, silt and clay layers. The alluvium is loose to soft and saturated. The 

young alluvial and estuarine deposits are subject to settlement under building or additional fill 

loads and are liquefiable. 

C. Qmb—Young marine beach sediments (Holocene) 

The beach deposits are located west of the Oceanfront Walk seawall bulkhead and consist of 

unconsolidated, clean, fine to medium grained sand. The thickness of the sediments is dependent 

on seasonal variations in swell direction and intensity. Large storm surf has eroded the beach 

down to the underlying Old paralic deposits (Unit 6) and exposed the bulkhead foundations during 

El Niño episodes. Beach sediments are compressible and erodible. 

D. Qop6—Old paralic deposits, Unit 6 (middle to early Pleistocene) 

The Old paralic deposits are exposed in the Crown Point area and are believed to underlie the 

young alluvial, beach, and estuarine deposits. The Unit 6 deposits consist of poorly sorted, 

moderately permeable, well consolidated, reddish brown, interfingered strandline, beach, 

estuarine, and colluvial deposits composed of siltstone, sandstone, and conglomerate. These 

paralic deposits are well consolidated and might be sufficient to support deep foundations for 

light structural loads. 

4.4.1.3 Geologic Hazards 

A. Geologic Hazard Categories 

The City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study (City of San Diego 2008) Geologic Hazards and Faults 

maps document the known and suspected geologic hazards and faults in the region. The maps 

show potential hazards and rates them by relative risk, on a scale from nominal to high. 

Figure 4.4-1, Summary of Geohazards, shows the location of hazards within the Improvement 

Zone as defined by the City maps. The Improvement Zone is designated Geologic Hazard Category 

31; “high potential for liquefaction due to high groundwater…and hydraulic fills”. As shown in 
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Figure 4.4-1, the northeastern most portion of the Improvement Zone is partially underlain by 

potentially active and active buried faults.1 

B. Regional Faults 

The San Diego region sits along the boundary between the North American and Pacific tectonic 

plates and experiences the effects of seismic activity occurring where the plates interact. The 

boundary is characterized by a wide zone of predominantly northwest-striking, right-slip faults 

that span the Imperial Valley and Peninsular Range to the offshore California Continental 

Borderland Province (from the California continental slope to the coast). Within the San Diego 

region, this zone extends from the San Clemente fault zone located approximately 60 miles west 

of San Diego to the San Andreas fault zone approximately 70 miles east of San Diego. The most 

prominent Holocene-active faults in the region, based on geodetic and seismic data, are the 

San Andreas, San Jacinto, and Imperial faults (Figure 4.4-2, Regional Faults). These faults take up 

most of the plate motion along the tectonic plate boundary. However, other regional Holocene-

active faults are also capable of being the source of damaging earthquakes, and these include the 

Elsinore, Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon, and the offshore Coronado Banks; San Diego Trough; 

and San Clemente fault zones. The Improvement Zone is subject to potential ground shaking 

caused by activity along faults located near the Improvement Zone. 

Table 4.4-1, Fault Characteristics for Holocene-Active Faults in the Region, summarizes the local 

and regional fault characteristics for the Holocene-active faults that could affect the Improvement 

Zone. Holocene-active faults are those faults which have shown evidence of displacement in the 

last 11,700 years. Pre-Holocene faults are those that have had displacement during Quaternary 

time, but Holocene activity is indeterminate. Pre-Holocene faults generally have a lower 

probability for future activity than Holocene-active faults. 

Table 4.4-1 

Fault Characteristics for Holocene-Active Faults in the Region 

Fault Name 

Approximate 

Distance to the 

Improvement 

Zone (miles) 

Slip Rate 

(mm/yr) 

Fault 

Length 

(miles) 

Estimated 

Magnitude 

(maximum moment 

magnitude [Mw]) 

Newport–Inglewood–Rose 

Canyon Fault Zone 

0.20 1.5 130 7.2 

Coronado Bank Fault Zone 

(offshore) 

14 3.0 115 7.6 

 
1 Potentially active faults refers to an older classification of faults that do not meet the definition of an “active fault” where 

an “active fault” is used to define a fault with indications of displacement that has occurred within the last 11,700 years 

(CGS 2018). These faults are also known as Holocene-active faults. Faults that have no evidence of movement within the 

last 11,700 years are known as Pre-Holocene faults.  
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Table 4.4-1 

Fault Characteristics for Holocene-Active Faults in the Region 

Fault Name 

Approximate 

Distance to the 

Improvement 

Zone (miles) 

Slip Rate 

(mm/yr) 

Fault 

Length 

(miles) 

Estimated 

Magnitude 

(maximum moment 

magnitude [Mw]) 

San Diego Trough Fault 

Zone (offshore) 

20 1.5 106 7.5 

San Miguel–Vallecitos Fault 

Zone (Northern Baja 

California) 

30 0.2 100 6.9 

Elsinore Fault Zone 41 5.0 190 7.0 

San Clemente Fault Zone 

(offshore) 

23 — 129 7.7 

San Jacinto Fault Zone 63 4.0 152 6.8 

Southern San Andreas Fault 

Zone 

90 25 140 7.2 

Source: Appendix P. 

The nearest Holocene-active fault to the Improvement Zone is the Rose Canyon fault zone located 

approximately 1,000 feet east of the centroid of the Improvement Zone, but relatively close to the 

eastern boundary. A buried active trace of the fault zone has been mapped to underlie North 

Mission Bay Drive in the northeast corner of the Improvement Zone. The Rose Canyon fault zone 

is the southernmost portion of the Newport–Inglewood fault zone that extends from Long Beach 

to the north to the Descanso fault, offshore of Baja California. A magnitude 6.3 earthquake 

occurred on the Newport–Inglewood fault in 1933 and caused serious damage in the Los Angeles 

area. Fault trenching on the Rose Canyon fault has shown that the fault has ruptured the ground 

surface several times in the last 10,000 years (Appendix P). 

C. Landslides 

Landslides, slope failures, and mudflows of earth materials generally occur where slopes are steep 

and/or the earth materials are weak. Earthquake-induced landslides may also occur due to seismic 

ground shaking. The topography of the Improvement Zone is generally relatively flat and not likely 

to be susceptible to landslides or slope instability unless new slopes are created 

during development. 

D. Ground Failure/Shaking 

Ground failure or surface fault rupture is the displacement of ground surface that occurs along a 

fault line during an earthquake event. Based on criteria established by the California Geological 
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Survey, faults are classified as either Holocene-active, pre-Holocene, or age-undetermined. Faults 

are considered active when they have shown evidence of movement within the past 11,700 years 

(i.e., Holocene epoch). Pre-Holocene faults are those that have shown evidence of movement 

more than 11,700 years ago and generally before 1.6 million years (Quaternary age). Faults whose 

age of most recent movement is not known or is unconstrained by dating methods or by 

limitations in stratigraphic resolution are considered age-undetermined and inactive (CGS 2018). 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (formerly known as the Alquist-Priolo Special 

Studies Zones Act) established state policy to identify Holocene-active faults and determine a 

boundary zone on either side of a known fault trace, called the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zone. The delineated width of an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault is based on the location, 

precision, complexity, or regional significance of the fault and can be between 200 and 500 feet in 

width on either side of the fault trace. If a site lies within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zone, a geologic fault rupture investigation must be performed to demonstrate that a 

proposed building site is not threatened by surface displacement from the fault, before 

development permits may be issued (CGS 2018). 

No Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones traverse the Improvement Zone (CGS 2025). However, 

the Rose Canyon fault zone is located just east of the Improvement Zone’s eastern boundary. As 

shown in Figure 4.4-1, Summary of Geohazards, the associated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zone is located east of North Mission Bay Drive. While fault rupture is not necessarily limited to 

the confines of a mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, it is considered unlikely to occur 

outside of these mapped areas. 

Nonetheless, the Improvement Zone is located in a seismically active region of Southern California 

where there are numerous Holocene-active faults that are capable of producing substantive 

seismic events (i.e., earthquakes). The level of ground shaking at a given location depends on 

many factors, including the size and type of earthquake, distance from the earthquake, and 

subsurface geologic conditions. The type of construction also affects how particular structures 

and improvements perform during ground shaking. A common measure of ground motion is the 

peak ground acceleration (PGA). It is not a measure of total energy of an earthquake, such as the 

Richter and moment magnitude scales, but rather of how hard the ground shakes in a given 

geographic area (CGS 2002). PGA is expressed as the percentage of the acceleration due to gravity, 

or ground motion (G), which is approximately 980 centimeters per second squared. The seismic 

parameters determined for the Improvement Zone resulted in an estimated PGA value of 0.570g 

which would have a 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years (Appendix P). For comparison 

purposes, the 1994 Northridge earthquake had recorded PGA values that exceeded 1.0g at several 

sites with the largest value of 1.8g and resulted in substantial damages and loss of life (USGS 

2025). A PGA of 0.5 is relatively high and can result in damage to structures however buildings can 
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avoid substantive damage depending on the duration of shaking and building foundation 

characteristics (Appendix P). 

E. Lateral Spreading 

Lateral spreading occurs when conditions occur where liquefiable materials can move as a block 

towards an exposed slope or near a free-face and there is a sufficiently continuous liquefiable 

layer on which the overlying soils can move laterally. While slopes in the Improvement Zone are 

very gentle, there is sufficient gradient along the shoreline to create conditions for lateral 

spreading where during liquefaction, the ground surfaces moves laterally (Appendix P). The 

potential for lateral spreading can also increase in areas where fills placed for improvement create 

an artificial gradient. Ground settlement or seismically induced settlement, the lowering of the 

ground surface, may also occur during seismic shaking of an area where liquefaction of loose 

granular soils results in a rearrangement or compaction of those loose soils. 

F. Subsidence 

Subsidence is the permanent collapse of the pore space within a soil or rock and downward 

settling of the earth’s surface relative to its surrounding area. Subsidence can result from 

hydrocompaction or peat loss. Hydrocompaction is a condition resulting from the extraction of 

water, oil, or geothermal resources, and the addition of water to the land surface, and peat loss is 

the degradation, erosion, or removal of peat soils, which are formed from partially decomposed 

organic matter in waterlogged conditions. The compaction of subsurface sediment caused by the 

withdrawal or addition of fluids can cause subsidence. Land subsidence can disrupt surface 

drainage; reduce aquifer storage; cause earth fissures; damage buildings and structures; and 

damage wells, roads, and utility infrastructure.  

Groundwater extraction is minimal in the Improvement Zone and the geologic materials area are 

generally relatively well consolidated such that subsidence is not considered a hazard in the 

Improvement Zone. However, settlement of unconsolidated soil (fill or alluvial/estuarine 

sediments) may occur locally where new loads (e.g., new structures or additional placement of fill 

materials) are imposed on previously uncompacted fill or unconsolidated alluvium (Appendix P). 

G. Liquefaction 

Ground displacement including liquefaction are among some of the seismic hazards that can be 

present in seismically active areas. Liquefaction involves a sudden loss in strength of saturated, 

cohesionless soils that are subject to ground shaking during an earthquake and results in 

temporary transformation of the soil to behave more like a fluid mass. The densification results 

in increased pore water pressures if the soils are not sufficiently permeable to dissipate these 

pressures during, and immediately following, an earthquake. When the pore water pressure is 

equal to or exceeds the overburden pressure, liquefaction of the affected soil layer occurs. For 

liquefaction to occur, three conditions are required: (1) ground shaking of sufficient magnitude 
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and duration; (2) a groundwater level at or above the level of susceptible soils during the ground 

shaking; and (3) soils that are susceptible to liquefaction. According to the Geotechnical Report, 

the entire Improvement Zone is underlain by materials that are potentially susceptible to 

liquefaction (Appendix P). 

H. Expansive or Corrosive Soils 

Expansive soils are soils that experience volumetric changes (i.e., expanding and shrinking) during 

cyclic changes in wetting and drying periods. Over time, this continuous change in soil volume can 

cause foundations to move unevenly and crack. According to the Geotechnical Report, the soils in 

the Improvement Zone are generally relatively granular and not expected to exhibit expansive 

properties. However, due to the shallow and brackish groundwater conditions, corrosion of below 

ground surface improvements, especially metal, would likely be susceptible to this hazard 

(Appendix P). 

4.4.1.4 Groundwater, Drainage and Flooding 

Groundwater conditions in the Improvement Zone are dominated by the adjacency to Mission Bay. 

The groundwater in this area is saline to brackish and generally encountered at sea level. The 

Geotechnical Report notes that groundwater depths within the Improvement Zone will vary with the 

tides. The Improvement Zone is situated on a mixed recreation and residential land use area. Current 

drainage is into streets, storm drains, and gutters that flow into Mission Bay. Additionally, grassy park 

land sheet flows into the Bay. Rose Creek flows in a rip-rap lined dredged channel into the Bay. The 

Improvement Zone is within Zone-X of the San Diego County Flood Insurance Rate Map and has a 1% 

chance of flood with average depths of less than 1 foot (Appendix P). 

4.4.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no relevant Federal plans, policies, or ordinances that apply to the Program. 

State 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) 

The State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1972) was established to mitigate 

the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. Pursuant to the Act, the State 

Geologist has established regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around surface traces 

of active faults. These have been mapped for affected cities, including San Diego. Application for a 

development permit for any project within a delineated earthquake fault zone shall be accompanied 
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by a geologic report, prepared by a geologist registered in the State of California, that is directed to 

the problem of potential surface fault displacement through a project site. 

California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (Public Resources Code [PRC]; Division 2, Chapter 7.8, 

Section 2690 et seq.) provides a statewide seismic hazard mapping and technical advisory program to 

assist local governments in protecting public health and safety relative to seismic hazards. The Act 

provides direction and funding for the State Geologist to compile seismic hazard maps and to make 

those maps available to local governments. The Act, along with related standards in the Seismic 

Hazards Mapping Regulations (14 CCR Division 2, Chapter 8, Article 10, Section 3270 et seq.), also 

directs local governments to require the completion and review of appropriate geotechnical studies 

prior to approving development projects. These requirements are implemented on a local level 

through means such as general plan directives and regulatory ordinances. 

California Code of Regulations 

The California Building Code (CCR Title 24, Part 2) encompasses a number of requirements related to 

geologic issues for construction of buildings, roads, and pathways, and also includes measures related 

to grading and earthwork activities. Specifically, these include general provisions (Chapter 1), 

structural design, including soil and seismic loading (Chapters 16/16A), structural tests and special 

inspections, including seismic resistance (Chapters 17/17A), soils and foundations (Chapters 18/18A), 

concrete (Chapters 19/19A), masonry (Chapters 21/21A), wood, including consideration of seismic 

design categories (Chapter 23), construction safeguards (Chapter 33), and grading, including 

excavation, fill, drainage, and erosion control criteria (Appendix P). The California Building Code 

encompasses standards from other applicable sources, including the International Building Code, and 

the American Society for Testing and Materials International, with appropriate amendments and 

modifications to reflect site-specific conditions and requirements in California. Program elements 

including bicycle and pedestrian pathways as well as the bulkhead improvements and any grading 

activities would be subject to applicable California Building Code requirements. 

Local 

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study 

The San Diego Seismic Safety Study includes geologic hazards and fault maps of the City. Areas of the 

City are identified by geologic hazard category, which reflects the geologic hazard type and related 

risks. These are generalized maps, and site-specific geologic/geotechnical investigations may be 

necessary for proposed development or construction. Land Development Code Section 145.1803 

describes when a geotechnical investigation is required for building permits, and City of San Diego 
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Development Services Information Bulletin 515 describes the minimum submittal requirements for 

geotechnical and geological reports that may be required for development permits, subdivision 

approvals, or grading permits. 

City of San Diego Land Development Code 

The City’s Land Development Code sets forth the regulations that apply to the development of land in 

the City, and comprises Chapters 11 through 15 of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). The Land 

Development Code describes situations where grading permits are needed, which include 

the following; 

• Grading within a 100-year floodplain or which changes the existing drainage pattern 

• For grading, geotechnical investigations, well drilling, or agricultural activity on environmentally 

sensitive lands or on properties with historical resources 

• For any activity that disturbs soil or vegetation in Environmentally Sensitive Lands  

• If grading is being performed as a condition of a development permit or for restoring damage 

caused by illegal grading 

• If the grading is within privately owned open space easements or City-owned open space 

• For modification of slope on a canyon or excavation of a hillside 

• For grading of any nonenvironmentally sensitive land of 1 acre or more 

• For fill with more than 5% broken concrete, asphalt, masonry or construction debris, or with 

any single piece larger than 12 inches in any direction 

City of San Diego Building Regulations 

The City’s Building Regulations (SDMC Chapter 14, Article 5) are intended to regulate the construction 

of applicable facilities and encompass (and formally adopt) associated elements of the California 

Building Code. Specifically, the City’s Building Regulations include guidelines regulating the 

“construction, alteration, replacement, repair, maintenance, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, 

and use of any privately owned building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to 

such buildings or structures within this jurisdiction, except work located primarily in a public way, 

public utility towers and poles, mechanical equipment not specifically regulated in the Building Code, 

and hydraulic flood control structures” (SDMC Section 145.0102[a]). 
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General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

The Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2024b) 

identifies a number of applicable policies related to seismic, geologic, and structural considerations. 

Specifically, Policies PF-Q.1 and PF-Q.2 include measures regarding conformance with State laws 

related to seismic and geologic hazards, conducting/reviewing geotechnical investigations, and 

maintaining structural integrity with respect to geologic hazards. 

4.4.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to geology and soils are based on the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, 

landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards; 

2. Would the project result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on 

or off the site; or 

3. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

4.4.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as 

earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? 

Fault Rupture and Seismic Ground Shaking 

The proposed improvements consist of shoreline restoration, soil stabilization (i.e., erosion control 

features), habitat and wetland restoration and creation, restoration of the existing seawall, and 

improvement of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. These types of improvements, once constructed are 

generally immune to most geologic hazards because they are not sensitive to settlement or seismic 

hazards. The improvements that are sensitive to geologic hazards are those with hard elements 

(concrete, steel, pipelines) that might be damaged or fail due to settlement or seismic effects. The 

geologic hazards that may affect elements in the Improvement Zone include seismicity and ground 

motion; ground rupture; liquefaction; seismically induced settlement; and flooding due to long-term 

sea level rise and tsunamis and seiches. 
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The Improvement Zone is subject to potential ground shaking caused by activity along faults located 

nearby. Ground shaking during an earthquake can vary depending on the overall magnitude, distance 

to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and the type of geologic material underlying the area. The 

composition of underlying soils, even those relatively distant from faults, can intensify ground shaking. 

Areas that are underlain by bedrock tend to experience less ground shaking than those underlain by 

unconsolidated sediments such as artificial fill or unconsolidated alluvial fill (Appendix P). 

As noted, the Improvement Zone is subject to ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes on 

regional active faults. Based on a Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Ground Motion Interpolator provided 

by the California Department of Conservation, the Improvement Zone is located in a zone where the 

horizontal PGA having a 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years is 0.570g (where g represents the 

acceleration of gravity) (Appendix P). 

The Improvement Zone could be subject to ground shaking in the event of an earthquake along any 

of the active faults in the region that are listed in Table 4.4-1 or other faults in the Southern 

California/Northern Baja California region. The nearest active fault capable of causing ground rupture 

and strong seismic shaking is the Rose Canyon fault zone located approximately 1,000 feet east of the 

centroid of the Improvement Zone (Appendix P). 

Proposed elements including the construction of culverts, bridges, and bulkheads within the 

Improvement Zone would be required to conform to applicable regulations and industry and code 

standards related to geologic hazards and seismic resistant design, including pertinent elements of 

the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and related City 

standards. The proposed Program does not include structural elements that would be occupied. As 

such, compliance with existing regulations and standards would reduce impacts related to fault 

rupture and seismic ground shaking, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. Site excavation would mainly occur above the mean tide level, but would not create or 

exacerbate geologic hazards such as fault rupture and seismic ground shaking, or similar hazards 

because all earthwork would be conducted in accordance with applicable regulations and under the 

oversight of a licensed geotechnical engineer. In addition, there would be no construction of any 

habitable structures in this element. Therefore, impacts related to fault rupture and seismic ground 

shaking would be less than significant. 
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Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer. Impacts would related to 

fault rupture and seismic ground shaking be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would not include any habitable structures 

and with adherence to building code requirements and oversight by a licensed geotechnical engineer, 

impacts of this element to fault rupture and seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction 

of new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be 

constructed consistent with building code requirements which would minimize any future damage 

from geologic hazards. Therefore, impacts from fault rupture and seismic ground shaking would be 

less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code requirements such that potential damage from geologic 

hazards would be minimized. Therefore, impacts related to fault rupture and seismic ground shaking 

would be less than significant. 

Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlement 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby unconsolidated and/or near-saturated soils lose cohesion as 

a result of severe vibratory motion. The relatively rapid loss of soil shear strength during strong 

earthquake shaking results in temporary, fluidlike behavior of the soil. Soil liquefaction causes ground 

failure that can damage roads, pipelines, underground cables, and buildings with shallow 

foundations. Research and historical data indicate that loose granular soils and non-plastic silts that 

are saturated by a relatively shallow groundwater table are susceptible to liquefaction. The entirety 

of the Improvement Zone is underlain by liquefiable soil. As such, the Improvement Zone is defined 

as having a high potential for liquefaction. 
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Among the potential hazards related to liquefaction are seismically induced settlement and lateral 

spreads. Seismically induced settlement is caused by the reduction of shear strength due to loss of 

grain-to-grain contact during liquefaction and may result in dynamic settlement on the order of 

several inches to several feet. Other factors such as earthquake magnitude, distance from the 

earthquake epicenter, thickness of the liquefiable layers, and the fines content and particle sizes of 

the liquefiable layers will also affect the amount of settlement. While slopes in the Improvement Zone 

are very gentle, there is sufficient gradient along the shoreline to create conditions for lateral 

spreading where during liquefaction, the ground surfaces moves laterally. The potential for lateral 

spreads can increase in areas where fills placed for improvement create an artificial gradient. 

Proposed elements within the Improvement Zone may be subject to potentially significant impacts 

related to liquefaction and associated settlement. Elements would be required to conform to 

applicable regulations and industry and code standards related to liquefaction and associated 

hazards, including related City standards. Implementation of appropriate measures in conformance 

with applicable regulatory/industry standards would be mandated through required efforts including 

completion of appropriate component-specific geotechnical investigations required under related 

City standards and codes. Engineering design can be accomplished by ground improvement or 

foundation design. Implementation of appropriate measures would reduce potential impacts related 

to seismic liquefaction and associated settlement to an acceptable level of risk, and a less-than-

significant impact would occur. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. These improvements would not create or exacerbate liquefaction or seismically induced 

settlement hazards and there would be no construction of any habitable structures in this element. 

Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction or seismically induced settlement hazards would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer that would include ensuring 

design elements consider and design for any potential liquefaction or seismically induced settlement. 

Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction or seismically induced settlement hazards would be less 

than significant. 
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Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would not include any habitable structures 

and with adherence to building code requirements and oversight by a licensed geotechnical engineer, 

impacts of this element liquefaction or seismically induced settlement would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be constructed 

consistent with building code requirements which would minimize any future damage from 

liquefaction or seismically induced settlement. Therefore, impacts from geologic hazards would be 

less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code requirements such that potential damage from 

liquefaction or seismically induced settlement would be minimized. Therefore, impacts related to 

liquefaction or seismically induced settlement would be less than significant. 

Landslides and Slope Instability 

In general, landslides and other slope failures may occur in hillside areas due to a number of factors, 

including seismic ground shaking or substantial rainfall. Structures, engineered slopes, roadways, 

utilities, and people located on or below unstable areas could be subject to severe damage or injury. 

Landslide, debris flows, and surficial material failures affect the area where the material originates, as 

well as downslope areas where the landslide debris accumulates. 

The Improvement Zone is relatively flat. Landslide prone geologic formations and tall, steep slopes 

are not present within the Improvement Zone. The Program does not propose the creation of new, 

steep slopes that could introduce hazards related to landslides or slope instability. As such, impacts 

related to landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. These improvements would include earthwork activities that alter at least temporarily site 
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topography but all earthwork would be done with the oversight of a licensed geotechnical engineer 

and there would be no construction of any habitable structures in this element. Therefore, impacts 

related to landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer that would include ensuring 

design elements consider and design for any potential liquefaction or seismically induced settlement. 

Therefore, impacts related to landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would not include any habitable structures 

and with adherence to building code requirements and oversight by a licensed geotechnical engineer, 

impacts of this element related to landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be constructed 

consistent with building code requirements which would minimize any future damage landslides and 

slope instability. Therefore, impacts related to landslides and slope instability would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code requirements such that potential damage from 

liquefaction or seismically induced settlement would be minimized. Therefore, impacts related to 

landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Tsunamis, Seiches, and Dam Failures 

A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide, or volcanic action. 

Submarine earthquakes are common along the edge of the Pacific Ocean, thus exposing all Pacific 

coastal areas to the potential hazard of tsunamis. The State of California Tsunami Inundation Maps, 

La Jolla Quadrangle (CalEMA et al. 2009) shows the coastal portion of the Improvement Zone below 
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elevation 10 to be within the inundation zone. The 10-foot elevation does not consider sea level rise. 

Seiches are seismically induced waves within enclosed bodies of water such as Mission Bay. A seiche 

could be created by a large magnitude earthquake occurring on the Rose Canyon fault zone. However, 

the seiche inundation would likely be less than the inundation caused by a tsunami. Flooding of 

passive park, wetland and habitat improvements would not be considered significant as flooding 

events should not result in substantive damage or injury to proposed improvements or increase 

existing risk to the public. For other proposed improvements, sea level rise and tsunami inundation 

levels have been considered during the design process of the proposed Program components. The 

proposed bulkhead restoration along Oceanfront Walk would be designed to protect the walkway 

from future flooding or inundation events. 

An earthquake-induced dam failure can result in a severe flood event. If catastrophic dam failure 

occurs, a large quantity of water is suddenly released with a great potential to cause human casualties, 

economic loss, lifeline disruption, and environmental damage. Based on review of the 2023 San Diego 

County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan Dam Failure map, the Improvement Zone is outside 

dam inundation zones (County of San Diego 2023a). However, according to mapping compiled by the 

California Department of Water Resources, Mission Bay is shown as being included as part of the 

inundation area with failure of the Murray, No. 8-12 dam (DWR 2025a). Although, the upland areas of 

the Improvement Zone are not within the inundation area. In addition, with ongoing oversight and 

maintenance required by the California Division of Safety of Dams, the likelihood of catastrophic 

failure is relatively low and none of the proposed elements would increase the risk of inundation. 

Thus, impacts associated with inundation due to dam failures would be less than significant. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. These improvements would not create or exacerbate inundation hazards related to tsunami, 

seiche, and dam inundation hazards and there would be no construction of any habitable structures 

in this element. Therefore, impacts related to tsunami, seiche, and dam inundation hazards would be 

less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer that would include ensuring 

design elements consider and design for any tsunami, seiche, and dam inundation hazards. 
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Therefore, impacts related to tsunami, seiche, and dam inundation hazards would be less 

than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would not include any habitable structures 

and with adherence to building code requirements and oversight by a licensed geotechnical engineer, 

impacts of this element related to tsunami, seiche, and dam inundation hazards would be less 

than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be constructed 

consistent with building code requirements which would minimize any future damage tsunami, 

seiche, and dam inundation hazards. Therefore, impacts related to tsunami, seiche, and dam 

inundation hazards would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code requirements such that potential damage from tsunami, 

seiche, and dam inundation hazards would be minimized. Therefore, impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils, 

either on or off the site? 

Most of the Improvement Zone is located on manmade dredged fill where gradients are very low. As 

a result, the potential for erosion is very low. Nonetheless, elements within the Improvement Zone 

would involve grading activities that remove existing pavement and ground cover, thereby exposing 

soils to potential runoff and erosion during construction if protective measures are not taken. 

Compliance with City grading requirements would ensure that future construction operations would 

avoid significant soil erosion impacts. SDMC Section 142.0146 requires grading work to incorporate 

erosion and siltation control measures in accordance with Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 (Landscape 

Regulations) and the standards established in the Land Development Manual. The regulations 

prohibit sediment and pollutants from leaving the work site and require the implementation of 

erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution control measures. Controls shall include measures 
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outlined in Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 (Stormwater Runoff Control and Drainage Regulations) that 

address the development’s potential erosion and sedimentation impacts. 

Additionally, during construction activities, all elements that involve ground disturbances within the 

Improvement Zone would be subject to the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System Construction General Permit, or CGP (all projects with a collective land disturbance 

greater than 1 acre). The CGP requires the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Program and associated best management practices, including appropriate measures to address 

erosion and sedimentation. An element component that results in new development or 

redevelopment that creates and/or replaces 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces 

collectively over the site may be a "Priority Development Project” subject to additional requirements, 

including the preparation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP).  

Pursuant to the Implementation Framework, future components would be subject to EP WQ-1, which 

requires submittal of a DS-560 form to determine construction site and permanent BMP 

requirements. In addition, component design would be consistent with the latest editions of the City 

of San Diego Drainage Design Manual and Stormwater Standards Manual. Compliance with the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction General Permit and City of San Diego 

standards and code that stipulate protection against temporary and permanent erosion, the impact 

of erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

Once constructed, the proposed improvements would include impervious surfaces, landscaping and 

drainage control features that would protect soils and topsoil from the effects of wind and water 

erosion. As a result, during operation the potential for erosion and loss of topsoils would be less 

than significant. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. These improvements would be designed and developed to minimize the effects of wind and 

water erosion. Therefore, impacts related to erosion and loss of topsoil would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer that would include ensuring 
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design elements consider and design for stabilization of soils. Therefore, impacts related to erosion 

and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. All Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element components would 

include appropriate vegetation and erosion control measures to ensure that impacts of this element 

would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be constructed 

consistent with building code and drainage control requirements which would minimize any potential 

for erosion or loss of topsoil. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code and drainage control requirements such that potential 

erosion and loss of topsoil would be minimized. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Issue 3: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would 

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 

landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Landslides and Slope Instability 

Landslides and potential slope instability are discussed under Issue 1, above. The Improvement Zone 

is relatively flat and the Program does not propose the creation of new steep slopes that could be 

unstable. As such, impacts related to landslides and slope instability would be less than significant. 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Potential liquefaction impacts are discussed under Issue 1, above. Lateral spreading occurs on slopes 

in areas characterized by liquefaction-prone soil. Liquefiable soil occurs in the majority of the 

Improvement Zone. Development of the proposed elements would be required to conform to 

applicable regulations and industry and code standards related to liquefaction and associated 
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hazards, including preparation of a component-specific geotechnical investigation. Impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Subsidence and Collapse 

Subsidence typically occurs when extraction of fluids (water or oil) causes the rock to consolidate. 

Water extraction is minimal in the Improvement Zone and the geologic materials are well 

consolidated. For this reason, subsidence is not a hazard in the Improvement Zone (Appendix P). 

However, potential impacts related to settlement prone soils could occur when additions or new fills 

place new loads on settlement prone soil (fill or alluvial/estuarine sediments). Geotechnical 

investigations for the design of settlement-resistant structures associated with elements within the 

Improvement Zone would be conducted in accordance with City’s Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports 

(City of San Diego 2018a). Typical remediation measures include ground improvements and/or 

foundation design. Potential impacts associated with subsidence and collapse would be reduced 

through implementation of measures included in site-specific geotechnical investigations associated 

with future development. 

Expansive Soils 

Expansion of the soil may result in unacceptable settlement or heave of structures or concrete slabs 

supported on grade. Changes in soil moisture content can result from precipitation, landscape 

irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched groundwater, drought, or other factors. Soils with a 

relatively high fines content (clays, predominantly) are generally considered expansive or potentially 

expansive. The soil in the Improvement Zone is granular and is not assumed to be expansive. Because 

the groundwater under the Improvement Zone is derived from Mission Bay, the soils would be salty 

or brackish (Appendix P). As such, impacts involving expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Groundwater 

Excavations within the Improvement Zone may encounter groundwater conditions that will be 

addressed during construction through the use of standard construction techniques (i.e., temporary 

shoring, casing, use of drilling muds for excavations and drains or waterproofing for below ground 

structures). The effects of potential construction to groundwater would be evaluated by geotechnical 

investigations in accordance with City of San Diego Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports on a site 

location-specific project-by-project basis (City of San Diego 2018a). Potential impacts associated with 

groundwater would be reduced through implementation of measures included in component-specific 

geotechnical investigations associated with elements under the proposed Program. 
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Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. These improvements would not create or exacerbate unstable soil hazards and there would 

be no construction of any habitable structures in this element. Therefore, impacts related to unstable 

soils would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. As with above, all work would be done in accordance with building 

code requirements and oversight from a licensed geotechnical engineer that would include ensuring 

design elements consider and design for any potential unstable soils. Therefore, impacts related to 

unstable soils would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would not include any habitable structures 

and with adherence to building code requirements and oversight by a licensed geotechnical engineer, 

impacts of this element related to unstable soils would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. All improvements would be constructed 

consistent with building code requirements which would minimize any potential for unstable soils to 

adversely affect improvements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. All bulkhead and access improvements would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with building code requirements such that potential damage unstable soils 

would be minimized. Therefore, impacts from geologic hazards would be less than significant. 

4.4.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of the proposed Program would result in less-than-significant impacts to geology 

and soils. No mitigation is required. 
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4.4.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts to geology and soils would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

This section describes the existing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions conditions of the Program site 

and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies 

mitigation measures related to implementation of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program 

(Program), if applicable. 

The following discussion is based on the Climate Action Plan (CAP) Memorandum prepared by Dudek 

and included in Appendix L to this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

4.5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Project Location 

The Program location consists of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone), as 

defined in City of San Diego (City) Charter Section 55.2. Regionally, the Improvement Zone is located 

in the westernmost portion of central City of San Diego. The Program is located at the coastline in the 

City of San Diego bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the 

south, Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate 5 to the east. The Improvement Zone encompasses 

the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. Within the Improvement 

Zone are various identified sites for known discrete projects (or “elements”) within the Program to be 

analyzed under this Environmental Impact Report. 

Climate Change Overview 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, 

precipitation, or wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The Earth’s 

temperature depends on the balance between energy entering and leaving the planet’s system. Many 

factors, both natural and human, can cause changes in Earth’s energy balance, including variations in 

the Sun’s energy reaching Earth, changes in the reflectivity of Earth’s atmosphere and surface, and 

changes in the greenhouse effect, which affects the amount of heat retained by Earth’s atmosphere 

(EPA 2024b). 

The greenhouse effect is the trapping and build-up of heat in the atmosphere (troposphere) near the 

Earth’s surface. The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a threefold process: 

Short-wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a portion of this 

energy in the form of long-wave radiation; and GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this long-wave 

radiation and emit it into space and toward the Earth. The greenhouse effect is a natural process that 

contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature and creates a pleasant, livable environment on the 

Earth. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared 
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radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, thus enhancing the greenhouse effect and 

causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise. 

Greenhouse Gases 

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. GHGs include, but are not limited 

to, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, water vapor, black carbon, aerosols, 

hydrofluorocarbons, hydrochlorofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Some 

GHGs, such as CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide, occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere 

through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and methane are emitted in the 

greatest quantities from human activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have a much greater 

heat-absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases (e.g., hydrofluorocarbons, 

hydrochlorofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride), which are associated with 

certain industrial products and processes. 

Global Warming Potential 

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change both directly and indirectly. Direct effects 

occur when the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical 

transformations of the substance produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the atmospheric 

lifetimes of other gases, and/or when a gas affects atmospheric processes that alter the radiative 

balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation or albedo1) (EPA 2024b). The Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential (GWP) concept to compare the 

ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The GWP of a GHG is 

defined as the ratio of the time-integrated radiative forcing from the instantaneous release of 1 

kilogram of a trace substance relative to that of 1 kilogram of a reference gas (IPCC 2014). The 

reference gas used is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted emissions are measured in metric tons CO2 

equivalent (MT CO2e). 

4.5.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Federal 

Federal Vehicle Standards 

In response to a Supreme Court ruling, the Bush administration issued Executive Order (EO) 13432 in 

2007, directing the Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Transportation, and Department 

of Energy to reduce GHG emissions from vehicles by 2008. Subsequent regulations were established, 

including the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s (NHTSA) 2009 rule for 2011 model year 

 
1 The fraction of light a surface reflects.  
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vehicles and joint Environmental Protection Agency-NHTSA rules for 2012-2016. In 2010, President 

Obama directed further standards, leading to stringent GHG and fuel economy standards for 

2017-2025 model years. Additional standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks were set in 2011. In 

2022, NHTSA set new fuel economy standards for 2026, aiming for 49 miles per gallon by increasing 

efficiency annually. 

State 

State Climate Change Targets 

The state has taken a number of actions to address climate change. These include EOs, legislation, 

and California Air Resources Board plans and requirements. 

EO S-3-05. EO S-3-05 (June 2005) established the following statewide goals: GHG emissions should be 

reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 

AB 32. In furtherance of the goals established in EO S-3-05, the legislature enacted AB 32 (Núñez and 

Pavley). AB 32 provided initial direction on creating a comprehensive multiyear program to limit 

California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and initiate the transformations required to achieve 

the state’s long-range climate objectives. 

SB 32. SB 32 and AB 197 (enacted in 2016) are companion bills that set a new statewide GHG reduction 

target, make changes to the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) membership, increase legislative 

oversight of CARB’s climate change-based activities, and expand dissemination of GHG and other 

air-quality-related emissions data to enhance transparency and accountability. More specifically, SB 

32 codified the 2030 emissions reduction goal by requiring CARB to ensure that statewide GHG 

emissions are reduced to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. 

AB 1279. The legislature enacted AB 1279, the California Climate Crisis Act, in September 2022. The 

bill declares the policy of the state to achieve net zero GHG emissions as soon as possible, but no later 

than 2045, and achieve and maintain net negative GHG emissions thereafter. Additionally, the bill 

requires that by 2045, statewide anthropogenic GHG emissions be reduced to at least 85% below 1990 

levels. Although AB 1279 establishes an overall policy to achieve net zero GHG emissions as soon as 

possible, but no later than 2045, recognizing the need to implement CO2 removal and carbon capture, 

utilization, and storage technologies, the legislature established a specific target of 85% below 1990 

levels by 2045 for anthropogenic GHG emissions. Therefore, the net zero target does not directly apply 

to development projects, but the 2045 target of 85% below 1990 levels represents the reductions 

required to contribute to accomplishing the state’s overall net zero policy. 
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CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan 

One specific requirement of AB 32 was for CARB to prepare a scoping plan for achieving the maximum 

technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions by 2020 (Health and Safety Code 

Section 38561[a]), and to update the plan at least once every 5 years. In 2008, CARB approved the first 

scoping plan. The Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change (Scoping Plan) included a 

mix of recommended strategies to meet the 2020 statewide GHG emissions limit and initiate the 

transformations needed to achieve the state’s long-range climate objectives (CARB 2008). 

The Scoping Plan also identified local governments as essential partners in achieving California’s goals 

to reduce GHG emissions. Specifically, the Scoping Plan encouraged local governments to adopt a 

reduction goal for municipal operations, and for community emissions to reduce GHGs by 

approximately 15% from then levels (2008) by 2020. Many local governments developed 

community-scale local GHG reduction plans based on this Scoping Plan recommendation. 

In 2014, CARB approved the first update to the Scoping Plan. The First Update to the Climate Change 

Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework (First Update) defined the state’s GHG emission reduction 

priorities for the next 5 years and laid the groundwork to start the transition to the post-2020 goals. 

The First Update concluded that California is on track to meet the 2020 target but recommended a 

2030 mid-term GHG reduction target be established to ensure a continuum of action to reduce 

emissions. CARB recalculated the state’s 1990 emissions level, using more recent GWPs identified by 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, from 427 MMT CO2e to 431 MMT CO2e (CARB 2014). 

In December 2017, CARB adopted California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan) 

for public review and comment (CARB 2017). The 2017 Scoping Plan builds on the successful framework 

established in the initial Scoping Plan and First Update while identifying new, technologically feasible 

and cost-effective strategies that will serve as the framework to achieve the 2030 GHG target as 

established by SB 32 and define the state’s climate change priorities to 2030 and beyond. 

CARB adopted the 2022 Scoping Plan Update in December 2022, which outlines the state’s plan to 

reach carbon neutrality by 2045 or earlier, while also assessing the progress the state is making 

toward reducing GHG emissions by at least 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, as is required by SB 32 

and laid out in the Second Update. The carbon neutrality goal requires CARB to expand proposed 

actions from only the reduction of anthropogenic sources of GHG emissions to also include those that 

capture and store carbon (e.g., through natural and working lands, or mechanical technologies). The 

carbon reduction programs build on and accelerate those currently in place, including moving to 

zero-emission transportation; phasing out use of fossil gas use for heating homes and buildings; 

reducing chemical and refrigerants with high GWP; providing communities with sustainable options 

for walking, biking, and public transit; displacement of fossil fuel fired electrical generation through 

use of renewable energy alternatives (e.g., solar arrays and wind turbines); and scaling up new options 

such as green hydrogen (CARB 2022). 
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The 2022 Scoping Plan also emphasizes that there is no realistic path to carbon neutrality without 

carbon removal and sequestration, and to achieve the state’s carbon neutrality goal, carbon reduction 

programs must be supplemented by strategies to remove and sequester carbon. 

State Vehicle Standards (Assembly Bill 1493 and Executive Order B-16-12) 

AB 1493 (July 2002) was enacted in response to the transportation sector accounting for more than 

one-half of California’s CO2 emissions. AB 1493 required CARB to set GHG emission standards for 

passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by the state board to be vehicles 

that are primarily used for noncommercial personal transportation in the state. AB 1493 required that 

CARB set GHG emission standards for motor vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model 

years. CARB adopted the standards in September 2004. EO B-16-12 (March 2012) required that state 

entities under the governor’s direction and control support and facilitate the rapid commercialization 

of zero-emissions vehicles. It ordered CARB, CEC, the California Public Utilities Commission, and other 

relevant agencies to work with the Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative and the California Fuel Cell 

Partnership to establish benchmarks to help achieve goals by 2015, 2020, and 2025. On a statewide 

basis, EO B-16-12 established a target reduction of GHG emissions from the transportation sector 

equaling 80% less than 1990 levels by 2050. This directive did not apply to vehicles that have special 

performance requirements necessary for the protection of the public safety and welfare. 

Senate Bill 375 

SB 375 (2008) addresses GHG emissions associated with the transportation sector through regional 

transportation and sustainability plans. SB 375 required CARB to adopt regional GHG reduction 

targets for the automobile and light-truck sector for 2020 and 2035. Regional metropolitan planning 

organization(s) were then responsible for preparing a sustainable communities strategy within their 

regional transportation plan. The goal of the sustainable communities strategy is to establish a 

forecasted development pattern for the region that, after considering transportation measures and 

policies, would achieve, if feasible, the GHG reduction targets. 

Advanced Clean Trucks Regulation 

The purpose of the Advanced Clean Trucks Regulation (June 2020) is to accelerate the market for 

zero-emissions vehicles in the medium- and heavy-duty truck sector and to reduce emissions NOx, 

fine particulate matter, TACs, GHGs, and other criteria pollutants generated from on-road mobile 

sources (CARB 2025a). Requiring medium- and heavy-duty vehicles to transition to zero-emissions 

technology will reduce health risks to people living in and visiting California and is needed to help 

California meet established near- and long-term air quality and climate mitigation targets. 
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Senate Bill 97 

SB 97 (Dutton) (August 2007) directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop 

guidelines under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the mitigation of GHG emissions. 

In 2008, the Office of Planning and Research issued a technical advisory as interim guidance regarding 

the analysis of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The advisory indicated that the lead agency should 

identify and estimate a project’s GHG emissions, including those associated with vehicular traffic, 

energy consumption, water usage, and construction activities. The advisory further recommended 

that the lead agency determine significance of the impacts and impose all mitigation measures 

necessary to reduce GHG emissions to a level that is less than significant. The California Natural 

Resources Agency adopted the CEQA Guidelines amendments in December 2009, which became 

effective in March 2010. 

Under the amended CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency has the discretion to determine whether to use 

a quantitative or qualitative analysis or apply performance standards to determine the significance of 

GHG emissions resulting from a particular project (14 CCR 15064.4[a]). The CEQA Guidelines require 

a lead agency to consider the extent to which a project complies with regulations or requirements 

adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 

emissions (14 CCR 15064.4[b]). The CEQA Guidelines also allow a lead agency to consider feasible 

means of mitigating the significant effects of GHG emissions, including reductions in emissions 

through the implementation of project features or off-site measures. The adopted amendments do 

not establish a GHG emissions threshold, instead allowing a lead agency to develop, adopt, and apply 

its own thresholds of significance or those developed by other agencies or experts. California Natural 

Resources Agency also acknowledged that a lead agency may consider compliance with regulations 

or requirements implementing AB 32 in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions 

(CNRA 2009). 

With respect to GHG emissions, the CEQA Guidelines state in Section 15064.4(a) that lead agencies 

should “make a good faith effort, to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, 

calculate or estimate” GHG emissions. The CEQA Guidelines note that an agency may identify 

emissions by either selecting a “model or methodology” to quantify the emissions or by relying on 

“qualitative analysis or other performance-based standards” (14 CCR 15064.4[a]). Section 15064.4(b) 

states that the lead agency should consider the following when assessing the significance of impacts 

from GHG emissions on the environment: the extent a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions 

as compared to the existing environmental setting; whether the project emissions exceed a threshold 

of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and the extent to which the 

project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or 

local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (14 CCR 15064.4[b]). 
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Local 

San Diego Association of Governments 

Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The passage of SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to prepare a sustainable 

communities strategy in their regional transportation plan. The San Diego Association of 

Governments serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the San Diego region and is 

responsible for developing and adopting a sustainable communities strategy that integrates 

transportation, land use, and housing to meet GHG reduction targets set by CARB. The most recent, 

San Diego Forward: The 2021 Regional Plan, was adopted in 2021 and provides guidance on meeting 

or exceed GHG targets through implementation of five key transportation strategies. Through these 

strategies, the 2021 Regional Plan is projected to reduce per capita GHG emissions from cars and 

light-duty trucks to 20% below 2005 levels by 2035, exceeding the region’s state-mandated target of 

19% (SANDAG 2021a). 

City of San Diego 

General Plan 

The City of San Diego General Plan was adopted in March 2008 and amended in 2024. The City’s 

General Plan includes various goals and policies in the Conservation Element related to directly and 

indirectly reducing GHG emissions (City of San Diego 2024b). Applicable policies to the Program 

include the following: 

CE-A.8. Reduce construction and demolition waste in accordance with Public Facilities 

Element, Policy PF-I.2, or by renovating or adding on to existing buildings, rather than 

construction new buildings. 

CE-A.16. Prioritize nature-based solutions and other sustainable management practices to 

provide environmental, social and economic benefits and help build climate resilience. 

Municipal Code 

Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Deposit Program 

SDMC Sections 66.0601–66.0610 outline the Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Deposit 

Program. This program is designed to encourage the recycling and reuse of materials generated 

during construction and demolition projects. The program sets specific diversion goals, requiring a 

significant portion of the debris to be recycled or reused instead of being disposed of in landfills. 
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The WHITEBOOK 

Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (the WHITEBOOK) has been used to establish 

the uniformity of plans and specifications accepted and used by those involved in public works 

construction. The WHITEBOOK provides general provisions on construction materials and 

construction methods for public works projects (City of San Diego 2021a). 

Climate Action Plan 

The City adopted a CAP in 2015 and most recently completed an update in 2022 (City of San Diego 

2022b). The 2022 CAP establishes a communitywide goal of net zero GHG emissions by 2035, 

committing San Diego to an accelerated trajectory for GHG emissions. The CAP outlines strategies and 

measures to reduce the City’s contribution to GHG emissions and align with statewide emission 

targets (i.e., those outlined for 2030 in SB 32). The CAP serves as a qualified GHG reduction plan for 

purposes of tiering under CEQA as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. The CAP identified 

the following six strategies to achieve the goals and targets set forth below: 

• Decarbonization of the Built Environment 

• Access to Clean and Renewable Energy 

• Mobility and Land Use 

• Circular Economy and Clean Communities 

• Resilient Infrastructure and Health Ecosystems 

• Emerging Climate Actions 

The CAP sets the target GHG emission level for 2035 at net zero emissions (i.e., cutting GHG emissions 

to as close to zero as possible, with any remaining emissions balanced by removals) and sets a 

science-based, fair share target for 2030 of 63.3% below 1990 levels, which is far stricter than the SB 

32 target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. 

CAP Consistency Regulations and CAP Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level Documents and Public 

Infrastructure Projects 

On August 2, 2022, the City updated its GHG threshold, which included a project’s compliance with 

CAP Consistency Regulations as the new GHG threshold upon the applicable effective date of 

Ordinance O-21528 implementing the CAP Consistency Regulations. Ordinance O-21528 provides 

amendments to the San Diego Municipal Code to ensure that all new development is consistent with 

the CAP Consistency Regulations and will collectively achieve the specified GHG emission reduction 

targets of the CAP. The CAP Consistency Regulations establish measures that could be implemented 
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on a project-by-project basis to demonstrate consistency with the 2022 CAP pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(1)(D). 

For public infrastructure projects and for plan- and policy-level environmental documents, including 

the Program, the City provides alternative guidance for how to demonstrate compliance with the CAP, 

as described in the Climate Action Plan Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level Environmental 

Documents and Public Infrastructure Projects Memorandum (City of San Diego 2022c). 

City of San Diego Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy 

In December 2024, the San Diego City Council adopted an update to Council Policy No. 900-03, 

the Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy, which establishes an implementing 

framework to ensure the City leads by example in decarbonizing the municipal building sector and 

transitioning to a zero-emissions fleet by 2035. The Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations 

Policy applies to all municipal facilities and parking lots and is included in all new leases of City-

owned property. 

With the adoption of the Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy, new construction 

projects will be required to be all-electric, 10% more efficient than the state code, and designed to 

include a solar or other renewable energy system plus a battery energy storage system large enough 

to cover the facility’s electricity load. All new construction projects shall be designed and operated 

with exclusively electric systems or appliances for space conditioning, water heating, cooking, and 

lighting, and without using any fossil fuel energy source for non-emergency electricity generation or 

any other non-emergency functions. All fleet parking spaces in associated parking lots must be EV 

Ready (i.e. wiring to the spaces), and staff and public spaces must meet CALGreen Tier 1 requirements 

for EV charging infrastructure. 

4.5.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to GHG emissions are based on the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s Significance Determination 

Thresholds (2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment; or 

2. Would the project conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan or another applicable plan, policy, 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
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4.5.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, 

that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Pursuant to the City of San Diego’s Guidance for Assessing CAP Consistency for Plan- and Policy-Level 

Environmental Documents and Public Infrastructure Projects Memorandum (City of San Diego 2022c), 

the environmental analysis should include a discussion of the overall consistency with each of the six 

strategies of the CAP, as provided below. 

Strategy 1: Decarbonization of the Built Environment 

This strategy aims to avoid GHG emissions from buildings across the City and improve indoor air 

quality. It includes measures to address emissions from existing buildings, municipal facilities, and 

new development. 

The Program involves improvements to existing park areas and would not construct any new buildings 

or create new emissions from existing buildings or municipal facilities. While Strategy 1 is not directly 

applicable to the Program, the Program would not conflict with Strategy 1 goals. 

Strategy 2: Access to Clean and Renewable Energy 

This strategy maintains the City’s commitment to 100% renewable energy through San Diego 

Community Power, sets targets for converting the City’s fleet of vehicles to electric, and aims to 

increase the number of electric vehicles used by our communities. 

As an existing parks improvement, the Program does not include any features related to distributed 

energy generation, energy storage, or new parking. While Strategy 2 is not directly applicable to the 

Program, the Program would not conflict with Strategy 2 goals. 

Strategy 3: Mobility and Land Use 

This strategy focuses on emissions from transportation and includes actions that support mode shift 

through mobility and land use actions and policies. 

The Program would not conflict with Strategy 3, Mobility and Land Use, because the Program is not 

anticipated to generate a permanent increase in vehicle trips or vehicle miles traveled compared to 

the existing baseline conditions. An approved temporary Traffic Control Plan would be implemented 

during construction to ensure continued and ongoing circulation is available during 

construction-related activities. Temporary lane closures on roadways would not result in a permanent 

change to the level of services of the surrounding transportation system and would not impact any 
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public transit facilities. Furthermore, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element would 

support mode shift and improve overall circulation, safety, and enjoyment of bicyclists and 

pedestrians in Mission Bay Park. Deferred maintenance activities would improve and repair existing 

facilities that would support mobility throughout the Improvement Zone, including ADA access ramps, 

parking lot pavement, biofiltration basins, and lighting sustainability enhancements. The signage 

update would also improve mobility by updating the design of wayfinding and information signs as 

well as updated locations for placement of new signs for better visibility and provision of information. 

Therefore, the Program would be consistent with Strategy 3. 

Strategy 4: Circular Economy and Clean Communities 

This strategy maintains a 90% waste diversion rate, as well as methane capture from landfill and 

wastewater treatment facilities. It also includes actions to increase healthy food access and food recovery. 

The Program includes the requirement for the construction contractor to comply with the latest 

edition of the WHITEBOOK. Sections 5-14 of the WHITEBOOK, Construction and Demolition Waste 

Management, requires a minimum waste management reduction goal and the preparation of a Waste 

Management Form. The Program would comply with applicable construction and demolition diversion 

requirements, including the City of San Diego’s Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion 

Ordinance. Construction would include the reuse of excavated soil for certain Program elements. 

Program operations would involve channel and culvert maintenance and removal of nonnative 

vegetation; however, the Program would not substantially increase solid waste production above 

existing conditions. Therefore, the Program would be consistent with Strategy 4. 

Strategy 5: Resilient Infrastructure and Healthy Ecosystems 

This strategy will help the City thrive in the face of the impacts of climate change through a greater 

focus on the greening of the City, starting with Communities of Concern. It also includes targets for 

the restoration of salt marshland for sequestration and increasing local water supply through Pure 

Water San Diego. 

The Program is located at the coastline in the City of San Diego bounded by the communities of Pacific 

Beach to the north, Ocean Beach to the south, Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate 5 to the east. 

The Improvement Zone is surrounded by Communities of Concern, which are communities identified 

by the City that have historically had less access to opportunities due to environmental justice and 

social equity issues. The Program would expand endangered or threatened species preserves and 

upland habitat areas within Mission Bay Park, which would support greening of the City. The Program 

would improve Mission Bay Park through wetland expansion, water quality improvements, and the 

protection and expansion of eelgrass beds. The Program’s wetland expansion would create healthier 

ecosystems by providing water quality treatment and enhancing habitats, while also balancing the 
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need for flood control and resource mitigation. Furthermore, the Program would increase resiliency 

to climate change, specifically sea level rise, in the Communities of Concern surrounding Mission Bay 

Park. While there would be impacts to coastal marsh in some areas due to construction, the Program 

elements would result in restored habitats that would be suitable for mitigation of these impacts to 

wetland habitat, as well as potentially serve as mitigation for other projects that impact wetlands. 

Further, implementation of the Program would require compensatory wetlands mitigation for any 

direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources that would comply with City of San Diego, state, 

and/or federal authorizations. The Program would target inadequate and failing shorelines within 

Mission Bay Park, and prioritize shoreline restoration treatments, including restoration of beach sand 

and stabilization of erosion control features. The Program would restore the seawall, which would 

replace the existing seawall along Mission Beach Boardwalk and extend the seawall by approximately 

375 feet. All the Program’s objectives directly support resilient infrastructure and healthy ecosystems, 

and they demonstrate that the Program would support and be consistent with Strategy 5. 

Strategy 6: Emerging Climate Actions 

Strategy 6 of the City’s 2022 CAP addresses GHG emissions that will remain after all identified 

measures and actions have been achieved, including implementation of emerging climate actions. 

Further action, new policies, technological innovation, partnerships, and research are all necessary 

components of emerging climate actions that are beyond the 2022 CAP ability to quantify and assess. 

The Program’s improvements to existing park areas, as described herein, would directly support broad 

climate action goals and strategies because the Program is beneficial for the function of resilient 

infrastructure, healthy ecosystems, and the mobility through bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in 

Mission Bay Park. The Program’s park improvements are short-term construction projects that would 

not prevent the City from pursuing further actions, new policies, technological innovations, 

partnerships, and research components of emerging climate actions that are beyond the 2022 CAP. 

While Strategy 6 is not directly applicable to the Program, the Program does not include any features 

that would conflict with Strategy 6 goals. The Program would have a less-than-significant 

GHG impact. 

Issue 2: Would the project conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan or another applicable 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gases? 

As described above under Issue 1, the Program would be consistent with and would not conflict with 

the appliable strategies of the City’s CAP. As such, the Program would not conflict with the City’s CAP 

or another applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 

of GHGs. 
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Furthermore, the Program would not conflict with the City’s General Plan Policies CE-A.8 and CE-A.16 

or the Zero Emissions Municipal Buildings & Operations Policy. The Program would comply with 

applicable construction and demolition diversion requirements, including the City of San Diego’s 

Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Ordinance. In addition, the Program includes creating 

and restoring wetlands, which are a nature-based solution to climate change, as they capture large 

amounts of greenhouse gas emissions. The Program would have a less-than-significant GHG impact. 

4.5.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation would be required. 

4.5.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impacts would remain less than significant. 

Issue 2: Conflicts with Plans or Policies 

Impacts would remain less than significant. 
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4.6 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) includes an analysis of the potential impacts 

to historical resources, including built environment and archaeological resources, that may result 

from the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program). This section also describes 

the associated existing conditions of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) 

and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and 

identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Program. Historical 

resources include all properties (e.g., historic, archaeological, landscapes, traditional) eligible or 

potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as those that may be 

significant pursuant to state and local laws and registration programs such as the California Register 

of Historical Resources (CRHR) or the City of San Diego Historical Resources Register. In San Diego, 

historical resources may include historical buildings, historical structures or historical objects, 

important archaeological sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural 

properties. They include buildings, structures, objects, archaeological sites, districts or landscapes 

possessing physical evidence of human activities that are typically over 45 years old, regardless of 

whether they have been altered or continue to be used. Historical resources also include traditional 

cultural properties. Historical resources in the San Diego region span a time frame of at least the last 

10,000 years and include both the prehistoric and historic periods. For the purposes of this EIR, 

historical resources consist of archaeological sites and built environment resources determined as 

significant under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Archaeological resources include prehistoric and historic locations or sites where human actions 

have resulted in detectable changes to the area. This can include changes in the soil and the 

presence of physical cultural remains. Archaeological resources can have a surface component, a 

subsurface component, or both. Historic archaeological resources are those originating after 

European contact. These resources may include subsurface features such as wells, cisterns, or 

privies. Other historic archaeological remains include artifact concentrations, building foundations, 

or remnants of structures. 

The analysis in this section is based, in part, on the following reports: 

• Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis for the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program, 

dated July 2025, prepared by Dudek (CRCA) (Appendix N) 

• Mission Beach Seawall and Bulkhead Memorandum, dated September 1, 2021, updated 

June 6, 2025, and prepared by Dudek (Seawall Memo) (Appendix O) 
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4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone is located in the central coastal portion of San Diego County. 

The Improvement Zone includes Mission Bay itself and its shoreline and is surrounded by highly 

urbanized areas in all directions. 

As discussed in the CRCA, Mission Bay remained a tidal marsh until the Army Corps of Engineers 

attempted to reroute the terminus of the San Diego River into the Bay in 1853. The rerouting structure, 

known as the Derby Dike, lasted 2 years until it was washed away by a flood. Besides this temporary 

development, Mission Bay was largely undeveloped and used as sheep pasture and outdoor sports 

until the 1880s when the Bay’s commercial potential was realized. In the 1920s, entrepreneur John D. 

Spreckels subdivided Mission Beach, constructed an amusement park, and build the La Jolla Streetcar. 

In 1929, Mission Bay was incorporated into the California State Park System, but the Great Depression 

and World War II delayed any further developments. 

The City developed Mission Bay “into a tourist and recreational center to help diversify the City’s 

economy” (City of San Diego 2019a). Over a period of 20 years between the 1940s and 1960s, Mission 

Bay was dredged and park lands were established. Fiesta Island and Vacation Island are manufactured 

island parks resulting from this effort (Appendix N). Today, Mission Bay includes beaches, docks, 

bicycle and pedestrian paths, and multiple parks and playgrounds. 

Records Search 

A South Coastal Information Center records search was conducted for Improvement Zone in June 

2019. The records search indicated that 192 previous cultural resource studies have been conducted 

within 1 mile of the Improvement Zone, 66 of which included portions of the individual 

projects/components identified in the Program. A total of 135 previously identified cultural resources 

are located within 1 mile of the Improvement Zone, 16 of which intersected the Improvement Zone. 

In addition, two well-known designated historic resources are located within the Belmont Park area 

of the Improvement Zone in Mission Beach. These 18 previously identified cultural resources are from 

the historical and prehistorical eras and are identified in Table 4.6-1. 

Table 4.6-1. 

Previously Identified Cultural Resources Within Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone  

Primary No. Trinomial Era Description Intersects Designation 

P-37-000045 CA-SDI-000045 Historical Ocean Beach 

Gateway 

Archaeological 

Site 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

Local 
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Table 4.6-1. 

Previously Identified Cultural Resources Within Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone  

Primary No. Trinomial Era Description Intersects Designation 

P-37-000047 CA-SDI-000047 Prehistoric Shell Midden Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-005017 CA-SDI-005017 Prehistoric Village Of 

Rinconada 

Rose Creek 

Bike Path 

 

P-37-011571 CA-SDI-011571 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-016166 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

Historic 

Resources 

Board Site No. 

398 

P-37-016167 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-016168 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-016170 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-016522 — Historical Ocean Front 

Walk 

Seawall 

Bulkhead 

Restoration 

 

P-37-016543 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-028406 — Historical Historical 

structure 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.6 – HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.6-4 10523 

Table 4.6-1. 

Previously Identified Cultural Resources Within Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone  

Primary No. Trinomial Era Description Intersects Designation 

P-37-029025 — Historical District: Beach 

Cottage 

Community 

Plan Area 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-034332 — Historical Railroad bridge Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-034333 — Historical Bridge Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-036520 — Unknown Unknown Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

P-37-036521 — Unknown Unknown Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

 

— — Historical The Plunge 

Belmont 

Amusement 

Park* 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

Historic 

Resources 

Board Site No. 

89 

— — Historical Mission Beach 

Roller Coaster* 

Mission Bay 

Park 

Improvement 

Zone 

Historic 

Resources 

Board Site No. 

90; NRHP 

Listed 

Source: Appendix N. 

One of the previously identified cultural resources (CA-SDI-11571) is located adjacent to one of the 

individual components identified in the Program and three resources (P-37-016522 and 

CA-SDI-005017) intersect individual components identified in the Program. These resources are 

described in more detail below. 
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CA-SDI-11571 

CA-SDI-11571 is located adjacent to the Crown Point Restoration Project, which is part of the Shoreline 

Restoration Element of the Program. The prehistoric cultural resource was first recorded by Malcolm 

Rogers, at an unknown date, as a prehistoric habitation site encompassing the Crown Point Peninsula. 

He recorded the resource as midden soils, charcoal, ground stone, and a lithic scatter. However, the 

land was developed into a residential neighborhood and the record was updated in 1990 by ERC 

Environmental to note exposed midden and a shell lens in exposed bluff walls, and a lithic tool at the 

base of the bluff. Trenching occurred in 1992 by Ogden Environmental and Energy Services, but no 

intact cultural features were observed. Further, additional survey and monitoring have occurred 

within the original site boundary in the past years. 

P-37-016522 

P-37-016522 intersects the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element of the Program. The Mission 

Beach seawall (bulkhead and walkway or boardwalk) was previously evaluated for significance under 

NRHP and CRHR criteria by Milford Wayne Donaldson in 1997 and again in 2014 by IS Architecture. 

Donaldson found the 2.4-mile-long seawall eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR under Criteria 

A/1, B/2, and C/3. IS Architecture found a 0.3-mile section of the seawall eligible for listing in the NRHP 

under Criteria A, B, and C. The 0.3-mile section of the seawall is bounded by Ventura Place to the north 

and San Fernando Place to the south. The two reports did not evaluate the seawall under City of San 

Diego designation criteria. On September 9, 1997, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) Cherilyn 

Widell concurred with two of the three criteria put forth by Donaldson’s 1997 report. SHPO 

determined that the seawall is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, at the level of local significance, under 

Criteria A and C. SHPO did not concur with Donaldson’s recommendation for eligibility under Criterion 

B. The eligibility finding included the entire 2.4-mile-long length of the seawall from Thomas Avenue 

to the north and the South Mission Beach jetty to the south. The 2014 IS Architecture report stated, 

“IS Architecture concurs with the chosen National Register (NR) designation criteria as put forth by the 

City of San Diego Historic Resources staff,” this included Criteria A, B, and C despite SHPO’s 1997 

determination of eligibility for only Criteria A and C. The recommended California Historical Resource 

Status Codes for P-37-016522 are 2S2, individual property determined eligible for NRHP by a 

consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CRHR and 5S2, individual property that is eligible 

for local listing or designation. 

CA-SDI-005017 

CA-SDI-005017 intersects Rose Creek Bike Path, a component in the Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element. The prehistoric archaeological resource consists of La Rinconada de Jamo, an 

ethnohistoric Native American village located at the mouth of Rose Canyon. The site was recorded by 
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archaeologists in the late 1970s and described as a large habitation site including many cobble hearth 

features, scattered ground and flaked stone artifacts, and midden soil with burned shell. Other 

findings provide evidence of ceremonial activities. All previous reports noted that the area has been 

highly modified and developed, much of the land being plowed by the 1970s. Despite the previous 

developments, midden soil was observed during excavations. While monitoring excavations for the 

installation of storm sewer improvements, archaeologists identified midden soil under fill soil as deep 

as 1.5 m (approximately 5 ft). 

Tribal Correspondence 

Under AB 52, government-to-government consultation with Native American tribes would be initiated 

by the City of San Diego with Tribes that have requested notification. The government-to-government 

consultation with Native American tribes under AB 52 would begin when the City sends the 45-day 

notification letter to tribes on the day this EIR goes out for public review. 

The City met with Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for Jamul Indian Village and she 

informed the City that there is an increased potential of encountering unanticipated Tribal Cultural 

Resources during ground-disturbing activities associated with the Seawall Bulkhead Restoration 

Project Element. Ms. Cumper stated that a natural source of pitch used by the Kumeyaay to adhere 

projectile points to shafts is located in the area and projectile points have been linked to the area of 

the seawall. Ms. Cumper recommended cultural monitoring during ground disturbance associated 

with the Seawall Bulkhead Restoration Project Element. The City provided a memorandum dated 

November 14, 2025, documenting conclusion notes for the consultation meeting with Ms. Cumper 

and the City’s intent to close AB 52 consultation. 

Pedestrian Surveys 

In 2019, Tierra archaeologist Hillary Murphy conducted intensive pedestrian surveys of the 

Improvement Zone alongside Native American Monitors Banning Taylor and Alisa Contreras, of Red 

Tail Environmental, Inc. On July 20, 2021, Dudek Architectural Historian Nicole Frank, MSHP, conducted 

an intensive-level survey of P-37-016522, which intersects the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Element. The survey entailed walking the length of the seawall, documenting the resource with notes 

and photographs, specifically noting character-defining features, spatial relationships, and observed 

alterations. Additional pedestrian surveys were completed by Dudek Archaeologists in 2024 and 2025, 

accompanied by Red Tail Environmental, Inc. Native American Monitor Gail Kenyon. Pedestrian 

surveys focused on the individual component locations identified within the Seawall Improvements, 

Shoreline Restoration, Upland Habitat Restoration, Water Quality and Wetland Restoration, and 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Elements of the Program. 
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CA-SDI-11571 

During the pedestrian surveys, CA-SDI-11571 was identified as physically separated from the Crown 

Point Shoreline Restoration Project, which is a component of the Restoration of Shoreline Element, It 

is separated by the Crown Point Bluffs. 

P-37-016522 

P-37-016522 was identified during the pedestrian surveys and is confirmed to be altered by the 

Seawall Improvements Element of the Program. 

CA-SDI-000045 

During the pedestrian surveys, the boundary of CA-SDI-000045 was confirmed to be bisected by a 

component of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, however, this component would 

not be implemented as part of this Program, because a separate improvement project has been 

initiated under a separate CEQA document. No cultural resources were observed during the survey. 

CA-SDI-005017 

During the pedestrian surveys, the boundary of CA-SDI-005017 was confirmed to be bisected by Rose 

Creek Bike Path, a component of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element. However, no 

cultural resources were observed during the survey. 

Summary 

Other than the resources identified in the records search, no new cultural, archaeological, or built 

environment historical resources were observed at any of the component locations during the 

pedestrian surveys.  

4.6.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

The following describes the planning framework and additional regulatory documents, plans, and 

policies relevant to historical resources for the proposed Program. 

Federal 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was enacted on November 16, 1990, to 

address the rights of lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations to Native 
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American cultural items, including human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 

cultural patrimony. The act assigned implementation responsibilities to the Secretary of the Interior. 

National Historic Preservation Act and National Register of Historic Places 

The National Historic Preservation Act authorizes the NRHP, which is the United States’ official list of 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects worthy of preservation. Overseen by the National 

Park Service, under the U.S. Department of the Interior, NRHP listings encompass all National Historic 

Landmarks, as well as historic areas administered by the National Park Service. 

NRHP guidelines for the evaluation of historic significance were developed to be flexible and to 

recognize the accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s history 

and heritage. Its criteria are designed to guide state and local governments, federal agencies, and others 

in evaluating potential entries in the NRHP. For a property to be listed in or determined eligible for listing, 

it must be demonstrated to possess integrity and to meet at least one of the following criteria: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is 

present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Integrity is defined in NRHP guidance, How to Apply the National Register Criteria, as “the ability of a 

property to convey its significance. To be listed in the NRHP, a property must not only be shown to be 

significant under the NRHP criteria, but it also must have integrity” (NPS 1990). NRHP guidance further 

asserts that certain property types are not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP, except under 

certain circumstances (NPS 1990). 

A historic property is defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object 

included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term 

includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The 

term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native 

Hawaiian organization and that meet the NRHP criteria” (36 CFR Sections 800.16[i][1]). 
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Effects on historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act are defined 

in the assessment of adverse effects in 36 CFR Sections 800.5(a)(1): 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any 

of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in 

the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s 

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 

Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, 

including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation 

of the property’s eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include 

reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, 

be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. 

To comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the criteria of adverse effect are 

applied to historic properties, if any exist in the project site, pursuant to 36 CFR Sections 800.5(a)(1). If 

no historic properties are identified in the project site, a finding of “no historic properties affected” 

would be made for the project. If there are historic properties in the project site, application of the 

criteria of adverse effect would result in project-related findings of either “no adverse effect” or of 

“adverse effect,” as described above. A finding of no adverse effect may be appropriate when the 

undertaking’s effects do not meet the thresholds in criteria of adverse effect 36 CFR Sections 

800.5(a)(1), in certain cases when the undertaking is modified to avoid or lessen effects, or if conditions 

were imposed to ensure review of rehabilitation plans for conformance with the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (codified in 36 CFR Part 68). If adverse 

effects findings were expected to result from the project, mitigation would be required, as feasible, 

and resolution of those adverse effects by consultation may occur to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 

adverse effects on historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(a). 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

As described further below, the following CEQA statute and CEQA Guidelines are relevant to the 

analysis of historic, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources: 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g): Defines “unique 

archaeological resource.” 

1. California Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(a): Define historical resources. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial adverse change” in the significance of 
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a historical resource. It also defines the circumstances when a project would 

materially impair the significance of a historical resource. 

2. California Public Resources Code Section 21074(a): Defines “tribal cultural 

resources” and Section 21074(b): Defines a “cultural landscape.” 

3. California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(e): These provisions set forth standards and steps to be employed 

following the accidental discovery of human remains in any location other than a 

dedicated ceremony. 

4. California Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b)-(c) and CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.4: These measures provide information regarding the mitigation 

framework for archaeological and historic resources, including options of 

preservation-in-place mitigation; and identify preservation-in-place as the 

preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites. 

Under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (California Public Resources Code 

Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[b]). A “historical resource” is any site listed or 

eligible for listing in the CRHR. The CRHR listing criteria (14 CCR 15064.5[a][3]) are intended to examine 

whether the resource in question: 

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in pre-history or history. 

The term “historical resource” also includes any site described in a local register of historical resources 

or identified as significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of California 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1[g]). 

CEQA was amended in 2014 through Assembly Bill 52, which created a new category of tribal cultural 

resources that must be considered under CEQA and applies to all projects that file a Notice of 

Preparation or notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration on or after July 1, 2015. 

Assembly Bill 52 requires lead agencies to provide notice to and begin consultation with California Native 

American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a project if that 
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tribe has requested, in writing, to be kept informed of projects by the lead agency prior to the 

determination whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR will be prepared. 

All historical resources and unique archaeological resources – as defined by statute – are presumed 

to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (California Public Resources Code 

Section 21084.1; 14 CCR Section 15064.5[a]). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that 

a resource is a historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption (California Public 

Resources Code Section 21084.1; 14 CCR Section 15064.5[a]). A site or resource that does not meet 

the definition of “historical resource” or “unique archaeological resource” is not considered significant 

under CEQA and need not be analyzed further (California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2[a]; 

14 CCR Section15064.5[c][4]). 

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA first evaluates whether a project site contains any historical 

resources, then assesses whether that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired. 

When a project significantly affects a unique archaeological resource, CEQA imposes special 

mitigation requirements. 

Finally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 

procedures to be used when an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of 

Native American human remains within the project, or in the event Na any human remains are 

discovered in any location other than a dedicated cemetery. These procedures are set forth in 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

California Register of Historical Resources 

In California, the term “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, “any object, building, 

structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, 

or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 

political, military, or cultural annals of California” (California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1[j]). 

In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, private 

groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to 

be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1[a]). A resource is eligible for listing in the CRHR if the State Historical 

Resources Commission determines that it is a significant resource and that it meets any of the 

following NRHP criteria (California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1[c]): 

1. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage 
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2. Associated with the lives of persons important in our past 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

Resources less than 50 years old generally are not considered for listing in the CRHR but may be 

considered if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the historical 

importance of the resource (see 14 CCR Section 4852[d][2]). 

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and 

historic resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties 

listed or formally designated as eligible for listing on the NRHP are automatically listed on the CRHR, 

as are the state landmarks and points of interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under 

local ordinances or identified through local cultural resource surveys. The State Historic Preservation 

Office maintains the CRHR. 

Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act (California Public Resources Code Section 5097, 

et seq.) addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such 

remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be 

implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project; and 

establishes the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to resolve disputes regarding the 

disposition of such remains. In addition, the Native American Historic Resource Protection Act makes 

it a misdemeanor punishable by up to 1 year in jail to deface or destroy a Native American historical 

or cultural site that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, enacted in 2001, requires all 

state agencies and museums that receive state funding and that have possession or control over 

collections of human remains or cultural items, as defined, to complete an inventory and summary of 

these remains and items on or before January 1, 2003, with certain exceptions. This act also provides 

a process for the identification and repatriation of these items to the culturally affiliated tribes. 

California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 

regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those 
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remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are 

discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of the 

site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the county 

coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5b). If the coroner 

determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must 

contact the NAHC within 24 hours (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will 

notify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect 

the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the MLD by 

the NAHC. The MLD may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 

human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

Local 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Regulations 

The City’s Historical Resources Regulations (San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Chapter 14, Article 3, 

Division 2) were adopted in January 2000, and updated April 2024 providing a balance between sound 

historic preservation principles and the rights of private property owners. The purpose and intent of 

the regulations are outlined as follows: 

To protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the historical resources of San Diego, 

which include historical buildings, historical structures or historical objects, important 

archaeological sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural 

properties. These regulations are intended to assure that development occurs in a 

manner that protects the overall quality of historical resources. It is further the intent of 

these regulations to protect the educational, cultural, economic, and general welfare of 

the public, while employing regulations that are consistent with sound historical 

preservation principles and the rights of private property owners. 

The regulations apply to all development within the City of San Diego when cultural resources are 

present within the premises regardless of the requirement to obtain Neighborhood Development 

Permit or Site Development Permit. The regulations have been developed to implement applicable 

local, state, and federal policies and mandates. Included in these are the General Plan, CEQA, and 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Historical resources, in the context of 

the City’s regulations, include designated historical resources, historical buildings, historical 

structures, historical objects, important archaeological sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, 

or traditional cultural properties. Designated historical resources include historical buildings, 

historical districts, historical landscapes, historical objects, or historical structures, important 

archaeological sites or traditional cultural properties which have been designated by the Historical 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.6 – HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

December 2025 4.6-14 10523 

Resources Board. These resources are usually over 45 years old, and they may have been altered or 

still be in use. 

Compliance with the regulations begin with the determination of the need for a site-specific survey 

for a project. Pursuant to SDMC Section 143.0212(a), a historic property (built environment) survey 

can be required for any parcel containing a structure that is over 45 years old and not located within 

any area identified as exempt in the Historical Resource Guidelines or for any parcel identified as 

sensitive on the Historical Resource Sensitivity Map. SDMC Section 143.0212(b) requires that historical 

resource sensitivity maps be used to identify properties in the City that have a likelihood of containing 

archaeological sites. These maps are based on records of the California Historical Resources 

Information System maintained by the South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State 

University, archival research from the San Diego Museum of Man, and site-specific information in the 

City’s files. If records show an archaeological site exists on or immediately adjacent to a subject 

property, the City would require a survey. In general, archaeological surveys are required when the 

proposed development is on a previously undeveloped parcel, if a known resource is recorded on the 

parcel or within a 1-mile radius, or if a qualified consultant or knowledgeable City staff member 

recommends it. In both cases, the determination for the need to conduct a site-specific survey must 

be made within 10 days of submittal for a construction permit (ministerial) or 30 days for a 

development permit (discretionary) pursuant to SDMC Section 143.0212(c). 

SDMC Section 143.0212(d) states that if a site-specific survey is required, it shall be conducted 

consistent with the Historical Resources Guidelines. Using the survey results and other available 

applicable information, the City shall determine whether a historical resource exists, whether it is 

eligible for designation as a designated historical resource, and precisely where it is located. 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines 

Historical Resources Guidelines (City of San Diego 2024c) are incorporated in the San Diego Land 

Development Manual by reference. The guidelines establish a development review process to review 

for projects in the City. This process is composed of two aspects: (1) the implementation of the 

Historical Resources Regulations and (2) the determination of impacts and mitigation under CEQA. 

The guidelines provide property owners, the development community, consultants, and the public 

with explicit guidelines for the management of historical resources located within City jurisdiction. 

These guidelines are designed to implement the City's Historical Resources Regulations contained in 

the Land Development Code (Chapter 14, Division 3, Article 2) in compliance with applicable local, 

state, and federal policies and mandates, including, but not limited to, the City's General Plan, CEQA, 

and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The intent of the guidelines is to 

ensure consistency in the management of the City's historical resources, including identification, 

evaluation, preservation/mitigation, and development. 
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The City’s Historical Resources Guidelines (City of San Diego 2024c) observe the following: 

Historical resources include all properties (historic, archaeological, landscapes, 

traditional, etc.) eligible or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places, as well as those that may be significant pursuant to state and local laws and 

registration programs such as the California Register of Historical Resources or the 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Register. "Historical resource" means site 

improvements, buildings, structures, historic districts, signs, features (including 

significant trees or other landscaping), places, place names, interior elements and 

fixtures designated in conjunction with a property, or other objects of historical, 

archaeological, scientific, educational, cultural, architectural, aesthetic, or traditional 

significance to the citizens of the City. They include buildings, structures, objects, 

archaeological sites, districts or landscapes possessing physical evidence of human 

activities that are typically over 45 years old, regardless of whether they have been 

altered or continue to be used. Historical resources also include traditional cultural 

properties. The following definitions are based, for the most part, on California's Office 

of Historic Preservation’s (OHP) Instructions for Recording Historical Resources and 

are used to categorize different types of historical resources when they are recorded. 

These guidelines are intended to protect, preserve, and, where damaged, restore the historical 

resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all development within the City of San Diego when 

historical resources are present within the premises regardless of the requirement to obtain 

Neighborhood Development Permit or Site Development Permit. The Historical Resources 

Regulations require that traditional cultural properties be protected and preserved as a condition of 

discretionary approval. Minor alterations may be allowed if the alteration does not affect the special 

character or special historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural value of the resource. Limited 

development may encroach into important archaeological sites if adequate mitigation measures are 

provided as a condition of approval. These guidelines guide the development review process from the 

need for a survey and how impacts are assessed to available mitigation strategies and report 

requirements and include appropriate methodologies for treating historical resources located in the 

City. In general, the City’s historical resources provisions build on federal and state laws and guidelines 

in an attempt to streamline the process of considering impacts to historical resources within the City’s 

jurisdiction, while maintaining that some resources not significant under federal or state law may be 

considered historical under the City’s Guidelines. In order to apply the criteria and determine the 

significance of potential project impacts to a historical resource, the project site of the project must 

be defined for both direct impacts and indirect impacts. Indirect impacts can include increased public 

access to an archaeological site, or visual impairment of a historically significant view shed related to 

a historic building or structure. 
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City of San Diego General Plan 

The City’s General Plan contains a Historic Preservation Element that seeks “to guide the preservation, 

protection, restoration, and rehabilitation of historical and cultural resources and maintain a sense of 

the City. To improve the quality of the built environment, encourage appreciation for the City’s history 

and culture, maintain the character and identity of communities, and contribute to the City’s economic 

vitality through historic preservation” (City of San Diego 2024b). The Historic Preservation Element 

pertains to both historical and cultural resources that include elements from the built environment 

such as buildings, structures, objects, and districts; landscape features, including significant trees and 

plantings, hardscape, fountains, lighting, sculptures, signs and other natural or designed features; 

interior elements and fixtures designated in conjunction with a property; significant archaeological 

sites; and traditional cultural properties (City of San Diego 2024b). The Historic Preservation Element 

contains the following goals: 

A. Identification and Preservation of Historical Resources: 

• Identification of the historical resources of the City 

• Preservation of the City’s important historical resources 

• Integration of historic preservation planning in the larger planning process 

B. Historic Preservation, Education, Benefits, and Incentives: 

• Public education about the importance of historical resources 

• Provision of incentives supporting historic preservation 

• Cultural heritage tourism promoted to the tourist industry 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Board Designation Criteria 

The Historical Resources Guidelines of the City’s Land Development Manual identify the criteria under 

which a resource may be historically designated. Additionally, the “Guidelines for the Application of 

Historical Resources Board Designation Criteria” (Land Development Manual, Appendix E, Part 2) 

provide detailed guidance on how to evaluate a property under the City’s local designation criteria. 

The Historical Resources Guidelines state that any improvement, building, structure, sign, interior 

element and fixture, site, place, district, area, or object may be designated a historical resource by the 

City’s Historical Resources Board if it meets one or more of the following designation criteria: 

A. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s or a neighborhood’s 

historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, 

landscaping or architectural development;  
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B. Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history; 

C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction or is a 

valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship;  

D. Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer, 

landscape architect, interior designer, artist or craftsman;  

E. Is listed or has been determined eligible by National Park Service for listing on the National 

Register of Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State Historical 

Preservation Office for listing on the State Register of Historical Resources; or  

F. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way or is a 

geographically definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a 

special character, historical interest or aesthetic value or which represent one or more 

architectural periods or styles in the history and development of the City.  

Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

The Mission Bay Park Master Plan provides a historical overview of Mission Bay Park. While the Plan 

acknowledges the celebrated history of Mission Bay Park, it also addresses that changing values, water 

quality degradation, and new recreation demands call for updates to the Mission Bay Park. Regarding 

the history of the Mission Bay Park, the Master Plan includes the following: 

• A park in which an interpretive signage program informs visitors about the significance and 

historical narrative of the landscape of the Bay. 

4.6.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to cultural resources are based on applicable 

criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds 

(2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5; 

2. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5; or 

3. Would the project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries. 

Impacts from each element were considered in evaluating potential impacts of the Program to 

historical resources. Direct impacts to historic and archaeological resources generally result from 
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activities that will cause damage to or have an adverse effect on the resource. Indirect impacts to 

historic and archaeological resources are often the result of increased public accessibility to resources 

not otherwise subject to impacts which may result in an increased potential for vandalism and site 

destruction. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 

taking place over a period of time. According to the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, the loss of 

a historical resource database due to mitigation by data recovery may be considered a cumulative 

impact. In the built environment, cumulative impacts most often occur to districts, where several 

minor changes to contributing properties, their landscaping, or to their setting over time could result 

in a significant loss of integrity to the district as a whole. Cumulative impacts are discussed in 

Section 5.0 Cumulative, of this EIR. 

4.6.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

Much of the Improvement Zone has been developed for recreational uses and is highly disturbed. 

Past dredging and filling activities that created Mission Bay Park has already changed the cultural 

landscape of the area. The Geotechnical Report prepared for the Program (Appendix P) identifies that 

a majority of the Improvement Zone, including the various islands, coves, shorelines, creek, and 

upland habitat areas, is made of artificial fill consisting of dredged, hydraulically placed material. 

The CRCA addresses archaeological and cultural historic resources while the Seawall Memo 

specifically addresses the Mission Beach Seawall and Bulkhead in detail, which is a built environment 

historic resource in the Improvement Zone. These studies included research and visual surveys for 

the purposes of providing historic context and identifying the potential for historic resources to occur. 

The CRCA includes a detailed discussion of the records search and pedestrian survey. Portions of the 

Improvement Zone have been previously surveyed for cultural resources. The South Coastal 

Information Center records search resulted in the identification of 16 resources within the 

Improvement Zone. Only four of the identified resources intersect the components identified in the 

elements of the Program: CA-SDI-011571, P-37-016522, CA-SDI-000045, CA-SDI-005017. Out of these 

four resources, only P-37-016522 is a built environment historical resource and is discussed in detail 

below. The other resources are discussed under other issues or in Section 4.12, Tribal Cultural 

Resources. Refer to Table 4.6-1 for a complete list of previously recorded resources in the 

Improvement Zone. Archival review of P-37-016522, which contains a historical ocean front walk, 

suggests that the resource would be altered by the Program’s implementation. 

Site surveys were conducted in 2019 and 2024 to identify potential historical resources within the 

Improvement Zone. The surveys focused on the individual component locations identified within the 
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Seawall Bulkhead, Shoreline Restoration, Upland Habitat Restoration, Water Quality and Wetland 

Restoration and Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Elements of the Program. The surveys 

identified that the element areas have all been extensively developed ranging from pavement covered 

parking lots, to channeled creeks, to human engineered islands, and no new resources were 

identified. The findings are discussed further in the applicable element discussion below. 

The Seawall Memo includes a summary of preliminary research and fieldwork findings; a timeline of 

the resource’s development; a delineation of sections per their dates of construction that contribute 

to the previously established significance; a summary of records search results and previous 

evaluations; the identification of character-defining features and an integrity analysis of the Mission 

Beach Seawall (including bulkhead and walkway or boardwalk) and recommendations. The Seawall 

Memo also clarifies how the seawall has been altered and changed over time. The Seawall Memo has 

been updated to include the impacts assessment for the Mission Beach Seawall and the appropriate 

mitigation measures to reduce the identified potentially significant impact to a built environment 

cultural resource. The findings are discussed further in the applicable element discussion below. 

In general, the Program is found to not be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation (Standards for Rehabilitation); thus, the Program would not be in conformance with the 

City's Historical Resources Regulations. Therefore, the Program would cause a potentially significant 

impact to a historical resource, the Mission Beach Seawall.  

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

This element would include the expansion of wetlands and associated habitat through site grading, 

excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities. There would be both land-based and water-based 

construction activities. This element would also include a stockpile location, specifically for the North 

Fiesta Island Wetland Project. The stockpile locations would not include any excavation activities. None 

of the components or the stockpile location options within this element intersect any known built 

environmental historical resources, and none were identified during the site survey for the 

components within this element. As such, the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

This element would include beach nourishment, stabilization using riprap and berms, and 

creation of oyster habitat. Excavation and site grading would be required. Most construction 

activities would be landside, but waterside construction may also be necessary. None of the 

components within this element intersect any known built environmental historical resources and 

no new resources were identified during the site survey. As such, the Restoration of Shoreline 
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Element would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

This element would include the establishment and expansion of habitat. Construction activities would 

include site grading, weed eradication, and the alteration of existing berms. One of the components 

within this element includes part of the former Mission Bay Landfill, however, the proposed Program 

proposes the import of soil to support native vegetation communities and to cap the former landfill. The 

landfill cap would prevent proposed Program activities from encountering buried landfill materials. 

None of the other components within this element intersect any known built environmental historical 

resources and none were identified during the site survey for the components within this element. As 

such, the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element would not result in a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical resource, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

This element would include bicycle and pedestrian improvements to existing trails and sidewalks, and 

construction of new trails and sidewalks to connect existing paths within the Improvement Zone. None 

of the components within this element intersect any known built environmental historical resources 

and none were identified during the site survey. As such, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Element would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, 

and impacts would be less than significant.  

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element includes the replacement of large sections of the 

seawall, the extension of the seawall, and the replacement of stairways or the addition of ADA ramps 

for beach access. Minor excavation would be required to remove existing facilities. Only one known built 

environment historical resource was identified as intersecting with the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Element. The element purposefully includes the alteration of the Mission Beach Seawall (P-37-016522), 

which was constructed in 1925, 1928, and 1968, making it a structure older than 45 years old.  

As discussed in the Seawall Memo, on September 9, 1997, SHPO determined that the seawall is eligible 

for inclusion in the NRHP, at the level of local significance, under Criteria A and C and did not comment 

on CRHR and local eligibility. As part of the Seawall Memo Dudek reviewed and synthesized all 

previous significance arguments for the seawall and recommended that the seawall is eligible for 

inclusion on the NRHP and CRHR under Criterion A/1 and Criterion C/3 for its association with the 

early development of Mission Beach (1914–1915), its integral part in the award-winning Mission Beach 

Subdivision Plan, and its period and method of construction utilizing tongue and groove pilings. 
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Additionally, the seawall retains integrity to be listed on the NRHP/CRHR under Criterion A/1 and 

Criterion C/3. For all of the reasons described above, the seawall appears eligible for listing as a 

historical resource by the City of San Diego Historical Resources Board (HRB) for meeting designation 

Criteria A, C, and E. The eligibility recommendation includes the 2.4-mile-long seawall from Thomas 

Avenue to the north and the South Mission Beach jetty to the south. Therefore, the Mission Beach 

Seawall is considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.  

The Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element would include the replacement of two segments of 

the existing seawall (segments A and B). Segment A is approximately 8,760 feet long, sections of which 

were constructed in 1925, 1928, and 1986. Segment B is approximately 1,020 feet in length and was 

constructed in 2000 with a parapet height of 36 inches. Improvements to existing beach access points 

at various locations along segments A and B would also be provided as either replacement stairways 

or ADA ramps, and one new vehicular access for City use would be created at Thomas Avenue. In 

addition, a new 375-foot-long segment, segment C would be constructed from the north end of the 

existing seawall at Thomas Avenue towards Crystal Pier.  

Under the Proposed Program, the majority of the Mission Beach Seawall would be replaced with 

modern construction consistent with required safety and ADA accessibility codes and would continue 

to be used for the same purposes prior to Program implementation. The demolition of the seawall in 

segments A and B and new construction of segment C and ADA ramps would constitute a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. The demolition 

of the resource would result in a loss of all seven aspects of integrity and render the structure unable 

to convey its significance under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1 and C/3 and City of San Diego Criteria A, C, 

and E. The design for the new seawall would not adhere to the Standards for Rehabilitation because 

very few original materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques will be preserved or 

retained, which is required by the Standards for Rehabilitation. Therefore, the Proposed Program 

would cause a potentially significant impact to a historical resource. Implementation of mitigation 

measures including Mitigation Measure (MM) CUL-1, which requires the documentation of the Mission 

Beach Seawall and its setting through the preparation of a Historic American Engineering Record 

(HAER) “Like” documentation, and MM-CUL-2, which requires the development of interpretation and 

education materials to be displayed to tell the story and history, and explain the historical significance 

of the original Mission Beach Seawall. The interpretation and education materials may include historic 

photographs, maps, and architectural renderings of the Mission Beach Seawall. MM-CUL-3 would 

require the incorporation of historic design features of the Mission Beach Seawall into the new 

construction. MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL-3 also required the Program to retain a qualified 

historian and/or architectural historian to prepare the interpretative materials prior to construction 

activities and coordinate with City Heritage Preservation staff during the design phase.  
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The Mission Beach Seawall will be restored to the condition that is required by the City’ of San Diego’s 

historical standards consistent with the San Diego Municipal Code. The alteration of the Mission Beach 

Seawall cannot be determined to be consistent with the Standards for Rehabilitation and will require 

a deviation from the City’s Historical Resources Regulations. The deviation will require the City to 

process a Site Development Permit for a Substantial Alteration to a Historical Resource and the 

Program will be required to make the findings in San Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0505(i). Prior 

to issuance of the Site Development Permit, the City would demonstrate that the proposed alteration 

to the Seawall is the minimum deviation from the Historical Resources Regulations required to 

accommodate the component and that there are no less environmentally damaging alternatives. The 

design of the component would incorporate historic design features of the historically significant 

Seawall to make the permit findings, and the quality of design will be at a minimum equal to the 

current structure. These features should include those called out as significant in the 1998 Mission 

Beach Boardwalk Project EIR/ Environmental Assessment, such as the pop-out walls which historically 

featured open balustrades, elevation of solid walls along the Boardwalk, and specific concrete color 

and finish.  

Therefore, the restoration of the Seawall will also be to a condition no less than the quality of 

restoration previously performed in 1998 from Thomas Street to Pacific Beach Drive. Implementation 

of MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL 2, and MM-CUL 3 would reduce impacts to the extent feasible but would not 

reduce the direct impact to a level of less than significant. As such, the impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

Issue 2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

This element would include the expansion of wetlands and associated habitat through site grading, 

excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities. There would be both land-based and water-based 

construction activities. This element would also include a stockpile location, specifically for the North 

Fiesta Island Wetland Project. The stockpile locations would not include any excavation activities. None 

of the components or stockpile locations within this element intersect any known archaeological 

resources and no archaeological resources were identified during the site survey for the components 

within this element. Further, the components within the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Element would occur in areas that are entirely disturbed given the artificial nature of Fiesta Island and 

adjacent areas. Given that these are heavily disturbed areas, there is low potential for unknown 

subsurface archaeological resources. Additionally, as mentioned, the Program would comply with 

applicable regulations associated with historical resources in the unlikely event that an inadvertent 
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discovery is made. Therefore, implementation of the element would result in less-than-significant 

impacts on archaeological resources. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

This element would include beach nourishment, stabilization using riprap and berms, and creation of 

oyster habitat. Excavation and site grading would be required. Most construction activities would be 

landside, but waterside construction may also be necessary. None of the components within this 

element intersect any known archaeological resources and no archaeological resources were 

identified during the site survey. The Crown Point Restoration Project is located adjacent to CA-SDI-

011571, which includes artifacts previously identified on the Crown Point Peninsula. However, the 

Crown Point Restoration Project limits ground disturbance to the shoreline and would be physically 

separated from the previously identified resource by the Crown Point bluffs. No cultural resources 

were observed within the Crown Point Restoration Project area. Therefore, the Crown Point 

Restoration Project would not have a significant impact on CA-SDI-011571. Other components in the 

element are located in areas that have are considered degraded due to their artificial nature and 

modification. Therefore, there would be low probability of encountering resources along the shoreline 

for any of the shoreline restoration components due to shoreline sediments being unstable and 

unable to support intact resource deposits. Therefore, the components in the Shoreline Restoration 

Element are unlikely to unearth archaeological resources. Additionally, as mentioned, the Program 

would comply with applicable regulations associated with archaeological resources in the unlikely 

event that an inadvertent discovery is made. Therefore, implementation of the element would result 

in less-than-significant impacts on archaeological resources. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

This element would include the establishment and expansion of habitat. Construction activities would 

include site grading, weed eradication, and the alteration of existing berms. None of the components 

within this element intersect any known archaeological resources and no archaeological resources 

were identified during the site survey for the components within this element. Further, most 

components included in the Upland Habitat Restoration Element would occur on Fiesta Island, which 

is man-made and entirely disturbed given its artificial nature. Other component areas are also 

considered disturbed due to attempted landscaping and recreational parks on site. Given that these 

are heavily disturbed areas, there is low potential for unknown subsurface archaeological resources. 

The San Diego River Habitat Project is located on a largely undeveloped parcel but is located between 

roadways on artificial fill. Therefore, there is low potential to encounter previously unidentified 

subsurface archaeological resources for any of the components in this element. Further, as 

mentioned, there were no archaeological resources identified during the site survey. As mentioned, 

the Program would comply with applicable regulations associated with archaeological resources in 
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the unlikely event that an inadvertent discovery is made. Therefore, implementation of the element 

would result in less-than-significant impacts on archaeological resources. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

This element would include bicycle and pedestrian improvements to existing trails and sidewalks, and 

construction of new trails and sidewalks to connect existing paths within the Improvement Zone. One 

component in this element would bisect an archaeological resource (CA-SDI-005017). 

The boundary of the Rose Creek Bike Path Project bisects the boundary of CA-SDI-005017, the 

ethnohistoric Native American village of La Rinconada de Jamo. Previous archaeological testing within 

the resource boundary has produced significant deposits of cultural midden and materials. However, 

the resource boundary covers approximately 300 acres and none of these deposits were identified 

within the Project footprint. The Project area has undergone extensive alteration of the terrain along 

the east bank of Rose Creek. This has likely displaced any remnants of the resource had any previously 

existed. Although intact cultural deposits are unlikely, there is still potential for impacts to CA-SDI-

005017 to occur during grading and excavation. 

The other activities in this element include minor ground disturbance and construction activities in 

primarily disturbed areas. Due to the existing disturbance and minimal ground disturbance, there 

is low potential to impact unknown subsurface resources. Further, as mentioned, the Program 

would comply with applicable regulations associated with archaeological resources in the unlikely 

event that an inadvertent discovery is made. While this element would occur in highly disturbed 

areas with existing development, implementation of the element would result in a potentially 

significant impact to archaeological resources due to the potential impacts to the known resources 

described above. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

This element would include the replacement and extension of the existing seawall and improvement 

of existing beach access locations. Minor excavation would be required to remove existing facilities. 

While the Mission Beach Seawall is a built environment historical resources as discussed above, the 

element does not intersect any known archaeological resources, and none were identified during the 

site survey for the components within this element. However, during the City’s Native American 

consultation efforts in compliance with AB 52, Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for 

Jamul Indian Village, stated that a natural source of pitch used by the Kumeyaay to adhere projectile 

points to shafts is located in the area and projectile points have been linked to the area of the seawall. 

Ms. Cumper recommended cultural monitoring during ground disturbance associated with the 

Seawall Bulkhead Restoration Project Element. Therefore, implementation of the element would 

result in potentially significant impacts on archaeological resources.  
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Issue 3: Would the project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

There are no formal cemeteries or known burials in the immediate vicinity of the Improvement Zone. 

Further, the CRCA did not identify any potential to disturb human remains in the Improvement Zone. In 

the unlikely event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains during ground-disturbing activities, the 

Program would be handled in accordance with procedures of the California Public Resources Code 

(Section 5097.98), California Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and California Government Code 

Section 27491. These regulations detail specific procedures to follow in the event of a discovery of 

human remains (i.e., work would be required to halt, and no soil would be exported off-site until a 

determination could be made via the County Coroner and other authorities as required). 

As mentioned above, there are currently no formal cemeteries or known burials in the immediate 

vicinity of the Improvement Zone. Therefore, impacts to human remains would be less 

than significant. 

4.6.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

MM-CUL-1  Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) “Like” Documentation. Prior to 

Program’s implementation, the City of San Diego shall initiate and sponsor the 

documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall and its setting through the preparation 

of HAER “Like” documentation. This documentation shall include digital photographs, 

a short-form report, and archiving as outlined below, developed in consultation with 

the City of San Diego. All work shall be conducted by an architectural historian who 

meets the 2008 Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 

architectural history and/or history (Qualified Architectural Historian). This mitigation 

measure is being proposed in compliance with CEQA and does not necessitate 

approval of this documentation through National Park Service (NPS) or the California 

Office of Historic Preservation. The HAER “Like” Short Form document shall be limited 

to the following: 

1. Digital Photography: Prior to issuance of any permits or any demolition of the 

seawall, digital photographic documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall shall be 

prepared to the National Park Service's 2024 National Register of Historic Places 

and National Historic Landmarks Program Consolidated and Updated Photograph 

Policy. The photographer shall be familiar with the recordation of historical 

resources in accordance with NPS guidelines and digital photography. A minimum 

of 15 photographs shall be taken, detailing the overall site, select intact portions 

of the seawall, existing setting, and surrounding viewsheds. Drone photography 
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and/or videography may also be used to capture aerial perspectives of the seawall 

in addition to digital photography. All photographs shall include a photo index, 

and field notes, and be identified and labeled using the NPS Consolidated and 

Updated Photograph Policy 2024.  

2. Short-Form Report: In consultation with the City of San Diego, a Qualified 

Architectural Historian shall prepare a short-form report in conjunction with the 

large format photographs. The historic report will be formatted to Historic 

American Engineering Record Guidelines for Historical Reports and include 

historical background information, original or copies of architectural or 

engineering drawings, if available, maps, and historic photographs relevant to the 

Mission Beach Seawall.  

3. Archiving: One copy of the final, archival quality documentation shall be provided 

to the San Diego History Center. Duplicate archival laser-copies (on acid-free 

paper) of the report and photographs shall be submitted to the City of San Diego. 

In summary one (1) full set of survey prints, negatives, and report and one 

duplicate archival copy of surveys are required. The HAER “Like” Short Format 

documentation for the Mission Beach Seawall must be submitted to repositories 

within three months of Program’s completion. 

MM-CUL-2  Development of Public Interpretation and Educational Display. The City of 

San Diego shall develop and prepare public interpretation and educational materials 

to document and explain the importance of the Mission Beach Seawall to the City of 

San Diego’s community and planning history. The display shall be designed in 

consultation with the project design team, a professional graphic designer, and a 

qualified historian or architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards (Qualified Architectural Historian). Input and 

review of the content on the display must be completed in conjunction with the City 

of San Diego’s Heritage Preservation staff.  

The display shall include the following content: 

▪ A narrative summary of the historical resource’s significance, including its 

association with important events, persons, and/or architectural features. 

▪ Archival photographs and/or drawings of the resource. 

▪ A site map or diagram showing the original location and layout. 

▪ A QR code or link to a digital archive with expanded content, such as oral histories, 

documents, or additional imagery, if available. 
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Historical ephemeral materials and exerts from historic contexts from technical 

reports prepared as part of the proposed Program and maps shall be included. The 

display should express the Mission Beach Seawall’s association with the early 

development of Mission Beach and its innovative tongue and groove pilings design.  

The interpretive and educational display shall be incorporated into the design of the 

proposed Program for public accessibility at the new seawall site. Specifics for 

establishing the appropriate medium to display this information shall be done in 

consultation with the Project proponent. The following performance standards for the 

display are required: 

▪ The display shall be constructed of durable, weather-resistant materials and be 

designed to be accessible in accordance with ADA standards. 

▪ The content shall be reviewed and approved by the City of San Diego prior 

to installation. 

▪ The display shall be installed within three months of Project completion and 

maintained in good condition for a minimum of 20 years. 

MM-CUL-3  Incorporation of Historic Design Features into New Construction. During the 

design phase of the Program’s Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element, City of 

San Diego Heritage Preservation staff will review all construction drawings to ensure 

the incorporation of the historic design features identified in the 1998 Mission Beach 

Boardwalk Project EIR/ Environmental Assessment such as the pop-out walls which 

historically featured open balustrades, elevation of solid walls along the Boardwalk, 

and specific concrete color and finish. The Mission Beach Seawall will be restored to 

the condition that is required by the City of San Diego’s historical standards consistent 

with the San Diego Municipal Code. This mitigation is to ensure that the quality of 

design will be at a minimum equal to the current structure. 

The Mission Beach Seawall will be restored to the condition that is required by the City’ 

of San Diego’s historical standards consistent with the San Diego Municipal Code. The 

alteration of the Mission Beach Seawall cannot be determined to be consistent with 

the Standards for Rehabilitation and will require a deviation from the City’s Historical 

Resources Regulations. The deviation will require the City to process a Site 

Development Permit for a Substantial Alteration to a Historical Resource and the 

Program will be required to make the findings in San Diego Municipal Code Section 

126.0505(i). Through the Site Development Permit process, the City will need to prove 

that the proposed alteration to the Seawall is the minimum deviation from the 

Historical Resources Regulations required to accommodate the component and that 
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there are no less environmentally damaging alternatives. The design of the 

component will need to incorporate historic design features of the historically 

significant Seawall to make the findings and the quality of design will be at a minimum 

equal to the current structure. These features should include those called out as 

significant in the 1998 Mission Beach Boardwalk Project EIR/ Environmental 

Assessment such as the pop-out walls which historically featured open balustrades, 

elevation of solid walls along the Boardwalk, and specific concrete color and finish. 

The following mitigation measure MM-CUL-4 would address the potential impacts of 

the Program related to inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or human 

remains during excavation associated with the construction and maintenance of the 

Rose Creek Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element and the Seawall Bulkhead 

Restoration Element. The following mitigation measure MM-CUL-5 would ensure 

proper cultural resource review of future proposed projects that will be processed 

under this EIR but were not reviewed in the Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis 

for the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Appendix N).  

MM-CUL-4 Construction Monitoring. The following shall be implemented to protect unknown 

archaeological resources and/or grave sites that may be identified during ground-

disturbing activities associated with the construction or maintenance of the Rose Creek 

Bike Path Project Element and the Seawall Bulkhead Restoration Project Element. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to permit issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award, whichever is 

applicable, the Environmental Designee (ED) shall verify that the 

requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American 

monitoring have been noted on the applicable construction documents 

through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ED 

1. Prior to Bid Award, the applicant shall submit a letter of verification to ED 

identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of 

all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined 

in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If 

applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program 

must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with 

certification  documentation. 
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2. ED will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of 

the PI and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the 

project meet the qualifications established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval 

from ED for any personnel changes associated with the 

monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to ED that a site-specific records search (1 

mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited 

to a copy of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, 

or, if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating 

that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning 

expectations and probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or 

grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED requesting a reduction to the ¼ 

mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall 

arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American 

consultant/monitor (where Native American resources may be impacted), 

Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer 

(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and ED. The qualified 

Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 

suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall 

schedule a focused Precon Meeting with ED, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if 

appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 
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2. Acknowledgement of Responsibility for Curation (CIP or Other 

Public Projects) 

The applicant shall submit a letter to ED acknowledging their responsibility 

for the cost of curation associated with all phases of the archaeological 

monitoring program. 

3. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit 

an Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME 

has been reviewed and approved by the Native American 

consultant/monitor when Native American resources may be impacted) 

based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11×17) to 

MMC identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of 

grading/excavation limits. 

The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as 

well as information regarding the age of existing pipelines, laterals and 

associated appurtenances and/or any known soil conditions (native or 

formation). 

ED shall notify the PI that the AME has been approved. 

4. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction 

schedule to ED through the RE indicating when and where monitoring 

will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring 

program. This request shall be based on relevant information such as 

review of final construction documents which indicate conditions 

such as age of existing pipe to be replaced, depth of excavation 

and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the 

potential for resources to be present. 

5. Approval of AME and Construction Schedule 

After approval of the AME by ED, the PI shall submit to ED written 

authorization of the AME and Construction Schedule from the CM. 
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III. During Construction 

A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching/ 

Habitat Restoration 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil 

disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result 

in impacts to archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The 

Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and ED 

of changes to any construction activities such as in the case of a 

potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain 

circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate 

modification of the AME. 

2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of 

their presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching 

activities based on the AME and provide that information to the PI and ED. 

If prehistoric resources are encountered during the Native American 

consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall stop and the Discovery 

Notification Process detailed in Section III.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as 

modern disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, 

presence of fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that 

may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall 

document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The 

CSVR’s shall be emailed by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the 

last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward 

copies to ED. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the 

contractor to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but 

not limited to digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the 

area of discovery and in the area reasonably suspected to overlay 

adjacent resources and immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 
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2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of 

the discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone of the discovery, and shall 

also submit written documentation to ED within 24 hours by email with 

photos of the resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made 

regarding the significance of the resource specifically if Native American 

resources are encountered. 

C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American 

resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. 

If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to ED indicating whether 

additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological 

Data Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval of the 

program from ED, CM and RE. ADRP and any mitigation must be 

approved by ED, RE and/or CM before ground disturbing activities in 

the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique 

archaeological site is also an historical resource as defined in 

CEQA Section 15064.5, then the limits on the amount(s) that a 

project applicant may be required to pay to cover mitigation 

costs as indicated in CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

i. Note: For pipeline trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, the PI shall implement the Discovery Process for 

Pipeline Trenching projects identified below under “D.” 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to ED 

indicating that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in 

the Final Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no 

further work is required. 

i. Note: For Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, if the deposit is limited in size, both in length and 

depth; the information value is limited and is not associated with 

any other resource; and there are no unique features/artifacts 
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associated with the deposit, the discovery should be considered 

not significant. 

ii. Note, for Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, if significance cannot be determined, the Final 

Monitoring Report and Site Record (DPR Form 523A/B) shall 

identify the discovery as Potentially Significant. 

D. Discovery Process for Significant Resources - Pipeline Trenching and other 

Linear Projects in the Public Right-of-Way 

The following procedure constitutes adequate mitigation of a significant 

discovery encountered during pipeline trenching activities or for other linear 

project types within the Public Right-of-Way including but not limited to 

excavation for jacking pits, receiving pits, laterals, and manholes to reduce 

impacts to below a level of significance: 

1. Procedures for documentation, curation and reporting 

a. One hundred percent of the artifacts within the trench alignment and 

width shall be documented in-situ, to include photographic records, 

plan view of the trench and profiles of side walls, recovered, 

photographed after cleaning and analyzed and curated. The 

remainder of the deposit within the limits of excavation (trench walls) 

shall be left intact. 

b. The PI shall prepare a Draft Monitoring Report and submit to ED via 

the RE as indicated in Section VI-A. 

c. The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) the 

resource(s) encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring 

Program in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. 

The DPR forms shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information 

Center for either a Primary Record or SDI Number and included in the 

Final Monitoring Report. 

d. The Final Monitoring Report shall include a recommendation for 

monitoring of any future work in the vicinity of the resource. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be 

exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the 
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human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), 

the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code 

(Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and 

the PI, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the 

appropriate Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of 

the Development Services Department to assist with the discovery 

notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, 

either in person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate discovery site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any 

nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains 

until a determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in 

consultation with the PI concerning the provenience of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need 

for a field examination to determine the provenience. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine 

with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 

American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner 

can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be 

the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical 

Examiner has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in 

accordance with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and 

Health & Safety Codes. 
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4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property 

owner or representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper 

dignity, of the human remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined 

between the MLD and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the 

Commission, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the 

recommendation of the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 

5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the 

landowner, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of 

the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. 

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains 

during a ground disturbing land development activity, the landowner 

may agree that additional conferral with descendants is necessary to 

consider culturally appropriate treatment of multiple Native 

American human remains. Culturally appropriate treatment of such 

a discovery may be ascertained from review of the site utilizing 

cultural and archaeological standards. Where the parties are unable 

to agree on the appropriate treatment measures the human remains 

and items associated and buried with Native American human 

remains shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to 

Section 5.c, above. 

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic 

era context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with 

the PI and City staff (PRC 5097.98). 
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3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed 

and conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision 

for internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with 

ED, EAS, the applicant/landowner, any known descendant group, and the 

San Diego Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the 

extent and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or 

weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit 

to ED via email by 8AM of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV – 

Discovery of Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always 

be treated as a significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, 

the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction and IV-

Discovery of Human Remains shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact the RE and ED, or by 8AM of the next 

business day to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-

B, unless other specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course 

of construction 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a 

minimum of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify ED immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 
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VI. Post Construction 

A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if 

negative), prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines 

(Appendix C/D) which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all 

phases of the Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate 

graphics) to ED via the RE for review and approval within 90 days following 

the completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if the PI is unable 

to submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day 

timeframe as a result of delays with analysis, special study results or 

other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to MMC 

establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal of 

monthly status reports until this measure can be met. 

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during 

monitoring, the Archaeological Data Recovery Program or Pipeline 

Trenching Discovery Process shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 

Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks 

and Recreation 

c. The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 

significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s 

Historical Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the 

South Coastal Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. ED shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI via the RE for revision 

or, for preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to ED via the RE 

for approval. 

4. ED shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. ED shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 
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B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected 

are cleaned and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to 

identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; 

that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies 

are completed, as appropriate. 

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with 

the survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently 

curated with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in 

consultation with ED and the Native American representative, as 

applicable. 

2. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification 

from the Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native 

American resources were treated in accordance with state law and/or 

applicable agreements. If the resources were reinterred, verification shall 

be provided to show what protective measures were taken to ensure no 

further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains, Subsection C. 

3. The PI shall submit the Accession Agreement and catalogue record(s) to 

the RE or BI, as appropriate for donor signature with a copy submitted to 

ED. 

4. The RE or BI, as appropriate shall obtain signature on the Accession 

Agreement and shall return to PI with copy submitted to ED. 

5. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation 

institution in the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and 

MMC. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to 

the RE or BI as appropriate, and one copy to ED (even if negative), within 

90 days after notification from ED of the approved report. 
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2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a 

copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report from ED which includes the 

Acceptance Verification from the curation institution 

MM-CUL-5 Cultural Review of Future Development Projects. Prior to the issuance of any 

discretionary permit for a future development projects that were not reviewed in the 

Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis for the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program 

(Appendix N) and that could directly and/or indirectly affect a cultural resource (i.e., 

archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources), the City shall require the following steps be 

taken to determine (1) the potential presence and/or absence of cultural resources, and 

(2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources that may be impacted. For the 

purposes of CEQA review, a cultural resource is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5. Tribal Cultural Resources are defined in PRC Section 21074.  

I. Initial Determination 

The City’s Environmental Designee shall determine the potential presence and/or 

absence of cultural resources at the project site by reviewing site photographs 

and existing historic information (e.g., Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the 

Archaeological Map Book, the California Historical Resources Inventory System, 

and the City’s “Historical Inventory of Important Architects, Structures, and People 

in San Diego”) and may conduct a site visit. A review of the cultural resources 

records search data (see Appendix N) shall be done at the initial planning stage 

of a project to ensure that cultural resources are avoided and/or impacts are 

minimized to the extent feasible in accordance with the City's Historical 

Resources Guidelines. The sensitivity levels described below shall guide the 

appropriate steps necessary to address the potential resources. Sensitivity 

ratings may be adjusted based on the amount of disturbance that has occurred, 

which may have previously impacted cultural resources, as well as new data 

available to the City. 

A. High Sensitivity: indicates locations where significant cultural resources have 

been documented or would have the potential to be identified. High 

sensitivity resources include village and habitation sites and areas near fresh 

water sources. These resources may range from moderately complex to 

highly complex, with more defined living areas or specialized work space 

areas, and a large breadth of features and artifact assemblages. The potential 

for identification of additional resources in such areas would be high. 
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B. Moderate Sensitivity: Indicates that some cultural resources have been 

recorded within the area or the area was developed before 1984 when CEQA 

review may not have been applied. Moderate sensitivity resources consist of 

diversity or density of feature and artifact types (e.g., a moderately dense 

lithic scatter).  

C. Low Sensitivity: Indicates areas where there is a high level of disturbance or 

development, and few or no previously recorded cultural resources are 

present based on records search results and due to the timing of 

development of the project site occurring after 1984 when CEQA would have 

been applied. Within these areas, the potential for additional resources to be 

identified would be low.  

I. Phase I 

Based on the results of the initial determination, if there is any evidence that 

the project area contains archaeological and/or Tribal Cultural Resources, a 

site-specific records search and/or survey may be required and shall be 

determined on a case-by-case basis by the City’s Environmental Designee. If 

a cultural resources study is required, it shall be prepared consistent with the 

City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. All individuals conducting any phase of 

the cultural resources program shall meet the professional qualifications in 

accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The cultural 

resources study shall include the background research conducted as part of 

the initial determination. This includes a record search at the SCIC at San 

Diego State University. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the 

NAHC shall also be conducted at this time. The cultural resources study shall 

include a field survey and/or an evaluation of significance, as applicable if 

cultural resources are identified, based on the City’s Historical Resources 

Guidelines. Native American participation shall be required for all field work. 

II. Phase II 

Once a cultural resource (as defined in the PRC) has been identified, a 

significance determination shall be made. If a project were to impact areas 

identified as low sensitivity, it is assumed that any significant cultural 

resources no longer hold integrity or are not present. If a project impacts 

these areas, no additional mitigation measures shall be required. 
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If a project were to impact areas identified as moderate sensitivity, a site-

specific records search and/or survey may be required on a case-by-case 

basis. If cultural resources are identified in the records search and/or survey, 

a significance evaluation for the identified cultural resources shall be 

required. If no significant resources are found and site conditions are such 

that there is no potential for further discoveries, then no further action shall 

be required. Resources found to be nonsignificant as a result of a survey 

and/or assessment shall require no further work beyond documentation of 

the resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and Recreation site 

forms and inclusion of the results in the survey and/or assessment report. If 

no significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation indicate 

there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the property, 

then mitigation monitoring shall be required. If the resource has not been 

evaluated for significance, a testing plan shall be required. If the resource is 

determined to be significant, a testing plan, data recovery plan, and 

mitigation monitoring shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as high sensitivity, a survey and 

testing program may be required by the qualified archaeologist to further 

define resource boundaries subsurface presence or absence and determine 

the level of significance. A thorough discussion of testing methodologies 

including surface and subsurface investigations can be found in the City’s 

Historical Resources Guidelines. The results from the testing program shall 

be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds found in the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines. If significant cultural resources are identified within the 

area of potential effects, the site may be eligible for local designation. 

Preferred mitigation for direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources 

is to avoid the resource through project redesign. If the resource cannot be 

entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm shall 

be taken. Mitigation measures such as, but not limited to, a Research Design 

and Archaeological Data Recovery Program (ADRP), construction monitoring, 

site designation, capping, granting of deeds, designation of open space, and 

avoidance and/or preservation shall be required and shall be determined by 

the City’s Environmental Designee on a case-by-case basis.  
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III. Phase III 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

If a cultural resource is found to be significant and preservation is not an 

option, a Research Design and ARDP shall be required, which includes a 

Collections Management Plan for review and approval by the City’s 

Environmental Designee. The ADRP shall be based on a written research 

design and is subject to the provisions as outlined in PRC Section 21083.2. The 

ADRP shall be reviewed and approved by the City’s Environmental Designee 

prior to distribution of a draft CEQA document. 

Local Designation of Resources 

The final cultural resource evaluation report shall be submitted to Historical 

Resources Board (HRB) staff for designation. The final cultural resource 

evaluation report and supporting documentation will be used by HRB staff in 

consultation with qualified City staff to ensure that adequate information is 

available to demonstrate eligibility for designation under the 

applicable criteria. 

Monitoring and Archaeological Resource Reports 

Archaeological monitoring may be required during building demolition and/or 

construction grading when significant cultural resources are known or 

suspected to be present on a site but cannot be recovered prior to grading 

due to obstructions such as, but not limited to, existing development, dense 

vegetation, or if a data recovery did not reduce the impact to the resource. 

Monitoring shall be documented in a consultant site visit record. 

Native American participation shall be required for all subsurface 

investigations, including geotechnical testing and other ground disturbing 

activities whenever a Tribal Cultural Resource or any archaeological site. In the 

event that human remains are encountered during data recovery and/or a 

monitoring program, the provisions of PRC Section 5097 shall be followed. In 

the event that human remains are discovered during project grading, work 

shall halt in that area and the procedures set forth in the PRC (Section 5097.98) 

and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and in the federal, state, 

and local regulations described above shall be undertaken. These provisions 

shall be outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included 
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in a subsequent project-specific environmental document. The Most Likely 

Descendent shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at 

which time they may express concerns about the treatment of 

sensitive resources. 

Archaeological Resource Reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals 

as determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines. In the event that a cultural resource deposit is 

encountered during construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan 

shall be required in accordance with the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program. The disposition of human remains and burial related 

artifacts that cannot be avoided or are inadvertently discovered is governed 

by State (i.e., AB 2641 [Coto] and Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 2001 [Health and Safety Code 8010-8011]) and 

federal (i.e., federal NAGPRA United States Code 3001-3013]) law, and must be 

treated in a dignified and culturally appropriate manner with respect for the 

deceased individual(s) and their descendants. Any human bones and 

associated grave goods of Native American origin shall be turned over to the 

appropriate Native American group for repatriation, as identified by the NAHC. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the 

applicant/property owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field 

reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological survey, testing 

and/or data recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. 

Curation must be accomplished in accordance with the California State 

Historic Resources Commission’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological 

Collection (dated May 7, 1993) and, if federal funding is involved, 36 CFR 60. 

Additional information regarding curation is provided in Section II of the 

Historical Resources Guidelines.  

4.6.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Built Environment Historic Resources 

As analyzed above, Program implementation in compliance with the laws described above, and 

implementation of the City’s cultural mitigation measures MM-CUL-1 and/or MM-CUL 2 and 

MM-CUL-3 is required due to the significant impacts to the Mission Beach Seawall although mitigation 

is required the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Issue 2: Archaeological Resources 

Impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required for each element, except 

for any activities near sensitive archaeological resources including the Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element.  

Monitoring during initial ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction or maintenance 

of the Rose Creek Bike Path Project would ensure proper treatment of archaeological resources 

should any be identified, although intact archaeological deposits are unlikely. With the 

implementation of monitoring (MM-CUL-4) and future development projects review (MM-CUL-5), 

potential impacts of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element on archaeological resources 

would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

Issue 3: Disturbance of Human Remains 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required for each element.
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4.7 HEALTH AND SAFETY 

This section analyzes potential impacts related to health and safety that could result from the 

implementation of the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program). The information in 

this section is based on the Geotechnical and Geologic Hazard Evaluation, prepared by Bodhi Group 

(Appendix P to this Environmental Impact Report [EIR]) and a Hazardous Substance Abatement Plan by 

The Bodhi Group (Appendix Q), both of which were prepared for the proposed Program. Information is 

also based, in part, on the Environmental Site Assessment of the Mission Bay Landfill prepared by SCS 

Engineers in 2006. 

4.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) is composed of approximately 

4,235 acres, encompasses Mission Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. The 

Improvement Zone within Mission Bay Park is developed with passive and active recreational and 

open space aquatic uses. The specific extent of the Improvement Zone is shown in Figure 3-1, Mission 

Bay Park Improvement Zone, in Chapter 3, Project Description. No existing activities that occur in the 

Improvement Zone are associated with the generation or production of hazardous materials. 

Site History 

The following discussion summarizes site history relevant to the Improvement Zone and health and 

safety. Refer to Appendix Q for a detailed description of the historical uses within Mission Bay. 

Mission Bay was developed from the 1940s through the 1960s. In 1852, the United States Army 

constructed the first dike along the south side of the river to prevent it from shifting back to San Diego 

Bay and created an estuary outlet for the river drainage (which failed soon after construction was 

completed). During the late 1800s, recreational development took place, but the facilities were 

destroyed by flooding years later. In the late 1940s, dredging and filling operations began converting 

the marsh into Mission Bay Park, which is almost entirely human constructed. Approximately one-half 

of the park was once tidelands (City of San Diego 2018b). Today, levees are present on the north and 

south sides of the San Diego River and it no longer drains to Mission Bay (SCS Engineers 2006) (see 

Figure 3-3, Mission Bay Park Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations, in Chapter 3). 

A portion of the Improvement Zone is located where Mission Bay Landfill once operated. The 

municipal landfill occupied 113 acres along the southeastern edge of Mission Bay, near the former 

mouth of the San Diego River. Initial operations at the landfill began in 1952, following the completion 

of the San Diego River flood control channel. The landfill was operated by the City of San Diego from 

1952 to 1959 and later received hydraulic fill from large- and small-scale dredging of Mission Bay from 
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1959 to 1969, and additional fill in the 1980s. Currently, the landfill is capped with 1.5 to 19.5 feet of 

soil (an average of 9.3 feet), with 31% of the area covered by asphalt and concrete. 

The waste deposited at the Mission Bay Landfill was primarily municipal refuse; however, portions of 

the waste were also reported to have originated from local industrial firm and from military 

operations. Several studies have previously been conducted to determine if the Landfill contains any 

harmful hazardous materials to the public and local wildlife. In 2006, SCS Engineers conducted an 

Environmental Site Assessment and baseline health brisk assessment for the Mission Bay Landfill. The 

health risk assessment evaluated health risks associated with non-cancer risk, concern risk, lead 

exposure, and hazard gases. Soil sampling conducted by SCS Engineers found concentrations of 

mercury, methane, hydrogen sulfide, and arsenic, all of which were recorded to pose a risk to 

construction workers. SCS made several recommendations for the Landfill area including additional 

soil cover and expansion of the existing monitoring activities for the Landfill (SCS Engineers 2006). 

In the 1930s through 1953, prior to the Mission Bay Landfill, a residential community, which included 

an airfield (Pike/Peik Airport) was located within the Improvement Zone and within what would later 

become a portion of the landfill’s footprint. Part of the airfield extended onto what is now Fiesta Island. 

Temporary military barracks were located at the airfield during World War II in the 1940s. The airfield 

reportedly had an approximately 2,600-foot oiled runway and three hangars and “offered storage, 

repairs, charter, and fuel” (Freeman 2025). A maintenance hangar was also located at the site. Review 

of historical photographs of the airfield dated 1946 and 1952 show bulk aboveground storage, 

possibly of fuel (Appendix Q). 

Hazardous Materials and Conditions 

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC), the State Department of Health Services, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 

and the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery to compile and annually update 

lists of hazardous waste sites and lands designated as hazardous waste sites throughout the state. 

The provisions in Government Code Section 65962.5 are commonly referred to as the “Cortese List.” 

Resources included on the Cortese List include the following: 

• List of hazardous waste and substances sites from the DTSC EnviroStor database 

• List of open, active leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites from the SWRCB 

GeoTracker database 

• List of solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents above hazardous 

waste levels outside the waste management unit 

• List of active cease-and-desist orders and cleanup and abatement orders from SWRCB 
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• List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action identified by DTSC 

The Hazardous Substance Abatement Plan includes a third-party records search and review of Cortese 

List resources including GeoTracker, EnviroStor, and CalRecycle (Appendix Q). San Diego County 

Department of Environmental Health and Quality (DEHQ) online files were also reviewed. The 

databases and lists were reviewed for information regarding hazardous materials or hazardous 

wastes to determine what, if any, potential contamination exists within the boundaries of the 

Improvement Zone and the immediate surrounding area. 

The search of the various databases resulted in the identification of approximately 2,402 records of 

hazardous materials storage, transport, use, disposal, or releases (Appendix Q). The records included 

multiple entries for the same facility or address. The majority of release sites identified through the 

search were related to fuel service stations, automobile repair shops, waste disposal facilities, and an 

airport. Of the 2,402 records, 10 sites are of note and provide context to the existing conditions within 

and adjacent to the Improvement Zone (Appendix Q). These sites conditions are briefly described 

below and are shown on Figure 4.7-1, Hazardous Sites. Refer to Appendix Q for a detailed description 

of all identified sites and conditions. 

Historical Gas Station (2662 Garnet Avenue) 

This site is located on the north side of Garnet Avenue, east adjacent to the Rose Creek Bike Path area 

(see Figure 4.7-1). This facility operated as a gas station from approximately the 1950s to the 1980s. 

The primary contaminants of concern in soil from unauthorized releases of petroleum are potentially 

total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and polycyclic aromatic 

hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

Dry Clean Empire (2710 Garnet Avenue) 

This site is located 100 feet east of the Improvement Zone, adjacent to the proposed Rose Creek Bike 

Path. This property is listed on unauthorized release databases with a case-closed status. 

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and dichloroethylene (DCE) were the listed the potential contaminants 

of concern. 

Ocean Beach Mobil/Ocean Beach Gas (2305 Sunset Cliffs Boulevard) 

This site is located on the eastern corner of Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and Point Loma Boulevard, 

approximately 100 feet southeast of the Improvement Zone and the proposed Robb Field/Gateway 

Connectivity Path. The site is associated with several closed unauthorized release cases and is listed 

as a historical and active Underground Storage Tank location. In 2007, a Corrective Action Plan for the 

site recommended regulatory site closure with the anticipation that the chemical contamination of 
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benzene and methyl tert-butyl ethylene would be reduced through natural attenuation. As such, it is 

expected that the residual concentrations of benzene and methyl tert-butyl ethylene may be lower 

than those detected during the site’s most recent testing in 2005 (Appendix Q). 

Radar Station L-6 MIS (“Mission Beach”) 

This site is listed as a Formerly Used Defense Site, specifically used for radar operations and as a 

campsite. The site located within the Improvement Zone, immediately west of the proposed Sea World 

Drive/San Diego River Site No. 4d – South Shores East Area Element (DTSC 2024). The contaminant of 

concern or the potential media affected for this site is not recorded by DTSC and no environmental 

restoration sites were reported or planned for this location (Appendix Q). 

Fiesta Island Sludge Drying (1000 Fiesta Island Road) 

This site is located within the Improvement Zone at the southwest portion of Fiesta Island (see Figure 

4.7-1). According to a DEHQ Case Closure Letter dated March 2000, this site was historically used for 

drying domestic sludge from the Point Loma Treatment facility. The underlying soils were reportedly 

impacted with metals and pesticides from drying of domestic sewage sludge. The closure letter states 

that after operations ceased, “remaining sludge was disposed off-site and the area was capped with 

5 to 7 feet of clean imported soil.” After cleanup, the total concentrations of metals in the underlying 

soils were reportedly within acceptable regulatory limits (Appendix Q). 

Former Pike/Peik Airfield 

This site overlaps the southeast corner of the proposed Improvement Zone and extends onto the 

southeast portion of Fiesta Island (see Figure 4.7-1). This site previously functioned as an airport, 

which included a 2,600-foot oiled runway and three hangars. The areas of the former airport and 

runway were covered with dredged fill material in the mid to late 1950s. Constituents of concern 

associated with the former oiled runway may include polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), petroleum 

hydrocarbons, total petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, PAHs, heavy metals, and other organic and 

inorganic chemicals (Appendix Q). 

Sea World (500 Sea World Drive) 

This site is located at the Sea World property adjacent to the Improvement Zone. The site is associated 

with a closed unauthorized release case that was closed as of 1987. In addition, records indicate that 

six monitoring wells were abandoned in January 2011. Additional information regarding the impacted 

media was not available for review. The site was also listed on the California Hazardous Incident 

Reporting System for various petroleum releases from sinking and leaking vessels in the Sea World 

Marina to surface waters of Mission Bay, and from a hydraulic oil filter that fell off a truck into a parking 
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lot. The petroleum releases were de minimis quantities and were reported to be contained and 

soaked up with absorbents (Appendix Q). 

Former Sewage Disposal Ponds (Old Sea World Drive) 

This site is located within the Improvement Zone, specifically located at the proposed Sea World Drive/

San Diego River Site No. 1a. This site was a sewage disposal pond from approximately 1953 to 1985. 

The type of waste disposed into the ponds, the responsible party, and/or the method of closure has 

not been identified. However, it is assumed that the waste was domestic sewage and therefore the 

primary chemicals of concern in soil may include metals, VOCs, PFAS, and PAHs. There is also the 

potential for exposure by inhalation of vapor phase VOCs (Appendix Q). 

Former Mission Bay Landfill 

As previously discussed, this area within the Improvement Zone operated as a municipal landfill from 

1952 to 1959; received hydraulic fill from dredging of Mission Bay from 1959 to 1969, and additional 

fill around 1980. The former landfill is regulated by the City of San Diego Solid Waste Local 

Enforcement Agency and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). In accordance with 

RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. R9-2012-0001 and Monitoring and Reporting 

Program Order No. R9-2012-0002, groundwater and surface water sampling is performed annually at 

the site. The 2024 annual monitoring report for the site indicated that the results of the water quality 

analyses were consistent with historical results and that no changes to the groundwater monitoring 

system were made. Further, the Mission Bay Landfill site is regularly inspected by the City of San 

Diego. The most recent inspection was conducted in January 2025 along Sea World Drive and Old Sea 

World Drive; no violations or areas of concern were reported (CalRecycle 2025). 

The SWRCB lists chlorinated hydrocarbons and other petroleum as the contaminant of concern and 

groundwater (other than drinking water) as the potential media of concern (SWRCB 2024). 

Additionally, it is noted that some Title 22 metals and VOCs have been observed in monitoring wells 

at the site. 

Emergency Response/Evacuation 

The City is a participating jurisdiction in the San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation 

Plan (MHMP), a County-wide plan to identify risks and minimize damage from natural and man-made 

disasters (County of San Diego 2023a; City of San Diego 2023). The primary goals of the MHMP include 

efforts to promote and provide compliance with applicable regulatory requirements (including 

through the promulgation/enhancement of local requirements), increase public awareness and 

understanding of hazard-related issues, and foster inter-jurisdictional coordination. San Diego’s 

updated Multi-Hazard Functional Plan and modernized Emergency Operations Center identify 
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resources available for emergency responses related to earthquakes, fires, major rail and roadway 

accidents, flooding, hazardous materials incidents, terrorism, and civil disturbances. 

The San Diego Office of Emergency Services oversees the City’s disaster preparedness, emergency 

management, and recovery/mitigation programs. The primary focus of this effort is to ensure 

comprehensive emergency preparedness, training, response, recovery, and mitigation services for 

disaster-related effects. The Office of Emergency Services also maintains the City’s Emergency 

Operations Center and an alternate Emergency Operations Center in a ready-to-activate status, 

ensures that assigned staff are fully trained and capable of carrying out their responsibilities during 

activations, and manages the Emergency Operations Center during responses to multidepartment 

and City-wide emergencies to support incident response activities and maintain City-wide response 

capabilities (City of San Diego 2023). 

Additionally, the City is a participating agency in Unified San Diego County Emergency Services 

Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), which addresses emergency issues including evacuation. Annex Q 

(Evacuation) of the EOP notes that primary evacuation routes consist of major interstates, highways 

and prime arterials within San Diego County. The closest primary evacuation route in the vicinity of 

the Program is Interstate (I)-5, located immediately to the east of the Improvement Zone and I-8, 

located immediately south of the Improvement Zone (County of San Diego 2023b). 

Airport Hazards 

The ALUCP for the San Diego International Airport maps the Improvement Zone within Airport 

Influence Areas – Review Area 1 and Review Area 2. Within Review Area 1, proposed land use plans 

and regulations always require ALUC review. ALUC review is also required for land use plans and 

regulations within Review Area 2. The proposed Program does not include residential development 

and is therefore not required to undergo review by the FAA for obstruction evaluation. Further, the 

Improvement Zone is located outside the Safety Zone boundaries of San Diego International Airport 

(San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2025). 

Wildfire Hazard 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire and Resource Assessment 

Program database includes map data documenting areas of significant fire hazards in the state. These 

maps categorize geographic areas of the state into different Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZs), 

ranging from moderate to very high. CAL FIRE uses FHSZs to classify anticipated fire-related hazards 

for the entire state and includes classifications for State Responsibility Areas (SRA), Local 

Responsibility Areas (LRA), and Federal Responsibility Areas. Fire hazard severity classifications take 

into account vegetation, topography, weather, crown fire production, and ember production and 

movement. As shown in Figure 4.7-2, CAL FIRE FHSZs, the Improvement Zone is within a LRA and 
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classified as non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest Very High FHSZs 

are located approximately 250 feet east and 720 feet north of the Improvement Zone within a LRA 

(CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest SRA is located over 12 miles north of the Improvement Zone. However, 

the City has its own FHSZ maps separate from CAL FIRE, which shows portions of the Improvement 

Zone to be in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, including Fiesta Island areas near Tecolote Creek, 

and adjacent development (see Figure 4.7-3, City of San Diego FHSZs). Similarly, the city’s mapping 

shows the areas to the east of the Improvement Zone to be in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, 

including University of San Diego and adjacent development. 

Schools 

The Improvement Zone is served by the San Diego Unified School District. The San Diego Unified 

School District includes more than 226 educational facilities (including 117 elementary schools, 

24 middle schools, 22 high schools, 49 charter schools, and 14 atypical/alternative schools) and serves 

over 121,000 students (SDUSD 2024). There are several schools located within 1 mile of the 

Improvement Zone. Mission Bay Senior High School is the nearest school, located adjacent to the 

Improvement Zone near the connection of Rose Creek with Mission Bay (see Figure 4.7-1, which 

displays schools located near the Improvement Zone). Crown Point Elementary School is located 

approximately 0.30 miles northeast of Sail Bay. Similarly, Correia Middle School is located 

approximately 0.35 miles southeast of the southernmost point of the Improvement Zone. There are 

no schools located within a 0.25-mile radius of the previous Mission Bay Landfill location within the 

Improvement Zone. The nearest school to this portion of the Improvement Zone is Dewey Elementary 

School, located approximately 0.80 miles south. 

4.7.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Regulations 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act and Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

Congress enacted the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 

commonly known as Superfund, on December 11, 1980. The Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act established prohibitions and requirements concerning 

closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites; provided for liability of persons responsible for 

releases of hazardous waste at these sites; and established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when 

no responsible party could be identified. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) 

amended the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act on 

October 17, 1986. SARA stressed the importance of permanent remedies and innovative treatment 

technologies in cleaning up hazardous waste sites; required Superfund actions to consider the 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.7 – HEALTH AND SAFETY 

December 2025 4.7-8 10523 

standards and requirements found in other state and federal environmental laws and regulations; 

provided new enforcement authorities and settlement tools; increased state involvement in every 

phase of the Superfund program; increased the focus on human health problems posed by hazardous 

waste sites; encouraged greater citizen participation in making decisions on how sites should be 

cleaned up; and increased the size of the trust fund to $8.5 billion. 

Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act 

The Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act, also known as SARA Title III, was enacted in 

October 1986. This law requires any infrastructure at the state and local levels to plan for chemical 

emergencies. Reported information is then made publicly available so that interested parties may 

become informed about potentially dangerous chemicals in their community. SARA Title III Sections 

301 through 312 are administered by EPA’s Office of Emergency Management. In California, SARA Title 

III is implemented through the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program. 

Federal Response Plan 

The Federal Response Plan of 1999 is a signed agreement among 27 federal departments and 

agencies, including the American Red Cross, that (1) provides the mechanism for coordinating delivery 

of federal assistance and resources to augment efforts of state and local governments overwhelmed 

by a major disaster or emergency; (2) supports implementation of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 

Relief and Emergency Act (Stafford Act), as well as individual agency statutory authorities; and (3) 

supplements other federal emergency operations plans developed to address specific hazards. The 

Federal Response Plan is implemented in anticipation of a significant event likely to result in a need 

for federal assistance or in response to an actual event requiring federal assistance under a 

presidential declaration of a major disaster or emergency. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates hazardous materials transportation under Title 49 

of the Code of Federal Regulations. The California Highway Patrol and the California Department of 

Transportation are the state agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal and state 

regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies. These agencies also 

govern permitting for hazardous materials transportation. Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations 

reflects laws passed by Congress as of January 2, 2006. 

International Fire Code 

The International Fire Code (IFC), created by the International Code Council, is the primary means for 

authorizing and enforcing procedures and mechanisms to ensure the safe handling and storage of 
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any substance that may pose a threat to public health and safety. The IFC regulates the use, handling, 

and storage requirements for hazardous materials at fixed facilities. The IFC and the International 

Building Code use a hazard classification system to determine what measures are required to protect 

fire and life safety. These measures may include construction standards, separation from project site 

lines, and specialized equipment. To ensure that these safety measures are met, the IFC employs a 

permit system based on hazard classification. The IFC is updated every 3 years. 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Program 

Under federal law, 188 substances are listed as hazardous air pollutants. Major sources of specific 

hazardous air pollutants are subject to the requirements of the EPA’s National Emissions Standards 

for Hazardous Air Pollutants program. The EPA establishes regulatory schemes for specific source 

categories and requires implementation of maximum achievable control technologies for major 

sources of hazardous air pollutants in each source category. State law has established the framework 

for California’s Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Program, which is generally more 

stringent than the federal program, and is aimed at hazardous air pollutants that are a problem in 

California. The state has formally identified more than 200 substances as toxic air contaminants and 

is adopting appropriate control measures for each. Once adopted at the state level, each local air 

district will be required to adopt a measure that is equally or more stringent. 

Occupational Safety and Health Act 

Congress passed the Occupational Safety and Health Act to ensure worker and workplace safety. Its 

goal was to make sure employers provide their workers with a place of employment free from 

recognized hazards to safety and health, such as exposure to toxic chemicals, excessive noise levels, 

mechanical dangers, heat or cold stress, or unsanitary conditions. In order to establish standards for 

workplace health and safety, the Occupational Safety and Health Act also created the National 

Institute for Occupational Safety and Health as the research institution for the Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA). OSHA is a division of the U.S. Department of Labor that oversees 

the administration of the Occupational Safety and Health Act and enforces standards in all 50 states. 

Because California has an approved state plan, only California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards apply to the element sites. 

Renovating, Repair, and Painting Rule 

In 2008, EPA issued the Renovation, Repair, and Painting Rule. This rule requires that firms performing 

renovation, repair, and painting projects that disturb lead-based paint in pre-1978 homes, childcare 

facilities, and schools be certified by EPA, and that they use certified renovators who are trained by 

EPA-approved training providers to follow lead-safe work practices. Individuals can become certified 

renovators by taking an 8-hour training course from an EPA-approved training provider. Contractors 
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must use lead-safe work practices and follow these three procedures: (1) contain the work area, (2) 

minimize dust, and (3) clean up thoroughly. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Federal hazardous waste laws are generally promulgated under the Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. These 

laws provide for the “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Any business, institution, or 

other entity that generates hazardous waste is required to identify and track its hazardous waste from 

the point of generation until it is recycled, reused, or disposed of. The DTSC is responsible for 

implementing the RCRA program as well as California’s own hazardous waste laws, which are 

collectively known as the Hazardous Waste Control Law. Under the Certified Unified Program Agency 

program, the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) has in turn delegated enforcement 

authority to DEHQ for regulating hazardous waste producers or generators. 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 

Code of Federal Regulations Sections 206.31–206.48 provide the statutory framework for a 

presidential declaration of an emergency or a declaration of a major disaster. Such declarations open 

the way for a wide range of federal resources to be made available to assist in dealing with an 

emergency or major disaster. The Stafford Act structure for the declaration process reflects the fact 

that federal resources under this act supplement state and local resources for disaster relief and 

recovery. Except in the case of an emergency involving a subject area that is exclusively or 

preeminently in the federal purview, the governor of an affected state, or acting governor if the 

governor is not available, must request such a declaration by the president. 

Risk Assessment and Regional Screening Levels 

EPA and DTSC use risk assessments to characterize the nature and magnitude of health risks to 

humans and ecological receptors from chemical contaminants and other stressors that may be 

present in the environment. In general terms, risk depends on the following three factors: how much 

of a chemical is present in an environmental medium (air, soil, or water); how much contact (exposure) 

a person or ecological receptor has with the contaminated environmental medium; and the inherent 

toxicity of the chemical. EPA developed regional screening levels (RSLs) that provide a unified set of 

screening level/preliminary remediation goals for all EPA regions for screening chemical contaminants 

at Superfund sites. The RSLs replaced the preliminary remediation goals in 2008. The RSLs are 

calculated using the latest toxicity values, default exposure assumptions, and physical and chemical 

properties. The EPA considers RSLs to be protective for humans (including sensitive groups) over a 

lifetime. Under most circumstances, the presence of a chemical in soil, soil gas, or indoor air at 

concentrations below the corresponding RSLs can be assumed to not pose a significant health risk to 
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people who may live (residential RSLs) or work (commercial/industrial RSLs) at the site. The EPA RSL 

tables were most recently updated in November 2018. 

The DTSC Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) incorporated the EPA RSLs into the HERO human 

health risk assessment. The HERO review of the EPA RSLs determined that the revised RSLs included 

some levels that were substantially higher, and therefore less protective, than the previous 

preliminary remediation goals. HERO therefore created Human Health Risk Assessment Note 3, which 

incorporates HERO recommendations and DTSC-modified screening levels based on review of the EPA 

RSLs. The DTSC-modified screening levels should be used in conjunction with the EPA RSLs to evaluate 

chemical concentrations in environmental media at California sites and facilities. The HERO Human 

Health Risk Assessment Note 3 was most recently updated in April 2019. 

State Regulations 

California Emergency Services Act 

The California Emergency Services Act was adopted to establish the state’s role and responsibilities 

during human-caused or natural emergencies that result in conditions of disaster and/or extreme 

peril to life, property, or the resources of the state. The California Emergency Services Act is intended 

to protect health and safety by preserving the lives and property of the people of the state. The Office 

of Emergency Services coordinates the responses of other agencies, including EPA, California Highway 

Patrol, the RWQCBs, air quality management districts, and county disaster response offices. 

Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials Incidents 

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided by 

federal, state, and local government, and private agencies. The emergency response plan is 

administered by the California Emergency Management Agency and includes response to hazardous 

materials incidents. The California Emergency Management Agency coordinates the response of other 

agencies, including CalEPA, California Highway Patrol, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the 

RWQCBs, San Diego Air Pollution Control District, SDFRD, and the DEHQ Hazardous Incident 

Response Team. 

Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List 

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (Cortese List) is a planning document used by the 

state, local agencies, and developers to comply with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

requirements by providing information about the location of hazardous materials release sites. 

Government Code Section 65962.5(a) requires CalEPA to develop an updated Cortese List annually, at 

minimum. DTSC is responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. Other 
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state and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous materials release 

information for the Cortese List. 

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory 

Two programs found in California Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95 are directly applicable to the 

CEQA issue of risk due to hazardous substances release: the Hazardous Materials Business Plan 

program and the CalARP Program. In the San Diego region, the San Diego County DEHQ is responsible 

for implementing the Hazardous Materials Business Plan program and the CalARP Program, which 

provide threshold quantities for regulated hazardous substances. When the indicated quantities are 

exceeded, a hazardous materials business plan or risk management plan is required pursuant to the 

regulation. Congress requires EPA Region 9 to make risk management plan information available to 

the public through the EPA’s Envirofacts data warehouse. Envirofacts is considered the single 

warehouse of EPA environmental data. 

Senate Bill 1889 – Accidental Release Prevention Law/CalARP Program 

Senate Bill 1889 required California to implement a new federally mandated program governing the 

accidental airborne release of chemicals promulgated under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. Effective 

January 1, 1997, the Accidental Release Prevention Law/CalARP Program replaced the previous 

California Risk Management and Prevention Program and incorporated the mandatory federal 

requirements. The CalARP Program addresses facilities that contain specified hazardous materials 

(known as regulated substances) that, if involved in an accidental release, could result in adverse 

off-site consequences. The CalARP Program defines regulated substances as chemicals that pose a 

threat to public health and safety or the environment because they are highly toxic, flammable, 

or explosive. 

Title 14, Division 1.5 of the California Code of Regulations 

Title 14, Division 1.5 of the California Code of Regulations establishes the regulations for CAL FIRE and is 

applicable in all SRAs where CAL FIRE is responsible for wildfire protection. Development within SRAs 

must comply with these regulations. Among other things, Title 14 establishes minimum standards for 

emergency access, fuel modification, project site line setbacks, signage, and water supply. 

California Hazardous Waste Control Law 

California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5 establishes regulations to protect the public 

health and the environment by assisting generators of hazardous waste in meeting the responsibility 

for the safe disposal of hazardous waste. The California Hazardous Waste Control Law is administered 

by CalEPA and pertains to administering a state hazardous waste program in lieu of the federal RCRA 
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program, pursuant to Section 3006 of Public Law 94-580, as amended. The Hazardous Waste Control 

Law lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous; establishes 

criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; 

establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies 

some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills. 

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 4.5 denotes the DTSC regulates hazardous 

wastes. These regulations establish requirements for the management and disposal of hazardous 

waste in accordance with the provisions of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act and federal 

RCRA. As with federal requirements, waste generators must determine if their wastes are hazardous 

according to specified characteristics or lists of wastes. Hazardous waste generators must obtain 

identification numbers; prepare manifests before transporting waste off site; and use only permitted 

treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Standards also include requirements for record-keeping, 

reporting, packaging, and labeling. Additionally, while not a federal requirement, California requires 

that hazardous waste be transported by registered hazardous waste transporters. 

In addition, Chapter 31 of these regulations – Waste Minimization, Article 1 – Pollution Prevention and 

the Hazardous Waste Source Reduction and Management Review requires that generators of 

12,000 kilograms/year of typical, operational hazardous waste evaluate their waste streams every 4 

years and, as applicable, select and implement viable source reduction alternatives. This Act does not 

apply to non-typical hazardous waste, including asbestos-containing materials and PCBs, 

among others. 

Underground Storage Tank Act 

The Underground Storage Tank Act monitoring and response program is required under Chapter 6.7 

of the California Health and Safety Code and Title 23 of the CCR. The program was developed to ensure 

that facilities meet regulatory requirements for design, monitoring, maintenance, and emergency 

response in operating or owning underground storage tanks. DEHQ is the administering agency for 

this program in the Improvement Zone. 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

Cal/OSHA is the primary agency responsible for worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in 

the workplace. Cal/OSHA standards are required to be “as effective as” federal regulations. The 

employer is required to monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and notify workers 

of exposure (8 CCR 330 et seq.). The regulations specify requirements for employee training, 

availability of safety equipment, accident prevention programs, and hazardous substance exposure 

warnings. The employer is also required, among other things, to have an illness and injury 

prevention program. 
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California Department of Public Health 

The California Department of Public Health enforces lead laws and regulations related to the 

prevention of lead poisoning in children, prevention of lead poisoning in occupational workers, 

accreditation and training for construction-related activities, lead exposure screening and reporting, 

disclosures, and limitations on the amount of lead found in products. Accredited lead specialists are 

required to find and abate lead hazards in a construction project and to perform lead-related 

construction work in an effective and safe manner. 

Local 

County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health and Quality (DEHQ) 

DEHQ protects public health and safeguards environmental quality, educates the public to increase 

environmental awareness, and implements and enforces local, state, and federal environmental laws. 

DEHQ regulates the following: retail food safety, public housing, public swimming pools, small drinking 

water systems, mobile-home parks, on-site wastewater systems, recreational water, oversight and 

cleanup of aboveground storage tanks and underground storage tanks, and medical and hazardous 

materials and waste. 

County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services 

The Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization has primary responsibility for 

preparedness and response activities and addresses disasters and emergency situations within the 

unincorporated area of the County. The County of San Diego Office of Emergency Services serves as 

staff to the Unified Disaster Council, the governing body of the Unified San Diego County Emergency 

Services Organization. Emergency response and preparedness plans include the County EOP and the 

County MHMP. 

Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan  

The City is a participating jurisdiction in the County MHMP, a County-wide plan that identifies risks 

and minimizes damage from natural and human-caused disasters. The MHMP includes an overview 

of the risk assessment process, vulnerability assessments, and identifies hazards present in each 

jurisdiction of the County. Hazards profiled in the plan include wildfire, structure fire, flood, coastal 

storms, erosion, tsunami, earthquakes, liquefaction, rain-induced landslide, dam failure, hazardous 

materials incidents, nuclear materials release, and terrorism. The MHMP sets forth a variety of 

objectives and actions based on a set of broad goals, including the following: (1) promoting 

disaster-resistant future development; (2) increasing public understanding and support for effective 

hazard mitigation; (3) building support of local capacity and commitment to become less vulnerable 
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to hazards; (4) enhancing hazard mitigation coordination and communication with federal, state, local 

and tribal governments; and (5) reducing the possibility of damage and losses to existing assets, 

particularly people, critical facilities or infrastructure, and County-owned facilities, due to dam failure, 

earthquake, coastal storm, erosion, tsunami, landslides, floods, structural fire/wildfire, and 

human-caused hazards. 

San Diego County Site Assessment and Mitigation Program (SAM) 

DEHQ maintains the SAM Program list of contaminated sites that have previously or are currently 

undergoing environmental investigations and/or remedial actions. The County SAM Program has a 

primary purpose to protect human health, water resources, and the environment within the County 

by providing oversight of assessments and cleanups in accordance with the California Health and 

Safety Code and the CCR. The SAM Program’s voluntary assistance program also provides staff 

consultation, project oversight, and technical or environmental report evaluation and concurrence 

(when appropriate) on projects pertaining to properties contaminated with hazardous substances. 

San Diego County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) 

The San Diego County EOP’s operational area consists of 19 jurisdictions that range in population from 

several thousand to more than 1 million, with a total estimated population of more than 3.3 million. 

To foster a regional approach, the cities and the County joined together in 1961 to form an operational 

area and entered into a joint powers authority. The joint powers authority establishes procedures and 

protocols for participants to assist one another in the event of a disaster or major emergency 

exceeding the capabilities of any single jurisdiction. 

City of San Diego General Plan 

The City’s General Plan Land use and Community Planning Element and Public Facilities, Services, and 

Safety Element (City of San Diego 2024b) presents goals and policies relating to hazardous materials 

and disaster preparedness. The following goals and policies are applicable to the Program. 

Airport Policies: 

• LU-G.5: Implement the height standards used by the FAA as defined by Code of Federal 

Regulations Title 14, Part 77 through development regulations and zoning ordinances. 

Wildfire Planning Policies: 

• PF-D.19: Support city-wide emergency and disaster preparedness education programs. (Also 

see Section PF-P. Hazard Mitigation & Disaster Preparedness). 
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City of San Diego Municipal Code 

Hazardous Materials 

The Hazardous Waste Establishment division of the San Diego Municipal Code (Chapter 4, Article 2, 

Division 8) enables the City’s health officer to establish a program to monitor establishments where 

hazardous wastes are produced, stored, handled, disposed of, treated, or recycled, and to provide 

health care information and other appropriate technical assistance on a 24-hour basis to emergency 

responders in the event of a hazardous waste incident involving community exposure. The proposed 

Program does not require the use of hazardous materials that could result in hazardous waste. 

Fire Hazard Mapping 

As previously discussed, the Improvement Zone is within a LRA and classified as non-Very High Fire 

Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest Very High FHSZs are located approximately 250 

feet east and 720 feet north of the Improvement Zone within a LRA (CAL FIRE 2024). The nearest SRA 

is located over 12 miles north of the Improvement Zone. However, the City has its own FHSZ maps 

separate from CAL FIRE, which shows several portions of the Improvement Zone to be in a Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Similarly, the city’s mapping shows the areas to the east of the 

Improvement Zone to be in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, including University of San Diego 

and adjacent development. 

According to the City’s General Plan, the Fire-Rescue Department maintains the fire hazard severity 

zone map. The map identifies the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and local agency Very High Fire 

Hazard Severity Zone for the LRA. The Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map from the Department of Forestry 

and Fire Protection are codified in the Municipal Code. The Very High FHSZs are located throughout 

the City. Inclusion within these zones is based on five factors: density of vegetation; slope severity; 

5-minute fire department response time; road class/proximity, and proximity to fire hydrants and 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s vegetation cover and fire behavior/fuel spread 

model. Based on these factors, the zone encompasses a large portion of the City including most land 

use designations, major freeways and roads, various structures and major utilities and essential public 

facilities (City of San Diego 2024d). 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone 

The San Diego Municipal Code addresses issues related to safety compatibility in the airport land use 

compatibility overlay zone. The Improvement Zone is within the Airport Influence Area (San Diego 

International Airport – Review Area 1 and Review Area 2), Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay 

Zone. Chapter 13 Article 2, Division 15 of the San Diego Municipal Code establishes the Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Overlay Zone, which ensures that new development located within an airport 
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influence area for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, Brown 

Field, San Diego Internation Airport, Naval Outlying Landing Field Imperial Beach, Naval Air Station 

North Island, and Gillespie Airport is compatible with respect to airport-related noise, public safety, 

airspace protection, and aircraft overflight areas. Regulations include safety compatibility and aircraft 

overflight notification. 

4.7.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to health and safety are based on applicable 

criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds 

(2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; 

2. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 

materials into the environment; 

3. Would the project result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school; 

4. Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; 

5. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, creates a significant 

hazard to the public or environment; 

6. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 

involving wildland fires, including when wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 

residences are intermixed with wildlands; 

7. Would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated 

airport influence area; or 

8. Would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working within two miles of 

a private airstrip or a private airport or heliport facility that is not covered by an adopted 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 
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4.7.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

4.7.4.1 Methodology 

The proposed Program would consist of seven elements throughout the Improvement Zone: Wetland 

and Water Quality Improvements, Restoration of Shoreline, Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion, 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements, Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead, Deferred Maintenance, and 

Signage Update Elements. The impact analyses below evaluate these elements in reference to health 

and safety (refer to Chapter 3 regarding the five elements primarily analyzed in this EIR). The analysis 

is based, in part, on the Hazardous Substances Abatement Plan prepared for the proposed Program. 

Potential public safety hazards (related to schools, emergency response plans, and wildland fires) are 

based on the information presented in Section 2.4.7 and the subsections below. In determining the 

level of significance, the analysis acknowledges that the proposed Program elements would be 

designed and required to comply with all applicable state and local ordinances and regulations 

(summarized in Section 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting). 

Some of the analysis presented below applies to all Program elements, and therefore, all components 

under each element, while other discussions contain an element-specific analysis. Analysis applicable 

to all Program elements is indicated by the subheading “Common to all Program Elements.” 

Element-specific analysis specifies which elements are being evaluated. 

Issue 1: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

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

Construction – Common to all Program Elements 

Construction would require the use of heavy equipment and machinery. Hazardous materials that 

may be used during construction activities include, but are not limited to, gasoline, diesel fuel, 

lubricants, grease, adhesives, welding gases, solvents, paints, and vehicle- and equipment-

maintenance-related materials. These materials would be stored in designated construction staging 

areas within the boundaries of the Improvement Zone. The construction contractor would be required 

to ensure that the transport, handling, use, storage, and disposal of any hazardous materials are in 

accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations including the U.S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations, the 

California Department of Toxic Substances, California Health and Safety Code, City of San Diego 

Municipal Code, and County of San Diego DEHQ. Many of the anticipated hazardous construction 

materials may be recycled and those that cannot be recycled would be transported by a licensed 

hazardous waste hauler and disposed of at an appropriately permitted off-site facility, in accordance 

with Title 22 CCR, Division 4.5, Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous 
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Waste. Any accidental release of hazardous materials due to spills or leaks would be cleaned up in the 

normal course of business, consistent with the above-mentioned regulations. 

In the event previously unknown hazardous substances or conditions are encountered that do not 

present an immediate threat to human health or water quality, City regulations require the 

construction contractor to immediately notify the City. The area surrounding the discovery of 

unknown contamination would be isolated with markings and the DEHQ would also be notified. 

Furthermore, compliance with the regulations described would ensure the safe transport, use, and 

disposal of hazardous materials, such that construction-related hazardous materials impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

Following completion of construction, the Program would not result in a change of land use or 

activities and would, therefore, not increase the use of hazardous materials on the site. The transport, 

use, and disposal of any hazardous materials for maintenance activities would continue to occur in 

compliance with all applicable regulations. As such, operational impacts related to the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 

release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Construction 

As described in Issue 1, equipment used during construction activities for all Program elements has 

the potential to release oils, greases, solvents, and other finishing materials through accidental spills. 

Spill or upset of these materials could have the potential to impact surrounding land uses. Spills or 

leakage of petroleum products during construction activities are required to be immediately 

contained, the hazardous material identified, and the material remediated in compliance with 

applicable state and local regulations, including the California Health and Safety Code and the County 

of San Diego DEHQ Hazardous Materials Division for the cleanup and disposal of that contaminant. 

Compliance with state and local regulations would minimize the potential for the accidental release 

or upset of hazardous materials, ensuring public safety. 

In addition, and as discussed in more detail in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Program 

elements and components would adhere to stormwater regulatory requirements, including the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and MS4 permits, where applicable. For Program 

elements and components that exceed a disturbance area of 1 acre, Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plans (SWPPPs) would be implemented, as required by National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
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System. Components with smaller disturbance areas would require an MS4 permit and/or the 

implementation of best management practices (BMPs). These regulations would ensure that all 

development be conducted to prevent erosion and stop sediment and pollutants from draining off 

site to the extent feasible. Furthermore, all elements would implement BMPs to prevent and minimize 

incidental spills of petroleum products and hazardous materials. The water quality control programs, 

standards, and regulations applicable to each Program element during construction are listed below. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

The proposed wetland and water quality improvements would involve water quality improvements 

and wetland habitat creation to enhance existing wetland habitat, jurisdictional limits, topography, 

and tidal influence resulting in benefits to water quality aquatic resources, fish and wildlife species, 

environmental enhancement, and natural recreation. For all three of the wetland and water quality 

components, North Fiesta Island Wetlands, Cudahy Creek, and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway elements, which would require an acre or more of dryland ground disturbance, a project-

specific SWPPP would be implemented. Other components that would involve improvements in 

aquatic land covers would be required to comply with Section 404, Section 401, of the Clean Water Act 

for discharge into waters of the United States and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. 

Compliance with project-specific SWPPPs and other regulations described would ensure that the 

potential for release of hazardous materials into the environment would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline 

Shoreline restoration is proposed at eight locations throughout the Improvement Zone (see 

Figure 3-8, Restoration of Shoreline Element, in Chapter 3). Three of these locations, including, Bahia 

Point, Bonita Cove, and Vacation Islande NW would require implementation of a SWPPP. While all 

other proposed locations, including Crown Point, Vacation Island NW, Vacation Island SW, Ventura 

Island SW, Ventura Cove, and West Sail Bay, would implement BMPs such as swales on land or silt 

curtains if in water to minimize discharge of construction materials into the Mission Bay. 

Implementation of the required SWPPP and BMPs as applicable would ensure impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion 

The Upland Habitat And Preservation Expansion Element would enhance and expand upland habitat 

biological resources and restore/enhance suitable upland habitat. Components under this element 

would all result in disturbance of an area greater than 1 acre. As such, project-specific SWPPPs and 

associated BMPs would be implemented during construction to minimize potential hazardous 

impacts associated with construction. Further one component of this element, the South Shores 

component, would involve activities above the former landfill listed. However, no excavation is 
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proposed, rather additional fill is proposed to avoid interaction with the landfill or cap and provide for 

increased habitat avoiding potential impacts associated with disturbance of the former landfill. 

Implementation of the project-specific SWPPP and associated BMPs would result in less-than-

significant impacts. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

This element would improve existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the Improvement Zone 

(see Figure 3-25, Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, in Chapter 3). The Rose Creek Bike 

Path and the Ocean Beach Bike path improvements would involve a disturbance area greater than 

1 acre and would thus require project-specific SWPPPs and associated BMPs. Improvements at the 

Fiesta Island Causeway and Robb Field/Gateway would be smaller in size and would instead 

implement structural pollutant control requirements and BMPs. With implementation of the BMPs 

and SWPPPs, as applicable, impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead would involve the repair and extension of the seawall along the 

frontage of Mission Beach to Pacific Beach. The restoration would result in disturbance of an area 

greater than 1 acre. As such, project-specific SWPPPs and associated BMPs would be implemented 

during construction to minimize potential hazardous impacts associated with construction. 

Implementation of the project-specific SWPPP and associated BMPs would result in less-than-

significant impacts. 

Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

Operation of the Program elements would involve an unquantifiable, but limited, use of potentially 

hazardous materials typical of recreational uses, including cleaning fluids, detergents, solvents, 

adhesives, sealers, paints, fuels/lubricants, and fertilizers and/or pesticides for landscaping and 

maintenance. These materials would be contained, stored, and used on site in accordance with 

manufacturers’ instructions, applicable standards, and federal, state, and local regulations. 

Compliance with applicable regulations would serve to protect against a significant and irreversible 

environmental change that could result from the accidental release of hazardous materials. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 
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Issue 3: Would the project result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or 

proposed school? 

Construction and Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

Construction of the Program elements could involve the transport of commonly used hazardous 

substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, and solvents. These materials would 

be transported, handled, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local 

laws and regulations pertaining to the management and use of hazardous materials. Consequently, 

use of these materials for their intended purpose would not pose a significant risk to the public or 

the environment. 

As discussed in Section 4.7.2, there are several schools located within a 1-mile radius of the proposed 

Improvement Zone. Mission Bay Senior High School is the nearest school, located directly adjacent to 

the northeast portion of the Improvement Zone. However, as discussed in Issues 1 and 2, the Program 

is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with the release of hazardous materials 

into the environment. All hazardous materials used on site during construction and operation would 

be used, handled, and stored in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local health and 

safety regulations. Additionally, any on-site hazardous materials that may require transportation off 

site would be transported by a licensed contractor and properly disposed of. 

The proposed Program involves wetland and water quality improvements, restoration of shoreline, 

upland habitat and preserve expansion, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, restoration of seawall 

bulkhead, deferred maintenance, and signage updates. The Program would not result in activities that 

would generate hazardous materials or emissions or require the handling of hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substance, or waste within 0.25 miles of existing schools. Please also see 

response to Issue 3 above. Therefore, although Program elements are located within 0.25 miles of an 

existing school, impacts to these school from emission and/or handling of hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste would be less than significant. 

Issue 4: Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The San Diego County EOP identifies a broad range of potential hazards and a response plan for public 

protection (County of San Diego 2023b). The plan identifies major interstates and highways within the 

County that could be used as primary routes for evacuation, including I-5 and I-8, located east and 

south of the Improvement Zone, respectively. The Program’s design would be consistent with the 

City’s Municipal Code standards for emergency vehicle access, and no components would impair the 

implementation of or compliance with an adopted evacuation plan. The Program would not alter 
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existing transportation facilities that have been identified as emergency routes or have been 

otherwise identified for use during an emergency, or existing emergency plan routes. The proposed 

bicycle and pedestrian improvements would likely improve circulation for non-motorists travelling 

within Mission Bay Park, which could improve evacuation times in the event of an emergency. Visitors 

would arrive on foot or by bicycle, passenger vehicle, or public transportation and would be required 

to leave the project area during an emergency evacuation event. The Program would further comply 

with the County EOP and would not interfere with a response to disaster situations, including 

impairment of I-5 or I-8 in an emergency. A description of the proposed elements and their potential 

to impact the County’s EOP is provided below. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Construction: The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element includes the North Fiesta 

Island, Tecolote creek and Fiesta Island Causeway, and Cudahy Creek components. Construction 

activities associated with these components would result in a temporary limitation of public access 

around the northern perimeter of North Fiesta Island, which could interfere with a roadway 

designated for emergency access. However, emergency access would still be provided to North Fiesta 

Island via the south entrance and emergency access would not be completely restricted. The 

preliminary engineering designs for these components (Appendices B, C, and D to this EIR) are at up 

to a 30% design stage. The next step, 60% design, would include a plan set with additional sheets, 

including traffic control, where applicable. The 100% level of the submittal package includes complete 

plans, opinion of probable construction costs, specifications, and a signed DS-560. Once the 

components are ready for implementation, it would be determined if a traffic control permit would 

be required from the City of San Diego. The traffic control permit is required for all work encroaching 

into public right-of-way  and helps ensure safe traffic passage. Further, all construction activity would 

be subject to the requirements and standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK, ” Standard Specifications for 

Public Works Construction—specifically, Part 6, Sections 600 and 601 (City of San Diego 2021a). Lastly, 

any construction activity that would involve encroachment on California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) facilities (i.e., state highways) would be required to obtain an encroachment 

permit, which would also outline traffic control requirements. Compliance with the requirements of 

the traffic control permits and the “WHITEBOOK” would ensure that during the temporary use of 

emergency access routes by construction vehicles and equipment during construction would not 

obstruct emergency response or evacuation. 

Therefore, the components would not result in the interference of an adopted emergency response 

plan, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Operation: The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element does not include activities that 

would alter the condition of the existing roadways. Operation and maintenance associated with the 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.7 – HEALTH AND SAFETY 

December 2025 4.7-24 10523 

Program would not alter the use patterns of the North Fiesta Island, Tecolote creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway, and Cudahy creek components use areas such that more visitors would be present. 

Therefore, the wetland and water quality improvements associated with the operation of the element 

would not result in a change in the condition of the roadways or conflict with an adopted emergency 

response plan, and no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline 

Construction: The Restoration of Shoreline Element includes eight program-level components sites 

throughout Mission Bay, which include the following: Vacation Island NW, Vacation Island NE, Vacation 

Island SW, Ventura Cove, Crown Point, West Sail Bay, Bonita Cove, and Bahia Point. Construction of 

this element would result in temporary increases associated with trip generation. Mobilization and 

demobilization of heavy construction equipment would be brought to the restoration sites by way of 

the regional highway (I-5, I-8, Pacific Coast Highway) and local street network. The larger pieces of 

equipment would likely be transported to the restoration site on trucks during the late evening to 

early morning (between 9:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.) hours to minimize potential traffic congestion. Once 

the components are ready for implementation, it would be determined if a traffic control permit would 

be required from the City of San Diego. The traffic control permit is required for all work encroaching 

into public right-of-way and helps ensure safe traffic passage. Further, all construction activity would 

be subject to the requirements and standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK”; specifically Part 6, Sections 

600 and 601. Lastly, any construction activity that would involve encroachment on Caltrans facilities 

(i.e., state highways) would be required to obtain an encroachment permit, which would also outline 

traffic control requirements. Compliance with the requirements of the traffic control permits and the 

“WHITEBOOK” would ensure that during the temporary use of emergency access routes by 

construction vehicles and equipment during construction would not obstruct emergency response or 

evacuation. Implementation of these activities would ensure visitor safety and convenience around 

North Fiesta Island. Therefore, the components would not result in the interference of an adopted 

emergency response plan, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Operation: Upon completion of construction activities, the operation of the Restoration of Shoreline 

Element would result in alteration of the condition of existing roadways. Implementation of the 

Program would not alter the use patterns of the restoration sites, such that more visitors would be 

present, which could alter the emergency response or evacuation implementation. Therefore, 

operation of the element would not result in a conflict with an adopted emergency response plan, 

and no impact would occur. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.7 – HEALTH AND SAFETY 

December 2025 4.7-25 10523 

Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion 

Construction: The Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion Element includes seven project-level 

component sites proposed for habitat expansion and preservation. Construction associated with this 

element would require minimal truck trips to and from the site and a traffic control plan would not be 

required for this element. Therefore, the proposed element would not conflict with an adopted 

emergency response program, impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation: Upon completion of construction activities, operation and maintenance associated with 

the Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion Element would not result in a change of existing 

roadways or use patterns of the site such that more visitors would be present. Therefore, the element 

would not conflict with an adopted emergency response program and no impact would occur. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Construction: The Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element includes four program-level 

component locations, which are the Rose Creek Bike Path, Fiesta Island Causeway, Ocean Beach Bike 

Path, and the Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path. The construction activities of each of the 

locations would be similar. Three of the four proposed component sites would need to consider 

rerouting existing users during construction, as discussed in Section 3, Project Description. The Robb 

Field/Gateway Connectivity Path does not require rerouting of existing users. Construction associated 

with each component could result in temporary land closures that could interfere with emergency 

access. Once the components are ready for implementation, it would be determined if a traffic control 

permit would be required from the City of San Diego. The traffic control permit is required for all work 

encroaching into public right-of-way and helps ensure safe traffic passage. Further, all construction 

activity would be subject to the requirements and standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK”; specifically, 

Part 6, Sections 600 and 601. Lastly, any construction activity that would involve encroachment on 

Caltrans facilities (i.e., state highways) would be required to obtain an encroachment permit, which 

would also outline traffic control requirements. Compliance with the requirements of the traffic 

control permits and the “WHITEBOOK” would ensure that during the temporary use of emergency 

access routes by construction vehicles and equipment during construction would not obstruct 

emergency response or evacuation. Implementation of these activities would ensure visitor safety and 

convenience at the component areas. Therefore, the components would not result in the interference 

of an adopted emergency response plan, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Operation: Upon completion of construction activities, the components of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element would be restored to their existing uses as bicycle baths and the element 

would not result in an alteration of existing roadways for emergency access transportation. The 

proposed bicycle and pedestrian improvements would likely improve circulation for non-motorists 
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travelling within Mission Bay Park, which could improve evacuation times in the event of an 

emergency. Visitors would arrive on foot or by bicycle, passenger vehicle, or public transportation and 

would be required to leave the project area during an emergency evacuation event. Therefore, the 

element would not result in a conflict with an existing emergency response program and no impact 

would occur. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Construction: Construction activities associated with the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead would 

result in a temporary closure to the boardwalk to provide the necessary clearance for wall footing 

excavation. The element proposes the adjacent parking lot be used as a temporary pedestrian traffic 

detour during construction. While this temporary closure could result in an impairment with an 

adopted emergency access plan, Once the components are ready for implementation, it would be 

determined if a traffic control permit would be required from the City of San Diego. The traffic control 

permit is required for all work encroaching into public right-of-way and helps ensure safe traffic 

passage. Further, all construction activity would be subject to the requirements and standards of the 

City’s “WHITEBOOK”; specifically, Part 6, Sections 600 and 601. Lastly, any construction activity that 

would involve encroachment on Caltrans facilities (i.e., state highways) would be required to obtain 

an encroachment permit, which would also outline traffic control requirements. Compliance with the 

requirements of the traffic control permits and the “WHITEBOOK” would ensure that during the 

temporary use of emergency access routes by construction vehicles and equipment during 

construction would not obstruct emergency response or evacuation. Therefore, the components 

would not result in the interference of an adopted emergency response plan, a less-than-significant 

impact would occur. 

Operation: Operation and maintenance associated with the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

would result in access improvements and a new vehicular driveway. Therefore, the proposed element 

would not alter roadways that would impair or conflict with an adopted emergency response program 

and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Issue 5: Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 

result, create a significant hazard to the public or environment? 

According to a search of federal, state, and local regulatory databases, there are several sites within 

the Improvement Zone that are on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to California 

Government Code, Section 65962.5. The San Diego County DEHQ online files also revealed potentially 

hazardous sites. A discussion of the identified sites previously presented in Section 2.7, and the 

potential for associated impacts as a result of proposed construction and operational activities is 
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presented below. Refer to Figure 4.7-1 for the locations of the identified hazardous sites relevant to 

the Improvement Zone. 

Construction 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

As previously stated, the Former Pike/Peik Airfield site extends to the Tecolote Creek/Fiesta Island 

Causeway area. Proposed construction activities at the Fiesta Island Causeway, which overlies the 

former airfield’s runway, include creation of an open channel beneath the causeway to create a 

hydraulic connection between the basins on either side. The channel would require excavation and 

grading activities. Because the thickness of fill material in the area of the former runway is unknown, 

it is possible that earthwork activities may encounter contaminated media associated with the waste 

oil application (soil, soil vapor, or groundwater). Should contaminated media be encountered, 

recommendations outlined in the Hazardous Substance Abatement Plan, included as Appendix Q of 

this EIR, shall be implemented, as required by environmental protocol EP-SW-1. Prior to initiation, 

through contract bid items specific to the conditions of the component, the contractor would be 

required to prepare and implement certain standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK” that allow the 

contractor to adequately prepare for encountering hazardous substances throughout the life of the 

component. The contractor would provide a Community Health and Safety Plan (CHSP) and a 

Hazardous Substances Management Plan (HSMP) to outline appropriate actions if hazardous 

substances are encountered.  

If contaminated media is encountered and must be removed from site, it must be disposed of at the 

proper facility. California-hazardous non-RCRA waste (waste that exceeds State hazardous wastes 

criteria but does not exceed Federal hazardous waste criteria) can be disposed of at a Class I facility 

permitted by the State of California or, if located outside California, permitted by equivalent state 

agencies to receive the properly characterized and classified waste. For example, in Arizona, 

California-hazardous non-RCRA waste can be disposed of as non-hazardous waste in a Subtitle D 

landfill provided landfill requirements are met. The following landfills can receive California-

hazardous non-RCRA waste: 

• Clean Harbors Class I Landfill, Buttonwillow, California; 

• Waste Management Class I Landfill, Kettleman City, California; 

• C.R. & R South Yuma County Landfill in Yuma, Arizona; and 

• Republic Services Copper Mountain Landfill in Wellton, Arizona. 
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Soil that exceeds Federal hazardous waste criteria will also, by definition, exceed State hazardous 

waste criteria and will be classified as RCRA hazardous waste. This waste can only be disposed of at a 

Class I facility permitted by the State of California or a RCRA hazardous landfill outside California. The 

following landfills can receive RCRA hazardous waste: 

• Clean Harbors Class I Landfill, Buttonwillow, California; 

• Waste Management Class I Landfill, Kettleman City, California; and 

• U.S. Ecology Landfill, Beatty, Nevada. 

Uniform hazardous waste manifests will be used to track the transportation and disposal of California 

non-RCRA hazardous waste and RCRA hazardous waste. Statutory requirements governing hazardous 

waste transportation in California are specified in Division 20, Chapter 6.5, Article 6.5, Article 6.6, and 

Article 13 of the California Health and Safety Code. Regulations adopted pursuant to these statutes 

are specified in Division 4.5, Chapter 13, and Chapter 29 of the California Code of Regulations, Title 

22. Hazardous waste will only be transported by a transportation company which holds a valid 

registration from the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Requirements for 

hazardous waste transport can be found at http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/HazardousWaste/ 

Transporters/. Other requirements include, but are not limited to: 

• A valid Motor Carrier Permit from the California Department of Motor Vehicles; 

• U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Identification number; 

• U. S. Department of Transportation Identification number; and 

• U. S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials Certificate of Registration. 

Certain contaminated materials (e.g., treated-wood waste) may have chemicals present at 

concentrations that make the waste hazardous in California. California has promulgated regulations 

(Assembly Bill 1353) that allow for materials to be managed and disposed of as non-hazardous waste, 

provided specific requirements and protocols are followed and documented. The element or 

component-specific Soil Management Plan will discuss these requirements in further detail. 

Compliance with these state regulations for the proper disposal of contaminated media would 

prevent or minimize the potential hazard to the public or the environment from the Former 

Pike/Peik Airfield. 

Therefore, construction activities associated with the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements 

Element would be less than significant.  
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Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion 

Six of the identified hazardous sites are located within, or in proximity to the footprints of proposed 

upland habitat and preservation expansion activities within the Improvement Zone. The sites include 

Mission Bay Land Fill, Radar Station L-6 MIS, Fiesta Island Sludge Drying, Former Pike/Peik Airfield, Sea 

World (500 Sea World), and the Former Sewage Disposal Ponds. Included below is a discussion on the 

potential for construction-related impacts relevant to the sites. 

Mission Bay Landfill 

The Mission Bay Landfill site is situated within the Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion 

Element footprint at Site No. 5c – South Shores East Restoration Area. The previous landfill site was 

considered during the Program’s planning phase. The proposed improvements, including 

construction activities, have been designed to minimize the risk of disturbing or unearthing any 

hazardous materials associated with the previous landfill by excluding excavation activities. The 

landfill is capped at an average depth of 9.3 feet. Construction and habitat expansion activities at this 

location would involve importing and placing additional sand and loamy soils over the existing cap. 

This would add protective depth to the buried layer above materials while also creating topographic 

variation to enhance habitat diversity and microclimates that support species diversity. Any necessary 

grading would occur after the additional soil material has been imported and distributed across the 

targeted areas of this footprint. As such, construction at this location would not create a significant 

hazard to the public or environment and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Radar Station L-6 MIS 

This site is located immediately west of the proposed Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 4d – 

South Shores East Area. As discussed in Section 2.7, the contaminants of concern at this site were not 

recorded. According to the Hazardous Substance Abatement Plan (Appendix Q), based on the inactive 

status of the site, the reported former military activity (radar and campsite), and the lack of 

documentation of a release, it is unlikely that impacted soil or groundwater from this site, if any, would 

be encountered during component construction. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

Fiesta Island Sludge Drying 

This site is located at the southwest portion of Fiesta Island and was historically used for drying 

domestic sludge. The proposed Program elements for the Fiesta Island area would include Upland 

Habitat and Preserve Expansion (Fiesta Island Site No. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5), Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements (Fiesta Island Causeway), and Water Quality/Wetland Restoration (North Fiesta Island). 

Based on historical DEHQ documents, the sludge drying operations were formerly located on the 

southwestern portion of Fiesta Island, west of the “Hidden Anchorage” inlet. Program elements are 
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not proposed for this area; the closest proposed elements are Fiesta Island Site No. 1 and 4, located 

more than 1,000 feet to the east and north, respectively. As a result, construction activities related to 

this site would be less than significant. 

Former Pike/Peik Airfield 

This site extends to the northern portion of Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores 

East and the Tecolote Creek/Fiesta Island Causeway. Impacts related to the Tecolote Creek/Fiesta Island 

Causeway and this site are discussed under “Wetland and Water Quality Improvements,” below. As 

previously discussed, this site was once operated as an airfield that included an oiled runway and three 

hangars. The airfield further offered fuel, storage, and aircraft repair. The entirety of the former airfield 

and runway were covered with dredged fill material after the airport closed sometime in the 1950s. 

Based on a review of historical aerial photographs, the storage and repair of aircraft and fuel systems 

likely occurred under what is proposed to be Site No. 4d – South Shores East. According to Appendix Q, 

it is reasonable to expect that surface spills of petroleum, oil, and/or lubricants from historical aircraft 

repair/maintenance facilities and/or former fuel storage areas may have impacted shallow soil. 

Chemicals of concern can include total petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, PAHs, and heavy metals. 

The thickness of fill material in the area of the former aircraft and fuel storage/repair areas associated 

with the airport is unknown. It is anticipated that construction-related earthwork at Site No. 5c would 

be limited to disturbance of shallow soils/sands, including grading of soils/sands that may be imported 

to the site. No deep construction activities (e.g., footings, excavations) are associated with the Upland 

Habitat and Preservation Expansion Element. Depth to groundwater is greater than 15 feet below 

grade in this area; therefore, groundwater is not expected to be encountered. It is possible that some 

minor petroleum contamination in soil attributed to surface spills at the former airport may be 

encountered. However, local, state, and federal regulations, including a SWPPP, and the City’s 

“WHITEBOOK” would be implemented during construction activities to address the discovery of 

unknown contaminants and minimize the spread of any potential contamination. Compliance with 

state and local regulations and BMPs, construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Sea World (500 Sea World) 

This site is located north of the Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement 

Area. Parking lots and Sea World Drive separate the Sea World site from San Diego River Site No. 5a 

by approximately 800 feet. The site is associated with a closed unauthorized release case, abandoned 

wells, and various petroleum releases in the Sea World Marina. The petroleum releases were de 

minimis quantities and were reported to be contained and soaked up with absorbents. Based on the 

distance of the Sea World Marina to Site No. 5a - Cloverleaf Enhancement Area (approximately 

2,200 feet) and the limited nature of the releases, there is a low potential of contact with contaminated 
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surface water during construction activities. It is unlikely that impacted soil, surface water, or 

groundwater from the releases, if any, would be encountered during construction. As such, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Former Sewage Disposal Ponds 

This site is located within the Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5a - Cloverleaf Enhancement 

Area footprint and is associated with previous sewage disposal ponds. Proposed activities in Site No. 

1a – Cloverleaf Least Tern Preserve Area include weed removal, import of sand to increase bird nesting 

areas, revegetation in buffer zone areas, and minor topographic variation and mounding. 

If improvements are proposed in the area of the former sewage disposal ponds, there would be 

potential for contaminated soil to be encountered during Program activities. Although the actual type 

of waste disposed to the ponds is unknown, if the waste is assumed to be domestic sewage, primary 

chemicals-of-concern in soil may include metals, VOCs, PFAS, and PAHs. There is also the potential for 

exposure by inhalation of vapor phase VOCs, which can volatilize from impacted soil and groundwater, 

migrate through the unsaturated zone, and accumulate in excavations and trenches. The Hazardous 

Substances Abatement Plan prepared for the Program (Appendix Q) concluded that although the type 

of chemical exposure and degree of exposure is not known; it would be unlikely that residual 

contamination at this site would pose a threat to workers or the public. As such, impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Three potential hazardous sites were identified to be in proximity to the proposed bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements. Included below is a discussion on the potential for construction-related 

impacts relevant to the sites. 

Historical Gas Station 

This site is located directly east of the Rose Creek Bike Path area and previously operated as a gas 

station. Due to the nature of previous uses, there is a potential for contaminated soil to be 

encountered during construction. The primary contaminants of concern in soil from unauthorized 

releases of petroleum are potentially total petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, and PAHs. There is also 

the potential for exposure by inhalation of vapor phase VOCs, which can volatilize from impacted soil 

and groundwater, migrate through the unsaturated zone, and accumulate in excavations and 

trenches. The type of chemical exposure and degree of exposure is not known, but based on other 

similar cases, it is unlikely that residual contamination at this site would pose a threat to workers or 

the public. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Dry Clean Empire 

This site is located south of the proposed Rose Creek Bike Path and is listed on unauthorized release 

databases with a case-closed status. The closest portion of the proposed bike/pedestrian 

improvements would be approximately 100 feet north of the former dry-cleaning facility. Based on 

the distance of the proposed improvements from the release area, and the limited nature of the 

release to soil, impacted media would likely not be encountered during construction activities. 

Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Ocean Beach Gas Station 

This site is located 100 feet southeast of the proposed Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path and is 

associated with several closed unauthorized release cases and is listed as a historical and active 

underground storage tank location. Based on the distance of the proposed construction excavation 

(if any) at the Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path to this site, residual contamination in soil is not 

expected to be encountered. Some minor residual contamination may be present in groundwater that 

may be encountered during construction dewatering, such as for retaining wall footings. There is also 

a potential to encounter low levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons in the soil gas phase that may be 

present in trenches excavated for construction. Should contaminated media be encountered, 

recommendations outlined in the Hazardous Substance Abatement Plan, included as Appendix Q of 

this EIR, shall be implemented, as required by environmental protocol EP-SW-1. Prior to initiation, 

through contract bid items specific to the conditions of the component, the contractor would be 

required to prepare and implement certain standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK” that allow the 

contractor to adequately prepare for encountering hazardous substances throughout the life of the 

component (City of San Diego 2021a). The contractor would provide a Community Health and Safety 

Plan (CHSP) and a Hazardous Substances Management Plan (HSMP) to outline appropriate actions if 

hazardous substances are encountered. Therefore, construction activities associated with the 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead and Restoration of Shoreline 

No existing, recorded hazardous materials sites are located within the footprints of proposed activities 

related to the restoration of seawall bulkhead or restoration of shoreline. As such, no impacts would 

occur related to these improvements. 

Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

Implementation of the Program would not result in a change of land use or activities and would, 

therefore, not create a significant hazard to the public or environment due existing hazardous 
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materials sites. As such, operation-related activities would not create a significant hazard to the public 

or environment and operational impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Issue 6:  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving wildland fires, including when wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 

areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Construction and Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

The Improvement Zone is within Local Responsibility Area and contains some areas classifies a Very 

High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Improvement Zone is surrounded by development, including 

commercial, residential, and recreational land uses. The Improvement Zone also includes and is 

adjacent to marine waters of Mission Bay. These land use types do not contain wildland fuel sources 

likely to burn in the event of a wildfire, which significantly reduces the likelihood of wildfires impacting 

the Improvement Zone. Similarly, the Program would not create areas of substantial dry vegetation 

or forested areas, which have a higher probability to burn in the event of an urban wildfire. The 

proposed Program elements do not include the construction of habitable structures and involve 

wetland and water quality improvements, restoration of shoreline, upland habitat and preserve 

expansion, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, restoration of seawall bulkhead, deferred 

maintenance, and signage updates. The proposed Program elements would comply with local fire 

emergency protocols and local emergency evacuation and disaster plans in the event of a wildfire or 

emergency. The Program’s impact relating to wildland fire risk would be less than significant. 

Issue 7 and 8:  Would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a 

designated airport influence area? 

 and 

 Would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working within 

two miles of a private airstrip or a private airport or heliport facility that is not 

covered by an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan? 

Construction and Operation – Common to all Program Elements 

The Improvement Zone is located within the Airport Influence Area (San Diego International Airport – 

Review Area 1 and Review Area 2), Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone. Review Area 2 is 

defined by the combination of the airspace protection and overflight boundaries beyond Review Area 

1. Only airspace protection and overflight policies and standards apply within Review Area 2. Airport 

land use compatibility or ALUC review is required for land use plans and regulations within Review 

Area 2 that propose buildings or uses that exceed the 200-foot height limit and for land use projects 
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that; have received from the FAA a Notice of Presumed Hazard, a Determination of Hazard or a 

Determination of No Hazard subject to conditions, limitations or marking and lighting requirements, 

and/or would create glare, lighting, electromagnetic interference, dust, water vapor, smoke, thermal 

plumes, and bird attractant hazards. The southwest corner of the Improvement Zone is located within 

the 60–65 dB CNEL boundary of the noise contours for San Diego International Airport but is not 

within a Safety Zone (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2025). The proposed Program does 

not trigger the notification criteria of the Federal Aviation Administration as defined by the Code of 

Federal Regulations, Title 14, Part 77, because the proposed Program does not include residential 

development and is therefore not required to undergo review by the FAA for obstruction evaluation. 

Given that the Program would not be located within the Safety Zones associated with the San Diego 

International Airport, would not introduce any hazards to air navigation, including glare or 

electromagnetic interference, and no new land uses are proposed, the Program is not anticipated to 

result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated airport influence area. 

Additionally, the Program is not inconsistent with the San Diego International Airport’s ALUCP and the 

Improvement Zone is not located within 2 miles of any private airstrips or heliports that are not 

covered by an adopted ALUCP. As a result, the Program would not present a safety hazard for people 

residing or working near such facilities. The design and function of the proposed Program align with 

applicable standards, and the proposed elements under the Program would not create potential 

hazards related to aviation. Therefore, compliance with the FAA regulations and the ALUCP Review 

Area 1 and 2 requirements would ensure that the Program would result in a less-than-significant 

airport safety hazard impact. 

4.7.5 MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation is required for Issues 1 through 8.  

4.7.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) includes an analysis of the potential impacts to 

hydrology and water quality that may result from the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements 

Program (Program). This section also describes the associated existing conditions of the Mission Bay 

Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory 

requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to 

implementation of the proposed Program. The analysis in this section is based, in part, on the 

following reports: 

• Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Program EIR North Fiesta Island Component, 

prepared by Moffat and Nichol 2021 (Appendix B) 

• Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Program EIR Tecolote Creek Wetland 

Restoration and Fiesta Island Causeway, prepared by Moffat and Nichol, 2021, revised 2024 

(Appendix C) 

• Preliminary Engineering Report Cudahy Creek (Leisure Lagoon) Wetland Restoration, 

prepared by Rick Engineering, 2024 (Appendix D) 

• Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Program EIR Restoration of Shoreline, prepared 

by Moffat and Nichol, 2021 (Appendix E) 

• Preliminary Engineering Report Mission Bay Improvement Zone Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Paths, May 31, 2024 (Appendix F)  

• Mission Bay Hydrology Study, dated April 5, 2019, prepared by Moffat & Nichol (Appendix T)  

4.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The environmental setting, which includes a discussion of the existing hydrological conditions, 

including watersheds, tides, flooding and drainage, and water quality, and groundwater, in the San 

Diego region and Improvement Zone, is included below. 

4.8.1.1 Watersheds 

A watershed is an area of land that channels rainfall and snowmelt to creeks, streams, and rivers, 

and eventually to outflow points such as reservoirs, bays, and the ocean (NOAA 2024). The Water 

Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin Plan) is designed to preserve and enhance water 

quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. The Basin Plan identifies watersheds 

using the terms hydrologic unit (HU), hydrologic area (HA), and hydraulic subareas (HSAs). HUs are 

the entire watershed of one or more streams; HAs are major tributaries and/or major groundwater 

basins within the HU; and HSAs are major subdivisions of HAs including both water-bearing and 
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non-water-bearing formations. The San Diego Region consists of 11 major HUs, 54 HAs, and 147 

HSAs (RWQCB 2021). 

The Program is located primarily in the Peñasquitos HU, and also intersects the Tecolote, Miramar, 

Fiesta Island, and Mission San Diego HAs, as shown in Figure 4.8-1. The Peñasquitos HU is a 

triangular-shaped area of about 170 square miles, extending from Poway on the east to La Jolla on 

the west. Mission Bay and the mouth of the San Diego River form a 4,000-acre aquatic park 

(RWQCB 2021). 

4.8.1.2 Tides 

Tidal amplitudes vary throughout the year as a result from the shift in alignment of the moon with 

respect to the earth and sun. Also affecting tidal amplitudes in a longer time scale are annual 

variations in solar declination, and an 18.6-year cycle of lunar nodes. Moreover, superimposed to 

the astronomical components of the recorded tides are other meteorological components, from 

short scale barometric pressure tides to interannual processes such as El Niño, and the long-term 

trend in eustatic Sea Level Rise. 

Mission Bay constitutes a short and narrow basin, and as the tide passes its entrance, water levels in 

the Bay immediately follow water levels in the open ocean. As part of the Hydrology Study 

completed for the Program, tide gauges were installed to record water levels in Mission Bay with the 

aim of gaining insight on how tides propagate in and out of Mission Bay (Appendix T). Of particular 

interest were the potential tide-phase differences North and South of the Fiesta Island Causeway, 

which would be reflected as a time lag between High and Low tides at the Tecolote Creek and South 

Fiesta Island stations. 

Table 4.8-1 lists modeled spring high and spring low tide elevations (i.e., the maximum and 

minimum water levels through the entire simulation) at each of the data extraction locations. 

Table 4.8-1 

Spring High and Low Water Elevations in Mission Bay 

Station 

Spring 

High Tide 

(Feet) 

Spring 

Low 

Tide 

(Feet) 

Spring 

Tidal 

Range 

(Feet) 

Spring High Tide 

(Date & Time, 

UTC) 

Spring Low 

Tide 

(Date & Time, 

UTC) 

Offshore (Open Ocean)  4.38 −3.58 7.95 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 3:54 

Entrance Channel  4.42 −3.63 8.05 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 4:00 

North Fiesta Island 4.47 −3.72 8.19 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 4:12 

Cudahy Creek  4.48 −3.74 8.21 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 4:12 
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Table 4.8-1 

Spring High and Low Water Elevations in Mission Bay 

Station 

Spring 

High Tide 

(Feet) 

Spring 

Low 

Tide 

(Feet) 

Spring 

Tidal 

Range 

(Feet) 

Spring High Tide 

(Date & Time, 

UTC) 

Spring Low 

Tide 

(Date & Time, 

UTC) 

Tecolote Creek  4.48 −3.74 8.22 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 4:12 

South Fiesta Island  4.46 −3.69 8.15 6/14/2011 20:37 6/15/2011 4:12 

Source: Appendix T. 

Note: UTC = Coordinated Universal Time. 

Similar to the rest of the daily high tides, spring highs occur simultaneously throughout the Bay. 

Based on simulation results, Table 4.8-2 provides the estimated mean higher high water (MHHW), 

mean lower low water (MLLW), and diurnal ranges for Mission Bay. 

Table 4.8 -2 

Estimated MHHW, MLLW, and Diurnal Range 

Station 

Mean Higher High 

Water (MHHW) 

(Feet) 

Mean Lower Low 

Water (MLLW) 

(Feet) 

Diurnal Range 

(Feet) 

Offshore (Open Water) 3.36 −2.41  5.77 

Entrance Channel  3.40 −2.44  5.83 

North Fiesta Island  3.45 −2.46  5.91 

Cudahy Creek  3.46 −2.48  5.94 

Tecolote Creek  3.46 −2.48  5.94 

South Fiesta Island  3.44 −2.46  5.90 

Source: Appendix T. 

Notes: MHHW = mean higher high water; MLLW = mean lower low water. 

No lags were found between high and low tides at either side of the Fiesta Island Causeway and the 

difference between tidal amplitudes at these locations is negligible. Comparison of modeled water 

levels indicate that there is no tidal muting in Mission Bay; not only do tides in the Bay reach the 

same elevations as the open ocean tides, but a slight amplification of the tidal amplitudes occurs, 

which increase with increasing distance from the Entrance Channel. 
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4.8.1.3 Flooding and Drainage 

The term “floodplain” refers to the area that experiences flooding during a high flow event. The 

floodplain includes both actively flowing areas as well as areas that are more ponded and not 

actively flowing. The “floodway” is the portion of the floodplain reserved to let the stronger-flowing 

floodwaters pass and not cause an unacceptable increase in flood elevations. A regulatory floodway 

is defined as the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be 

reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface 

elevation more than a designated height (FEMA 2024). 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is an agency of the U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security that is responsible for coordinating the federal government’s response to 

disasters. Each water body studied by the FEMA is mapped on one or more Flood Insurance Rate 

Maps. Based on FEMA, portions of the Improvement Zone are within the open water or immediately 

adjacent to water are identified within special flood hazard areas, including Zones A, AE, and VE, as 

described below and shown in Figure 4.8-1, Hydrology (FEMA 2019). These special flood hazard 

areas are high risk areas.  

• Zones A and AE are defined as areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual chance flood event 

(FEMA 2020a).  

• Zone VE, also known as Coastal High Hazard Area, is defined as coastal areas with a 1% or 

greater annual chance of flood (FEMA 2025).  

Other areas within the Improvement Zone are identified as Zone X, or low-risk areas (FEMA 2019). 

Zone X is defined as areas that would be inundated by a 500-year flood (0.2% chance of flooding in 

any given year) (FEMA 2020a). 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The water and immediate shoreline surrounding North Fiesta Island, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway, and Cudahy Creek are in the FEMA Flood Hazard Zone AE. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The water and immediate shoreline surrounding the areas shoreline restoration projects are in the 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone AE. 
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Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The Fiesta Island Habitat Expansion/Preservation Areas are not within FEMA Flood Hazard zones; 

however, the Bay surrounding these areas is within Zone AE. The portion of the Sea World Drive/San 

Diego River Habitat Expansion/Preservation Areas bordering the San Diego River are within the 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone AE: within a regulatory floodway. 

Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The proposed restoration of the seawall bulkhead areas is located within FEMA Flood Hazard Zone VE. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements for the Ocean Beach bike path are surrounded by areas in 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone A and Zone AE within a regulatory floodway. Portions of the bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements for the Rose Creek bike path are within FEMA Flood Hazard Zone AE and 

Zone X. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements for the Fiesta Island Causeway are surrounded by 

areas in FEMA Flood Hazard Zone AE. The proposed Robb Field/Gateway connectivity improvements 

are not within or immediately surrounded by areas in FEMA Flood Hazard Zone. 

Deferred Maintenance 

Deferred Maintenance activities would occur throughout the Improvement Zone and would be 

located in FEMA Flood Hazard Zones A, AE, VE, or X. 

Signage 

Signage activities would occur throughout the Improvement Zone and would be located in FEMA 

Flood Hazard Zones A, AE, VE, or X. 

4.8.1.4 Water Quality 

Mission Bay is one of eight major receiving waters within the City of San Diego. According to the 

2020–2022 California Integrated Report for impairments (Clean Water Act Section 303[d] List/305[b] 

Report), several portions of the Improvement Zone are placed on the 303(d) list as impaired (SWRCB 

2022). Portions of Mission Bay listed for impairments are shown in Table 4.8-3. Water quality within 

Mission Bay generally is lower than that of the coastal ocean water due to the poor flushing 

characteristics of the Bay and the input of nutrient material from storm runoff (RWQCB 2021). 
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Table 4.8-3 

Clean Water Act 303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region 

Body Water Name  Body Water Type Pollutant(s) Source 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Scripps HA, 

at Pacific Beach Drive, Pacific Beach 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Trash Unknown Source 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, Scripps HA, 

at Belmont Park at Mission Beach 

(near San Fernando Place) 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Trash Unknown Source 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego 

HU, at the San Diego Reiver outlet, 

at Dog Beach 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego 

HU, at the Stub Jetty, south of the 

San Diego River outlet, near Cape 

May Avenue 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Diego 

HU, at the Stub Jetty, south of the 

San Diego River outlet, near Cape 

May Avenue 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Trash Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Mercury Unknown Source, 

Atmospheric 

Deposition 

Mission Bay Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

PCBs 

(Polychlorinated 

biphenyls) 

Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at De Anza 

Cove  

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Campland Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Fiesta 

Island northwest shore 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Visitors 

Center 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Leisure 

Lagoon 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Tecolote 

Shores 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Enchanted 

Cove 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Trash Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at North Coastal and Bay Trash Unknown Source 
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Table 4.8-3 

Clean Water Act 303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region 

Body Water Name  Body Water Type Pollutant(s) Source 

Cove Beach at Vacation Isle Shoreline 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Fanuel 

Park 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Bonita 

Cove (eastern shore) 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay Shoreline, at Bonita 

Cove 

Coastal and Bay 

Shoreline 

Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Mission Bay at Quivira Basin Bay and Harbor Copper Unknown Source, 

Unknown Nonpoint 

Source, Unknown 

Point Source 

Mission Bay (area at mouth of 

Tecolote Creek only) 

Bay and Harbor Eutrophic Unknown Source 

Mission Bay (area at mouth of 

Tecolote Creek only) 

Bay and Harbor Lead Unknown Source 

Mission Bay (area at mouth of Rose 

Creek only) 

Bay and Harbor Eutrophic Unknown Source 

Mission Bay (area at mouth of Rose 

Creek only) 

Bay and Harbor Lead Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Benthic 

Community Effects 

Unknown Source, 

Hydromodification, 

Illicit 

Connections/Illegal 

Hook-ups/Dry 

Weather Flows, 

Unknown Nonpoint 

Source, Unknown 

Point Source, 

Urban 

Runoff/Storm 

Sewers 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Bifenthrin Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Chlordane Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Chloride Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Color Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Cyfluthrin Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Cypermethrin Unknown Source 
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Table 4.8-3 

Clean Water Act 303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region 

Body Water Name  Body Water Type Pollutant(s) Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Nitrogen Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Oxygen, Dissolved Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Permethrin Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Phosphorus Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Pyrethroids Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Total Dissolved 

Solids 

Unknown Source 

San Diego River (Lower) River and Stream Turbidity Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Benthic 

Community Effects 

Unknown Source, 

Hydromodification, 

Illicit 

Connections/Illegal 

Hook-ups/Dry 

Weather Flows, 

Unknown Point 

Source, Urban 

Runoff/Storm 

Sewers 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Bifenthrin Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Cypermethrin Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Diazinon Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Nitrogen Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Phosphorus Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Selenium Unknown Source, 

Natural Sources 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Toxicity Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Turbidity Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Cyfluthrin Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Cyhalothrin, 

Lambda 

Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Permethrin Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream Pyrethroids Unknown Source 

Tecolote Creek River and Stream pH Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Benthic  
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Table 4.8-3 

Clean Water Act 303(d) List for Regional Board 9 – San Diego Region 

Body Water Name  Body Water Type Pollutant(s) Source 

Community Effects Unknown Source, 

Hydromodification, 

Illicit 

Connections/Illegal 

Hook-ups/Dry 

Weather Flows, 

Unknown Nonpoint 

Source, Unknown 

Point Source, 

Urban 

Runoff/Storm 

Sewers 

Rose Creek River and Stream Bifenthrin Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Cyfluthrin Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Indicator Bacteria Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Nitrogen Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Phosphorus Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Pyrethroids Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Selenium Unknown Source, 

Natural Sources 

Rose Creek River and Stream Total Dissolved 

Solids 

Unknown Source 

Rose Creek River and Stream Toxicity Unknown Source 

Source: SWRCB 2022, 2024. 

Beneficial uses form the cornerstone of water quality protection under the Basin Plan. Once 

beneficial uses are designated, appropriate water quality objectives can be established and 

programs that maintain or enhance water quality can be implemented to ensure the protection of 

beneficial uses (RWQCB 2021). Table 4.8-4 defines the beneficial uses designated for Misson Bay. 

Table 4.8-4 

Beneficial Uses in Mission Bay  

Beneficial Use  Description 

Industrial Service 

Supply 

Includes uses 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-
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Table 4.8-4 

Beneficial Uses in Mission Bay  

Beneficial Use  Description 

pressurization. 

Contact Water 

Recreation 

Includes uses of water for recreational activities involving 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 use of natural hot springs. 

Non-contact Water 

Recreation 

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. 

Commercial and 

Sports Fishing 

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. 

Estuarine Habitat Includes uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems including, but not 

limited to, preservation or enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, 

fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., estuarine mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds). 

Wildlife Habitat Includes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including, but not 

limited to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, 

wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or 

wildlife water and food sources. 

Rare, Threatened, or 

Endangered Species 

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. 

Marine Habitat 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 (e.g., marine mammals, shorebirds). 

Migration of Aquatic 

Organism  

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.  

Spawning, 

Reproduction, and/or 

Early Development 

Includes uses of water that support high quality habitats suitable for 

reproduction, early development and sustenance of marine fish and/or cold 

freshwater fish. 

Shellfish Harvesting Includes uses of water that support habitats suitable for the collection of 

filter-feeding shellfish (e.g., clams, oysters and mussels) for human 

consumption, commercial, or sport purposes. 

Source: RWQCB 2021. 
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4.8.1.5 Groundwater 

The Improvement Zone is located adjacent to the Mission Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin No. 9-014) 

(DWR 2025b) but is otherwise not within an identified groundwater basin. Landward portions of the 

Improvement Zone would very likely have very shallow groundwater with poor water quality (brackish). 

4.8.1.6 Dam Inundation Areas 

Dam failure is the collapse or failure of an impoundment that causes significant downstream 

flooding. Flooding of the area below the dam may occur as the result of structural failure or 

overtopping of the dam. There are several dams within the San Diego Region and the southern 

portion of the Improvement Zone is located in the Lake Murray Dam and El Capitan Dam inundation 

areas (City of San Diego 2024e; DWR 2025a).  

4.8.1.7 Tsunami and Seiche 

A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide, or volcanic action. A 

seiche is an earthquake-induced wave in a confined body of water, such as a lake, reservoir, or bay. 

An earthquake in the region could generate a seiche in Mission Bay. The Improvement Zone is 

within a tsunami inundation zone (DOC 2024a).  

4.8.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Federal 

Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC Section 1251 et seq.) (1972) is the primary federal law that 

protects the nation’s waters, including lakes, rivers, aquifers, and coastal areas. The CWA established 

basic guidelines for regulating discharges of pollutants into waters of the United States and requires 

that states adopt water quality standards to protect public health, enhance the quality of water 

resources, and ensure implementation of the CWA. 

CWA Section 401 requires that any applicant for a federal permit to conduct any activity, including 

the construction or operation of a facility that may result in the discharge of any pollutant, must 

obtain certification from the state. CWA Section 402 established the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources, and 

Section 404 established a permit program to regulate the discharge of dredged material into waters 

of the United States. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional 

Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer the NPDES permitting programs and are 

responsible for developing waste discharge requirements. Each local RWQCB is responsible for 
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developing waste discharge requirements specific to its jurisdiction. General waste discharge 

requirements that may apply to components within the Improvement Zone include the SWRCB 

Construction General Permit, and the regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit 

administered by the San Diego RWQCB. 

Under CWA Section 303(d), states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to develop lists of 

impaired waters that are too polluted or otherwise degraded to meet the water quality standards 

set by states, territories, or authorized tribes. The law requires that these jurisdictions establish 

priority rankings for waters on the lists and develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for these 

waters. A total maximum daily load is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a 

waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards. The Program is located within 

the Mission Bay and San Diego River Watershed Management Areas (WMAs), and the Tecolote Creek 

and Scripps subwatersheds within the Mission Bay WMA and the San Diego River WMA are subject 

to bacteria TMDLs (fecal coliform and Enterococcus).  

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management 

The major requirements of this Executive Order are to avoid support of floodplain development, to 

prevent uneconomic, hazardous, or incompatible use of floodplains, to protect and preserve the 

natural and beneficial floodplain values, and to be consistent with the standards and criteria of the 

National Flood Insurance Program. The basic tools for regulating construction in potentially 

hazardous floodplain areas are local zoning techniques. Proper floodplain zoning can be beneficial 

in the preservation of open space, retention of floodplains as groundwater recharge areas, and in 

directing development to less flood-prone areas. 

National Flood Insurance Program 

The National Flood Insurance Program is a federal program enabling property owners in participating 

communities to purchase insurance protection against losses from flooding. In support of the National 

Flood Insurance Program, the FEMA identifies flood hazard areas throughout the United States and its 

territories by producing Flood Hazard Boundary Maps, Flood Insurance Rate Maps, and Flood Boundary 

& Floodway Maps. Several areas of flood hazards are commonly identified on these maps, such as 

Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). Development may take place within mapped SFHAs, provided that it 

complies with local floodplain management regulations, which must meet the minimum 

federal requirements. 

The City is a participating community in the National Flood Insurance Program. Therefore, the City is 

responsible for adopting a floodplain management ordinance that meets certain minimum 

requirements intended to reduce future flood losses. The City has adopted Development Regulations for 
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SFHA in San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Sections 143.0145 and 143.0146. If proposed improvements 

are within one of the SFHA Zones, these regulations will apply. 

State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act established the principal California legal and 

regulatory framework for water quality control. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is 

embodied in the California Water Code. The California Water Code authorizes SWRCB to implement 

the provisions of the federal CWA. The State of California is divided into nine regions governed by 

RWQCBs. The RWQCBs implement and enforce provisions of the California Water Code and the CWA 

under the oversight of SWRCB. The City is located within the purview of the San Diego RWQCB 

(Region 9). The Porter-Cologne Act also provides for the development and periodic review of Basin 

Plans that designate beneficial uses of California’s major rivers and other surface waters and 

groundwater basins and establish water quality objectives for those waters. 

NPDES Construction General Permit 

SWRCB Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 WDRs for Discharges of 

Stormwater Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit) was adopted 

on September 2, 2009, and amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ, Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ, 

and most recently Order No, 2022-0057-DWQ on September 8, 2022. 

Construction activities exceeding one acre (or meeting other applicable criteria) are subject to 

pertinent requirements under the Construction General Permit. Specific conformance requirements 

include implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), an associated Construction 

Site Monitoring Program, employee training, and minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs), as 

well as a Rain Event Action Plan for applicable projects (e.g., those in Risk Categories 2 or 3). Under 

the Construction General Permit, project sites are designated as Risk Level 1 through 3 based on 

site-specific criteria (e.g., sediment erosion and receiving water risk), with Risk Level 3 sites requiring 

the most stringent controls. Based on the site-specific risk level designation, the SWPPP and related 

plans/efforts identify detailed measures to prevent and control the off-site discharge of pollutants in 

stormwater runoff. Depending on the risk level, these may include efforts such as minimizing/ 

stabilizing disturbed areas, mandatory use of technology-based action levels, effluent and receiving 

water monitoring/reporting, and advanced treatment systems. Specific pollution control measures 

require the use of best available technology economically achievable and/or best conventional 

pollutant control technology levels of treatment, with these requirements implemented through 

applicable BMPs. 
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Site-specific measures will vary with conditions such as risk level, proposed grading, and slope/soil 

characteristics, and detailed guidance for construction-related BMPs is provided in the permit and in 

related City standards. 

NPDES Municipal Permit 

The most current MS4 Permit for Region 9, Order No. R9-2013-0001, was adopted on May 8, 2013, by the 

San Diego RWQCB and became effective on June 27, 2013. This Order was amended by adoption of 

Order No. R9-2015-0001 on February 11, 2015, and adoption of Order No. R9 2015-0100 on November 

18, 2015. This is an update to the 2007 MS4 Permit, Order No. R9-2007-0001. Updated City of San Diego 

Stormwater Standards (based on the CoPermittees’ Model BMP Design Manual) were adopted on 

February 16, 2016. The program would be subject to the most current MS4 Permit requirements. 

The MS4 Permit implements a regional strategy for water quality and related concerns and 

mandates a watershed-based approach that often encompasses multiple jurisdictions. The overall 

permit goals include: (1) providing a consistent set of requirements for all co-permittees and 

(2) allowing the co-permittees to focus their efforts and resources on achieving identified goals and 

improving water quality, rather than just completing individual actions (which may not adequately 

reflect identified goals). Under this approach, the co-permittees are tasked with prioritizing their 

individual water quality concerns, as well as providing implementation strategies and schedules to 

address those priorities. MS4 Permit conformance entails considerations such as receiving water 

limitations, waste load allocations, and numeric water quality based effluent limitations. Specific 

efforts to provide permit conformance and reduce runoff and pollutant discharges to the maximum 

extent practicable involve methods such as: (1) using jurisdictional planning efforts (e.g., 

discretionary general plan approvals) to provide water quality protection, (2) requiring coordination 

between individual jurisdictions to provide watershed-based water quality protection, (3) 

implementing appropriate BMPs, including low impact development measures, to avoid, minimize, 

and/or mitigate effects such as increased erosion and off-site sediment transport (sedimentation), 

hydromodification1 and the discharge of pollutants in urban runoff, and (4) using appropriate 

monitoring/assessment, reporting, and enforcement efforts to ensure proper implementation, 

documentation, and (as appropriate) modification of permit requirements. The City has 

implemented a number of regulations to ensure conformance with these requirements, as outlined 

below under local standards. 

 
1 Hydromodification is generally defined in the Municipal Permit as the change in natural watershed hydrologic processes 

and runoff characteristics (interception, infiltration, and overland/groundwater flow) caused by urbanization or other 

land use changes that result in increased stream flows and sediment transport.  
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California Coastal Act 

The California Coastal Act was passed in 1976 and guides how the land along the coast of California 

is developed, or protected from development. Pursuant to California Coastal Act Sections 30230, 

30231 and 30233, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) requires that most development avoid 

and buffer riparian habitats and marine resources. Policies require the maintenance and restoration 

of the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, streams, and wetlands. 

California Coastal Act Section 30121 defines the term “wetland” as “lands within the coastal zone which 

may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, 

freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens” (California 

Public Resources Code Sections 3000–30900). 

The CCC provides further guidance on analyzing wetlands and wetland impacts in the Procedural 

Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects in California’s Coastal Zone (CCC 1994). 

California Department of Fish and Game Code – Streambed Alteration Program 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) requires any entity to notify the CDFW prior 

to beginning any activity that may divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, 

channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife. A Streambed Alteration 

Agreement is required for any projects that substantially adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. 

The Streambed Alteration Agreement with the CDFW typically requires mitigation in the form of on-

site, off-site, or in-lieu fee mitigation, or a combination of all three forms. 

Local 

San Diego Basin Plan 

The Basin Plan is the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin and contains the water 

quality objectives, policies, regulations, and implementation programs for the protection of surface 

and ground waters within the San Diego Region. The Basin Plan describes the beneficial uses that 

each water body supports and are the basis for San Diego Water Board regulatory actions. Examples 

of beneficial uses include drinking water supply, recreation, fishing, and protection of aquatic life. 

The Basin Plan is reviewed on a three-year cycle, during which new science, new water quality 

problems, and new or changed laws or regulatory approaches are considered. Based on regional 

priorities, the Basin Plans are amended to reflect specific changes and local concerns. The San Diego 

Regional Board's Basin Plan is designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the 

beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan: (1) designates beneficial uses for 

surface and ground waters; (2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or 
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maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to the state's antidegradation 

policy; (3) describes implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the 

Region; and (4) describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

Basin Plan [California Water Code Sections 13240–13244 and 13050(j)]. Additionally, the Basin Plan 

incorporates by reference all applicable State and Regional Board plans and policies. 

City of San Diego Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan 

This plan describes how the City of San Diego plans to protect and improve the water quality of 

rivers, bays, and the ocean in the region in compliance with the RWQCB permits referenced above. 

The document describes how the City incorporates storm water BMPs into land use planning, 

development review and permitting, the City’s capital improvement program project planning and 

design, and the execution of construction contracts. 

Water Quality Improvement Plans 

The MS4 Permit also requires development of Water Quality Improvement Plans (WQIPs) that guide the 

co-permittees’ jurisdictional runoff management programs toward achieving improved water quality in 

MS4 discharges and receiving waters. The WQIPs further the CWA’s objectives to protect, preserve, 

enhance, and restore the water quality and designated beneficial uses of waters of the state. The 

requirement sets forth a collaborative and adaptive planning and management process that identifies 

the highest-priority water quality conditions within a watershed management area and implements 

strategies through the jurisdictional runoff management programs of the respective jurisdictions.  

The program area is located within the Mission Bay Watershed Management Area (WMA) and a 

small portion of the San Diego River WMA. The Mission Bay WMA drains a highly urbanized, 64-

square-mile area of the San Diego Basin in the center of coastal San Diego County (Project Clean 

Water 2024a). The San Diego River WMA encompasses a land area of 434 square miles stretching 

from the central portion of the County to the community of Ocean Beach (Project Clean Water 

2024b). The Mission Bay WQIP includes strategies that the City can implement to improve water 

quality within the watershed with the goal of meeting TMDL requirements during wet and dry 

weather. Development projects within the WMA would be required to comply with the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual, which is consistent with the strategies of the WQIP. 

Drainage Design Manual 

SDMC Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 outlines Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Regulations, which 

apply to all development in the City, regardless of whether a development permit or other approval 

is required. In addition, drainage design policies and procedures are provided in the City’s Drainage 

Design Manual (which is incorporated in the City’s Land Development Manual as Appendix B). The 
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Drainage Design Manual provides a guide for designing drainage and drainage-related facilities for 

developments within the City. 

Stormwater Standards Manual 

Stormwater BMP standards for City projects are outlined in the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual 

(City of San Diego 2024f). The Stormwater Standards Manual constitutes the City’s implementation 

of the Regional MS4 Permit and Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (SDMC 

Section 43.0301 et seq.). Specific requirements for implementing BMPs vary based on the project 

type and amount of impervious surface proposed. 

The City’s Stormwater Requirements Applicability Checklist (Form DS-560) is used to determine 

whether a project is a priority development project; a standard development project; or exempt 

from permanent, post-construction stormwater BMP requirements (City of San Diego 2024f). The 

Program includes priority development projects. Post-construction BMP requirements in the 

Stormwater Standards Manual and the Regional MS4 Permit apply to new development or 

significant redevelopment projects that exceed size thresholds and/or fit under specific use or 

location categories. The size threshold is typically the amount of impervious area added and/or 

replaced. Projects that are considered maintenance or otherwise not categorized as “new 

development projects” or “redevelopment projects” according to the Stormwater Standards Manual 

are not subject to Permanent Stormwater BMPs. New development that creates 10,000 square feet 

of impervious surfaces collectively over a site; or creates and/or replaces 5,000 square feet of 

impervious site on an existing site of 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces; or new 

development or redevelopment of streets, roads, highways, freeways, and driveways;, or new 

development or redevelopment that discharges directly to an environmentally sensitive area are all 

considered to be a priority development project and subject to site design, source control and 

structural pollutant control BMPs requirements  

City of San Diego Grading Ordinance 

The City Grading Ordinance (SDMC Section 142.0101 et seq.) incorporates a number of 

requirements related to hydrology and water quality, including the BMPs necessary to control 

stormwater pollution from sources such as erosion/sedimentation and construction materials 

during project construction and operation. Specifically, these include elements related to slope 

design, erosion/sediment control, revegetation requirements, and material handling/control. 

City of San Diego General Plan 

The City General Plan addresses water quality concerns in the Public Facilities, Services, and Safety 

Element; and the Conservation Element, as summarized below. Consistency with the goals and 
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policies in the following elements can be found in Table 4.9-1 of Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 

of this EIR. 

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element. This element includes a number of goals and policies 

related to the provision of adequate public facilities and services for existing and proposed 

development. For stormwater, these involve efforts to provide appropriately designed and sized 

infrastructure and ensure adequate conveyance capacity, protect water quality, and provide 

conformance with applicable regulatory standards (e.g., the NPDES) (City of San Diego 2024b). 

Conservation Element. The Conservation Element provides a number of goals and policies related to 

preserving and protecting watersheds and natural drainage features, minimizing runoff and related 

pollutant generation during and after construction activities, and protecting drinking water 

resources (City of San Diego 2024b). 

4.8.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality are based on 

applicable criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA) Appendix G and the 

City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2022a). The following issue questions are 

addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin; 

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: 

a. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; 

b. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 

result in flooding on or off site; 

c. 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; 

d. Impede or redirect flood flows; 

3. Would the project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood hazard, 

tsunami, or seiche zones; 
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4. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality; or 

5. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a), the 

assessment of hydrology is based on the following: 

• Would the project result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and associated 

increased runoff? 

• Would the project result in a substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage patterns due 

to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes? 

The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a) for the assessment of 

water quality is based on the following: 

• Adherence to the City’s Stormwater Standards. 

Note that compliance with applicable City Water Quality Standards is assured through permit 

conditions provided by Land Development Review (LDR) Engineering.  

4.8.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede 

sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

The Improvement Zone is in an area of low elevation and contains primarily saline waters from the 

Pacific Ocean that is not located within an identified groundwater basin (DWR 2025b). As a result, 

there is no applicable groundwater management plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

(SGMA) requirements for any of the Program elements. The closest groundwater basin in the region 

that is subject to SGMA requirements is the San Pasqual Valley Groundwater Basin located 

approximately 25 miles northeast of the Improvement Zone. The groundwater in the Improvement 

Zone area is influenced more by tidal fluctuation than by freshwater recharge. Local groundwater 

supplies are limited by several factors, including little recharge due to sparse rainfall and brackish 

water quality. Although groundwater supplies are much less plentiful in San Diego County than 

elsewhere in California, pockets of undeveloped brackish – or saline – groundwater could help meet 

more of the region’s future water demand.  
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Groundwater may be encountered during construction of components within certain elements. 

However, any dewatering activities would be temporary and limited to construction, and elements of 

the Program would ultimately improve hydrology and water quality within the Improvement Zone. 

Earthwork would occur during the dry season to the extent feasible. Additionally, components within 

each element would include the implementation of BMPs, such as spill containment, which would be 

included in a SWPPP or WPCP as required by regulation, as required under EP-WQ-1. Such BMPs 

would minimize the potential for groundwater contamination during construction. Further, the 

Program would include elements that would improve infiltration and groundwater recharge. 

Potential impacts to groundwater recharge are discussed for each element below. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As part of this element, components would include improvements to existing and new wetland 

habitat. Non-native uplands would be transformed into salt marsh, open channels, and transitional 

wetland. Site excavation would mainly occur above the mean tide level, which is considered the 

groundwater level. However, there is potential that groundwater may be encountered during 

construction if excavation needs to occur below the mean tide level. However, as mentioned, BMPs 

would be implemented to minimize impacts during construction. Therefore, impacts of this element 

to groundwater would be less than significant. Further, wetland restoration increases natural 

filtration, which would improve groundwater recharge. Thus, the element would have a beneficial 

impact to groundwater upon completion of construction. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element include shoreline stabilization, habitat enhancement, and 

improvement of public access. This element also includes establishment of salt marsh, which would 

improve infiltration, and addition of oyster habitat, which would improve filtration. These 

components also include pervious sand, rock, gravel, and permeable pavement. The pervious and 

permeable pavement would minimize impacts to groundwater recharge. Concrete pedestrian 

pathways would be realigned and newly constructed, which would increase impervious surfaces 

along the shoreline. While impervious surfaces would slightly increase, the new pathways would not 

substantially reduce groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Components in this element include revegetation of existing sand berms and modification of dune 

habitat to create continuous habitat. Habitat modifications would also direct runoff into adjacent 

wetland areas to improved sediment capture and water infiltration. Restoration of Upland Habitats 

would remove non-native vegetation and establish native vegetation communities which would help 
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improve filtration of water, ultimately improving groundwater. Impacts of this element to 

groundwater recharge would be less than significant and potentially beneficial. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements would include improvements to pathways and construction of 

new pathways for additional connection of existing facilities. The new concrete asphalt pathways 

would increase impervious surfaces in some areas. In other areas, bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements would alter areas of existing impervious surface. The bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements area primarily in areas of existing disturbance and nearby existing development 

where storm drains collect runoff. Therefore, groundwater recharge would not be substantially 

impacted more than existing conditions and impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Restoration of the seawall bulkhead would include replacement in-kind of the existing seawall 

bulkhead and access improvements. Replacement of the bulkhead would not impact the boardwalk, 

and impervious surfaces would not increase. However, access improvements would replace the 

existing access with either new stairs or ADA ramps and would include one new concrete driveway. 

The access improvements would increase impervious surface. However, this minor increase in 

impervious surface would not substantially alter groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts to 

groundwater recharge would be less than significant. 

Overall, the Program would not use groundwater and does not include groundwater extraction. 

Therefore, groundwater would not be depleted and there would be a less than significant impact 

on groundwater supplies. 

Issue 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: 

a. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site? 

b. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 

which would result in flooding on or off site? 

c. 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? 

d. Impede or redirect flood flows? 
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One of the primary purposes of the Program is to address issues related to water quality and water 

circulation improvements in the Bay. To meet this purpose, the Program elements are designed to 

improve drainage and overall water quality within the Improvement Zone with consideration of 

existing conditions and anticipated future sea level rise conditions. Therefore, impacts of the 

Program are overall considered beneficial in relation to water quality. 

Construction of all the Program elements would require heavy equipment and use of construction-

related materials, such as concrete, cement, asphalt, petroleum, etc. These potentially harmful 

pollutants could be accidentally spilled and could potentially pollute adjacent waters in Mission Bay. 

Also, grading activities would temporarily increase erosion potential. However, potential pollutants 

and erosion generated during construction would be temporary and addressed through project-

specific SWPPP, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual and the City’s Grading 

Ordinance. The SWPPP would include BMPs such as fiber rolls, silt curtains, gravel bags, spill 

prevention and control, stockpile management, and concrete washout management. Adherence to 

applicable requirements and implementation of the appropriate BMPs would ensure that siltation 

and pollutant discharge associated with construction activities would be minimized. Environmental 

Protocol EP-WQ-1 would be implemented as part of each improvement component, which outlines 

when a SWPPP would be required. Prior to construction, a Stormwater Applicability Checklist (DS-

560) would be completed by the Project Engineer, to determine stormwater standard and 

requirements specifically applicable to each improvement component. For improvements that 

include permanent stormwater infrastructure or BMPs, a SWQMP may be required, and the DS-560 

form shall be completed by the Project Engineer. Construction and permanent BMPs shall be in 

conformance with San Diego RWQCB standards and pursuant to Section 1001 of the “Whitebook.” 

After construction, there would be no new long-term operational pollutants associated with each 

element. Rather, the Program would decrease erosion potential and improve overall filtration and 

water quality treatment of stormwater in Mission Bay, reducing impacts of existing pollutants. 

As discussed in Section 4.8.1.3, flooding and drainage, a portion of the Improvement Zone is within 

Special Flood Hazard Area. Any project in a floodway is required by FEMA to conduct engineering analysis 

on the floodway and provide a No-rise Certification, indicating that the project would not increase flood 

heights (FEMA 2020b). Prior to construction, a No-rise Certification would be provided and supported by 

an engineering analysis to show that implementation of the Program would not increase base flood 

elevations in accordance with Environmental Protocol EP-HYD-1. If the engineering analysis shows the 

development would alter the floodway or floodplain boundaries of the Special Flood Hazard Area, a 

Conditional Letter of Map Revision from FEMA would be required prior to construction. All 

documentation and engineering calculations required by FEMA would be provided prior to construction. 

Additionally, all work within the floodplain would be reviewed by the Floodplain Manager at the Storm 

Water Department in accordance with Environmental Protocol EP-HYD-2. 
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Impacts of each element on drainage, associated erosion, runoff, stormwater capacity, and flooding 

are described as applicable below. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

This element would purposefully alter the existing drainage patterns by enhancing and creating 

additional wetlands to improve the water quality and establish wetland habitat in Mission Bay. The 

components of the element are primarily located in previously disturbed areas with pervious 

surfaces, including sand and vegetated areas, and a small amount of impervious surface area, 

including paved roads and pathways. This element would include grading and excavation of stream 

channels, and creation of transitional wetlands and marsh habitat through substantial earthmoving. 

Grading during construction would increase erosion temporarily, but upon completion of 

construction, tidal erosion potential would be decreased due to the channel stabilization and riprap 

revetment. As discussed above, each component of this element would comply with EP-WQ-1 which 

requires that prior to construction, a Stormwater Applicability Checklist (DS-560) would be 

completed, to determine stormwater standard and requirements specifically applicable to each 

improvement, to prevent or minimize potential for erosion or siltation during construction. If 

permanent stormwater infrastructure or BMPs are required, a Storm Water Quality Management 

Plan may be required, and the DS-560 form shall be completed. Otherwise, the components are not 

anticipated to be connected to any existing stormwater drainage systems, as these components are 

the final destination for upstream stormwater drainage. 

The element includes the construction of bridges with reinforced concrete piles and replacement of 

existing paved roads with unpaved pedestrian pathways. However, this development would not 

substantially increase impervious surfaces as bridges and unpaved pathways would not preclude 

infiltration. Therefore, the element would not result in increased flooding or runoff. Rather, the 

element would drainage and filtration patterns due to the improvements to water flow each 

component would provide (discussed in more detail in the below paragraphs). These activities have 

the potential to impact flooding through changes in ground elevations and flow paths. However, 

restoration and enhancement of wetlands would not adversely impact flood levels as the wetlands 

would be more resilient to flooding than the existing conditions. As impacts would be beneficial to 

the drainage patterns of the Improvement Zone, impacts would be less than significant. 

Descriptions of the drainage for each component of the element are provided below. 

North Fiesta Island Component 

The topography of the surface of the entire component would be altered through grading and 

excavation to develop a wetland environment with low, middle, and high marsh, and channels 

cutting through to provide water flow and flushing. The wetland habitat creation would improve the 
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water quality in the open waters surrounding North Fiesta Island as runoff from the upland Fiesta 

Island would be directed into the wetland, which would capture suspended sediment and filtrate 

water. As such, the North Fiesta Island component would improve conditions related to erosion and 

siltation, and the rate of stormwater runoff off the site. Additionally, the North Fiesta Island 

component would not result in any additional runoff into stormwater drainage infrastructure in the 

Improvement Zone and would not impede or redirect flows. 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Component 

Tecolote Creek drains directly into Mission Bay. The Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 

component would include stormwater infrastructure features that would be required to be in 

accordance with the City’s Drainage Design Manual. Grading of the site would be required to create 

a suitable mosaic of salt marsh habitat and to create the tidal connection under Fiesta Island 

Causeway. A hydrologic analysis was conducted to determine the drainage area and peak flows 

from the Tecolote Creek watershed (Appendix C). A hydraulic analysis was then conducted to 

determine the hydraulic characteristics of the proposed design of the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway component. The Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component allow for 

retention of freshwater and enhancement of marsh habitat, therefore improving conditions related 

to erosion and siltation by providing newly restored wetlands that can capture suspended sediment 

and contaminants as well as filtration of upland stormwater (Appendix C). The Tecolote Creek and 

Fiesta Island Causeway component would not result in any additional runoff into stormwater 

drainage infrastructure in the Improvement Zone and would not impede or redirect flows. 

Cudahy Creek Component 

Cudahy Creek drains directly into Mission Bay. The Cudahy Creek component includes new 

stormwater infrastructure features (e.g., the riprap revetment at the existing outfalls) in accordance 

with the City’s Drainage Design Manual. A hydrologic analysis was conducted to determine the 

drainage area and peak flows from the Cudahy Creek outfall. A hydraulic analysis was then 

conducted to determine the hydraulic characteristics of the proposed design of the Cudahy Creek 

component (Appendix D). The Cudahy Creek component proposes low salt and mid salt marsh 

restoration area, subtidal channels, berm, oyster bags, and riprap revetment to provide water 

quality treatment of storm water and Bay water. As such, the Cudahy Creek component would 

improve conditions related to erosion and siltation, and the rate of runoff off the site. Additionally, 

the Cudahy Creek component would not result in any additional runoff into stormwater drainage 

infrastructure in the Improvement Zone and would not impede or redirect flows. 
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Restoration of Shoreline Element 

This element includes modifications to the existing shorelines of Mission Bay, including beach 

nourishment, stabilization through revetment repair, sidewalk relocation and addition, and seawall 

extension. The components in the element are primarily located in disturbed areas with pervious 

surface area, including sand, and a small amount of impervious surface area, including existing 

paved pathways. The pathway relocation and addition would not substantially increase impervious 

surface and would not impact drainage patterns. Relocation of pathways would help protect 

infrastructure from being undermined by coastal erosion. Grading during construction would 

increase erosion temporarily, but upon completion of construction, erosion potential would be 

decreased compared to existing conditions due to stabilization and protection of the shorelines. 

Beach nourishment increases width of shorelines, which would provide protection from tidal 

erosion for multiple years. Stabilization would be accomplished through rock groins, riprap, and 

revetment repair (Appendix E). New pathways located parallel to proposed revetment would help 

stabilize the soil behind the revetment crest. Further, the revetment repair includes permeable 

pavements that will help improve drainage. The seawall extension would prevent erosion and 

flooding behind the seawall. As drainage patterns would be improved, impacts related to flooding 

and drainage would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

This element includes revegetation and modification of dune habitat in previously disturbed habitat. 

The components in this element are located in areas with permeable surfaces, including sand and 

vegetated area, and smaller areas impervious surfaces (paved roads and pathways). New unpaved 

trails would not increase impervious surface area to be more than existing conditions and 

abandonment of existing paved access and trails would increase pervious surface area. These 

modifications would improve drainage. Also, this element would direct runoff into adjacent wetland 

areas to improved sediment capture and water infiltration. Unlike other portions of the 

Improvement Zone, the upland habitats are less susceptible to coastal and tidal erosion from 

Mission Bay. Grading during construction would increase erosion temporarily, but upon completion 

of construction, tidal and wind erosion potential would be decreased compared to existing 

conditions due to sand replenishment and berm revegetation. Topographic variation and mounding 

would be created to avoid water ponding within dune areas. Also, non-native species eradication 

and native species revegetation would improve drainage and water flow in the upland habitats. As 

drainage patterns would be improved, impacts related to flooding and drainage would be less 

than significant. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

This element includes improvements to existing asphalt concrete pathways and construction of new 

ones. Construction of new pathways and widening of existing pathways would increase impervious 

surface area that could increase the rate of runoff. However, the new pathways would be located 

adjacent to areas of existing development and disturbance and would incorporate adjacent 

vegetation/landscaping as well as pervious shoulders consisting of decomposed granite to provide 

treatment of runoff. All improvements would be designed in accordance with applicable City Design 

Manual and a SWQMP that would be required. The element is in an urbanized location, where 

stormwater flows to existing stormwater drains along roadways. All development in the City is subject to 

drainage regulations identified in the SDMC, which requires that existing flows are maintained to ensure 

existing systems can handle flows efficiently. However, this element would include stormwater 

improvements (e.g., biofiltration basins and water quality treatment swaps (i.e., BMPs added to other 

existing areas of impervious surfaces) to modify existing systems to better accommodate any potential 

impacts related to water quality and flow (Appendix F). Since these improvements would be required to 

adhere to City design standards, development would not result in alterations to existing drainage 

patterns in a manner that would result in flooding or increased runoff. As the element would comply 

with City design standards related to new development and drainage, and USACE requirements related 

to development on the levee, impacts related to drainage would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

This element is located between Mission Beach and Mission Bay, with recreational sand areas to the 

west and residential and commercial development to the east. The element is in an urbanized 

location, where stormwater flows to existing stormwater drains along roadways. Restoration of the 

seawall bulkhead would include the replacement in-kind of the existing seawall and would not 

increase impervious surface area of the boardwalk. However, extension of the seawall bulkhead 

would include a widening of the existing boardwalk and addition of a new vehicular driveway would 

increase impervious surface area to be more than existing conditions. All development in the City is 

subject to drainage regulations identified in the SDMC, which requires that existing flows are 

maintained to ensure existing systems can handle flows efficiently. 

 With adherence to the City’s standards, this widening would not substantially impact existing flows 

or runoff. Further, restoration and extension of the seawall bulkhead would reduce flooding and 

erosion potential behind the seawall. Therefore, impacts to flooding and drainage patterns would be 

less than significant. 
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Issue 3: Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 

pollutants due to project inundation? 

As discussed in Section 2.2.8, there is potential for tsunami inundation, seiche, and flooding in the 

Improvement Zone. The Program does not propose new buildings or similar development that 

would include the storage of hazardous materials, rather the Program includes improvements to 

existing structures; modifications to upland habitats, shorelines, and wetlands; and new pathways. 

Nonetheless, the Program would comply with applicable SDMC and FEMA regulations that require 

protection from flooding, including providing a No-Rise Certification and engineering analysis to 

show that implementation of the Program would not increase base flood elevations. All work in the 

floodplain would be reviewed by the Floodplain Manager in the City’s Storm Water Department. In 

Mission Bay, the base flood elevation (BFE) is approximately 8 feet NAVD 88 or 6 feet NGVD 29 and 

along the shoreline of Mission Beach, the BFE is approximately 12 to 13 feet NGVD 29. Compliance 

with applicable flood regulations would minimize the risks of flood hazards and corresponding risk 

of release of pollutants due to inundation.  

Hazardous materials use during construction would be controlled by adherence to construction 

BMPs in accordance with state and local construction stormwater requirements. Once construction 

is completed, none of the elements would include the storage or use of substantive quantities of 

hazardous materials that could be at risk of release. The significance of this impact for each element 

is discussed below. 

Portions of each element are within dam inundation zones. However, dam failure is considered to 

be a low probability because the safety and integrity of dams are performed annually by the 

California Division of Safety of Dams. With annual evaluation of dam stability, continued compliance 

with State regulations would ensure risk associated with flooding due to catastrophic dam failure is 

considered minimal. In addition, as previously stated, the Program does not include the storage or 

use of substantive quantities of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts associated with risk of 

pollutant release in the event of dam failure would be less than significant. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The components in this element occur on Fiesta Island and on creek wetlands located along the 

shores of Mission Bay. As noted above and shown in Figure 4.8-1, these locations include areas 

within flood hazard zones While the components in this element have risk of inundation, wetland 

and water quality improvements are designed to account for flood events and provide 

flood mitigation.  

Construction associated with this element primarily includes grading and excavation, and most 

activities would not include the storage of bulk quantities of hazardous material. Proposed bridges are 
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designed to account for the 100-year flood event and would either be pre-cast and delivered to site or 

concrete and poured in place. If the bridges are concrete and poured in place, then BMPs, to be 

described in a SWPPP as required by regulations, would be implemented to minimize impacts by 

potential pollutants from concrete washout. Further, wetland and water quality improvements would 

decrease the risk of flooding by improving inundation and draining processes within Mission Bay. 

Therefore, impacts to the risk of release of pollutants as a result on inundation would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The components in this element are located along the shores of Mission Bay and are located within 

flood hazard areas and areas that currently experience varying risks of inundation from flood 

events. The Restoration of Shoreline Element would improve shoreline stability and elevation, which 

would help minimize the risk release of pollutants due to erosion. This element would improve 

hydraulic adequacy for projected sea level rise and flood events. New pathways and seawalls are 

proposed, and BMPs, to be described in a SWPPP or WPCP as required by regulations, would be 

implemented to minimize impacts by potential pollutants from concrete washout during 

construction. The seawall extension would also protect onshore areas by reflecting waves and 

reducing the potential for the risk of pollutants due to inundation. Therefore, impacts to the risk of 

release of pollutants as a result on inundation would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The components in this element are located on Fiesta Island and between Mission Bay and San 

Diego River. The upland areas have less risk of inundation compared to other areas within the 

Improvement Zone but are still located adjacent to areas with flood risks. These locations include 

areas that are within flood hazard areas. This element is primarily limited to grading and 

revegetation. Further, the element would modify and enhance sand berms, which would help 

minimize impacts from flooding, such as erosion. There would not be a risk of pollutants due to 

inundation and impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The components in this element are located near the entrance to Fiesta Island, adjacent to the Rose 

Creek Inlet, and adjacent to the San Diego River. These locations include areas of flood hazards. To 

improve bicycle and pedestrian pathways, asphalt and cement concrete paths, retaining walls, and 

concrete barriers are proposed. BMPs, to be described in a SWPPP as required by regulations, would 

be implemented to minimize impacts by potential pollutants from concrete washout. The element 

includes the installation of fencing and railings, but there would not be an increased risk of 

pollutants from these components. Further, this element would include stormwater improvements 
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(e.g., biofiltration basins) that would help reduce the risk of flooding and inundation during 

operation of these components. Therefore, considering the characteristics of the proposed 

elements, impacts to the risk of release of pollutants as a result on inundation is less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

This element is located between Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean, with Flood Hazard Zone VE, a 

SFHA with BFEs or depth. The restoration of the seawall bulkhead would require replacement of the 

parapet wall, which would require cast-in-place concrete. BMPs, to be described in a SWPPP as 

required by regulations, would be implemented to minimize impacts by potential pollutants from 

concrete washout. Once constructed, the wall would help minimize potential risks of flooding in the 

adjacent residential and commercial areas, similar to existing conditions. The increased height of the 

seawall bulkhead by 6 inches in some areas would also reduce flooding impacts from projected sea 

level rise. This element would not include the storage of bulk quantities of hazardous material and 

there would not be a risk of pollutants due to inundation. Therefore, impacts to the risk of release of 

pollutants as a result on inundation would be less than significant. 

Issue 4: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements of otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

The Program would have the potential to result in new pollutant discharge to the already impaired 

waterbodies within the Improvement Zone. The most common pollutants within Mission Bay and 

along the Mission Beach shorelines include trash and indicator bacteria. The creeks that connect to 

Mission Bay and the adjacent San Diego River include a multitude of other impairments. However, 

the Program would not have the potential to discharge most of the pollutants identified for each 

impaired water body, such as nitrogen, chloride, lead, etc., and would therefore, not exacerbate the 

problems. As required by the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, the Program would implement 

low impact development requirements, including site design measures, source control BMPs, and 

on-site retention of stormwater runoff (City of San Diego 2024f). Further, adherence to applicable 

requirements and implementation of BMPs would minimize pollutant discharge associated with 

construction activities, such as sediment and trash. Upon completion of construction, the Program 

elements would improve water quality overall and will be one of many efforts the City undertakes to 

improve water quality and meet TMDL requirements within the WMAs. Impacts to water quality are 

described for each element below. 

As previously discussed, the Program would not substantially increase impervious surfaces and 

would improve infiltration throughout the Improvement Zone. Therefore, stormwater flows and 

associated runoff would not increase. Nonetheless, regulatory requirements associated with 
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stormwater, such the NPDES permit and MS4 permit would be applicable. A SWPPP would be 

developed for the components in each element, as necessary. The Program would comply with the 

applicable stormwater requirements, including those identified in the Stormwater Standards Manual 

and SDMC, and there would be no violation with waste discharge requirements and water quality 

standards. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

This element is designed to improve the water quality in Mission Bay. Non-native uplands and 

existing storm drain outfall locations would be transformed into a full range of marsh habitats, open 

channels, and transitional wetland. Based on the Hydrology Study, there is poor tidal circulation in 

the areas of Mission Bay that are east of Fiesta Island (Appendix T). Wetland improvements would 

improve circulation of tidal flows and filtration of storm water before entering Mission Bay. Water 

quality treatment is improved by marsh habitat and oyster habitat. The establishment of oyster beds 

would improve filtration of algae from the water and sequester pollutants. Salt marsh habitat would 

similarly improve natural filtration through the vegetation and capture suspended sediment. 

Enhanced berms would serve to contain water in the wetland areas to promote filtration through 

these habitats. Further, the design of the wetland projects within this element account for varying 

water levels resulting from tidal flows and time lags. Thus, this element would improve overall water 

quality. As impacts would be beneficial to water quality, impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

This element includes modifications to the existing shorelines of Mission Bay, including the 

establishment of oyster habitat and salt march. The establishment of oyster beds would improve 

filtration of algae from the water and sequester pollutants. Salt marsh habitat would similarly improve 

natural filtration through the vegetation. Other activities within this element, such as beach nourishment, 

would cause a temporary increase in turbidity. However, impacts would be temporary during 

construction and minimized with the implementation of BMPs such as silt curtains. Long-term impacts of 

the element would be overall beneficial to water quality. Short-term and long-term impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

This element includes revegetation and modification of dune habitat in previously disturbed habitat. 

Restoration of Upland Habitats would remove non-native vegetation and establish native vegetation 

communities which could improve natural filtration through the native vegetation. The element may 

increase erosion during construction which could cause increased polluted runoff, but these impacts 

would be temporary. Also, implementation of a SWPPP or WPCP and associated BMPs would 
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minimize impacts to water quality of waterbodies adjacent to the upland habitats. With adherence 

to City requirements, impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

This element includes improvements to existing asphalt concrete pathways and construction of new 

pathways adjacent to waterways. Most of the components in this element would not discharge 

directly to a waterbody and only one of the components in this element would have the potential to 

discharge water into an Environmental Sensitive Area. All components in this element would adhere 

to the City of San Diego’s Storm Water Standards, including structural pollutant control 

requirements and BMP requirements, as applicable. In compliance with City requirements, 

biofiltration basins would be constructed where necessary, to improve stormwater treatment and 

provide water quality credits to offset impacts. Since these improvements would be required to 

adhere to City design standards and stormwater requirements, development would not result in 

increased pollutant discharges through the addition of features such as biofiltration basins and 

water quality treatment swaps. Rather, there would be a net water quality benefit as a result of the 

element. Therefore, impacts related to water quality would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

This element is upland and would not have direct interaction with Mission Bay or Mission Beach 

waters. The element would still comply with SWPPP standards and BMP requirements to minimize 

potential temporary impacts to water quality during construction. There would be no negative long-

term impacts to water quality as a result of this element. Rather, restoration and extension of the 

seawall could help prevent pollutant runoff from the residential and commercial development to the 

east from draining towards the Pacific Ocean, or Mission Beach shoreline. Impacts to water quality 

would be less than significant. 

Issue 5: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 

control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

As discussed above, all elements of the Program would comply with current stormwater regulatory 

requirements as applicable and would be subject to the City’s drainage regulations identified in the 

SDMC and Stormwater Standards Manual. These plans and regulations require that all development 

be conducted to prevent erosion and stop sediment and pollutants from draining off site to the extent 

feasible. Also, the Program would not conflict with or obstruct any groundwater management plans 

due to the fact that the Improvement Zone does not overlie a groundwater basin that has a 

sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, due to the adherence to local and state storm 

water regulatory requirements, implementation of the Program would not conflict with or obstruct the 
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Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin. As a result, impacts would be less 

than significant. 

4.8.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Impacts associated with hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. No mitigation is 

required or proposed. 

4.8.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Groundwater 

Impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Issue 2: Drainage 

Impacts associated with flooding and hydromodification would be less than significant 

without mitigation. 

Issue 3: Risk of Pollutants from Inundation 

Impacts associated with the release of pollutants from inundation would be less than significant 

without mitigation. 

Issue 4: Water Quality Standards 

Impacts to water quality would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Issue 5: Water Quality Plans 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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4.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

This section describes the existing land use and planning conditions of the Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program (Program) site and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, 

evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to the implementation of the 

proposed Program. 

4.9.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) provides for regional recreation and 

habitat conservation, with small Bay-related commercial uses. The Improvement Zone is 

predominantly used for public parks, open space, and recreation. Other land uses surrounding the 

Bay include residential units, commercial employment, retail and services, and schools. 

4.9.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

4.9.2.1 Federal 

Federal Aviation Regulations 

The Federal Aviation Regulations are rules prescribed by the Federal Aviation Administration 

governing all aviation activities in the United States. The Federal Aviation Regulations are part of 

Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations. A variety of activities are regulated, such as aircraft design 

and maintenance, airline flights, pilot training, hot-air ballooning, commercial space, Unmanned 

Aircraft Systems, and kite flying. The rules are designed to promote safe aviation, protect pilots, flight 

attendants, passengers, and the general public from unnecessary risk. 

Title 33 Navigation and Navigable Waters 

Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations contains federal laws and regulations pertaining to 

navigation, flood control, and water resources for navigable waters in the United States. It contains 

information on aquatic plant control, drinking water, dredging, dumping, wreck removal, and Federal 

involvement in the maintenance, engineering and flood control of levees, rivers, lakes, dams, canals, 

and seaways. Title 33, Chapter II, Part 322 requires a Department of Army permit for structures and/or 

work in or affecting navigable waters of the United States. 

United States Army Corps of Engineers Section 408 Program 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) provides oversight and has regulations on levees. The 

USACE Section 408 program allows another entity, such as a local government organization, to alter 

or impact a USACE project, such as a levee. Most federally constructed public works projects are 
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turned over to a non-federal project sponsor for operation and maintenance. Section 408 Permission 

requires the applicant seeking permission to identify and connect with a Non-Federal Sponsor and 

explain the alteration to them. The applicant will then work with the Non-Federal Sponsor to prepare 

the permission application for submission to the USACE for review and approval. Once the Corps 

approves the modification/alteration, permission will be issued to that Non-Federal Sponsor, who in 

turn would issue their own permit to the Applicant. 

4.9.2.2 State 

California Coastal Act 

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) was established by voter initiative in 1972 and later made 

permanent by the Legislature through the adoption of the California Coastal Act (CCA) in 1976 

(California Public Resources Code Section 30000 et seq.). In partnership with coastal cities and 

counties, the CCC plans and regulates coastal development, including construction of buildings, land 

divisions, changes in the use of the intensity of land, and public access to the coast, in the coastal 

zone. Under the CCA, cities and counties are required to prepare Local Coastal Programs (LCPs) to 

obtain authority to issue coastal development permits (CDPs) for projects within their jurisdiction. 

LCPs consist of Land Use Plans (LUPs) and Implementation Plans and conform to the policies of the 

CCA. The CCC is responsible for issuing CDPs until a local government has an LCP certified by the CCC. 

Landscaping and Lighting Act 

The Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 allows local government agencies such as counties, cities, 

and special districts to acquire land for parks and open space. A local government may use the 

assessments to pay for improvements and maintenance in these areas. In addition to local 

government agencies, community service districts, park and recreation districts, and water districts 

may provide park and recreation facilities.  

4.9.2.3 Local Plans and Regulations  

City of San Diego General Plan 

The City of San Diego’s General Plan was unanimously adopted by the San Diego City Council on 

March 10, 2008, and then amended in 2010, 2012, 2021, and 2024. The General Plan builds upon the 

goals and strategies of the former 1979 General Plan. In addition, it offers new policy direction in the 

areas of urban form, neighborhood character, historic preservation, public facilities, recreation, 

conservation, mobility, housing affordability, economic prosperity, and equitable development. The 

General Plan contains 11 elements that provide a comprehensive “blueprint” for the City’s growth over 

the next 20 years (City of San Diego 2024b). The environmental goals most relevant to the Program 
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are found in the following elements: Land Use and Community Planning, Mobility, Urban Design, 

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety, Conservation, Recreation, Noise, and Environmental Justice, as 

described in the following paragraphs. 

Land Use and Community Planning Element 

The purpose of this element is to guide future growth and development into a sustainable City-wide 

development pattern while maintaining or enhancing the quality of life in the City’s communities (City 

of San Diego 2024b). The Land Use and Community Planning Element addresses land use issues that 

apply to the City as a whole. The community planning program is the mechanism to refine City-wide 

policies, designate land uses, and make additional site-specific recommendations as needed. The 

element establishes the structure to respect the diversity of each community and includes policy 

direction to govern the preparation of community plans (CPs). It also provides policy direction in areas 

including zoning and policy consistency, the plan amendment process, coastal planning, airport land 

use compatibility planning, annexation policies, balanced communities, equitable development, and 

environmental justice. 

The Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone is identified as Park, Open Space, & Recreation land use 

designation in the City of San Diego General Plan (City of San Diego 2024b). This land use designation 

for Park, Open Space, & Recreation includes four recommended Community Plan Designations, 

including Open Space, Population-based Parks, Resource-based Parks, and Private/Commercial 

Recreation. The Open Space designation is intended for preservation of land that has distinctive 

scenic, natural, or cultural features; that contributes to community character and form; or that 

contains environmentally sensitive resources. In addition, it applies to land or water areas that are 

undeveloped, generally free from development, or developed with very low-intensity uses that respect 

natural environmental characteristics and are compatible with the open space use. The Open Space 

designation may have utility for: primarily passive park and recreation use; conservation of land, 

water, or other natural resources; historic or scenic purposes; visual relief; or landform preservation. 

The Population-based Parks designation is intended to provide areas designated for passive and/or 

active recreational uses, such as community parks and neighborhood parks. It allows for facilities and 

services to meet the recreational needs of the community as defined by the CP. The Resource-based 

Parks designation is intended to provide recreational parks which are to be located at, or centered on, 

notable natural or man-made features (beaches, canyons, habitat systems, lakes, historic sites, and 

cultural facilities) and are intended to serve the citywide population as well as visitors. The 

Private/Commercial Recreation designation is intended to provide private recreational areas or 

commercial recreation areas that do not meet the definition of population-based or resource-based 

parks, but that still provide recreational opportunities. 
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The Improvement Zone includes zoning for the following: 

• Residential-Single Unit (RS-1-7 and RS-1-1) 

• Residential-Multiple Unit (RM-4-10, RM-2-4, and RM-1-1) 

• Mission Beach Planned District Residential-Single Unit (MBPD-R-S) 

• Open Space (OP-1-1) 

Surrounding land uses in the City of San Diego General Plan include Residential, Institutional & Public 

and Semi-Public Facilities, Multiple Use, and Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services. 

Mobility Element 

The Mobility Element (City of San Diego 2024b) addresses the necessary components of a balanced 

and efficient transportation network, including regional cooperation, congestion management 

strategies, and transportation choices. In keeping with the City of Villages strategy, this element 

contains goals and policies to target growth into mixed-use villages that are pedestrian-friendly and 

linked to the transit system. Tools or strategies such as pedestrian improvements and traffic calming 

measures are illustrated to help create a vision for smart growth and walkable communities. The 

Mobility Element also contains policies to encourage the development and use of alternative 

transportation modes such as walking, bicycling, and transit. 

Urban Design Element 

“Urban design” describes the physical features that define the character or image of a street, 

neighborhood, community, or the City as a whole. Urban design provides the visual and sensory 

relationship between people and the built and natural environments. The built environment includes 

buildings and streets, and the natural environment includes features such as shorelines, canyons, mesas, 

and parks as they shape and are incorporated into the urban framework. City-wide urban design 

recommendations are provided in this element to ensure that the built environment continues to 

contribute to the qualities that distinguish the City as a unique living environment (City of 

San Diego 2024b). 

Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element 

The purpose of this element is to provide the public facilities and services needed to serve the people 

that live in and visit San Diego. As such, this element includes goals and policies related to the 

provision of adequate public facilities and services for existing and proposed development. 
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Conservation Element 

The purpose of the Conservation Element is to provide for the long-term conservation and sustainable 

management of the rich natural resources that help define the City’s identity, contribute to the 

economy, and improve its quality of life (City of San Diego 2024b). The Conservation Element contains 

policies to guide the conservation of the resources that are fundamental components of the City’s 

environment, help define the City’s identity, and are relied upon for continued economic prosperity. 

Recreation Element 

The City has over 38,930 acres of park and open space lands that offer a diverse range of recreational 

opportunities. The Recreation Element contains goals and policies to address the challenges the City 

faces to preserve, protect, develop, operate, maintain, and enhance public recreation opportunities 

and facilities throughout the City (City of San Diego 2024b). The purpose of the element is to help 

manage the increasing demand on existing/remaining usable park and recreation resources/facilities, 

develop open space lands and resource-based parks for population-based recreational purposes, 

ensure the distribution and access to parks is achieved equally Citywide recognizing the unique 

differences among communities, and achieve livable neighborhoods and communities. 

Noise Element 

The purpose of the Noise Element is to protect people living and working in the City from excessive 

noise. The Noise Element provides goals and policies to guide compatible land uses and incorporates 

noise attenuation measures for new uses to protect people living and working in the City from an 

excessive noise environment (City of San Diego 2024b). It also establishes noise land use compatibility 

guidelines, as discussed in Section 4.10, Noise, of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

Environmental Justice Element 

The purpose of the Environmental Justice Element is to identify and reduce unique and compounded 

health risks, increase community assets, and improve overall health outcomes. This element aims to 

achieve this purpose by reducing pollution exposure and improving air quality, and promoting public 

facilities and physical activity. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 

City of San Diego Land Development Code Regulations 

The City’s Land Development Code (LDC) consists of Chapters 11 through 14 and a portion of 

Chapter 15 of the City’s Municipal Code. The LDC contains rules and procedures for the development 

and use of property, including zoning, subdivisions, and other related land use activities. The LDC also 
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sets forth the procedures and regulations used in applying regulations related to land use in the City. 

The LDC is updated on an annual basis to ensure responsiveness to address the City’s changing land 

use areas (City of San Diego 2021b). Chapter 14 of the LDC includes regulations pertaining to buildings, 

electrical/plumbing/mechanical, signage, grading, stormwater runoff and drainage, fencing, parking, 

landscaping, and public facilities regulations. In addition, Chapter 14 provides procedures to review 

LUPs, zoning actions, maps, and permit applications. 

Land Development Manual 

The City’s Land Development Manual supplements the LDC and provides established and adopted 

submittal requirements, review procedures, and standards and guidelines for development.  

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

The Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations of the City’s LDC are intended to ensure the 

protection, preservation, and, where damaged, restoration of the environmentally sensitive lands of 

San Diego and the viability of the species supported by those lands. These regulations are intended 

to assure that development, including, but not limited to coastal development in the Coastal Overlay 

Zone, occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of the resources and the natural and 

topographic character of the area, encourages a sensitive form of development, retains biodiversity 

and interconnected habitats, maximizes physical and visual public access to and along the shoreline, 

and reduces hazards due to flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for construction of 

flood control facilities. These regulations are intended to protect the public health, safety, and welfare 

while employing regulations that are consistent with sound resource conservation principles and the 

rights of private property owners (City of San Diego 2021c). These regulations and accompanying 

guidelines for biological resources, steep hillsides, Special Flood Hazard Areas, and coastal bluffs and 

beaches serve as standards for the determination of impacts and mitigation under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines and the CCA. Development on a site 

containing ESL requires a Site Development Permit in accordance with LDC Section 126.0502. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

The City’s Historical Resources regulations (Section 143.0213[a] of the LDC) apply when historical 

resources are present. The purpose of these regulations is to protect, preserve, and where damaged, 

restore the historical resources of San Diego (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0201). Refer to Section 

4.6.2, Local, for a discussion of the Historical Resources regulations. 
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San Diego County Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City is a participant in the regional County San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP), a cooperative federal, state, and local environmental conservation program aimed at 

preserving San Diego’s unique native plants and animals (covered species) comprehensive, regional 

long-term habitat conservation program designed to provide permit issuance authority for take of 

covered species to the local regulatory agencies. The MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) addresses habitat and 

species conservation within approximately 900 square miles in the southwestern portion of San Diego 

County (City of San Diego 1997). It serves as an approved habitat conservation plan pursuant to an 

approved Natural Communities Conservation Plan in accordance with the state Natural Communities 

Conservation Planning Act (County of San Diego 1998). The plan’s boundaries extend over multiple 

jurisdictions and environments, including regional watersheds and migratory wildlife corridors. The 

plan also protects the region’s diverse native plant and animal species, including those that are 

threatened and endangered. The MSCP SAP also provides provisions and regulations that 

accommodate future growth and streamline building regulations while protecting natural resources 

in the region.  

The MSCP SAP identifies 85 plants and animals to be “covered” under the plan (termed Covered 

Species). Many of these Covered Species are subject to one or more protective designations under 

state and/or federal law and some are endemic to the County of San Diego. The MSCP SAP seeks to 

provide adequate habitat in the preserve to maintain ecosystem functions and persistence of extant 

populations of the 85 Covered Species while also allowing participating landowners “take” of Covered 

Species on lands located outside of the preserve. The purpose of the MSCP SAP is to address species 

conservation on a regional level and thereby avoid component-by-component biological mitigation, 

which tends to fragment habitat.  

Local Plans 

City of San Diego Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

The Improvement Zone is within Mission Bay Park, which is a Community Planning Area in the City of 

San Diego. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) was adopted by the City of San Diego City Council 

in August 1994, amended in November 2021 with the Fiesta Island Amendment, and most recently 

amended in May 2024 with the De Anza Natural Amendment. The MBPMP serves as the guiding 

planning policy document for all of Mission Bay Park, and its fundamental goal is to identify new 

recreation demands and plan for the continuing development of the Park that will sustain the diversity 

and quality of recreation and protect and enhance the Bay’s environmental resources for future 

generations. The MBPMP outlines goals and objectives to support a balanced management of the Park’s 

land and water resources with public recreation and the operation of economically successful 
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commercial leisure businesses. Goals and objectives of the MBPMP cover land and water use, 

environment, access and circulation, economics, and aesthetics and design (City of San Diego 2024a). 

The MBPMP, which sets forth the vision for the use and development of Mission Bay Park, identifies 

the proposed Rose Creek Bike Path improvements as a multi-use path. The MBPMP does not map, 

establish land use designations, nor identify specific uses for the areas where the proposed Ocean 

Beach Bike Path improvements, Fiesta Island Causeway Bike Path improvements, are proposed. The 

MBPMP designates the areas where shoreline restoration would occur, Ventura Cove, Bonita Cove, 

Bahia Point, West Sail Bay, Crown Point, Vacation Island NE, NW, and SW), as Open Beach. In addition, 

Ventura Cove Park and Vacation Island SW are also designated as bulkhead/rip rap. Bahia Point, 

Crown Point, and Vacation Island NE are designated as beach with bulkhead. The MBPMP, which 

includes the adopted Fiesta Island Amendment from November 2021, designates the eastern side of 

the North Subarea of Fiesta Island as new wetlands and the western side as an improved habitat 

preserve area for the California Least Tern. The MBPMP designates the area where the wetland 

improvements would take place at Cudahy Creek and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway as 

wetland habitats or proposed wetland areas. The MBPMP, including the adopted 2021 Fiesta Island 

Amendment, designates the southern subarea of Fiesta Island (Site No. 1 – Fiesta Island South) as a 

fenced off-leash dog area, coastal landscape (natural recreation), beach, and the westernmost portion 

of this area as least tern preserves. The MBPMP designates the area near youth camping (Site No. 3 – 

Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping) as lease areas and habitat preserves. The MBPMP designates the 

north central subarea of Fiesta Island (Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island North Central) as sand management, 

habitat preserves, and coastal landscape. The MBPMP designates the west area of the northern 

subarea of Fiesta Island as the least tern nesting area that is closed year-round (Site No. 5 – Fiesta 

Island Least Tern Preserve Area). The MBPMP designates the Improvement Zone that is south of South 

Shores and along Sea World Drive (Site No. 1a – Cloverleaf) as Coastal Landscape and Upland Preserve. 

The MBPMP designates the Improvement Zone bordered to the north by Sea World Drive, to the east 

by Friars Road, and to the south by the Old Sea World Drive access road/trail and the rock-armored 

San Diego Riverbank (Site No. 3c – Triangle Restoration Area) as Coastal Landscape. The MBPMP 

designates the Improvement Zone that is bordered by Sea World Drive to the south and east and 

Mission Bay to the north and west (Site No. 4d – South Shores East Area) as Regional Parkland, and 

more specifically, a public amphitheater and promenade. 

Further, although not certified by the CCC, the MBPMP serves as the LCP for this area of the City. The 

CCA established a Coastal Zone boundary and mandated that all jurisdictions within that boundary 

prepare an LCP. The entire Improvement Zone is within the Coastal Zone. The MBPMP is responsible 

for including planning and development standards to protect, preserve, and enhance California’s 

coastal resources. The MBPMP incorporates coastal issues that have been identified by and for the 

community and develops policies and recommendations to address those issues (City of San Diego 
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2024a). Program consistency with applicable goals and policies of the MBPMP is presented in 

Table 4.9-1, Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency, in Section 4.9.4, Impacts Analysis. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 

The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan is an appendix of the MBPMP. The intent 

of the Natural Resources Management Plan is that no net reduction of wildlife habitat is allowed and 

that the overall quality of habitat will be improved. 

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 

The City of San Diego Climate Action Plan (CAP) was unanimously approved by the City Council and 

signed into law in 2022 (City of San Diego 2022b). The CAP identifies six strategies and associated 

actions to ensure that the City will achieve the specific emission reduction goals set forth in the CAP. 

The CAP has Consistency Regulations that ensure all new development is consistent with the CAP. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental 

contribution to a cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions effect may be determined not to be 

cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements of the CAP. 

Climate Resilient SD 

The Climate Resilient SD Plan is the City’s first-ever climate change adaptation and resiliency plan. It 

builds upon the City’s CAP, providing strategies to be better prepared to respond to and recover from 

climate change events, including extreme heat, sea level rise, wildfires, flooding, and drought. It 

includes five main goals which are connected and informed communities, resilient and equitable city, 

protection of historical and tribal cultural resources, thriving natural environments, and maintenance 

of critical City infrastructure (City of San Diego 2024g). 

City of San Diego Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The vision of the Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program (Pacific Beach CP/LCP) LUP 

is to reconcile the duality of its roles as both a community of visitors and residents. The Pacific Beach 

CP/LCP includes goals, policies, and recommended actions to support this vision. The Pacific Beach 

CP/LCP aims to minimize traffic through the increased provision of convenient and affordable public 

transit, concentrate new development along and around Garnet Avenue and Mission Boulevard, and 

visitor-serving commercial uses will predominate along Mission Boulevard, while the remainder of the 

community's commercial area will be oriented towards resident-serving uses (City of 

San Diego 2019b). 
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The Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP is applicable to the Rose Creek bicycle path improvements and the 

shoreline restoration at Crown Point that would occur within the boundaries of the Pacific Beach 

CP/LCP LUP. 

City of San Diego Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum 

The City of San Diego Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum (Mission 

Beach PP and LCPA) is a comprehensive guide toward the maintenance and future development of 

Mission Beach, offering 150 goals and recommendations to protect and preserve the community and 

its unique features. The Mission Beach PP and LCPA’s was originally adopted on July 11, 1974, and the 

Local Coastal Program Addendum was incorporated on Feb. 2, 1982 (City of San Diego 2017). 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA is applicable to the shoreline restoration efforts at Bonita Cove and 

West Sail Bay, the seawall restoration and pedestrian access improvement areas along Mission Beach, 

and any wayfinding improvements or deferred maintenance that may occur within the boundaries of 

the Mission Beach PP and LCPA. 

City of San Diego Ocean Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 

The Ocean Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program (Ocean Beach CP/LCP) is for the 

community of Ocean Beach, which overlaps with the bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the 

Improvement Zone. The Ocean Beach CP/LCP designates areas for residential, commercial, public use, 

and undeveloped open space and includes recommendations on land use, which were established 

through the public outreach process (City of San Diego 2015). 

The Ocean Beach CP/LCP is applicable to the westernmost portion of the Ocean Beach bicycle path 

improvements as well as any wayfinding improvements, which may be included within the boundaries 

of the Ocean Beach CP/LCP. 

Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City is a participant in the San Diego MSCP, a comprehensive, regional long-term habitat 

conservation program designed to provide permit issuance authority for take of covered species to 

the local regulatory agencies. The MSCP SAP addresses habitat and species conservation within 

approximately 900 square miles in the southwestern portion of San Diego County. It serves as an 

approved habitat conservation plan pursuant to an approved Natural Communities Conservation Plan 

in accordance with the state Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act. 

The MSCP SAP establishes a preserve system designed to conserve large blocks of interconnected 

habitat having high biological value that are delineated in Multi-Habitat Planning Areas (MHPAs). The 
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City of San Diego MSCP SAP (City of San Diego 1997) encompasses 206,124 acres within the MSCP SAP 

area. The MSCP SAP is characterized by urban land uses with approximately three-quarters either 

built out or retained as open space/park system. 

The City MHPA is a “hard line” preserve developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, 

property owners, developers, and environmental groups. The MHPA identifies biological core 

resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation, in which only limited development may occur 

(City of San Diego 1997). 

The MSCP SAP identifies 85 plants and animals to be “covered” under the plan (termed Covered 

Species). Many of these Covered Species are subject to one or more protective designations under 

state and/or federal law and some are endemic to San Diego. The MSCP SAP seeks to provide 

adequate habitat in the preserve to maintain ecosystem functions and persistence of extant 

populations of the 85 Covered Species while also allowing participating landowners “take” of Covered 

Species on lands located outside of the preserve. The purpose of the MSCP SAP is to address species 

conservation on a regional level and thereby avoid project-by-project biological mitigation, which 

tends to fragment habitat. 

San Diego Association of Governments: The Regional Plan 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the Metropolitan Planning Organization for 

the San Diego region. SANDAG coordinates infrastructure projects with local decision-makers in the 

County and consists of representatives from each of the County’s local jurisdictions. The San Diego 

Forward: The Regional Plan (2021 Regional Plan) was adopted by the SANDAG Board of Directors on 

December 10, 2021. The 2021 Regional Plan provides a 30-year blueprint for the San Diego region that 

seeks to create a more efficient, accessible, and sustainable transportation system for the region to 

connect people and places in such a way that will preserve and enhance the quality of life for current 

and future generations. The plan is the end product of several years of data analysis, planning, and 

community input to reimagine the San Diego region with a transformative transportation system, a 

sustainable pattern of growth and development, and innovative solutions and management strategies 

(SANDAG 2021a). The 2021 Regional Plan contains the Regional Bike Network that overlaps with the 

Rose Creek Bike Path, and Fiesta Island Causeway Bike Path improvements, Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead, as well as any wayfinding improvements, which may be included within the boundaries of 

the Regional Bike Network. The Improvement Zone also overlaps with the coastal Mobility Hub area 

that is identified by the 2021 Regional Plan in the Pacific Beach community area. A Mobility Hub area 

is defined as an area that features a mix of travel choices, safer streets, and supporting amenities. 

This Mobility Hub area overlaps with portions of the proposed Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Element and the Rose Creek Bike Path Improvements Element. In addition, since the regional plan is 

updated every 4 years, the SANDAG Draft Proposed 2025 Regional Plan Transportation Network is 
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available. While this is a draft, it has not been finalized, and a more detailed draft plan will be available 

for public feedback soon. The current draft plan includes a summary of public outreach efforts, a 

glossary of the different project types of the forthcoming 2025 Regional Plan, and recurring feedback 

and impact.  

Draft Coastal Resilience Master Plan 

The City of San Diego Draft Coastal Resilience Master Plan (CRMP) is an implementation action of 

Climate Resilient SD and identifies potential nature-based solutions that allow the City to adapt to the 

impacts of sea level rise for locations along San Diego’s coastline, including concept-level designs for 

six locations in the City. The purpose of the CRMP is to prepare the City to adapt to sea level rise 

through the implementation of nature-based solutions where feasible. The main objectives are 1) 

prioritizing nature-based climate change solutions wherever feasible, consistent with Climate Resilient 

SD Policy TNE-3, 2) addressing the effects of sea level rise and coastal flooding while leveraging 

additional co-benefits of nature-based solutions, 3) protecting and enhancing critical coastal habitat 

and associated wildlife from the impacts of climate change, 4) protecting and enhancing recreational 

opportunities, 5) protecting historical/archaeological/tribal cultural resources and incorporating 

Indigenous Knowledge into resilience efforts and adaptation strategies, and 6) increasing coastal 

access for all, especially Communities of Concern. 

The proposed Program seeks to implement these objectives whenever possible. In particular, the 

CRMP proposes two concepts for Mission Beach: a sand dune concept (D-1) for Mission Beach, 

bounded by Ventura Place to the north and San Fernando place to the south, and a perched beach 

concept (D-2) which swaps out grass at Mission Beach Park for a perched sand beach. It should be 

noted that the CRMP is a draft and has not been adopted by the San Diego City Council. As such it is 

subject to changes in the future. 

4.9.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

The determination of significance regarding inconsistency with development regulations or plan 

policies is evaluated in terms of the potential for the inconsistency to result in environmental impacts 

considered significant under CEQA. Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to land use 

are based on applicable criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General 

Plan or Community Plan or other applicable LUP or regulation, and as a result, cause an 

indirect or secondary environmental impact; 

2. Would the project result in a physical division of an established community; 
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3. Would the project conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 

plan; or 

4.9.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines 

of a General Plan or Community Plan or other applicable land use plan or regulation 

and as a result, cause an indirect or secondary environmental impact? 

The following discussion addresses the Program’s consistency with applicable LUPs, policies, and 

regulations as described above. 

California Coastal Act 

The CCA requires projects within the Coastal Overlay Zone to be consistent with standards and policies 

addressing public access, recreation, marine resources, land resources, development, and industrial 

development. Table 4.9-1 demonstrates that the Program would not conflict with applicable policies 

of the CCA because the Program would provide recreational opportunities, public access to the coast, 

and protection of the marine environment with the proposed wetland and upland habitat expansion 

improvements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

Article 2  Public Access 

30210 Maximum access, which shall be 

conspicuously posted, and recreational 

opportunities shall be provided for all 

people consistent with public safety 

needs and the need to protect public 

rights, rights of private property owners, 

and natural resource areas from overuse. 

As described in the MBPMP, “Mission 

Bay Park should provide safe, efficient, 

and enjoyable access to all of its 

recreation areas…” 

The proposed Program includes 

wetland and water quality 

improvements which would result in 

increased water quality that would 

maximize public recreational 

opportunities such as birding, fishing, 

paddleboarding, swimming, and 

kayaking within Mission Bay Park. 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

Consistent with the MBPMP, Circulation 

and Access Goal 1.1 “A park which 

provides maximum public pathway 

access to the waterfront,” the 

component would improve 

deteriorating seawalls, upgrade beach 

access points with ADA-compliant beach 

access stairways and beach access 

ramps, which would enable maximum 

access, provide public safety and an 

enhanced pedestrian experience along 

the Mission Bay boardwalk. 

The proposed Program also includes 

bicycle and pedestrian path 

improvements, wayfinding signage, and 

deferred maintenance for ADA facilities, 

parking lots, picnic tables, etc. which 

would maximum the public’s access and 

enhance their recreational experience 

along the coast. 

The proposed water quality and wetland 

improvements would result in salt 

marsh restoration which would serve to 

protect the natural resource areas in 

Mission Bay Park from overuse. Natural 

resource areas, such as wetland, 

sensitive habitats and nesting sites, 

would be protected by fencing, gates, 

vegetated buffers, and closures.  

30211 Development shall not interfere with the 

public's right of access to the sea where 

acquired through use or legislative 

authorization, including, but not limited 

to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal 

beaches to the first line of terrestrial 

vegetation. 

The proposed Program would not 

interfere with the public’s right of access 

to the beaches within Mission Bay Park, 

except in areas where restoration, 

habitat preservation, and nesting sites 

would occur. The public's right of access 

to the sea at these preservation areas 

would not cease, as some level of 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

recreational use is planned and would 

be separated by vegetated buffer zones 

and/or fencing.  

The implementation of the Site No. 4 – 

Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area 

would close the entire preserve area to 

public access year-round in order to 

protect the habitat for California Least 

Tern nesting and feeding activity. The 

proposed design for North Fiesta Island 

includes connecting the existing road on 

the eastern side to the western side of 

North Fiesta Island, to provide 

continued access to both sides of the 

island for vehicles, bicycles, and 

pedestrians, and to provide access to 

the beach areas for the public. 

The proposed Program includes 

shoreline restoration in some portions 

of Mission Bay Park, including Vacation 

Island Northwest where two sand 

retention rock groins are proposed that 

would provide pedestrian access on top 

of the rock groins. In addition, the 

proposed Program includes two bridges 

connecting north to central Fiesta Island 

and allowing public access along the 

external beach areas of the site. 

30212 (a) Public access from the nearest public 

roadway to the shoreline and along the 

coast shall be provided in new 

development projects except where: (1) it 

is inconsistent with public safety, military 

security needs, or the protection of 

fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate 

access exists nearby, or (3) agriculture 

would be adversely affected. Dedicated 

Public access to the beaches would not 

be restricted, except in areas where 

coastal habitat restoration and 

preservation and nesting sites would 

occur. While the western side of North 

Fiesta Island would be closed year-

round due to the least tern preserve to 

protect this fragile coastal resource, a 

pedestrian and bike path is proposed 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

access way shall not be required to be 

opened to public use until a public 

agency or private association agrees to 

accept responsibility for maintenance 

and liability of the accessway. 

on the eastern side of North Fiesta 

Island, providing seasonal public access 

along the proposed wetlands. 

The proposed Program also includes a 

new decorative wall between Thomas 

Avenue and Grand Avenue which would 

require temporary closure of the 

Mission Beach boardwalk during 

construction; however, temporary 

pedestrian traffic would go through the 

parking lot during construction. 

The proposed Program area does not 

include agricultural or military uses. 

30213 Lower cost visitor and recreational 

facilities shall be protected, encouraged, 

and, where feasible, provided. 

Developments providing public 

recreational opportunities are preferred. 

The proposed Program includes seawall 

repairs which would promote safer low-

/no-cost public recreational 

opportunities (biking, walking, etc.) 

along Mission Beach boardwalk, as well 

as bike and pedestrian improvements 

and deferred maintenance (picnic 

tables, etc.) throughout Mission Bay 

Park. The proposed Program would 

protect and encourage low-cost visitor 

in the form of birdwatching along the 

proposed wetland area at North Fiesta 

Island.  

Article 3 Recreation 

30220 Coastal areas suited for water-oriented 

recreational activities that cannot readily 

be provided at inland water areas shall 

be protected for such uses. 

The proposed Program includes 

wetland and water quality 

improvements which would support 

better water quality in Mission Bay, 

thereby potentially increasing water-

oriented recreational activities 

opportunities (paddle-boarding, 

kayaking, and canoeing, swimming, 

etc.).  
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

30221 Oceanfront land suitable for recreational 

use shall be protected for recreational 

use and development unless present and 

foreseeable future demand for public or 

commercial recreational activities that 

could be accommodated on the property 

is already adequately provided for in the 

area 

Consistent with MBPMP, Mission Bay 

Park should have land uses located and 

managed so as to maximize their 

recreation and environmental functions. 

The Program proposes deferred 

maintenance which includes 

improvements to land-based recreation 

opportunities including picnic tables, 

playground equipment, and other 

bicycle and pedestrian path 

improvements. The proposed Program 

includes wetland and water quality 

improvements which would support 

better water quality in Mission Bay, 

thereby potentially increasing water-

oriented recreational activities 

opportunities (e.g., paddle-boarding, 

kayaking, and canoeing, swimming). At 

North Fiesta Island, although parts of 

this area would be closed for the least 

tern nesting area and the wetlands, the 

component proposes a pedestrian and 

bike on the eastern side of North Fiesta 

Island, providing seasonal public access 

along the proposed wetlands. 

30223 Upland areas necessary to support 

coastal recreational uses shall be 

reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

The proposed Program proposes 

expansion of habitat preserves and 

upland habitats at Fiesta Island and the 

San Diego River floodway levee. These 

areas are proposed to be fenced off to 

restrict public access. However, one of 

the proposed sites on Fiesta Island 

(near the youth camping) would offer 

educational interpretive opportunities 

for youth using the camping facilities, 

incorporated along the margins of the 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

existing roads, trails, and habitat 

preserve areas. 

Article 4 Marine Environment 

30230 Marine resources shall be maintained, 

enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 

Special protection shall be given to areas 

and species of special biological or 

economic significance. Uses of the 

marine environment shall be carried out 

in a manner that will sustain the 

biological productivity of coastal waters 

and that will maintain healthy 

populations of all species of marine 

organisms adequate for long-term 

commercial, recreational, scientific, and 

educational purposes. 

The proposed Program includes 

wetland restoration which will enhance, 

restore, and sustain the biological 

productivity of coastal waters and 

marine resources within the 

Improvement Zone and the greater 

Mission Bay waters. Native plant species 

are proposed as part of the wetland 

restoration and the upland habitat 

expansion/preservation improvements. 

The proposed North Fiesta Island area 

would have wetlands (mudflats, and 

lower, mid-, and upper-salt marsh) on 

the east side and the least tern nesting 

area on the west side. When the North 

Fiesta Island Wetland improvements are 

implemented, the fence between the 

Wetland and the Least Tern Preserve 

would be relocated or removed to 

provide a better connection and access 

for least tern foraging within the 

proposed wetland areas to the west, 

fostering healthy least tern populations.  

30231 The biological productivity and the 

quality of coastal waters, streams, 

wetlands, estuaries, and lakes 

appropriate to maintain optimum 

populations of marine organisms and for 

the protection of human health shall be 

maintained and, where feasible, restored 

through, among other means, minimizing 

adverse effects of waste water discharges 

and entrainment, controlling runoff, 

preventing depletion of ground water 

Consistent with the MBPMP, Water Use 

Goal 3, “A park in which the highest 

water quality is maintained…,” the 

proposed Program involves water 

quality and wetland restoration at 

Cudahy Creek, Tecolote Creek and 

Fiesta Island Causeway, and the eastern 

side of North Fiesta Island. This would 

result in improvements to the biological 

productivity and quality of waters and 

wetlands in Mission Bay Park. The 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

supplies and substantial interference 

with surface waterflow, encouraging 

waste water reclamation, maintaining 

natural vegetation buffer areas that 

protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 

alteration of natural streams. 

proposed Program would also provide 

stormwater infrastructure 

improvements at Cudahy Creek where 

stormwater runoff would flow through 

the restored wetland area and be 

treated before entering the deeper 

waters of Mission Bay, thereby 

minimizing adverse impacts of waste 

water discharges into the Bay. 

30232 Protection against the spillage of crude 

oil, gas, petroleum products, or 

hazardous substances shall be provided 

in relation to any development or 

transportation of such materials. 

Effective containment and cleanup 

facilities and procedures shall be 

provided for accidental spills that do 

occur. 

The proposed Program does not include 

the storage or transportation of 

hazardous materials. However, 

construction equipment and materials 

would be used for the proposed 

Program. As such, mitigation measures 

proposed to address potential impacts 

from spillage of hazardous materials 

include the training of all contractor and 

subcontractor personnel to the 

appropriate practices necessary to 

prevent hazardous material spills and 

response measures in the event that a 

spill occurs. All construction waste, 

including trash and litter, garbage, other 

solid waste, petroleum products, and 

other potentially hazardous materials 

would be removed to a permitted 

hazardous waste facility to treat, store, 

or dispose of such materials. 

Containment is required for all trash to 

prevent unnecessary spillage. 

Furthermore, pursuant to the 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) prepared for the Program, all 

hazardous materials that would be 

present on any portion of the 

construction area and site shall be 

identified. Potential spill or accident 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

situations shall also be identified, along 

with appropriate spill response 

measures. Spill response materials and 

spill kits would be kept at the 

construction site.  

30233 The diking, filling, or dredging of open 

coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and 

lakes shall be permitted in accordance 

with other applicable provisions of this 

division, where there is no feasible less 

environmentally damaging alternative, 

and where feasible mitigation measures 

have been provided to minimize adverse 

environmental effects. 

The proposed Program includes 

dredging on both the western and 

eastern side of the North Fiesta Island 

(approximately at the entrance to the 

North Subarea) to support new wetland 

habitat and improve water circulation 

by creating a channel that cuts through 

the island. The intent of the dredging is 

to enhance habitat on and near the 

island. It is anticipated that the 

excavated dredge material can be used 

for beneficial reuse in other wetlands 

restoration projects part of the 

proposed Program. 

30234.5 The economic, commercial, and 

recreational importance of fishing 

activities shall be recognized and 

protected. 

The proposed Program is not 

anticipated to create any impacts of 

changes to fishing activities within 

Mission Bay Park. However, improved 

water quality and wetland restoration 

through the implementation of the 

Program would likely result in improved 

fishing activities.  

32035 Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 

channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, 

and other such construction that alters 

natural shoreline processes shall be 

permitted when required to serve 

coastal-dependent uses or to protect 

existing structures or public beaches in 

danger from erosion, and when designed 

to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts 

on local shoreline sand supply. Existing 

The Program proposes shoreline 

armoring within Mission Bay Park and 

along the Mission Beach seawall; 

however, the armoring is to protect 

existing structures and/or public 

beaches in danger from erosion. In 

addition, the proposed armoring should 

be designed to eliminate or mitigate 

adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 

supply. 
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Table 4.9-1 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

marine structures causing water 

stagnation contributing to pollution 

problems and fishkills should be phased 

out or upgraded where feasible. 

30236 Channelizations, dams, or other 

substantial alterations of rivers and 

streams shall incorporate the best 

mitigation measures feasible, and be 

limited to (l) necessary water supply 

projects, (2) flood control projects where 

no other method for protecting existing 

structures in the flood plain is feasible 

and where such protection is necessary 

for public safety or to protect existing 

development, or (3) developments where 

the primary function is the improvement 

of fish and wildlife habitat  

The proposed Program includes 

dredging which would occur on both the 

western and eastern side of North 

Fiesta Island to support new wetland 

habitat and improve water circulation 

by creating a channel that cuts through 

the island. Improving water circulation 

and flow would improve fish and wildlife 

habitat. 

Article 5 Land Resources 

30240 (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat 

areas shall be protected against any 

significant disruption of habitat values, 

and only uses dependent on those 

resources shall be allowed within those 

areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to 

environmentally sensitive habitat areas 

and parks and recreation areas shall be 

sited and designed to prevent impacts 

which would significantly degrade those 

areas, and shall be compatible with the 

continuance of those habitat and 

recreation areas. 

The proposed Program includes grading 

for the wetlands which has the potential 

to impact sensitive habitat. However, 

the Program proposes to create 

mudflats, and lower, mid-, and upper-

salt marsh habitats which would be 

protected with fencing to protect the 

habitats. In addition, the Program 

proposes to replace non-native habitats 

with native habitats and proposes 

restoration benefits for the California 

least tern (ESHA), including adding sand 

with shell fragments throughout the 

preserve to improve natural conditions 

for Least Tern nesting. As such, nesting 

restrictions are imposed from February 

15th to September 1st (with some 

flexibility on the end date for certain 

bird species) each year for the California 
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Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency  

Public 

Resources 

Code § Policy Consistency Analysis 

Least Tern nesting area to the north, 

limiting excavation activities to 5.5 

months each year. 

Article 6 Development 

30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal 

areas shall be considered and protected 

as a resource of public importance. 

Permitted development shall be sited and 

designed to protect views to and along 

the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 

minimize the alteration of natural land 

forms, to be visually compatible with the 

character of surrounding areas, and, 

where feasible, to restore and enhance 

visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

New development in highly scenic areas, 

such as those designated in the California 

Coastline Preservation and Recreation 

Plan prepared by the Department of 

Parks and Recreation and by local 

government, shall be subordinate to the 

character of its setting. 

Consistent with MBPMP, measures that 

further enhance and preserve critical 

views of the Bay should be pursued, 

such as maintaining visual corridors to 

the water. The proposed Program will 

not impede any visual corridors to the 

water. Program elements would restore 

and enhance visual quality by 

implementing wetland, upland, and 

shoreline restoration as well as bicycle 

and pedestrian improvements 

compatible with surrounding areas. 

30252 The location and amount of new 

development should maintain and 

enhance public access to the coast by (1) 

facilitating the provision or extension of 

transit service, (2) providing commercial 

facilities within or adjoining residential 

development or in other areas that will 

minimize the use of coastal access roads, 

(3) providing non-automobile circulation 

within the development, (4) providing 

adequate parking facilities or providing 

substitute means of serving the 

development with public transportation, 

(5) assuring the potential for public 

transit for high intensity uses such as 

The proposed Program includes 

improvements to the parapet seawalls, 

and construction of a new decorative 

wall at Mission Beach, which aim to 

maintain and enhance public access 

along the coast. The proposed Program 

would continue to maintain and 

enhance public access to the coast. The 

proposed Program would not result in 

commercial or residential development. 
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high-rise office buildings, and by (6) 

assuring that the recreational needs of 

new residents will not overload nearby 

coastal recreation areas by correlating 

the amount of development with local 

park acquisition and development plans 

with the provision of on-site recreational 

facilities to serve the new development. 

30253 New development shall do all of the 

following: 

(a) Minimize risks to life and 

property in areas of high geologic, 

flood, and fire hazard.  

(b) Assure stability and structural 

integrity, and neither create nor 

contribute significantly to erosion, 

geologic instability, or destruction 

of the site or surrounding area or 

in any way require the 

construction of protective devices 

that would substantially alter 

natural landforms along bluffs 

and cliffs.  

(c) Be consistent with requirements 

imposed by an air pollution 

control district or the State Air 

Resources Board as to each 

particular development.  

(d) Minimize energy consumption 

and vehicle miles traveled where 

appropriate.  

(e) Protect special communities and 

neighborhoods that, because of 

their unique characteristics, are 

popular visitor destination points 

for recreational uses. 

(a) The proposed Program does not 

include structural elements that 

would be occupied. Compliance 

with existing regulations and 

standards would ensure that 

the proposed improvements 

would not increase risks related 

to geologic, flood, and fire 

hazards (also see Section 4.4, 

Geology and Soils, for an 

analysis of potential geologic 

hazards; Section 4.8, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, for potential 

flood-related hazards; and 

Section 4.7, Health and Safety, 

for potential fire hazards).  

(b) The proposed Program includes 

repairs, improvements and 

extensions of existing structures 

put in place to protect against 

erosion and siltation in the Bay, 

as well as replacement and 

enhancement of the Mission 

Bay Seawall to protect the 

boardwalk from erosion form 

wind and wave energy. The 

Program also proposes 

alteration of landforms in order 

to create wetlands, which serve 

to reduce potential erosion and 
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the effects from SLR. The 

Program does not include 

proposed development of 

structures that would contribute 

significantly to erosion or 

geologic instability, or 

destruction of the Program area 

otherwise.  

(c) The Program would comply with 

all existing and new rules and 

regulations as they are 

implemented by SDAPCD, CARB, 

and/or EPA related to emissions 

generated during construction 

and operation.  

(d) The Program includes improving 

existing pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities through Mission Bay 

Park which may support the 

City’s ongoing efforts to 

minimize energy consumption 

and vehicle miles traveled.  

(e) The proposed Program would 

improve water quality and 

habitat throughout Mission Bay 

Park through wetland 

expansion, water quality 

improvements, habitat 

improvements, and visitor-

serving improvements. The 

Program would provide 

improved recreational 

opportunities to residents and 

visitors in certain areas.  

30255 Coastal-dependent developments shall 

have priority over other developments on 

or near the shoreline. Except as provided 

elsewhere in this division, coastal-

The proposed Program includes many 

coastal-dependent developments 

including repairs to a seawall adjacent 

to the public access pathway adjacent 
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dependent developments shall not be 

sited in a wetland. When appropriate, 

coastal-related developments should be 

accommodated within reasonable 

proximity to the coastal-dependent uses 

they support.  

to Mission Beach, shoreline restoration 

at various areas within Mission Bay 

Park, and wetland and water quality 

improvements. Dredging is proposed to 

occur on both the western and eastern 

side of the island approximately at the 

entrance to the North Subarea to 

support new wetland habitat and 

improve water circulation by creating a 

channel that cuts through the island. 

 

Landscaping and Lighting Act 

The Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 allows local government agencies such as counties, cities, 

and special districts to acquire land for parks and open space. A local government may use the 

assessments to pay for improvements and maintenance in these areas. In addition to local 

government agencies, community service districts, park and recreation districts, and water districts 

may provide park and recreation facilities. The proposed Program would not conflict with the 

Landscaping and Lighting Act. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Land Development Code Regulations 

The LDC sets forth the regulations for the development and use of property, including zoning, and 

other related land use activities, in the City. The LDC is intended to facilitate fair and effective decision-

making and to encourage public participation (City of San Diego 2021b). The Program’s consistency 

with the LDC regulations is provided below. 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Within the LDC are ESL regulations. The purpose of the ESL regulations is to protect, preserve, and 

where damaged, restore the ESL (e.g., wetlands, sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, coastal 

beaches, sensitive coastal bluffs, and Special Flood Hazard Areas) of San Diego and the viability of the 

species supported by those lands. The purpose of these regulations is to ensure that development, 

including but not limited to coastal development in the Coastal Overlay Zone, occurs in a manner that 
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protects the overall quality of the resources and the natural and topographic character of the area, 

encourages a sensitive form of development, retains biodiversity and interconnected habitats, 

maximizes physical and visual public access to and along the shoreline, and reduces hazards due to 

flooding in specific areas while minimizing the need for construction of flood control facilities (City of 

San Diego 2022c). The Program could potentially impact ESL (e.g., wetlands, sensitive biological 

resources, and coastal beaches) through creation, restoration, and enhancement activities. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The ESL Regulations are not applicable to the wetland and water quality improvements since the areas 

where the wetlands are proposed are not currently identified as wetlands in the Coastal Overlay Zone, 

per City of San Diego Map Drawing No. C-713. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The City’s ESL Regulations state that development encroaching into a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) 

shall follow development regulations and all other applicable requirements and regulations of the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency as identified in §143.0145(e) and §143.0145 (f). The proposed Program 

includes shoreline restoration in the form of beach nourishment at West Sail Bay; construction of two sand 

retention rock groins and beach nourishment at Vacation Island NW; riprap repair and a cobble berm 

backfilled by beach nourishment at Vacation Island NE; raising the riprap revetment, burying crest of the 

revetment by sand, amenity improvements, and improved oyster habitat at Vacation Island SW; cobble 

berm with beach nourishment and relocating the sidewalk back by 30 feet at Bonita Cove; repair and raise 

crest height of riprap, add footpath parallel to riprap and improve oyster habitat at Ventura Cove Park; 

cobble breakwater, sheet wall groins, beach nourishment, and stormwater improvements and adding 

paths at Bahia Point; and extending the seawall southeast at Crown Point. The proposed shoreline 

restoration improvements would likely encroach into an SFHA; however, the express purpose of the 

proposed restoration of shoreline improvements is to accommodate for sea level rise and flooding, reduce 

erosion, minimize impacts and ongoing maintenance costs, and improve overall beach and shoreline 

quality. Furthermore, while the City’s ESL Regulations contain limitations for building structures in an SFHA, 

the City’s definition of a structure does not encompass shoreline restoration improvements. Therefore, 

shoreline restoration components would not conflict with these regulations, and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preservation Expansion Element 

The purpose of the ESL Regulations is to protect, preserve, and restore environmentally sensitive 

lands. The proposed Program seeks to expand and preserve habitat, including the sensitive species 

such as Nuttall’s Lotus. As such, the proposed Program is consistent with the ESL Regulations, and 

impacts would be less than significant. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The City’s ESL Regulations state that development encroaching into a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) 

shall follow development regulations and all other applicable requirements and regulations of the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency as identified in §143.0145(e) and §143.0145 (f). The proposed 

Program includes bicycle and pedestrian pathway improvements south of the San Diego levee (Ocean 

Beach Bike Path) as well as along Fiesta Island Causeway/near Tecolote Creek (Fiesta Island Causeway 

Bike Path), which are both near an SFHA. A portion of the Ocean Beach Bike Path is on top of a levee 

and adjacent to the SFHA; however, it does not encroach into the area. Similarly, the Fiesta Island 

Causeway Bike path is adjacent to an SFHA but does not encroach into the area. Thus, the bike and 

pedestrian improvements do not conflict with the City’s ESL Regulations for development within an 

SFHA. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The City’s ESL regulations state that impacts to coastal beach areas, which is limited to oceanfront 

beach, shall be avoided, and only the uses identified in §143.0130(b) of the ESL regulations shall be 

permitted. This includes (1) lifeguard towers and stations and associated life and security facilities, (2) 

public comfort stations, (3) public piers, (4) safety and public information signs, (5) shoreline protective 

works when necessary to prevent bluff and beach erosion and to protect coastal-dependent uses, 

public beach roadways, or existing primary structures in danger from wave action and when designed 

to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply, (6) public stairways, ramps, 

and other physical access structures, as proposed within an applicable LUP, and (7) public 

recreational equipment. 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Program would result in improvements to the 

Mission Beach Seawall along the Mission Beach and Pacific Beach boardwalk consisting of 

replacement of the existing concrete parapet seawall segment between Balboa Court and Pacific 

Beach Drive with a new 42-inch parapet and replacing voids below the walkway; replacement of the 

existing concrete parapet seawall between Pacific Beach Drive and Thomas Avenue with a new 42-inch 

parapet; and a new, decorative 375-foot-long wall segment between Thomas Avenue and Grand 

Avenue. The Program also consists of upgrading beach access points with ADA-compliant beach 

access stairways and beach access ramps, and constructing a new 75-foot-long driveway at Thomas 

Avenue that would provide beach access for City equipment. The proposed seawall restoration 

activities would be a compatible use within Coastal Overlay Zone coastal beach areas in accordance 

with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130, Uses Allowed Within Environmentally Sensitive Lands, 

of the City’s LDC, including Section 143.0130(b)(5) which allows shoreline protective works when 

necessary to prevent beach erosion and to protect coastal-dependent uses. Additionally, it is 

compatible with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130(b)(6), which allows for public stairways 
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and ramps. As such. the proposed seawall improvements are limited to existing developed areas and 

would be consistent with uses allowed under §143.0130(b) and (c); therefore, the Program would be 

consistent with the City’s ESL regulations and not result in a substantial adverse change to 

environmentally sensitive lands. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Historical Resources Regulations 

Within the LDC are Historical Resources regulations. The City’s Historical Resources regulations apply 

when historical resources are present. The purpose of these regulations is to protect, preserve, and 

where damaged, restore the historical resources of San Diego (City’s Municipal Code, 

Section 143.0201). The regulations define historic resources as historical buildings, historical 

structures, historical objects, important archaeological sites, historical districts, historical landscapes, 

historical objects, historical structures, important archaeological sites, and traditional 

cultural properties. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

As described in Section 4.6 Historical Resources, the wetlands and water quality improvements do not 

contain or intersect with historical resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

As described in Section 4.6 Historical Resources, the shoreline restoration improvements do not 

contain or intersect with historical resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

As described in Section 4.6 Historical Resources, the upland habitat expansion improvements do not 

contain or intersect with historical resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element includes improvements to existing trails and 

sidewalks, and construction of new trails and sidewalks to connect existing paths within the 

Improvement Zone. One Bicycle and Pedestrian Pathway component in this element would bisect 

archaeological resources (CA-SDI-005017). 

The boundary of the Rose Creek Bike Path improvements bisects the boundary of CA-SDI-005017, the 

ethnohistoric Native American village of La Rinconada de Jamo. Previous archaeological testing within 

the resource boundary has produced significant deposits of cultural midden and materials. However, 

the resource boundary covers approximately 300 acres, and none of these deposits were identified 
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within the Program footprint. The area has undergone extensive alteration of the terrain along the 

east bank of Rose Creek. This has likely displaced any remnants of the resource that may have 

previously existed. Although intact cultural deposits are unlikely, there is still potential for impact to 

CA-SDI-005017 to occur during grading and excavation. 

The other activities in this element include minor ground disturbance and construction activities in 

primarily disturbed areas. Due to the existing disturbance and minimal ground disturbance, there is 

a low potential to impact unknown subsurface resources. Further, as mentioned, the Program would 

comply with applicable regulations associated with archaeological resources in the unlikely event that 

an inadvertent discovery is made. While this element would occur in highly disturbed areas with 

existing development, implementation of the element would result in a potentially significant 

impact to Historical Resources Regulations due to the potential impacts to the known resources 

described above. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

As indicated in Section 4.6, Historical Resources (Built Environment and Archaeological Resources), 

and Appendix O, Historical Resources Seawall Evaluation Memorandum, the Mission Beach Seawall is 

a historic resource under CEQA as the Mission Beach Seawall is over 45 years old. It was built in three 

construction phases in the years 1925, 1928, and 1968. 

Per Section 143.0212 of the City’s Municipal Code, review of all building, demolition, or entitlement 

applications impacting a building 45 years old or older is required to determine whether historical 

resources exist in an area prior to permit issuance. Any site-specific development within the area 

would be required to comply with Section 143.0212 and would be reviewed for conformance with the 

goals and policies relating to the identification and preservation of historical resources in the Historic 

Preservation Element of the City’s General Plan. The City Manager is required to evaluate the proposed 

development to determine if there is a need for a site-specific survey. If a site-specific survey is 

required, it shall be conducted consistent with the Historical Resources Guidelines of the Land 

Development Manual (City’s Municipal Code, Section 143.0212[d]). As such, a site survey was 

conducted for the Mission Beach Seawall and determined that the seawall maintains integrity to be 

listed on the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, and/or 

designated by the San Diego Historical Resources Board. The survey memorandum recommends 

ways to retain the integrity of the seawall including design plans that retain the features of the seawall 

that contribute to its significance for its association with the early development of Mission Beach; 

replacing features and materials that are compatible with the historic features of the seawall; and 

allowing new designs to retain or replace substantially altered or non-original components. The 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element includes the replacement of large sections of the seawall, 

the extension of the seawall, and the replacement of stairways or the addition of ADA ramps for beach 
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access. Minor excavation would be required to remove existing facilities. Under the Proposed 

Program, the majority of the Mission Beach Seawall would be replaced with modern construction 

consistent with required safety and ADA accessibility codes. As such, the seawall may not be built to 

meet all the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, as described in Section 4.6 Historical Resources. The 

improvements would not be consistent with the Historical Resources regulations in the City’s 

Municipal Code, as described in Section 4.6 Historical Resources, and would result in an inconsistency 

with the LDC. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable to a historic resource. However, the LDC 

provides processes for addressing when impacts to historic resources cannot feasibly be avoided but 

efforts to reduce impact and to comply with the Historic Resource Regulations have been made to the 

maximum extent feasible. The proposed Program would follow these processes. On balance, the 

Program implements the City Charter Section 55.2 and would generally not conflict with 

environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan or other 

applicable land use plan or regulation. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant impact.  

City of San Diego General Plan 

Table 4.9-2 identifies the plans and the specific goals and policies that are relevant to the Program 

and provides an evaluation of the Program’s consistency with them. 

As shown in Figure 2-9, General Plan Designations, in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, the 

Improvement Zone is designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation, as well as Residential and 

Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services along the Mission Beach Seawall in the City’s General Plan 

(City of San Diego 2024b). The Program is consistent with the current General Plan land use 

designations and intended uses. Table 4.9-2 provides a discussion of the program’s compliance with 

each of the relevant goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, demonstrating that the Program 

would not conflict with or prevent the implementation of the goals, objectives, or guidelines of the 

City’s General Plan. As such, the Program would not cause an indirect or secondary environmental 

impact related to inconsistency with the City’s General Plan, and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Table 4.9-2 

General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Relevant Goals and Objectives Program Consistency Analysis 

Mobility Element 

A city where walking/rolling is a viable travel 

choice, particularly for trips of less than one-

half mile. 

The Program includes bicycle and pedestrian 

path improvements which would promote 

walking/rolling as a feasible choice to travel to 

and around Mission Bay Park. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 
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General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Relevant Goals and Objectives Program Consistency Analysis 

Goal: Environmental quality, public health, 

recreation, and mobility benefits through 

increased bicycling. 

The Program includes bicycle and pedestrian 

path improvements, which would promote 

bicycling and its co-benefits. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

Urban Design Element 

Goal: A pattern and scale of development that 

provides visual diversity, choice of lifestyle, 

opportunities for social interaction, and that 

respects and enhances community character 

and context. Attractive and functional corridors 

which link communities to transit, 

walking/rolling and biking infrastructure and 

provide access to goods and services.  

The Program would create and improve 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure along the 

Ocean Beach bike path, Rose Creek bike path, 

and the Fiesta Island Causeway linking users 

from Ocean Beach to Mission Bay Park. The 

Program is consistent with this policy. 

Goal: A storm water conveyance system that 

effectively reduces pollutants in urban runoff 

and storm water to the maximum extent 

practicable. 

The Program two subtidal channels that 

connect the two Cudahy storm drain outfalls to 

provide conveyance for storm water runoff 

through the wetland area and to the North 

Pacific Passage of Mission Bay. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

Recreation Element 

Goal: A regional and citywide parks/open space 

system, including the bays, beaches, rivers, and 

other attractions, that gives our region identity, 

attracts tourism, and enriches the quality of life 

for community members and visitors. 

The Program includes bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements, shoreline and seawall 

restoration, wayfinding improvements, water 

quality and wetland improvements, deferred 

maintenance on Mission Bay Park assets, and 

upland habitat expansion which would l enrich 

the bays and beaches of Mission Bay, enriching 

the experience of community members and 

visitors alike. The Program is consistent with 

this policy. 

RE-C.2 Protect, manage and enhance parks and 

open space lands through appropriate means 

which include sensitive planning, park and open 

space dedications, and physical protective 

devices 

The Program includes an improved habitat 

preserve area for the California Least Tern on 

the western side of North Fiesta Island. In 

addition, the Program proposes wetland and 

water quality restoration and enhancement at 

Cudahy Creek, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway, and North Fiesta Island, and certain 

areas would be fenced off to promote plant 
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growth after construction. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

RE-C.11 Promote development patterns that 

are consistent with MSCP, VPHCP, and other 

applicable regulations and that contribute to 

clean air and clean water and help the city meet 

its climate action and resilience goals. 

The Program includes creating and upgrading 

pedestrian and bicycle pathways and creating 

wetlands. Both would help to contribute to 

cleaner air and water and reduce overall 

greenhouse gas emissions, aligning with the 

City’s climate action and resilience goals. The 

Program is consistent with this policy. 

Goal: Provision of an inter-connected park and 

open space system that is integrated into and 

accessible to the community 

The Program would continue to provide a range 

of recreational opportunities and natural open 

space within Mission Bay Park. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

RE-D.6 Provide safe and convenient bicycle, 

pedestrian, and micro mobility linkages to, and 

within, park and recreation facilities and open 

space areas. 

The Program would improve and create 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure along the 

Ocean Beach bike path, Rose Creek bike path, 

and the Fiesta Island Causeway, linking users 

from Ocean Beach to Mission Bay Park. The 

Program is consistent with this policy. 

Goal: An open space and resource-based park 

system that provides for the preservation and 

management of natural resources, 

enhancement of outdoor recreation 

opportunities, and protection of the public 

health and safety. 

The Program proposes upland and wetland 

habitat which would enhance the preservation 

and management of habitats for natural 

resources, including native plants and wildlife. 

The Program is consistent with this policy. 

Conservation Element 

Goal: To be prepared for, adapt, and thrive in a 

changing climate. 

The Program proposes improvements to the 

Mission Bay seawall and boardwalk to help 

adapt to coastal erosion, resulting from sea 

level rise and climate change. Additionally, the 

Program proposes wetland habitat, which 

would contribute to sea level rise adaptation 

efforts by reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

(i.e., blue carbon sink), which contribute to 

climate change. The Program is consistent with 

this policy. 

CE-A.16 Prioritize nature-based solutions and 

other sustainable management practices to 

The Program includes creating and restoring 

wetlands, which are a nature-based solution to 

climate change, as they capture large amounts 
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General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Relevant Goals and Objectives Program Consistency Analysis 

provide environmental, social and economic 

benefits and help build climate resilience. 

of greenhouse gas emissions. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

Goal: Clean coastal waters by continuing to 

improve the quality of ocean outfall discharges 

The Program proposes two subtidal channels 

that connect the two Cudahy storm drain 

outfalls that would provide conveyance for 

stormwater runoff through the wetland area and 

to the North Pacific Passage of Mission Bay). The 

Program is consistent with this policy. 

CE-C.1 Protect, preserve, restore and enhance 

important coastal wetlands and habitat (tide 

pools, lagoons and marine canyons) for 

conservation, research and limited recreational 

purposes. 

The Program proposes wetland and water 

quality restoration and enhancement at Cudahy 

Creek, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway, and North Fiesta Island. Certain 

areas would be fenced off to promote plant 

growth after construction. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

Goal: Preservation of healthy, biologically 

diverse regional ecosystems and conservation 

of endangered, threatened, and key sensitive 

plants and animals and their habitats. 

The Program includes establishing native plant 

communities that provide habitats for sensitive 

and endangered species and improving soils to 

support the habitats. The Program is consistent 

with this policy. 

CE-H.5 Restore salt marshland and other 

associated tidal wetland and riparian habitats 

where feasible. 

The Program proposes the creation of 5.2 acres 

of salt marsh habitat within Cudahy Creek and 

16.2 acres of salt marsh habitat at Tecolote 

Creek/Fiesta Island Causeway. The Program is 

consistent with this policy. 

Environmental Justice Element 

EJ-B.7 Plan for safe and enjoyable mobility 

options that reduce pollution-emitting vehicular 

travel. 

The Program would improve and create 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, which is 

expected to reduce pollution-emitting vehicular 

travel. The Program is consistent with this 

policy. 

Source: City of San Diego 2024b. 

Table 4.9-2 shows the Program’s consistency with relevant policies and goals from the General Plan. 

The Program would include bicycle and pedestrian improvements, restoration of the seawall, 

restoration of the shoreline, wetland and water quality improvements, and upland habitat and 

preserve expansion, all of which are consistent with the General Plan. 
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Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

Most of the Improvement Zone is within the boundaries of the MBPMP (City of San Diego 2024a). The 

MBPMP serves as the CP/LCP LUP for Mission Bay Park. 

The Program is subject to the goals and recommendations in the MBPMP. The MBPMP recommends 

that Mission Bay Park provide a diversity of public, commercial, and natural land uses for the 

enjoyment and benefit of all, including areas designated as coastal landscape, multi-use paths, lease 

areas, parkland, including a public amphitheater and promenade, wetland habitats, and open beach 

areas. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and illustrated in Figure 2-3, Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations, in Chapter 2, the Program seeks to 

implement the recommendations of the MBPMP. The Program’s consistency with the MBPMP, serving 

as the certified LCP for Mission Bay Park, is further explained below, and described in Table 4.9-1. 

Local Coastal Plan/California Coastal Act Consistency Analysis. The proposed Programs and their 

MBPMP land uses are described below.  

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The adopted MBPMP, which includes the adopted Fiesta Island Amendment from November 2021, 

designates the eastern side of the North Subarea of Fiesta Island as new wetlands and the western side 

as an improved habitat preserve area for the California Least Tern. The MBPMP designates the area where 

the wetland improvements would take place at Cudahy Creek and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway as wetlands habitats or proposed wetland areas. The proposed improvements at North Fiesta 

Island, Cudahy Creek, and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway would implement wetland 

restoration and expansion projects, consistent with these designations. These three components of the 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element would enhance existing wetland habitat and create 

new wetland habitat to benefit water quality. Thus, the proposed wetland and water quality 

improvements would not conflict with the MBPMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The MBPMP designates the areas where shoreline restoration would occur, Ventura Cove, Bonita 

Cove, Bahia Point, West Sail Bay, Crown Point, Vacation Island NE, NW, and SW), as Open Beach. In 

addition, Ventura Cove Park and Vacation Island SW are also designated as bulkhead/rip rap. Bahia 

Point, Crown Point, and Vacation Island NE are designated as beach with bulkhead. The proposed 

shoreline restoration improvements do not conflict with the existing policies and recommendations, 

and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The MBPMP, including the adopted 2021 Fiesta Island Amendment and 2024 De Anza Natural 

Amendment, designates the southern subarea of Fiesta Island (Site No. 1 – Fiesta Island South) as a 

fenced off-leash dog area, coastal landscape (natural recreation), beach, and the westernmost portion 

of this area as least tern preserves. The MBPMP designates the area near youth camping (Site No. 3 – 

Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping) as lease areas and habitat preserves. The MBPMP designates the 

north central subarea of Fiesta Island (Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central) as sand management, 

habitat preserves, and coastal landscape. The MBPMP designates the west area of the northern 

subarea of Fiesta Island as the least tern nesting area that is closed year-round (Site No. 4 – Fiesta 

Island Least Tern Preserve Area). The MBPMP designates the Improvement Zone that is south of South 

Shores and along Sea World Drive (Site 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area) as Coastal Landscape and 

Upland Preserve. The MBPMP designates the Improvement Zone bordered to the north by Sea World 

Drive, to the east by Friars Road, and to the south by the Old Sea World Drive access road/trail and 

the rock-armored San Diego Riverbank (Site No. 5b – Triangle Restoration Area) as Coastal Landscape. 

The MBPMP designates the Improvement Zone that is bordered by Sea World Drive to the south and 

east and Mission Bay to the north and west (Site No. 5c – South Shores East Area) as Regional Parkland 

(Figure 4.9-1, Upland Habitat Expansion and Preservation – Sea World Drive Concept Areas). 

At Fiesta Island, the proposed Program (Site No. 1 – Fiesta Island South) proposes establishing Diegan 

Coastal Sage Scrub on the flat interior area of the site, Coastal Strand on the existing berm, and 

creating Southern Coastal Salt Marsh habitat. Fencing would be installed along the designated new 

trail system between the recreational use area and the preserve to protect the area from damage and 

to prevent visitor access. The proposed upland habitat expansion would not prevent the use of the 

fenced off-leash dog area, coastal landscape (natural recreation), or beach, as designated by the MBPMP, 

as the uses would be shared in this area but separated by fencing. 

Site No. 3 – Fiesta Island Near Youth Camping would establish Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Coastal 

Strand, and enhance the existing non-tidal coastal salt marsh vegetation, which is consistent with the 

MBPMP’s designation of this area of habitat preserve and lease area. Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island North 

Central proposes upland habitat restoration, adding a formal trail around the perimeter of the 

restoration area, and adding fencing to prevent accidental damage by pedestrians, which is consistent 

with the MBPMP’s designation of this area. Site No. 5 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area proposes 

enhancing the habitat within the western portion of North Fiesta Island to improve conditions for least 

tern nesting, and the close of visitor access year-round to protect the least tern preserve, which is 

consistent with the MBPMP’s designation of this area. 

Along Sea World Drive, Site 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area is located at the west end of the San Diego 

River access road (old Sea World Drive). The site is adjacent to an existing CLT Preserve and is enclosed 
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by chain-link fencing, with Torrey Pine trees lining the northern edge. The proposed enhancement area 

would be developed through exotic species removal and control, expansion and improvement of open 

sand areas, and revegetation of buffer areas. This habitat expansion would be consistent with the 

MBPMP’s designation for this area, which is as Coastal Landscape and Upland Preserve. The western 

end of Site No. 1a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area has been identified as currently disturbed, nesting 

habitat, and the eastern portion has been identified as containing beach strand upland habitat (as 

shown in MBPMP Figure 24). Further, the City’s Natural Resources Management Plan for Mission Bay 

Park is expected to be updated within the next 2 to 5 years and will include the relocation of the existing 

CLT nesting site. This update is anticipated to guide the siting and design of a new nesting area, and Site 

No. 5a may play a role in supporting these conservation goals. 

At Site 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area, the existing habitat would be enhanced by removing invasive 

plants and planting native plants, which is consistent with the MBPMP’s designation for this area as 

Coastal Landscape. Upland expansion at Site 5c – South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement 

Area would include removing non-native species, importing soil, and installing native plant species. 

The existing Nuttall’s Lotus population within the center of the site would be protected from 

disturbance. The MBPMP designates Site 5c – South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area 

as Parkland. Figure 31 of the MBPMP, South Shores Concept Plan, shows multiple uses in the South 

Shores area, including a public amphitheater, promenade, playground, parkland, and upland habitat 

(City of San Diego 2024a).  Habitat expansion and protection would be consistent with the underlying 

land use designation of Parkland, as shown on the MBPMP Land Use Map. It is possible that a 

combination of these uses could be developed within the designated area and remain compatible 

with the installation of fencing to protect the vegetation. The proposed habitat expansion and 

protection would not conflict with the underlying land use designation of the MBPMP, and would not 

preclude the development of other uses consistent with the designation, such as public amphitheater 

or promenade. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The MBPMP, including the draft De Anza Cove Amendment which was approved by the City Council 

in May 2024 but could be subject to modifications upon review by the California Coastal Commission, 

designates part of the area where the Program proposes the Rose Creek Bike Path improvements as 

a multi-use path. However, the current adopted MBPMP does not map, establish land use 

designations, or identify specific uses for the areas where the proposed Rose Creek Bike Path 

improvements, Ocean Beach Bike Path improvements, or Fiesta Island Causeway Bike Path 

improvements are proposed. Therefore, the proposed bicycle and pedestrian path improvements do 

not conflict with the MBPMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The area proposed for restoration of the seawall along Mission Beach and Pacific Beach is not included 

within MBPMP boundary. As such, the MBPMP does not contain land use designations or policies or 

recommendations applicable to this area. Therefore, the proposed seawall improvements do not 

conflict with the MBPMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan 

The Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan is an appendix of the MBPMP. The intent 

of the Natural Resources Management Plan is that no net reduction of wildlife habitat is allowed and 

that the overall quality of habitat will be improved. The Program would create and enhance wetland 

habitat (coastal salt marsh) and expand upland habitats and preserves, which would support 

continuous habitat corridors that can add space and improve stability for sensitive species like the 

California Least Tern. Wildlife habitat may be reduced temporarily in certain areas to accommodate 

the development. However, any wildlife habitat impacts would be replaced or balanced, and there 

would be an overall increase in wildlife habitat. The Program would not conflict with the intent of the 

Natural Resources Management Plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Climate Action Plan 

The CAP includes six strategies developed to reduce citywide GHG emissions and achieve the GHG 

reduction targets identified in the CAP. The Program’s consistency with these strategies is discussed 

in Section 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and relies on the CAP Memorandum, included in Appendix L 

to this Environmental Impact Report. As described in Section 4.5, the Program would be consistent 

with all six strategies of the CAP and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Climate Resilient SD Plan 

The Climate Resilient SD Plan is the City’s first-ever climate change adaptation and resiliency plan. It 

builds upon the City’s CAP, providing strategies to be better prepared to respond to and recover from 

climate change events, including extreme heat, sea level rise, wildfires, flooding, and drought. The five 

main goals of the plan include connected and informed communities, resilient and equitable city, 

protection of historical and tribal cultural resources, thriving natural environments, and maintenance 

of critical City infrastructure (City of San Diego 2024g). 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

One of the Climate Resilient SD Plan’s main goals is to support and prioritize thriving natural 

environments and enhance their adaptability to climate impacts, including Policy TNE-1 which is to 
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protect environmental quality and biodiversity. The Program proposes wetland and water quality 

improvements including a tidal channel to improve water quality, creation of wetland habitat, and 

fencing off of an area to preserve the environmental quality of the vegetation following construction 

at North Fiesta Island; subtidal channels, salt marsh wetland, a berm area, oyster bag slope, and 

fencing off of an area to preserve the environmental quality of the vegetation following construction 

at Cudahy Creek Cove; and open channel, salt marsh wetland, dune features, upland habitat, and a 

bridge for park visitors at Tecolote Creek. As such, the proposed wetland and water quality 

improvements would protect the environmental quality and enhance biodiversity through the 

creation of salt marsh habitat that is conducive to biodiversity and would protect the environmental 

quality of vegetation by reducing possibility of disturbance. As such, the proposed Program would not 

conflict with the Climate Resilient SD Plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The Climate Resilient SD Plan includes Policy TNE-5, which encourages management of the coastline 

as a social, economic, and environmental resource for current and future generations. In addition, 

Policy TNE-4 prioritizes the implementation of nature-based climate change solutions wherever 

feasible, particularly nature-based shoreline protection methods that would protect areas subject to 

coastal flooding. The proposed Program includes shoreline restoration in the form of beach 

nourishment at West Sail Bay; construction of two sand retention rock groins and beach nourishment 

at Vacation Island NW; riprap repair and a cobble berm backfilled by beach nourishment at Vacation 

Island NE; raising the riprap revetment, burying crest of the revetment by sand, amenity 

improvements, and improved oyster habitat at Vacation Island SW; cobble berm with beach 

nourishment and relocating the sidewalk back by 30 feet at Bonita Cove; repair and raise crest height 

of riprap, add footpath parallel to riprap and improve oyster habitat at Ventura Cove Park; cobble 

breakwater, sheet wall groins, beach nourishment, and stormwater improvements and adding paths 

at Bahia Point; and extending the seawall southeast at Crown Point. The proposed Program seeks to 

implement nature-based solutions to flooding and sea level rise wherever feasible. As such, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

One of Climate Resilient SD Plan’s main goals is to support and prioritize thriving natural environments 

and enhance their adaptability to climate impacts, including Policy TNE-1, which is to protect 

environmental quality and biodiversity, and Policy TNE-2, which is to protect and improve the integrity 

of open space, habitat, and parks. The proposed Program includes multiple upland habitat expansion 

sites including: Site No. 5: Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area which proposes adding sand with 

shell fragments throughout the preserve to improve natural conditions for Least Tern nesting; Site 

No. 4: Fiesta Island North Central which proposes upland habitat restoration; Site No. 3: Fiesta Island 
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Near Youth Camping which proposes to establish Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Coastal Strand, and 

enhance the existing non-tidal coastal salt marsh vegetation; Site No. 1: Fiesta Island South which 

proposes establishing Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Coastal Strand, enhancing the minor occurrence of 

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh habitat, and establishing fencing/barrier along the designated new trail 

system; Site No. 1a: Cloverleaf which proposes exotic species removal and control, expansion and 

improvement of open sand areas, and revegetation of buffer areas; Site No. 3c: Triangle Restoration 

Area which proposes enhancing this area by partnering with the Audubon Society to remove invasive 

plants and add native plants; and Site No. 4d: South Shores East Area which proposes upland habitat 

expansion and preservation to protect the existing Nuttal’s Lotus and adding in new native vegetation. 

The proposed upland habitat expansion at the numerous sites would support and prioritize thriving 

natural environments and enhance their adaptability to climate impacts. As such, the proposed 

Program would not conflict with the Climate Resilient SD Plan. Impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Climate Resilient SD Plan encourages the increased use of walking and biking. The Climate 

Resilient SD Plan has expanding bicycle lane and sidewalk infrastructure as an adaptation strategy to 

plan for a resilient and equitable City. The proposed Program includes improving existing pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities through Mission Bay Park, including missing path connectivity, existing pavement 

conditions, and wayfinding signage. Improved walking and bicycling facilities for use by nearby 

existing residential communities and visitors to the region would help reduce vehicle miles traveled 

and, in turn, reduce GHG emissions. As such, the proposed Program would not conflict with the 

Climate Resilient SD Plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Climate Resilient SD Plan includes Policy TNE-5, which encourages management of the coastline 

as a social, economic, and environmental resource for current and future generations. The proposed 

Program includes seawall repairs to the Mission Beach seawall that have been damaged due to coastal 

erosion. The repairs would promote safer public recreational opportunities (biking, walking, etc.) for 

current and future generations along the coastline at the Mission Beach boardwalk. Impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program LUP (Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP) 

proposes specific goals, policies, and strategies for land use within Pacific Beach. The boundaries of 

the Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP overlap with the northern Improvement Zone, specifically with the 

proposed shoreline restoration at Crown Point and the Rose Creek bicycle pathway improvements. 
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Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP does not apply to the wetland and water quality improvements. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP includes a goal to enhance existing public access to the beach, bay, and 

park areas along the shoreline to benefit community residents and visitors. The proposed Program 

includes shoreline restoration at Crown Point by extending the seawall southeast at Crown Point. This 

area is within the Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP jurisdiction. The proposed restoration would improve the 

overall beach and shoreline quality and would not conflict with the Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP does not apply to the upland habitat expansion areas. Therefore, no 

impact would occur. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Circulation Element of the Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP includes goals to promote safe and pleasant 

bicycle and pedestrian routes and to create safe, pleasant, and useful pedestrian and bicycle pathways 

(City of San Diego 2019b). The proposed Program would enhance bicycle and pedestrian pathways 

throughout the Improvement Zone, including the Rose Creek bicycle path improvements, and thus 

would not conflict with these overall goals. In addition, the Parks and Open Space Element of the 

Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP includes goals to provide sufficient community park and recreational 

facilities, promote the development, maintenance and safety of beach, park, and bay recreational 

facilities, conserve and enhance the natural amenities of the community, preserve significant 

environmental resource areas, improve access to beach, bay, and park areas along the shoreline for 

residents and visitors, and maintain and enhance public views. The proposed Program would 

maintain and enhance recreational facilities, such as bicycle and pedestrian pathways in Mission Bay 

Park. The proposed bicycle and pedestrian improvements would not conflict with the Pacific Beach 

CP/LCP LUP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Pacific Beach CP/LCP LUP does not apply to seawall improvements. Therefore, no impact 

would occur. 
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City of San Diego Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum 

The City of San Diego Mission Beach PP and LCPA is a comprehensive guide toward the maintenance 

and future development of Mission Beach, offering 150 goals and recommendations to protect and 

preserve the community and its unique features. The Mission Beach PP and LCPA’s was originally 

adopted July 11, 1974, and the Local Coastal Program Addendum was incorporated on Feb. 2, 1982 

(City of San Diego 2017). 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA is applicable to the shoreline restoration efforts at Bonita Cove and 

West Sail Bay, the seawall restoration and pedestrian access improvement areas along Mission Beach, 

and any wayfinding improvements or deferred maintenance, which may occur within the boundaries 

of the Mission Beach PP and LCPA. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA does not apply to the wetlands and water quality portions. Therefore, 

no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA proposes that all beaches and open space in the community remain 

accessible to the public and be suitably maintained. The proposed Program includes shoreline 

restoration at West Sail Beach, Bahia Point, Ventura Cove Park, and Bonita Cove, which would result 

in extended beaches and nature-based shoreline solutions that reduce shoreline erosion and 

enhance overall shoreline/beach quality for the public. 

The proposed restoration would improve the overall beach and shoreline quality and would not 

conflict with the Mission Beach PP and LCPA. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA does not apply to the upland habitat expansion areas. Therefore, no 

impact would occur. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA does not apply to the bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Mission Beach PP and LCPA states that a means be devised to distribute beach users throughout 

the entire length of the beach. The proposed Program includes repairs to the existing Mission Beach 

seawall and adjacent boardwalk, which would enhance user safety and allow users to walk along the 

length of the beach. The proposed seawall improvements do not conflict with the Mission Beach PP 

and LCPA, and impacts would be less than significant. 

City of San Diego Ocean Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Ocean Beach CP and LCP does not apply to the wetland and water quality improvements. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The Ocean Beach CP and LCP does not apply to the shoreline restoration improvements. Therefore, 

no impact would occur. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The Ocean Beach CP and LCP does not apply to the upland habitat expansion improvements. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Ocean Beach CP and LCP states that street system should be enhanced for bicycles and 

pedestrians to improve local mobility. The proposed Program includes pathway improvements for 

pedestrians and bicyclists at the Ocean Beach Bike Path. The proposed Program would not conflict 

with the Ocean Beach CP and LCP and impacts are less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Ocean Beach CP and LCP does not apply to the seawall improvements. Therefore, no impact 

would occur. 

Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City is a participant in the San Diego MSCP, a comprehensive, regional long-term habitat 

conservation program designed to provide permit issuance authority for take of covered species to 

the local regulatory agencies. The MSCP SAP addresses habitat and species conservation within 
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approximately 900 square miles in the southwestern portion of San Diego County. It serves as an 

approved habitat conservation plan pursuant to an approved Natural Communities Conservation Plan 

in accordance with the state Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act. 

The MSCP SAP establishes a preserve system designed to conserve large blocks of interconnected 

habitat having high biological value that are delineated in MHPAs. The City of San Diego MSCP SAP 

(City of San Diego 1997) encompasses 206,124 acres within the MSCP SAP area. The MSCP SAP is 

characterized by urban land uses with approximately three-quarters of the SAP either built out or 

retained as open space/park system. 

The City MHPA is a “hard line” preserve developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife agencies, 

property owners, developers, and environmental groups. The MHPA identifies biological core 

resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation, in which only limited development may occur 

(City of San Diego 1997). 

The MSCP SAP identifies 85 plants and animals to be “covered” under the plan (termed Covered 

Species). Many of these Covered Species are subject to one or more protective designations under 

state and/or federal law and some are endemic to San Diego. The MSCP SAP seeks to provide 

adequate habitat in the preserve to maintain ecosystem functions and persistence of extant 

populations of the 85 Covered Species while also allowing participating landowners “take” of Covered 

Species on lands located outside of the preserve. The purpose of the MSCP SAP is to address species 

conservation on a regional level and thereby avoid project-by-project biological mitigation, which 

tends to fragment habitat. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The MSCP SAP has planning policies and design guidelines. The Program proposes wetland and water 

quality improvements including a tidal channel to improve water quality, creation of wetland habitat, 

and fencing off of an area to preserve the environmental quality of the vegetation following 

construction at North Fiesta Island; subtidal channels, salt marsh wetland, a berm area, oyster bag 

slope, and fencing off of an area to preserve the environmental quality of the vegetation following 

construction at Cudahy Creek Cove; and open channel, salt marsh wetland, dune features, upland 

habitat, and a bridge for park visitors at Tecolote Creek. Implementation of the improvements at North 

Fiesta Island, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway, and Cudahy Creek Cove would result in 

impacts to aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the 

City. The Implementation Framework (Appendix B) describes in Section 4.3.1 the anticipated 

regulatory permits that would be required for each to the shoreline restoration improvements 

identified in the Program. The City would pursue the appropriate regulatory permit at the time of 

individual component initiation. Impacts to jurisdictional resources are considered significant but 
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would be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability). The proposed Program does not conflict with the 

MSCP SAP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The MSCP SAP has planning policies and design guidelines. The proposed Program includes shoreline 

restoration in the form of beach nourishment at West Sail Bay; construction of two sand retention 

rock groins and beach nourishment at Vacation Island NW; riprap repair and a cobble berm backfilled 

by beach nourishment at Vacation Island NE; raising the riprap revetment, burying crest of the 

revetment by sand, amenity improvements, and improved oyster habitat at Vacation Island SW; 

cobble berm with beach nourishment and relocating the sidewalk back by 30 feet at Bonita Cove; 

repair and raise crest height of riprap, add footpath parallel to riprap and improve oyster habitat at 

Ventura Cove Park; cobble breakwater, sheet wall groins, beach nourishment, and stormwater 

improvements and adding paths at Bahia Point; and extending the seawall southeast at Crown Point. 

Implementation of the improvements at West Sail Bay, Vacation Island NW, Vacation Island NE, 

Vacation Island SW, Ventura Cove Park, Crown Point, Bonita Cove, and Bahia Point would result in 

direct impacts aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the 

City. The Implementation Framework (Appendix B) describes in Section 4.3.3 the anticipated 

regulatory permits that would be required for each to the shoreline restoration improvements 

identified in the Program. The City would pursue the appropriate regulatory permit at the time of 

individual component initiation. Impacts to jurisdictional resources are considered significant but 

would be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City wetlands and 

enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability). The proposed Shoreline Restoration Element 

does not conflict with the MSCP SAP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The MSCP SAP has planning policies and design guidelines. The proposed Program includes multiple 

upland habitat expansion sites as described in this section. Implementation of the component at Site 

No. 1- Fiesta Island South, Site No. 2 - Fiesta Island North Central, Site No. 3 - Fiesta Island Near Youth 

Camping, Site No. 5b Triangle Enhancement Area and Site No. 5c - South Shores East Restoration and 

Enhancement Area would result in impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. However, habitat 

restoration proposed for this element and Program-wide is expected to benefit species with 

confirmed occurrences in the Program area in terms of amount and function of suitable habitat, 

population size, and conditions. Implementation of the component at Site No. 3 - Fiesta Island Near 

Youth Camping and Site No. 4 - Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area would result in direct impacts 

to aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CCC, and/or the City. 

However, The Implementation Framework (Appendix B) describes in Section 4.3.2 the anticipated 
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regulatory permits that would be required for each of the upland expansion and restoration 

components identified in the Program. The City would pursue the appropriate regulatory permit at 

the time of individual component initiation. Impacts to jurisdictional resources are considered 

significant but would be adequately offset by shoreline restoration that results in no-net-loss of City 

wetlands and enhanced function (e.g., greater shoreline stability). The proposed Program does not 

conflict with the MSCP SAP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The City of San Diego MSCP SAP has planning policies and design guidelines. The proposed Program 

includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements at the Rose Creek Bike Path, Fiesta Island Causeway, 

and Ocean Beach Bike Path. Implementation of the component at the Rose Creek Bike Path and Fiesta 

Island Causeway Bike Path would result in direct impacts to aquatic resources potentially under the 

jurisdiction of USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, CCC, and/or the City. However, the City would obtain all required 

permits for impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources prior to initiation. The Implementation 

Framework (Appendix B) describes in Section 4.3.5 the anticipated regulatory permits that would be 

required for each to the bike/pedestrian improvements identified in the Program. The City would 

pursue the appropriate regulatory permit at the time of individual component initiation. The Program 

conforms with Area Specific Management Directives for the Urban Area, Mission Bay Park, and 

covered species conditions, primarily by ensuring no-net-loss of covered species or habitats within 

the MHPA in the Program area and substantial functional uplift through habitat restoration of wetland 

and upland communities. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element does not conflict with 

the MSCP SAP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The MSCP SAP has planning policies and design guidelines. The proposed Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element includes repairs to the existing Mission Beach seawall and adjacent boardwalk, 

which would enhance user safety and allow users to walk along the length of the beach. There are no 

impacts to vegetation communities, jurisdictional aquatic resources, or sensitive plant species. The 

proposed element does not conflict with the MSCP SAP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

San Diego Association of Governments’ 2021 Regional Plan 

The 2021 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Plan provides transformational 

strategies, known as the Five Big Moves, to advance the San Diego region toward sustainability, reduce 

GHG emissions, and address economic and societal inequities and public health and safety issues. 

The interdependent strategies are designed to encourage the increased use of zero-emission vehicles, 

walking, biking, and pursuing other forms of active or alternative transportation. Safe and convenient 

places to park, as well as charging stations for electric vehicles, e-bikes, scooters, and other electric 
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rideables, would be offered, along with incentives to purchase those vehicles (SANDAG 2021a). The 

SANDAG Draft Proposed 2025 Regional Plan Transportation Network (2025 Draft Plan) is also 

available, although not finalized, and includes a summary of public outreach efforts, a glossary of the 

different project types of the forthcoming 2025 Regional Plan, and recurring feedback and impact for 

the various areas in the region (i.e., North County, Central and East County, South County; 

SANDAG 2025). 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan and the 2025 Draft Plan do not conflict with the wetland and water 

quality improvements. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan and the 2025 Draft Plan do not apply to shoreline restoration 

improvements. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan describes the Habitat Conservation Vision which includes protection, 

connection, and respect for local native species and habitat, where appropriate. The 2025 Draft Plan 

has not included or mapped any habitat information yet. The proposed Program includes upland 

habitat expansion and preservation to support continuous habitat corridors that can add space and 

improve stability for sensitive species like the California Least Tern and Nuttall’s lotus. As such, the 

proposed Program would not conflict with the 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan nor the 2025 Draft Plan. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan encourages the increased use of walking and biking. The 2021 

Regional Plan contains the Regional Bike Network that overlaps with the Rose Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway bicycle path improvements, as well as wayfinding improvements as part of the bicycle path 

improvements, which may be included within the boundaries of the Regional Bike Network, The 2025 

Draft Plan states that they are considering expanding the bikeways across the region. The proposed 

Program includes improving existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities through Mission Bay Park, 

including missing path connectivity, existing pavement conditions, and wayfinding signage. Improved 

walking and bicycling facilities for use by nearby existing residential communities and visitors to the 

region would help reduce vehicle miles traveled and, in turn, reduce GHG emissions. As such, the 

proposed Program would not conflict with the 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan nor the 2025 Draft Plan. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The 2021 SANDAG Regional Plan and the 2025 Draft Plan do not apply to the seawall improvements. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Draft Coastal Resilience Master Plan 

The main objectives of the Draft CRMP are (1) prioritizing nature-based climate change solutions 

wherever feasible, consistent with Climate Resilient SD Policy TNE-3; (2) addressing the effects of sea 

level rise and coastal flooding while leveraging additional co-benefits of nature-based solutions; (3) 

protecting and enhancing critical coastal habitat and associated wildlife from the impacts of climate 

change; (4) protecting and enhancing recreational opportunities; (5) protecting historical/ 

archeological/tribal cultural resources and incorporating Indigenous Knowledge into resilience efforts 

and adaptation strategies; and (6) increasing coastal access for all, especially Communities of Concern. 

In particular, the Master Plan proposes two concepts for Mission Beach: a sand dune concept and a 

perched beach concept. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Draft CRMP identifies wetland creation/restoration as a way to help mitigate flooding, provide 

habitat, improve water quality, and absorb wave energy. The Program includes wetland and water 

quality improvements at North Fiesta Island, Cudahy Creek, and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway, which are combined together as one component. These three components of the Wetland 

and Water Quality Improvements Element would enhance existing wetland habitat and create new 

wetland habitat to benefit water quality and species habitat. As such, the proposed Program does not 

conflict with the CRMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

The Draft CRMP seeks to look beyond coastal engineering techniques to implement nature-based 

solutions for priority projects along the San Diego coastline. The Program includes shoreline 

restoration in the form of beach nourishment at West Sail Bay; construction of two sand retention 

rock groins and beach nourishment at Vacation Island NW; riprap repair and a cobble berm backfilled 

by beach nourishment at Vacation Island NE; raising the riprap revetment, burying crest of the 

revetment by sand, amenity improvements, and improved oyster habitat at Vacation Island SW; 

cobble berm with beach nourishment and relocating the sidewalk back by 30 feet at Bonita Cove; 

repair and raise crest height of riprap, add footpath parallel to riprap and improve oyster habitat at 

Ventura Cove Park; cobble breakwater, sheet wall groins, beach nourishment, and stormwater 

improvements and adding paths at Bahia Point; and extending the seawall southeast at Crown Point. 

Of these proposed restoration and improvement components, the cobble berm and oyster habitat 
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are considered nature-based solutions because they mimic nature to provide protection from coastal 

erosion. To illustrate this point, a cobble berm mimics a natural berm beach by providing protection 

and absorbing wave energy as the berm reshapes in response to wave conditions. A riprap revetment 

is hard shoreline armoring (not a nature-based solution) as it consists of large boulders that fix the 

shoreline in place and reflect wave energy, causing the beach to narrow as sea level rises. The 

proposed Program seeks to implement the described objectives where feasible; as such, the proposed 

Program does not conflict with the Draft CRMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The Draft CRMP identifies living levees/ecotone slopes as incorporating a levee that slopes gently 

downwards towards the water body in the same way that the land naturally would, allowing for a 

gradual transition from open water to transitional upland habitat. The Program includes multiple 

upland habitat expansion sites for enhancement, restoration, and expansion of existing upland 

habitat in high opportunity areas. Three sites are identified for habitat expansion along the San Diego 

River; Site No. 5a- Cloverleaf Enhancement Area which proposes exotic species removal and control, 

expansion and improvement of open sand areas, and revegetation of buffer areas; Site No. 5b - 

Triangle Restoration Area which proposes enhancing this area by removing invasive plants and adding 

native plants; and Site 5c - South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area which proposes 

upland habitat expansion and preservation to protect the existing Nuttall’s Lotus and add in new 

native vegetation. The proposed upland habitat expansion at the numerous sites would support and 

prioritize thriving natural environments and enhance their adaptability to climate impacts. The 

proposed Program does not conflict with the Draft CRMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The Draft CRMP considers ways to enhance coastal access for all community members, including 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The proposed bicycle and pedestrian path improvements would 

improve connectivity, address poor paving conditions, and safety issues. As such, the proposed 

improvements are consistent with the Draft CRMP and impacts would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Draft CRMP seeks to look beyond coastal engineering techniques to implement nature-based 

solutions for priority projects along the San Diego coastline. In particular, the Draft CRMP proposes 

two concepts for Mission Beach: a sand dune concept (D-1) for Mission Beach, bounded by Ventura 

Place to the north and San Fernando place to the south, and a perched beach concept (D-2) which 

swaps out grass at Mission Beach Park for a perched sand beach. The Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

Element includes seawall and boardwalk improvements at Mission Beach, but would be limited to the 

seawall structure, and would not include the area bounded by Ventura Place to the north and 
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San Fernando Place to the south (where the two proposed Coastal Resilience concepts are). As such, 

the proposed seawall improvements at Mission Beach would not conflict with the sand dune or 

perched beach concepts of the Draft CRMP and impacts would be less than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project lead to the development or conversion of General Plan or 

Community Plan-designated open space or prime farmland to a more intensive land 

use, resulting in a physical division of the community? 

The Improvement Zone is classified by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping 

and Monitoring Program map as Urban and Built-Up Land and Other Land. Therefore, the 

Improvement Zone is not designated as Prime Farmland. The bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

are designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s General Plan. The deferred 

maintenance improvements are in areas designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s 

General Plan. The seawall restoration improvements at Mission Beach are designated as Residential 

and Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services. The shoreline restoration improvements are in areas 

designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s General Plan. The upland habitat expansion 

improvements are in areas designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s General Plan. 

The wayfinding improvements are in areas designated as Park, Open Space, & Recreation in the City’s 

General Plan. The wetland and water quality improvements are in areas designated as Park, Open 

Space, & Recreation in the City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2024b). The proposed improvements 

would result in the redevelopment of bicycle and pedestrian pathways on and adjacent to paved 

areas, deferred maintenance on park assets, seawall improvements, shoreline restoration, enhanced 

upland habitat areas, wayfinding improvements, and creation and restoration of wetlands. The 

proposed Program would not result in or propose the conversion of open space to a more intensive 

land use. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Issue 3: Would the project conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional, or 

state habitat conservation plan? 

MSCP Subarea Plan 

The MSCP SAP designates land preserved for conservation as the MHPA. The following Program 

components are located within or adjacent to the MHPA as delineated within the MSCP SAP: North 

Fiesta Island Wetland component and Fiesta Island Site No. 4 – Least Tern Preserve Area component. 

These wetland and water quality improvement and upland habitat restoration areas in North Fiesta 

Island are within the MHPA. Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Wetland component is 

partially within the MHPA (the portion associated with Tecolote Creek outfall into Mission Bay is within 

the MHPA; however, the causeway portion of the Program is outside the MHPA); Sea World Drive/San 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.9 – LAND USE AND PLANNING 

December 2025 4.9-50 10523 

Diego River Sites No. 5a and 5b are upland habitat enhancement areas within the MHPA. Lastly, Rose 

Creek and Ocean Beach Bike Paths include improvements to existing infrastructure, mostly adjacent 

to the MHPA with minor potential encroachment on the edge of the MHPA. 

The Program has been designed to comply with the MSCP SAP’s general management directives and 

specific management policies and directives for the Urban Area and Appendix A of the MSCP SAP (City 

of San Diego 1997). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

4.9.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Mitigation measures are provided in Sections 4.3, Biological Resources, and 4.6, Historical Resources, 

that would address the potential impacts of the Program on the environment. Refer to Sections 4.3.5 

and 4.6.5, Mitigation, for a full description of each mitigation measure. 

4.9.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Conflicts with Applicable Plans 

The Program would not conflict with environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan 

or Community Plan or other applicable land use plan or regulation. While inconsistencies occur 

specifically with historic resources and the Historic Resources Regulations as part of the LDC, City 

processes will be complied with during improvement project implementation that would avoid conflict 

with applicable plans and indirect or secondary impacts to the environment. Impacts would be less 

than significant.  

Issue 2: Conversion of Open Space or Farmland 

The Program would not lead to the development or conversion of General Plan or CP-designated 

Open Space or Prime Farmland to a more intensive land use, resulting in a physical division of the 

community. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

Issue 3: Conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan 

The Program would not conflict with the provisions of the MSCP SAP or any other approved local, 

regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan. Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation. 
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4.10 NOISE 

This section describes the existing noise conditions of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone 

(Improvement Zone) and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential 

impacts based on the criteria provided in the City of San Diego’s (City) Significance Determination 

Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a), and identifies mitigation measures related to implementation 

of the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program). 

4.10.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following section provides a brief discussion of fundamental noise concepts and terminology and 

contextualizes the environmental setting of the Program in relation to noise. 

Fundamentals of Noise and Vibration 

Although the terms may be used interchangeably in the right context, “sound” is defined as any gas 

or fluid pressure variation detected by the human ear, and “noise” is unwanted sound. The preferred 

unit for measuring sound is the decibel (dB), which expresses the ratio of sound pressures to a 

reference value logarithmically, enabling a wide range of audible sound to be evaluated and discussed 

conveniently. On the low end of this range, 0 dB is not the absence of sound energy, but instead 

corresponds approximately to the threshold of average healthy human hearing; on the upper end, 

120–140 dB corresponds to an average person’s threshold of pain (Caltrans 2013). 

The human ear is not equally responsive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. An 

electronic filter is normally used when taking sound measurements that de-emphasizes certain 

frequencies in a manner that mimics the human ear’s response to sound; this method is referred to 

as A-weighting. Sound levels expressed under the A-weighted system are sometimes designated as 

A-weighted decibels (dBA). All sound levels discussed in this report are A-weighted. 

The equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) is a single dB value which, if held constant during the 

specified time period, would represent the same total acoustical energy of a fluctuating noise level 

over that same time period. Leq values are commonly expressed for periods of 1 hour, but longer or 

shorter time periods may be specified. Another descriptor is maximum sound level, which is the 

greatest sound level measured during a designated time interval or event. The maximum sound level 

(Lmax) is the highest measured level and often called the ceiling of a measurement period. 

The day-night average noise level (Ldn) and Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) descriptors 

always represent 24-hour periods, often on an annualized basis. The Ldn and CNEL values differ from 

Leq because they apply a time weighted dB adjustment designed to emphasize noise events that occur 

during the evening and nighttime hours (when speech and sleep disturbance is of more concern). 
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“Time weighted” refers to the fact that Ldn and CNEL penalize noise that occurs during certain sensitive 

periods. In the case of CNEL, noise occurring during the daytime (7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.) receives no 

penalty. Noise during the evening (7:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m.) is penalized by adding 5 dB, while nighttime 

(10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.) noise is penalized by adding 10 dB. Ldn differs from CNEL in that the daytime 

period is defined as 7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m., thus eliminating the evening period. Ldn and CNEL are the 

predominant criteria used to measure roadway noise affecting residential receptors. These two 

metrics generally differ from one another by no more than 0.5 dB to 1 dB and, as such, are often 

treated as equivalent to one another. 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be 

described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious concern, 

causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, vibration is not a 

common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to 

be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common sources of vibration are trains, 

buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, pile driving, and heavy 

earthmoving equipment. 

Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. Peak particle velocity (PPV), expressed in 

inches per second (ips), is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal and is 

most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square amplitude is 

most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on the human body and is defined as the 

average of the squared amplitude of the signal. 

In-depth definitions of additional common acoustical descriptors and terms that may assist the reader 

in framing the evaluation and discussion of noise in this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

section are provided in Section 2.1 of the Noise Technical Report for the proposed Program, included 

as Appendix R to this EIR. 

Regional and Local Setting 

The Program is located within the Improvement Zone, as defined in City Charter Section 55.2 (refer to 

Section 3.2 of Chapter 3, Project Description, for more information). Regionally, the Improvement 

Zone is located in the westernmost portion of central City of San Diego, as shown in Figure 3-1, Mission 

Bay Park Improvements Program Location, in Chapter 3, Project Description. The Improvement Zone 

is located at the coastline in the City of San Diego bounded by the communities of Pacific Beach to the 

north, Ocean Beach to the south, Mission Beach to the west, and Interstate (I) 5 to the east. The 

Improvement Zone encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park along with additional areas in all 

directions; the specific extent of the Improvement Zone is shown in Figure 3-3, Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program Overview and Elements Locations, in Chapter 3. Within the Improvement 
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Zone are various identified sites for known discrete improvements within the Program to be analyzed 

under this EIR. An overview map of these elements is provided in Figure 3-3 in Chapter 3. Specific 

details of each location are described for each element in Section 3.4 of Chapter 3, Project Description. 

Regional access to the Improvement Zone is provided by I-5 from the north and south, and I-8 from 

the east. Access to each individual components of the Program is provided by local roadways 

throughout and surrounding Mission Bay Park. 

Environmental Setting 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are typically locations where people reside or where the 

presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 

guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would be considered noise- and vibration-

sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise. Existing sensitive 

receptors in the vicinity of the Program location consist of residential single- and multi-family uses, 

guest lodging (i.e., hotels, resorts, motels), and schools, located across Mission Beach, Mission Bay 

Park, Pacific Beach, Bay Park, Morena, and Ocean Beach. At these residentially zoned land uses, the 

City’s construction noise standard (75 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period) applies. These nearby residential 

sensitive receptors studied herein have the greatest potential to be impacted by construction and/or 

operation of the various Program elements. 

Existing Noise Conditions 

Field measurements of sound pressure level were conducted near and within the Program vicinity on 

February 11, 2025, to quantify and characterize the existing outdoor ambient sound levels. 

Table 4.10-1 provides the location, date, and time at which these baseline sound level measurements 

were performed by an attending Dudek field investigator using a Rion-branded Model NL-62 sound 

level meter equipped with a 0.5-inch, pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. The 

sound level meter meets the current American National Standards Institute standard for a Type 1 

(Precision Grade) sound level meter. The accuracy of the sound level meter was verified using a field 

calibrator before and after the measurements, and the measurements were conducted with the 

microphone positioned approximately 5 feet above the ground. 

Twelve short-term sound level measurement locations (ST1–ST12) that represent existing noise-

sensitive receivers were selected near and within the Program location. These locations, depicted as 

receivers ST1–ST12 in Figure 4.10-1, Outdoor Ambient Sound Level Measurement Locations, were 

selected to characterize the baseline outdoor ambient sound levels for City of San Diego residential 

noise-sensitive receptors. The measured Leq and maximum noise levels are provided in Table 4.10-1. 
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The primary sound sources at the sites identified in Table 4.10-1 consisted of traffic along adjacent 

roadways, aircraft noise, and conversations/yelling. 

Table 4.10-1 

Measured Baseline Outdoor Ambient Sound Levels 

Site Location Time 

Average Noise 

Levels (dBA) 

Leq Lmax 

ST1 Intersection of Capistrano Place and Ocean 

Front Walk near seawall 

2025-02-11, 10:12 

AM to 10:27 AM 

63.7 70.6 

ST2 Near Bonita Cove along Bayside Walk 2025-02-11, 10:35 

AM to 10:50 AM 

60.1 70.0 

ST3 Near Ventura Cove adjacent to Bahia Resort 

Hotel parking lot 

2025-02-11, 10:57 

AM to 11:12 AM 

59.7 70.4 

ST4 Intersection of Seagirt Court and Strandway 2025-02-11, 11:23 

AM to 11:38 AM 

56.9 58.3 

ST5 Immediately south of Catamaran Resort Hotel 

and Spa near Windemere Court 

2025-02-11, 11:53 

AM to 12:08 PM 

59.1 62.7 

ST6 Western edge of Crown Point at intersection 

of Riviera Drive and Edge Cliff Drive 

2025-02-11, 12:19 

PM to 12:34 PM 

56.9 62.9 

ST7 Northwestern edge of Vacation Isle along 

Sands Drive 

2025-02-11, 12:42 

PM to 12:57 PM 

57.1 63.1 

ST8 Along Rose Creek Trail at the western end of 

Magnolia Avenue 

2025-02-11, 01:28 

PM to 01:43 PM 

54.8 58.5 

ST9 East of Morena Boulevard along Lister Street 2025-02-11, 01:51 

PM to 02:06 PM 

68.4 71.0 

ST10 South of Playa Pacifica Park and north of San 

Diego Mission Bay Resort 

2025-02-11, 02:15 

PM to 02:30 PM 

54.2 54.9 

ST11 Southern boundary of Ocean Beach Athletic 

Area Robb Field  

2025-02-11, 02:43 

PM to 02:58 PM 

50.3 56.3 

ST12 Along Ocean Beach Bike Path/San Diego River 

Bikeway, north of Ebb Tide Motel 

2025-02-11, 03:05 

PM to 03:20 PM 

46.7 53.5 

Source: Appendix R. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = average equivalent noise level; Lmax = maximum noise level. 

As shown in Table 4.10-1, the measured sound pressure level ranged from approximately 46.7 dBA 

Leq at ST12 to 68.4 dBA Leq at ST9. Beyond the summarized information presented in Table 4.10-1, 

detailed sound measurement data are included in the appendices to the Noise Technical Report, 

Appendix R to this EIR. 
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Generally, the measured samples of daytime Leq agree with expectations: at ST1, ST2, and ST9, Leq 

values are above 60 dBA due largely to being close to moderately trafficked roadways (i.e., West 

Mission Boulevard, Morena Boulevard) and within the flight path of San Diego International Airport, 

whereas ST11 and ST12 were further from local roadways (i.e., Sunset Cliffs Boulevard, West Point 

Loma Boulevard) and within neighborhood parks. 

4.10.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

Federal 

There are no applicable federal regulations related to noise and vibration that would apply to the 

Program. However, Federal Transit Administration (FTA) offers guidance criteria for the assessment 

of construction noise at commercial and industrial receiving land uses, as well as ground-borne 

vibration standards with respect to building damage risk (FTA 2018). Because the Program 

implementation would be located entirely within the City of San Diego, the City’s applicable regulations 

and relevant planning guidelines are described in this section. 

State 

California Department of Transportation 

In its Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2020), the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) recommends 0.5 ips PPV as a threshold for the avoidance of 

structural damage to typical newer residential buildings exposed to continuous or frequent 

intermittent sources of ground-borne vibration. For transient vibration events, such as blasting, the 

damage risk threshold would be 1.0 ips PPV (Caltrans 2020) at the same type of newer residential 

structures. For older structures, these guidance thresholds would be more stringent: 0.3 ips PPV for 

continuous/intermittent vibration sources, and 0.5 ips PPV for transient vibration events. With respect 

to human annoyance, Caltrans guidance indicates that building occupants exposed to continuous 

ground-borne vibration in the range of 0.1 ips PPV (“strongly perceptible”) to 0.4 ips PPV (“severe”) 

would find it “annoying” at 0.2 ips PPV and “unpleasant” at the 0.4 ips PPV value. Although these 

Caltrans guidance thresholds are not regulations, they can serve as quantified standards in the 

absence of such limits at the local jurisdictional level. 
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Local 

City of San Diego Noise Ordinance 

The following are summarized portions or reproductions of relevant City of San Diego noise 

regulations, policies, and guidance with respect to assessing noise impact assessment for the 

proposed Program. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 59.6.0401 (Noise Ordinance, Sound Level Limits) 

It shall be unlawful for any person to cause noise by any means to the extent that the 1-hour average 

sound level exceeds the applicable limits given in Table 4.10-2, Applicable Noise Limits, at any location 

in the City of San Diego on or beyond the boundaries of the property on which the noise is produced. 

The noise subject to these limits is that part of the total noise at the specified location that is due solely 

to the action of said person. 

Table 4.10-2 

Applicable Noise Limits  

Land Use Time of Day 

One-Hour A-Weighted Average Sound 

Level (dBA) 

Single-family residential 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 50 

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 45 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 40 

Multi-family residential 

(up to a maximum 

density of 1/2,000) 

7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 55 

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.  50 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 45 

All other residential 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 60 

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 55 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 50 

Commercial 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 65 

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 60 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 60 

Industrial or agricultural Any time 75 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 
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City of San Diego Municipal Code 59.5.0402 (b) (Noise Ordinance, Motor Vehicles) 

Section 59.5.0402 (b) of the San Diego Municipal Code states that nothing in the Noise Ordinance 

section shall apply to authorized emergency vehicles when being used in emergency situations, 

including the blowing of sirens and/or horns. 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 59.5.0404 (Noise Ordinance, Construction Noise) 

A. It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. 

of the following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, 

to erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in such a 

manner as to create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied 

for and granted beforehand by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator. In granting 

such permit, the Administrator shall consider whether the construction noise in the vicinity of 

the proposed work site would be less objectionable at night than during the daytime because 

of different population densities or different neighboring activities; whether obstruction and 

interference with traffic particularly on streets of major importance, would be less 

objectionable at night than during the daytime; whether the type of work to be performed 

emits noises at such a low level as to not cause significant disturbances in the vicinity of the 

work site; the character and nature of the neighborhood of the proposed work site; whether 

great economic hardship would occur if the work were spread over a longer time; whether 

proposed night work is in the general public interest; and he shall prescribe such conditions, 

working times, types of construction equipment to be used, and permissible noise levels as 

he deems to be required in the public interest. 

B. Except as provided in subsection C. hereof, it shall be unlawful for any person, including the 

City of San Diego, to conduct any construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property 

lines of any property zoned residential, an average sound level greater than 75 decibels during 

the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

C. The provisions of subsection B. of this section shall not apply to construction equipment used 

in connection with emergency work, provided the Administrator is notified within 48 hours 

after commencement of work. 

City of San Diego General Plan 

The City’s General Plan Noise Element identifies compatible exterior noise levels for various land use 

types (City of San Diego 2024b). The maximum allowable noise exposure varies depending on the land 

use. The maximum acceptable exterior noise level for residential uses and other noise-sensitive uses 
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(including schools, libraries, hospitals, daycare facilities, hotels, motels) is 65 dBA CNEL. Table 4.10-3 

reproduces Table NE-3 from the City’s General Plan Noise Element. 

Table 4.10-3  

City of San Diego Land Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

Land Use Category 

Exterior Noise Exposure (dBA CNEL) 

55–60 60–65 65–70 70–75 75–80 

Parks and Recreational 

Parks, Active and Passive Recreation      

Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Water 

Recreational Facilities; Indoor Recreation Facilities 

     

Agricultural 

Crop Raising and Farming; Community Gardens, 

Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture Nurseries and 

Greenhouses; Animal Raising, Maintain and Keeping; 

Commercial Stables 

     

Residential 

Single Dwelling Units; Mobile Homes  45    

Multiple Dwelling Units*  45 45*   

Institutional 

Hospitals; Nursing Facilities; Intermediate Care 

Facilities; Kindergarten through Grade 12Educational 

Facilities; Libraries; Museums; Child Care Facilities 

 45    

Other Educational Facilities including 

Vocational/Trade Schools and Colleges and 

Universities 

 45 45   

Cemeteries      

Retail Sales 

Building Supplies/Equipment; Food, Beverages and 

Groceries; Pets and Pet Supplies; Sundries, 

Pharmaceutical, and Convenience Sales; Wearing 

Apparel and Accessories 

  50 50  

Commercial Services 

Building Services; Business Support; Eating and 

Drinking; Financial Institutions; Maintenance and 

Repair; Personal Services; Assembly and 

Entertainment (includes public and religious 

assembly); Radio and Television Studios; Golf Course 

Support 

  50 50  

Visitor Accommodations  45 45 45  
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Table 4.10-3  

City of San Diego Land Use – Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

Land Use Category 

Exterior Noise Exposure (dBA CNEL) 

55–60 60–65 65–70 70–75 75–80 

Offices 

Business and Professional; Government; Medical, 

Dental and Health Practitioner; Regional and 

Corporate Headquarters 

  50 50  

Vehicle and Vehicular Equipment Sales and Services Use 

Commercial or Personal Vehicle Repair and 

Maintenance; Commercial or Personal Vehicle Sales 

and Rentals; Vehicle Equipment and Supplies Sales 

and Rentals; Vehicle Parking 

     

Wholesale, Distribution, Storage Use Category 

Equipment and Materials Storage Yards; Moving and 

Storage Facilities; Warehouse; Wholesale Distribution 
     

Industrial 

Heavy Manufacturing; Light Manufacturing; Marine 

Industry; Trucking and Transportation Terminals; 

Mining and Extractive Industries 

     

Research and Development    50  

Table Shading Key 

 Compatible Indoor Uses Standard construction methods should attenuate 

exterior noise to an acceptable indoor noise level.  

Outdoor 

Uses 

Activities associated with the land use may be carried 

out. 

45, 

50 

Conditionally 

Compatible 

Indoor Uses Building structure must attenuate exterior noise to the 

indoor noise level indicated by the number for occupied 

areas.  

Outdoor 

Uses 

Feasible noise mitigation techniques should be analyzed 

and incorporated to make the outdoor activities 

acceptable.  

 Incompatible Indoor Uses New construction should not be undertaken. 

Outdoor 

Uses 

Severe noise interference makes outdoor activities 

unacceptable. 

Source: City of San Diego 2024b. 

* For uses affected by aircraft noise, refer to General Plan Noise Element Policies NE-D.2 and NE-D.3. 
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The City’s General Plan Noise Element also lists the following policies with respect to noise and 

land use compatibility. 

• NE-A.1. Separate excessive noise-generating uses from residential and other noise-sensitive 

land uses with a sufficient spatial buffer of less sensitive uses. 

• NE-A.2. Assure the appropriateness of proposed developments relative to existing and future 

noise levels by consulting the guidelines for noise-compatible land use (shown on Table 3) to 

minimize the effects on noise-sensitive land uses. 

• NE-A.3. Limit future residential and other noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to high 

levels of noise. 

• NE-A.4. Require an acoustical study consistent with Acoustical Study Guidelines (Table NE-4) 

for proposed developments in areas where the existing or future noise level exceeds or would 

exceed the “compatible” noise level thresholds as indicated on the Land Use – Noise 

Compatibility Guidelines (Table 3), so that noise mitigation measures can be included in the 

Project design to meet the noise guidelines. 

• NE-A.5. Prepare noise studies to address existing and future noise levels from noise sources 

that are specific to a community when updating community plans. 

City CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds 

The City’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds address 

noise and vibration under different sections as follows: 

• Section II.K – Significance Threshold 1 describes interior and exterior noise impact thresholds 

from traffic generated noise as appearing in Table 4.10-4, reproduced from Table K-2 in the 

City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds document. 

Table 4.10-4  

Traffic Noise Significance Thresholds 

Structure or Proposed 

Use that would be 

impacted by Traffic Noise Interior Space 

Exterior 

Usable 

SpaceA 

General Indication of Potential 

Significance 

Single-family detached 45 dB 65 dB Structure or outdoor usable areaB is 

< 50 feet from the center of the 

closest (outside) lane on a street 

with existing or future ADTs >7500C 

Multi-family, schools, 

libraries, hospitals, day 

care, hotels, motels, parks, 

convalescent homes 

Development 

Services 

Department 

(DSD) 

ensures 

45 dB pursuant 

to Title 24 
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Table 4.10-4  

Traffic Noise Significance Thresholds 

Structure or Proposed 

Use that would be 

impacted by Traffic Noise Interior Space 

Exterior 

Usable 

SpaceA 

General Indication of Potential 

Significance 

Offices, Churches, 

Business, Professional Uses 

N/A 70 dB Structure or outdoor usable area is 

< 50 feet from the center of the 

closest lane on a street with 

existing or future ADTs > 20,000 

Commercial, Retail, 

Industrial, Outdoor 

Spectator Sports Uses 

N/A 75 dB Structure or outdoor usable area is 

< 50 feet from the center of the 

closest lane on a street with 

existing or future ADTs > 40,000 

Source: City of San Diego 2022a. 

Notes: N/A = not applicable; ADT = average daily traffic. 
A If a project is currently at or exceeds the significance thresholds for traffic noise described above and noise 

levels would result in less than a 3 dB increase, then the impact is not considered significant. 
B Exterior usable areas do not include residential front yards or balconies, unless the areas such as balconies 

are part of the required usable open space calculation for multi-family units. 
C Traffic counts are available from San Diego Regional Association of Governments Traffic Forecast 

Information Center. 

• Section II.K.6 – states with respect to construction noise: 

“Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dBA Leq at a sensitive receptor would be 

considered significant. Construction noise levels measured at or beyond the property lines of 

any property zoned residential shall not exceed an average sound level greater than 75 dBA 

during the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, construction activity is 

prohibited between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or 

on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code, with exception 

of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, that would create disturbing, 

excessive, or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for and granted beforehand by 

the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator, in conformance with San Diego Municipal 

Code Section 59.5.0404. 

Additionally, where temporary construction noise would substantially interfere with 

normal business communication, or affect sensitive receptors, a significant noise impact 

may be identified.” 
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4.10.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to noise are based on applicable criteria in the 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 

2022a). The following issue questions are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels; 

2. Would the project result in exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the City's 

adopted noise ordinance or are incompatible with Table K-4 of the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds; 

3. Would the project result in exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels 

which exceed standards established in the Transportation Element of the General Plan or an 

adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan; 

4. Would the project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-

borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels; or 

5. Would the project result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as 

defined by an adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). 

With respect to ground-borne vibration propagation generated by construction equipment activity 

and thus having the potential to create a significant impact (Issue 4), for a receiving structure, Caltrans 

guidance recommends that a vibration magnitude of 0.3 ips PPV would represent the threshold for 

building damage risk of older residential structures exposed to continuous or frequently intermittent 

sources of ground-borne vibration (identified in Section 4.10.2), and will be utilized as impact 

significance criteria. Additionally, Caltrans guidance indicates that a vibration velocity of 0.2 ips PPV 

received at a structure would be considered annoying by occupants within (Caltrans 2020). 

4.10.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient 

noise levels? 

Short-Term Construction Noise 

Construction noise and vibration are temporary phenomena, with emission levels varying from hour 

to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations performed, and the 

distance between the source and receptor. Equipment that would be in use during construction would 

include, in part, graders, backhoes, rubber-tired dozers, loaders, cranes, forklifts, pavers, rollers, and 

air compressors. The typical maximum noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from various pieces of 
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construction equipment and activities anticipated for use on the proposed Program site are presented 

in Table 4.10-5. Note that the equipment noise levels presented in Table 4.10-5 are maximum noise 

levels. Usually, construction equipment operates in alternating cycles of full power and low power, 

producing average noise levels over time that are less than the maximum noise level. The average 

sound level of construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the equipment operates 

and the intensity of construction activities during that time. 

Table 4.10-5  

Typical Construction Equipment Maximum Noise Levels 

Equipment Type Typical Equipment (Lmax, dBA at 50 Feet) 

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 85 

Backhoe 78 

Compressor (air) 78 

Crane 81 

Dozer 82 

Excavator 81 

Flat Bed Truck 74 

Front End Loader 79 

Generator 72 

Grader 85 

Man Lift 75 

Paver 77 

Roller 80 

Welder/Torch 73 

Source: DOT 2006. 

Note: Lmax = maximum sound level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; HP = horsepower. 

Aggregate noise emission from Program construction activities, broken down by sequential phase, 

was predicted at two evaluation distances to the nearest existing noise-sensitive receptor: 1) from the 

nearest position of the construction site boundary and 2) from the active construction equipment for 

a phase at two distinct locations dependent on construction progress along a linear path. The intent 

of the former distance is to help evaluate anticipated construction noise from a limited quantity of 

equipment or vehicle activity expected to be at the boundary of construction for some period of time, 

which would be most appropriate for elements such as Wetland and Water Quality Improvements, 

Restoration of Shoreline, and Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion due to each element’s proximity 

to the nearest noise-sensitive receptors, respectively. Specifically, the activity phases analyzed using 

the former distance do not span across a linear path of construction for thousands of feet but are 

defined within an area (i.e., component boundary), and therefore, the nearest individual 
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noise-sensitive receptor(s) do not change as construction progresses. The latter distance is used in a 

manner similar to the general assessment technique as described in the FTA guidance for 

construction noise assessment, when the location of individual equipment for a given activity phase 

is uncertain over some extent of (or the entirety of) the construction site area. In this studied scenario, 

because of the equipment location uncertainty, construction noise exposure at a noise-sensitive 

receptor is studied at two distinct distances along a linear path of construction progress: a 

perpendicular (P) nearest distance (i.e., between the midpoint of estimated activity and the receiver 

location) and a hypotenuse (H) distance (i.e., where the equipment is either near the lead point or 

trailing point of the construction progress). The latter distance would be most appropriate for 

elements such as Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements and Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead. The 

distances between the construction of Program elements and the respective nearest sensitive 

receptors are detailed in in the appendices to the Noise Technical Report, Appendix R to this EIR. 

A Microsoft Excel–based noise prediction model emulating and using reference data from the Federal 

Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2008) was used to estimate 

construction noise levels at the nearest occupied noise-sensitive land uses to each Program element. 

(Although the Roadway Construction Noise Model was funded and promulgated by the Federal 

Highway Administration, it is often used for non-roadway projects, because the same types of 

construction equipment used for roadway projects are often used for other types of construction.) 

Input variables for the predictive modeling consist of the equipment type and number of each (e.g., 

two graders, a loader, a tractor), the duty-cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of time 

within a specific time period, such as an hour, when the equipment is expected to operate at full 

power or capacity and thus make noise at a level comparable to what is presented in Table 4.10-5), 

and the distance from the noise-sensitive receiver. The predictive model also considers how many 

hours that equipment may be on site and operating (or idling) within an established work shift. 

Conservatively, no topographical shielding was assumed in the modeling. The Roadway Construction 

Noise Model has default duty-cycle values for the various pieces of equipment, which were derived 

from an extensive study of typical construction activity patterns. Those default duty-cycle values were 

used for this noise analysis, which is detailed in the appendices to the Noise Technical Report, 

Appendix R to this EIR. 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

North Fiesta Island Component 

Table 4.10-6 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during construction activities at the North Fiesta Island component. The studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor is the Tecolote Shores South Mission Bay Playground. 
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Table 4.10-6 

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – North Fiesta Island Component 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor) 50.6 860 

Earthwork (excavator, loader, 

dozer, off-road trucks, scraper, 

tugboat, barge) 

59.5 860 

Plantings (tractor, excavator) 50.2 860 

Bridge Construction (crane, 

bore/drill rigs, dredge, pumps, 

excavator, dump truck) 

51.3 860 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 50.6 860 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-6, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

59.5 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 860 feet away) 

when Earthwork activities take place near the eastern element boundaries. Measured existing noise 

levels at measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to the North Fiesta Island component construction activities, were 54.2 dBA 

Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 5.3 dBA higher than the 

measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, for the North Fiesta Island component, temporary construction-related noise would be less 

than significant. 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Component 

Table 4.10-7 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during construction activities at the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island component. The studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor is the Tecolote Shores South Mission Bay Playground. 
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Table 4.10-7  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway Component – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor) 80.3 50 

Earthwork (excavator, loader, 

dozer, off-road trucks, scraper) 

87.6 50 

Plantings (tractor, excavator) 79.9 50 

Bridge Construction (crane, 

bore/drill rigs, dredge, pumps, 

excavator, dump truck) 

79.7 50 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 80.3 50 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-7, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

87.6 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 50 feet away) 

when Earthwork activities take place near the northeastern element boundaries, and all other 

activities would yield construction noise levels greater than 75 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period. 

Therefore, construction activities at the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island component would result in 

an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured noise levels 

at measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the studied nearest noise-sensitive 

receptor to the North Fiesta Island component construction activities, were 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, 

temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 33.4 dBA higher than the measured 

outdoor ambient noise levels at the noise-sensitive receptor nearest to the construction of the 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island component. 

Thus, Mitigation Measure (MM) NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement 

certain noise reduction measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 

would reduce noise levels by up to 12.9 dB if a 9-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is 

implemented during each activity phase along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked 

between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of 

MM-NOI-1 would correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction 

noise level from 87.6 to 74.8 dBA Leq during the Earthwork phase, which would be within the applicable 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 
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Table 4.10-8 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 9-foot-tall 

temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the five studied 

activity phases, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked 

between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-8 

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island 

Causeway Component – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor) 67.5 50 

Earthwork (excavator, loader, 

dozer, off-road trucks, scraper) 

74.8 50 

Plantings (tractor, excavator) 67.1 50 

Bridge Construction (crane, 

bore/drill rigs, dredge, pumps, 

excavator, dump truck) 

66.9 50 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 67.5 50 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

 As presented in Table 4.10-8, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

74.8 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 50 feet away) 

when Earthwork activities take place near the southern/eastern element boundaries, which would be 

20.6 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1). 

In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at the Tecolote Creek 

and Fiesta Island Causeway component, temporary construction-related noise would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Cudahy Creek Component 

Table 4.10-9 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during construction activities at the Cudahy Creek component. The studied nearest noise-sensitive 

receptors are single-family residences east of Morena Boulevard. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.10 – NOISE 

December 2025 4.10-18 10523 

Table 4.10-9  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Cudahy Creek Component 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor) 54.7 575 

Import and Rough Grading 

(excavator, loader, dozer, off-

road trucks, scraper, tugboat, 

barge) 

63.6 575 

Plantings (tractor, excavator) 57.6 575 

Bridge Construction (crane, 

bore/drill rigs, dredge, pumps, 

excavator, dump truck) 

55.6 575 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 54.7 575 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-9, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

63.6 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 575 feet away) 

when import and rough grading activities take place near the eastern element boundaries. Measured 

noise levels at measurement location ST9 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to the Cudahy Creek component construction activities, were 68.4 dBA Leq; 

thus, temporary construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase 

of 2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although 

such an increase would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to 

some due to the frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, for the Cudahy Creek component, temporary construction-related noise would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island Northwest (NW) 

Table 4.10-10 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Vacation Island Northwest (NW). The studied nearest 
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noise-sensitive receptors are lodging facilities along Sunset Road and Sands Drive, associated with 

Paradise Point Resort & Spa. 

Table 4.10-10  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island 

NW -Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

78.7 60 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, 

dozer, excavator) 

79.8 60 

Construct Groins (tractor) 76.6 60 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 78.7 60 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

As presented in Table 4.10-10, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

79.8 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 60 feet away) 

when Beach Nourishment activities take place near the southern/eastern element boundaries, and 

therefore would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction 

noise. Measured noise levels at measurement location ST7 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the 

studied nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Vacation Island NW, were 

57.1 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 22.7 dBA higher than 

the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 7.4 dB if an 8-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active construction 

equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise level from 

79.8 to 72.5 dBA Leq during the Beach Nourishment phase, which would be within the applicable 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Table 4.10-11 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when an 8-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the 4 studied 
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activity phases, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked 

between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-11  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island NW – 

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

71.3 60 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, 

dozer, excavator) 

72.5 60 

Construct Groins (tractor) 69.2 60 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 71.3 60 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

As presented in Table 4.10-11, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 72.5 dBA 

Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 60 feet away) when Beach 

Nourishment activities take place near the southern/eastern element boundaries, which would be 

15.4 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST7 (see Table 4.10-1). In 

summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours 

(between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Vacation Island NW, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Vacation Island Northeast (NE) – Ingraham Street 

Table 4.10-12 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Vacation Island Northeast (NE) – Ingraham Street. The 

studied nearest noise-sensitive receptors are lodging facilities along Hummingbird Lane, associated 

with Paradise Point Resort & Spa. 
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Table 4.10-12  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island NE (Ingraham 

Street) – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

77.3 70 

Recover Existing Rip Rap 

(tractor) 

75.2 70 

Construct New Revetment 

(loader, excavators, dump truck)  

76.9 70 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator, tugboat, barge) 

78.0 70 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 77.3 70 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

As presented in Table 4.10-12, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

78.0 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 70 feet away) 

when Install Oyster Habitat activities take place near the southern/eastern element boundaries, and 

all other activities would yield construction noise levels greater than 75 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period. 

Therefore, construction activities at Vacation Island Northeast (NE) – Ingraham Street would result in 

an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured noise levels 

at measurement location ST7 (see Table 4.10-1) would be representative of the studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Vacation Island NE – Ingraham Street and were 

measured to be 57.1 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 

20.9 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 3.7 dB if a 7-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each activity 

phase along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active construction 

equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise level from 

77.3 to 73.7 dBA Leq during the Mobilization/SWPPP/Site Preparation and Demobilization phases, 

which would be within the applicable 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 
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Table 4.10-13 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 7-foot-tall 

temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the five studied 

activity phases, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked 

between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-13  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island NE (Ingraham 

Street) – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

73.7 70 

Recover Existing Rip Rap 

(tractor) 

71.6 70 

Construct New Revetment 

(loader, excavators, dump truck)  

73.3 70 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator) 

73.3 70 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 73.7 70 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

As presented in Table 4.10-13, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

73.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 70 feet away) 

when Mobilization/SWPPP/Site Preparation and Demobilization activities take place near the 

southern/eastern element boundaries, which would be 16.6 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise 

levels at measurement location ST7 (see Table 4.10-1). In summary, with the implementation of 

MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Vacation Island NE – Ingraham Street, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Vacation Island Northeast (NE) – Ski Beach 

Table 4.10-14 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Vacation Island Northeast (NE) – Ski Beach. The studied 

nearest noise-sensitive receptors are lodging facilities along Hummingbird Lane, associated with 

Paradise Point Resort & Spa. 
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Table 4.10-14  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island NE (Ski Beach)  

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

52.9 660 

Cobble Berm (tractor, 

excavator) 

52.5 660 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, 

dozer, excavator) 

52.5 660 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 52.9 660 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-14, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

52.9 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 660 feet away) 

when Mobilization/SWPPP/Site Preparation and Demobilization activities take place near the 

southern/western element boundaries. Measured noise levels at measurement location ST7 (see 

Table 4.10-1) would be representative of the studied nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction 

activities at Vacation Island NE – Ski Beach and were measured to be 57.1 dBA Leq; thus, temporary 

construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase of 2 dBA or less. 

An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although such an increase 

would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to some due to the 

frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Vacation Island NE – Ski Beach, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant. 

Vacation Island Southwest (SW) 

Table 4.10-15 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Vacation Island Southwest (SW). The nearest noise-sensitive 

receptors are lodging facilities south of Vacation Road, associated with Paradise Point Resort & Spa. 
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Table 4.10-15 

 Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Vacation Island SW  

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

53.2 640 

Recover Existing Rip Rap 

(tractor, excavator) 

52.8 640 

Construct New Revetment 

(loader, excavators, dump truck)  

52.7 640 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator, tugboat, barge) 

55.0 640 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 53.2 640 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-15, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

55.0 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 640 feet away) 

when Install Oyster Habitat activities take place near the northern element boundaries. Measured 

noise levels at measurement location ST7 (see Table 4.10-1) would be representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Vacation Island SW and were measured to be 

57.1 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient 

level increase of 2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, 

and although such an increase would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still 

be audible to some due to the frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Vacation Island SW, temporary construction-related noise 

would be less than significant. 

Ventura Cove Park 

Table 4.10-16 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Ventura Cove Park. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor is 

the Bahia Resort Hotel. 
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Table 4.10-16  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Ventura Cove Park 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor) 

50.4 850 

Recover Existing Rip Rap (tractor) 48.3 850 

Construct New Revetment (loader, 

excavators)  

47.4 850 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator, tugboat, barge) 

52.2 850 

Construct Sidewalk (loader, 

excavator, concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, pumps) 

54.5 850 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 50.4 850 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-16, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

54.5 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 850 feet away) 

when Construct Sidewalk activities take place near the northern element boundaries. Measured noise 

levels at measurement location ST3 (see Table 4.10-1) would be representative of the studied nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Ventura Cove Park and were measured to be 

59.7 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient 

level increase of 2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, 

and although such an increase would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still 

be audible to some due to the frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Ventura Cove Park, temporary construction-related noise 

would be less than significant. 

Crown Point 

Table 4.10-17 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Crown Point. The studied nearest noise-sensitive receptors 

are single-family residences along Riviera Drive. 
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Table 4.10-17  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Crown Point – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor, impact 

pile driver, vibratory pile driver, 

jetting equipment, concrete mixer 

truck, pumps) 

83.0 110 

Excavation (excavator) 68.2 110 

Shoreline Stabilization (tractor, 

impact pile driver, vibratory pile 

driver, jetting equipment, concrete 

mixer truck, pumps)  

82.8 110 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator) 

73.0 110 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 73.4 110 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-17, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

83.0 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 110 feet away) 

when Mobilization activities take place near the eastern element boundaries, and therefore would 

result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured 

noise levels at measurement location ST6 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Crown Point, were measured to be 56.9 dBA Leq; 

thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 26.1 dBA higher than the measured 

outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 9.2 dB if an 11-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during the 

Mobilization and Shoreline Stabilization activity phases along the boundary where the direct line of 

sight is blocked between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated 

non-mitigated construction noise levels from 83.0 and 82.8 dBA Leq to 73.9 and 73.7 dBA Leq during 

the Mobilization and Shoreline Stabilization phases, respectively, which would be within the applicable 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 
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Table 4.10-18 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when an 11-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the 

Mobilization and Shoreline Stabilization activity phases, strategically placed along the boundary where 

the direct line of sight is blocked between active construction equipment and a receiving 

noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-18  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Crown Point – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, tractor, impact 

pile driver, vibratory pile driver, 

jetting equipment, concrete mixer 

truck, pumps) 

73.9 110 

Excavation (excavator) 68.2 110 

Shoreline Stabilization (tractor, 

impact pile driver, vibratory pile 

driver, jetting equipment, concrete 

mixer truck, pumps)  

73.7 110 

Install Oyster Habitat (tractor, 

excavator) 

73.0 110 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor) 73.4 110 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

 As presented in Table 4.10-18, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

73.9 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 110 feet away) 

when Mobilization activities take place near the eastern element boundaries, which would be 

17.0 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST6 (see Table 4.10-1). 

In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Crown Point, 

temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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West Sail Bay 

Table 4.10-19 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at West Sail Bay. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors are 

single-family residences along Bayside Walk, east of Mission Boulevard. 

Table 4.10-19  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – West Sail 

Bay – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor, 

excavator) 

87.7 30 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, 

dozer, excavator) 

87.7 30 

Demobilization (tractor, dozer, 

excavator) 

87.7 30 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-19, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

87.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 30 feet away) 

when all three construction activities take place along the western element boundaries, and therefore 

would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Measured noise levels at measurement location ST5 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at West Sail Bay, were measured to be 59.1 dBA Leq; 

thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 28.6 dBA higher than the measured 

outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 14.0 dB if a 9-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during all three 

activity phases along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active 

construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise levels from 
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87.7 to 73.8 dBA Leq during each activity phase, which would be within the applicable 75 dBA Leq 

12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Table 4.10-20 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 9-foot-tall 

temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during all three activity 

phases, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between 

active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-20  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – West Sail Bay – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor, 

excavator) 

73.8 30 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, 

dozer, excavator) 

73.8 30 

Demobilization (tractor, dozer, 

excavator) 

73.8 30 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-20, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 73.8 dBA 

Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 30 feet away), which would 

be 14.7 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST5 (see Table 4.10-1). In 

summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours 

(between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at West Sail Bay, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Bonita Cove 

Table 4.10-21 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Bonita Cove. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors are 

single-family residences along Bayside Lane and San Fernando Place, west of the element boundary. 
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Table 4.10-21  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Bonita Cove – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor, water 

compaction truck, pumps) 

82.5 45 

Demolish Existing Sidewalk 

(concrete saw, dozer, excavator, 

backhoe) 

84.9 45 

Construct New Sidewalk (loader, 

excavator, off-road truck, concrete 

saw, pumps) 

84.9 45 

Cobble Berm (tractor, excavator) 80.8 45 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, water 

compaction truck) 

80.3 45 

Demobilization (tractor, dozer) 81.2 45 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-21, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

84.9 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 45 feet away) 

when Demolish Existing Sidewalk and Construct New Sidewalk activities take place along the western 

element boundaries, and therefore would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City 

threshold for construction noise. Measured noise levels at measurement location ST2 (see 

Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Bonita 

Cove, were measured to be 60.1 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels would be 

approximately 24.8 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 10.2 dB if a 9-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active construction 

equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise levels from 

84.9 to 74.9 dBA Leq during the Demolish Existing Sidewalk and Construct New Sidewalk activity 

phases, which would be within the applicable 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 
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Table 4.10-22 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 9-foot-tall 

temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during each activity 

phase, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active 

construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-22  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Bonita Cove – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site 

Preparation (dozer, tractor, water 

compaction truck, pumps) 

72.4 45 

Demolish Existing Sidewalk 

(concrete saw, dozer, excavator, 

backhoe) 

74.9 45 

Construct New Sidewalk (loader, 

excavator, off-road truck, concrete 

saw, pumps) 

74.9 45 

Cobble Berm (tractor, excavator) 70.7 45 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, water 

compaction truck) 

70.2 45 

Demobilization (tractor, dozer) 71.1 45 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-22, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 74.9 dBA 

Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 45 feet away), which would 

be 14.8 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST2 (see Table 4.10-1). In 

summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours 

(between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Bonita Cove, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Bahia Point 

Table 4.10-23 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction activities at Bahia Point. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor is the 

Bahia Resort Hotel. 
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Table 4.10-23  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Bahia Point  

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization/SWPPP/Site Preparation 

(dozer, tractor, water truck, dump 

truck) 

71.0 130 

Storm Drain Improvements/Install Pilot 

Groins (tractor, excavator, dump truck) 

72.0 130 

Excavation (excavator) 64.8 130 

Cobble Berm (tractor) 67.8 130 

Beach Nourishment (tractor, dump 

truck, tugboat, barge) 

70.1 130 

Construct Vehicle Access Ways (loader, 

excavator, concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, pumps, water truck) 

73.5 130 

Demobilization (dozer, tractor)  69.9 130 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

As presented in Table 4.10-23, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

73.5 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 130 feet away) 

when Construct Vehicle Access Ways activities take place near the western element boundaries. 

Measured noise levels at measurement location ST3 (see Table 4.10-1) would be representative of the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at Bahia Point and were measured to be 

59.7 dBA Leq; thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 13.8 dBA higher than 

the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Bahia Point, temporary construction-related noise would 

be less than significant. 
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Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Site No.1 – Fiesta Island South 

Table 4.10-24 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to No. 1 Fiesta Island South (i.e., Tecolote Shores South Mission Bay Playground). 

Table 4.10-24  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – No. 1 – Fiesta Island South  

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup 

truck, dump truck, dozer, 

chipper) 

48.7 1400 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 

40.2 1400 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 41.2 1400 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-24, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

48.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 1400 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the eastern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Fiesta Island Site No. 1 due to its proximity to I-5, was 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, 

temporary construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase of 

2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although such 

an increase would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to some 

due to the frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at No. 1- Fiesta Island South, temporary construction-related 

noise would be less than significant. 
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Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central 

Table 4.10-25 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central (i.e., San Diego Mission Bay Resort). 

Table 4.10-25  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central  

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup 

truck, dump truck, dozer, 

chipper) 

44.6 2070 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 

36.1 2070 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 37.1 2070 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-25, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

44.6 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 2070 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the eastern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central, was 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary 

construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase of 2 dBA or less. 

An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although such an increase 

would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to some due to the 

frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Site No. 2 – Fiesta Island North Central, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant. 

No. 3 – Near Youth Camping 

Table 4.10-26 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to No. 3 – Near Youth Camping (i.e., San Diego Mission Bay Resort). 
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Table 4.10-26  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Site No. 3 – Near Youth Camping  

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup 

truck, dump truck, dozer, 

chipper) 

56.7 620 

Site Grading and Sand 

Import/Export (dozer, haul 

truck, water truck, pickup truck) 

55.0 620 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 

48.3 620 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 49.2 620 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-26, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

56.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 620 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the eastern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Site No. 3 – Near Youth Camping, was 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary 

construction noise levels would be approximately 2.5 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient 

noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Site No. 3 – Near Youth Camping, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant. 

Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area 

Table 4.10-27 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area (i.e., San Diego Mission Bay Resort). 
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Table 4.10-27  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least 

Tern Preserve Area  

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup truck, 

dump truck, dozer, chipper) 

43.4 2300 

Site Grading (scraper, dozer, 

water truck, pickup truck) 

42.6 2300 

Concrete and Asphalt Demo and 

Disposal (loader, excavator, haul 

truck, pickup truck) 

38.5 2300 

Sand Import/Placement (dozer, 

haul truck, water truck, pickup 

truck) 

41.7 2300 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 

35.0 2300 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-27, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

43.4 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 2300 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the eastern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area, was 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, 

temporary construction noise levels, in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase of 

2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although such 

an increase would not be noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to some 

due to the frequency content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Site No. 54 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area, 

temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant. 
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Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area 

Table 4.10-28 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area (i.e., single- and multi-family residences within 

the Loma Riviera Community Association condominiums). 

Table 4.10-28  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf 

Enhancement Area 

Activity Phase (and Equipment 

Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup truck, 

dump truck, dozer, chipper) 

50.5 1170 

Site Grading and Sand 

Import/Placement (dozer, haul 

truck, water truck, pickup truck) 

48.8 1170 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 
42.0 1170 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 43.0 1170 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-28, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

50.5 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 1170 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the southern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST11 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 1a due to its proximity to the I-8, 

was 50.3 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be approximately 0.2 dBA higher 

than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement Area, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant. 
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Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area 

Table 4.10-29 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive receptors 

nearest to Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area (i.e., 1646 Front 

Street San Diego hotel). 

Table 4.10-29  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Sea World Drive/San Diego River 

Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup 

truck, dump truck, dozer, 

chipper) 

44.4 2100 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 36.9 2100 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-29, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

44.4 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 2100 feet away) 

when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the southern element 

boundaries. Measurement location ST11 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area 

due to its proximity to the I-8, was 50.3 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be 

approximately 5.9 dBA lower than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5b – Triangle 

Enhancement Area, temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant. 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area 

Table 4.10-30 presents the predicted construction noise levels at the studied noise-sensitive 

receptors nearest to Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 4d (i.e., Tecolote Shores South 

Mission Bay Playground). 
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Table 4.10-30  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Sea World Drive/San Diego River 

Site No. 5c – South Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Clearing and Grubbing/Non-

Native Eradication (pickup 

truck, dump truck, dozer, 

chipper) 

48.4 1440 

Site Grading (dozer, haul truck, 

water truck, pickup truck) 

46.6 1440 

Plantings (pickup truck, 

excavator) 

39.9 1440 

Seeding (pickup truck, dozer) 40.9 1440 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-30, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

48.4 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (as close as 1440 feet 

away) when Clearing and Grubbing/Non-Native Eradication activities take place near the southern 

element boundaries. Measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores East 

Restoration and Enhancement Area, was 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary construction noise levels, 

in the worst case, may result in an ambient level increase of 2 dBA or less. An increase of at least 

3 dBA is required to be considered noticeable, and although such an increase would not be 

noticeable to most people, construction noise may still be audible to some due to the frequency 

content and hearing sensitivity variations. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South 

Shores East Restoration and Enhancement Area, temporary construction-related noise would be 

less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Tables 4.10-31–4.10-35 present the predicted 12-hour Leq levels and source-to-receiver distances for 

each activity phase during the construction of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element. The 
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studied noise-sensitive receptors nearest to each element are detailed below. In the following studied 

scenarios, because of the equipment location uncertainty, construction noise exposure at a 

noise-sensitive receptor is studied at two distinct distances along a linear path of construction 

progress: a perpendicular (P) nearest distance (i.e., between the midpoint of estimated activity phase 

progress and the receiver location) and a hypotenuse (H) distance (i.e., where the equipment is either 

near the lead point or trailing point of the construction progress). 

Rose Creek Bike Path 

Table 4.10-31 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the construction of the Rose Creek Bike Path, where the alignment’s total length over 

which construction equipment makes daily progress is approximately 4,075 feet. The nearest 

noise-sensitive receptors are single-family residences along Figueroa Boulevard, Magnolia Avenue, 

and Hornblend Street, east of the element boundary. 

Table 4.10-31  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Rose Creek Bike Path – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, 

tractor) 

85.3 20 408 

Clearing and 

Grubbing (dozer, 

tractor) 

85.3 20 137 

Place Chain Link 

Fence (skidsteer) 

79.2 20 137 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (dozer, 

excavator, concrete 

saw) 

88.7 20 510 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

85.7 20 137 

BMP Installation 

(skidsteer, excavator) 

85.7 20 137 
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Table 4.10-31  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Rose Creek Bike Path – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

87.8 20 137 

Form & Pour 

Concrete (concrete 

mixer truck, concrete 

saw, pumps 

87.2 20 679 

Remove Existing 

Striping & Place New 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

77.1 20 1019 

Demobilization / 

Project Closeout 

(dozer, tractor) 

85.3 20 147 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-31, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

88.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 20 feet away) 

when Demolition of AC Paving activities take place, and therefore would result in an exceedance of 

the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured noise levels at measurement 

location ST8 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction 

activities along Rose Creek Bike Path, were measured to be 54.8 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary construction 

noise levels would be approximately 33.9 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient 

noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-7 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 15.5 dB if a 9-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary, when construction activities take place at the perpendicular (P) 

distance (i.e., 20 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor. By way of example, when Demolition of AC 
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Paving activities take place at a 20-foot perpendicular distance from a noise-sensitive receptor along 

Magnolia Avenue, a 9-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier placed along the eastern 

boundary would reduce noise levels by up to 15.5 dB. Thus, Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise levels from 

88.7 to 73.3 dBA Leq during the Demolition of AC Paving activity phase, which would be within the 

applicable 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Table 4.10-32 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 9-foot-tall 

temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during each activity 

phase, strategically placed along the eastern boundary when construction activities take place at the 

perpendicular (P) distance (i.e., 20 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor (see Appendix B to Appendix R 

for detailed model input/output). 

Table 4.10-32  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Rose Creek Bike Path – Mitigated 

(MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, 

tractor) 

69.9 20 408 

Clearing and 

Grubbing (dozer, 

tractor) 

71.1 20 137 

Place Chain Link 

Fence (skidsteer) 

65.0 20 137 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (dozer, 

excavator, concrete 

saw) 

73.3 20 510 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

71.6 20 137 

BMP Installation 

(skidsteer, excavator) 

71.6 20 137 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

73.6 20 137 
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Table 4.10-32  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Rose Creek Bike Path – Mitigated 

(MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

Form & Pour 

Concrete (concrete 

mixer truck, concrete 

saw, pumps 

71.8 20 679 

Remove Existing 

Striping & Place New 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

61.7 20 1019 

Demobilization / 

Project Closeout 

(dozer, tractor) 

71.0 20 147 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

 As presented in Table 4.10-32, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

73.3 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 20 feet away), 

which would be 18.5 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST8 (see 

Table 4.10-1). In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during 

allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour 

City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Rose 

Creek Bike Path, temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Fiesta Island Causeway Path 

Table 4.10-33 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during the construction of the Fiesta Island Causeway Path, where the alignment’s total length over which 

construction equipment makes daily progress is approximately 900 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive 

receptor is the Tecolote Shores South Mission Bay Playground, north of the element boundary. 
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Table 4.10-33  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Fiesta Island Causeway Path 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction 

Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, 

tractor) 

52.5 670 676 

Clearing and Grubbing 

(dozer, tractor) 

51.8 670 807 

Demolition of AC Paving 

(dozer, excavator, 

concrete saw) 

56.0 670 679 

Excavation of Retaining 

Wall (loader, excavator) 

49.5 670 679 

Retaining Wall 

Foundation 

Construction (skidsteer, 

excavator) 

53.0 670 676 

Retaining Wall 

Construction (skidsteer, 

excavator) 

53.0 670 670 

Grading (loader, 

excavator) 

53.0 670 676 

Sawcut Existing 

Roadway, Pave Asphalt 

Concrete & Place K-Rail 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

55.0 670 676 

Form & Pour Concrete 

(concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, pumps 

54.5 670 672 

Remove Existing 

Striping & Place New 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

43.7 670 807 
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Table 4.10-33  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Fiesta Island Causeway Path 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction 

Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Demobilization / Project 

Closeout (dozer, 

tractor) 

52.6 670 671 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-33, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

55.0 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 670 feet away) 

when Sawcut Existing Roadway, Pave Asphalt Concrete & Place K-Rail activities take place. Measured 

noise levels at measurement location ST10 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities at the Fiesta Island Causeway Path due to its 

proximity to I-5, were measured to be 54.2 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would 

be approximately 0.8 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

In summary, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) 

would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 

Therefore, during construction activities at the Fiesta Island Causeway Path, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant. 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

Table 4.10-34 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during the construction of the Ocean Beach Bike Path, where the alignment’s total length over which 

construction equipment makes daily progress is approximately 5000 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive 

receptors are single-family residences along Point Loma Boulevard, south of the element boundary. 
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Table 4.10-34  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Ocean Beach Bike Path – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, 

tractor) 

74.0 70 505 

Clearing and 

Grubbing, Removing 

Existing Trees (dozer, 

tractor) 

74.0 70 505 

Remove and 

Relocate/Salvage 

Existing Bollards & 

Benches (skidsteer) 

67.8 70 2501 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (dozer, 

excavator, concrete 

saw) 

77.5 70 505 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

71.2 70 181 

BMP Installation 

Including Storm Drain 

Design (skidsteer, 

excavator) 

74.7 70 181 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

76.7 70 181 

Form & Pour Concrete 

(concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, pumps 

75.9 70 836 

Remove Existing 

Striping & Place New 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

65.8 70 1252 
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Table 4.10-34  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Ocean Beach Bike Path – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Demobilization / 

Project Closeout 

(dozer, tractor) 

74.2 70 192 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-34, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

77.5 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 70 feet away) 

when Demolition of AC Paving activities take place, and therefore would result in an exceedance of 

the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured noise levels at measurement 

location ST12 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest noise-sensitive receptor to construction 

activities along the Ocean Beach Bike Path, were measured to be 46.7 dBA Leq. Thus, temporary 

construction noise levels would be approximately 30.8 dBA higher than the measured outdoor 

ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 9.9 dB if an 8-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during the 

Demolition of AC Paving, Place AC Pavement, and Form & Pour Concrete phases, when construction 

activities take place at the perpendicular (P) distance (i.e., 70 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor. By 

way of example, when Demolition of AC Paving activities take place along Ocean Beach Bike Path at a 

70-foot perpendicular distance from a noise-sensitive receptor along Point Loma Boulevard, an 8-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier placed along the southern boundary would reduce noise 

levels by up to 9.9 dB. Thus, Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would correspondingly reduce the highest 

predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise levels from 77.5 to 67.8 dBA Leq during the 

Demolition of AC Paving activity phase, which would be within the applicable 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City 

threshold for construction noise. 

Table 4.10-35 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when an 8-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the 

Demolition of AC Paving, Place AC Pavement, and Form & Pour Concrete phases, strategically placed 
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along the southern boundary when construction activities take place at the perpendicular (P) distance 

(i.e., 70 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor (see Appendix B to Appendix R for detailed model 

input/output). 

Table 4.10-35  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Ocean Beach Bike Path – 

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Mobilization (dozer, 

tractor) 

74.0 70 505 

Clearing and 

Grubbing, Removing 

Existing Trees (dozer, 

tractor) 

74.0 70 505 

Remove and 

Relocate/Salvage 

Existing Bollards & 

Benches (skidsteer) 

67.8 70 2501 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (dozer, 

excavator, concrete 

saw) 

67.8 70 505 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

71.2 70 181 

BMP Installation 

Including Storm Drain 

Design (skidsteer, 

excavator) 

74.7 70 181 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

68.8 70 181 

Form & Pour Concrete 

(concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, pumps 

66.1 70 836 
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Table 4.10-35  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Ocean Beach Bike Path – 

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Remove Existing 

Striping & Place New 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

65.8 70 1252 

Demobilization / 

Project Closeout 

(dozer, tractor) 

74.2 70 192 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-35, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

74.7 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 70 feet away), 

which would be 28.0 dBA Leq higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST12 

(see Table 4.10-1). In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during 

allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour 

City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at 

Ocean Beach Bike Path, temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Tables 4.10-36–4.10-43 present the predicted 12-hour Leq levels and source-to-receiver distances for 

each activity phase during the construction of the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element. The 

studied noise-sensitive receptors nearest to each element are detailed below, and each proposed 

segment is discussed individually (i.e., Replace Segment A, Replace Segment B, and New Segment C). 

In the following studied scenarios, because of the equipment location uncertainty, construction noise 

exposure at a noise-sensitive receptor is studied at two distinct distances along a linear path of 

construction progress: a perpendicular (P) nearest distance (i.e., between the midpoint of estimated 

activity-phase progress and the receiver location) and a hypotenuse (H) distance (i.e., where the 

equipment is either near the lead point or trailing point of the construction progress). 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.10 – NOISE 

December 2025 4.10-50 10523 

Replace Segment A 

Table 4.10-36 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during construction activities along Segment A, where the alignment’s total length over which 

construction equipment makes daily progress is approximately 9,035 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive 

receptors are residences along Ocean Front Walk/Mission Beach Boardwalk, east of the 

element boundary. 

Table 4.10-36  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Replace Segment A – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Replace Parapet (Option 1) 

Clearing and Grubbing 

(dozer, tractor) 

83.3 25 302 

Demolition (concrete 

saw, dozer, excavator) 

86.9 25 103 

Parapet Replacement 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, man lift, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

89.2 25 28 

Void Repairs (Option 1a) 

Void Repairs (concrete 

saw, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

pumps) 

86.8 25 56 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-36, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

89.2 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 25 feet away) 

when Parapet Replacement activities take place along the eastern element boundaries, and therefore 

would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Measured noise levels at measurement locations ST1 and ST4 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the 
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nearest noise-sensitive receptors to construction activities along Segment A, were measured to be 

63.7 dBA Leq and 56.9 dBA Leq, respectively. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be up to 

approximately 32.3 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 15.7 dB if a 13-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary, when construction activities take place at the perpendicular (P) 

distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor. By way of example, when Parapet Replacement 

activities take place along Segment A at a 25-foot perpendicular distance from a noise-sensitive 

receptor along Ocean Front Walk/Mission Beach Boardwalk, a 13-foot-tall temporary construction 

noise barrier placed along the eastern boundary (where construction activities take place) would 

reduce noise levels by up to 15.7 dB, resulting in construction noise levels of 73.9 dBA Leq (12-hour) 

during the phase. 

Table 4.10-37 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 13-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during each activity 

phase, strategically placed along the eastern boundary when construction activities take place at the 

perpendicular (P) distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor (see Appendix B to Appendix R 

for detailed model input/output). 

Table 4.10-37  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Replace Segment A – 

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Replace Parapet (Option 1) 

Clearing and Grubbing 

(dozer, tractor) 

68.0 25 302 

Demolition (concrete 

saw, dozer, excavator) 

74.7 25 103 

Parapet Replacement 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, man lift, 

73.9 25 28 
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Table 4.10-37  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Replace Segment A – 

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Replace Parapet (Option 1) 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

Void Repairs (Option 1a) 

Void Repairs (concrete 

saw, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

pumps) 

79.6 25 56 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-37, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, the estimated construction noise 

levels are predicted to be up to 79.6 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor 

(as close as 25 feet away) during Void Repairs activities, which would be up to 22.7 dBA Leq higher than 

the measured noise levels at measurement location ST4 (see Table 4.10-1), and 4.6 dBA Leq over the 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance; all other activity phases would be below 75 dBA Leq (12-hour). 

In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during Void Repairs activities at Segment A. Therefore, during 

construction activities along Segment A, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

Replace Segment B 

Table 4.10-38 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity phase 

during construction activities along Segment B, where the alignment’s total length over which construction 

equipment makes daily progress is approximately 1,050 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors are 

residences along Ocean Front Walk/Mission Beach Boardwalk, east of the element boundary. 
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Table 4.10-38  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Replace Segment B – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Replace Parapet 

Clearing and Grubbing 

(dozer, tractor) 

83.6 25 79 

Demolition (concrete 

saw, dozer, excavator) 

87.9 25 45 

Parapet Replacement 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, man lift, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

89.4 25 27 

Void Repairs 

Void Repairs (concrete 

saw, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

pumps) 

88.9 25 26 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-38, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

89.4 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 25 feet away) 

when Parapet Replacement activities take place along the eastern element boundaries, and therefore 

would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Measured noise levels at measurement locations ST4 and ST5 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptors to construction activities along Segment B, were measured to be 

56.9 dBA Leq and 59.1 dBA Leq, respectively. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be up to 

approximately 32.5 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 15.7 dB if a 13-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary, when construction activities take place at the perpendicular (P) 
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distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor. By way of example, when Parapet Replacement 

activities take place along Segment B at a 25-foot perpendicular distance from a noise-sensitive 

receptor along Ocean Front Walk/Mission Beach Boardwalk, a 13-foot-tall temporary construction 

noise barrier placed along the eastern boundary (where construction activities take place) would 

reduce noise levels by up to 15.7 dB, resulting in construction noise levels of 73.8 dBA Leq (12-hour) 

during the phase. 

Table 4.10-39 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 13-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during each activity 

phase, strategically placed along the eastern boundary when construction activities take place at the 

perpendicular (P) distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor (see Appendix B to Appendix R 

for detailed model input/output). 

Table 4.10-39  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Replace Segment B – Mitigated 

(MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Replace Parapet (Option 1) 

Clearing and Grubbing 

(dozer, tractor) 

73.5 25 79 

Demolition (concrete 

saw, dozer, excavator) 

82.0 25 45 

Parapet Replacement 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, man lift, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

73.8 25 27 

Void Repairs (Option 1a) 

Void Repairs (concrete 

saw, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

pumps) 

73.3 25 26 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 
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As presented in Table 4.10-39, with the implementation of MM-NOI-10, the estimated construction noise 

levels are predicted to be up to 82.0 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor 

(as close as 25 feet away) during Demolition activities, which would be up to 25.1 dBA Leq higher than 

the measured noise levels at measurement location ST5 (see Table 4.10-1), and 7.0 dBA Leq over the 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance; all other activity phases would be below 75 dBA Leq (12-hour). 

In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during Demolition activities at Segment B. Therefore, during 

construction activities along Segment B, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

New Segment C 

Table 4.10-40 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during construction activities along Segment C, where the alignment’s total length over which 

construction equipment makes daily progress is approximately 255 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive 

receptors are residences along Ocean Boulevard and Thomas Avenue, east of the element boundary. 

Table 4.10-40  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – New Segment C – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Decorative Seawall (Option 2) 

Construct Seawall 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

89.6 25 25 

Beach Access Driveway 

Clearing and 

Grubbing (dozer, 

tractor) 

83.8 25 68 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.10 – NOISE 

December 2025 4.10-56 10523 

Table 4.10-40  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – New Segment C – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Decorative Seawall (Option 2) 

Construct Seawall 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

89.6 25 25 

Beach Access Driveway 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

87.3 25 68 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

82.0 25 36 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

87.5 25 36 

Form & Pour 

Concrete (concrete 

mixer truck, concrete 

saw, pumps) 

86.2 25 49 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

75.7 25 68 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-40, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

89.6 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 25 feet away) 

when Construct Seawall activities take place along the eastern element boundaries, and therefore 

would result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Measured noise levels at measurement location ST5 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to construction activities along Segment C, were measured to be 59.1 dBA 
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Leq. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be up to approximately 30.5 dBA higher than the 

measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 15.5 dB if a 10-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary, when construction activities take place at the perpendicular (P) 

distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor. By way of example, when Construct Seawall 

activities take place along Segment C at a 25-foot perpendicular distance from a noise-sensitive 

receptor Ocean Boulevard and Thomas Avenue, a 10-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier 

placed along the eastern boundary (where construction activities take place) would reduce noise 

levels by up to 15.5 dB, resulting in construction noise levels of 74.2 dBA Leq (12-hour) during 

the phase. 

Table 4.10-41 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when a 10-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during each activity 

phase, strategically placed along the eastern boundary when construction activities take place at the 

perpendicular (P) distance (i.e., 25 feet) from a noise-sensitive receptor (see Appendix B to Appendix R 

for detailed model input/output). 

Table 4.10-41  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – New Segment C – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Decorative Seawall (Option 2) 

Construct Seawall 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

74.2 25 25 

Beach Access Driveway 

Clearing and 

Grubbing (dozer, 

tractor) 

75.2 25 68 
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Table 4.10-41  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – New Segment C – Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types 

Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor 

to Construction Site 

Boundary (dBA) 

Perpendicular (P) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive 

Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Hypotenuse (H) 

Distance from 

Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site 

Boundary 

(Feet) 

Decorative Seawall (Option 2) 

Construct Seawall 

(crane, excavator, 

concrete mixer truck, 

concrete saw, 

pumps, air 

compressor) 

74.2 25 25 

Beach Access Driveway 

Demolition of AC 

Paving (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

78.6 25 68 

Proposed Grading 

(loader, excavator) 

77.4 25 36 

Place AC Pavement 

(concrete saw, paver, 

paving equipment, 

roller) 

82.9 25 36 

Form & Pour 

Concrete (concrete 

mixer truck, concrete 

saw, pumps) 

79.8 25 49 

Striping and Signage 

(air compressor) 

67.1 25 68 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-41, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, the estimated construction noise 

levels are predicted to be up to 82.9 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor 

(as close as 25 feet away) during Place AC Pavement activities, which would be up to 23.8 dBA Leq higher 

than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST5 (see Table 4.10-1), and 7.9 dBA Leq over the 

75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance; additionally, the Demolition of AC Paving, Proposed Grading, and Form 

& Pour Concrete phases would also exceed the 75 dBA Leq (12-hour) City guidance. 
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In summary, with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance 

at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during all phases except Construct Seawall, Clearing and 

Grubbing, and Striping and Signage activities at Segment C. Therefore, during construction 

activities along Segment C, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be significant 

and unavoidable. 

Access Improvements 

Table 4.10-42 presents the predicted 12-hour Leq and source-to-receiver distance for each activity 

phase during the Access Improvements construction activities. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors 

are residences along Ocean Front Walk/Mission Beach Boardwalk, east of the element activities. 

Table 4.10-42  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Access Improvements – Unmitigated 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Pedestrian Beach Access Improvements (Stairs) 

Demolition (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

80.8 90 

Stairway Construction 

(excavator, concrete mixer 

truck, concrete saw, pumps) 

80.7 90 

Pedestrian Beach Access Improvements (Pedestrian Ramp) 

Demolition (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

80.8 90 

Stairway Construction 

(excavator, concrete mixer 

truck, concrete saw, pumps) 

80.7 90 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-42, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 

80.8 dBA Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 90 feet away) 

when Demolition activities take place near the eastern element boundaries, and therefore would 

result in an exceedance of the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City threshold for construction noise. Measured 

noise levels at measurement locations ST1 and ST4 (see Table 4.10-1), representative of the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptor to Access Improvements construction activities, were measured to be 
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63.7 dBA Leq and 56.9 dBA Leq, respectively. Thus, temporary construction noise levels would be 

approximately 23.9 dBA higher than the measured outdoor ambient noise levels. 

Thus, MM-NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction 

measures as site conditions warrant. Proper implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce noise levels 

by up to 7.9 dB if an 8-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier is implemented during each 

activity phase along the boundary where the direct line of sight is blocked between active construction 

equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. Implementation of MM-NOI-12 would 

correspondingly reduce the highest predicted estimated non-mitigated construction noise level from 

80.8 to 73.0 dBA Leq during Demolition activities, which would be within the applicable 75 dBA Leq 

12-hour City threshold for construction noise. 

Table 4.10-43 shows the predicted aggregate noise levels for construction activities when an 8-foot-

tall temporary construction noise barrier described in MM-NOI-1 is implemented during the four 

studied activity phases, strategically placed along the boundary where the direct line of sight is 

blocked between active construction equipment and a receiving noise-sensitive receptor. 

Table 4.10-43  

Predicted Construction Noise Levels per Activity Phase – Access Improvements –  

Mitigated (MM-NOI-1) 

Activity Phase (and 

Equipment Types Involved) 

12-Hour Leq at Nearest Noise-

Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(dBA) 

Distance from Nearest 

Noise-Sensitive Receptor to 

Construction Site Boundary 

(Feet) 

Pedestrian Beach Access Improvements (Stairs) 

Demolition (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

73.0 90 

Stairway Construction 

(excavator, concrete mixer 

truck, concrete saw, pumps) 

72.9 90 

Pedestrian Beach Access Improvements (Pedestrian Ramp) 

Demolition (concrete saw, 

dozer, excavator) 

73.0 90 

Stairway Construction 

(excavator, concrete mixer 

truck, concrete saw, pumps) 

72.9 90 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As presented in Table 4.10-43, the estimated construction noise levels are predicted to be up to 73.0 dBA 

Leq over a 12-hour period at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (as close as 90 feet away) when 
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Demolition activities take place near the eastern element boundaries, which would be 16.1 dBA Leq 

higher than the measured noise levels at measurement location ST4 (see Table 4.10-1). In summary, 

with the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 

7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-

sensitive receptor. Therefore, during Access Improvements construction activities, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Long-Term Operational Noise Exposure 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

Operations and maintenance would be required for the North Fiesta Island, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway, and Cudahy Creek components. The most intensive actions would include trash 

removal, weed removal from transitional habitat areas, channel and culvert maintenance, perimeter 

fence repair, and Sea Level Rise adaptive management. Although maintenance is anticipated to be 

regular, such operations would not generate substantial noise and would be comparable to existing 

operations and maintenance activities in the component areas. Any noise attributed to the operations 

and maintenance of the Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element components are likely to 

be below the City’s applicable exterior noise limits established in Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal 

Code (Table 4.10-2), and operational noise would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Operation and maintenance activities would be limited for the Restoration of Shoreline Element. Slow, 

continuous erosion would occur over time and some areas would need to be re-nourished in the 

future. For the West Sail Bay component, for example, beach grooming may be required to 

redistribute the sand as it collects to the north and south of West Sail Bay. The noise generated from 

beach grooming would be comparable to or the same as the existing activities performed by the City, 

such as use of a loader, which similarly must adhere to exterior noise ordinance limits. Across a linear 

path, such as the sand beach of West Sail Bay, such equipment may pass by a residence within a 

perpendicular distance as close as 50 feet, but only for a few minutes at a time; most of the time, this 

mobile equipment would be much further away along the beach extent. In this exemplary scenario, 

noise levels are not expected to exceed the applicable City exterior noise limits, because of the 

assumed equipment size and comparability to existing activities. Therefore, noise produced during 

operation and maintenance activities would not be expected to exceed the City’s applicable exterior 

noise limits established in Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal Code (Table 4.10-2). Thus, due to the 

anticipated limited operations and maintenance under the Restoration of Shoreline Element, 

operational noise would be less than significant. 
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Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

Long-term maintenance is required for habitat restoration activities for 25 months post-construction. 

Maintenance vehicles (i.e., pickup trucks) and the size of the maintenance crews would vary depending 

on the location being maintained. Crews are expected to be small, with likely no more than two trucks 

and a crew of from four to eight laborers and one to two supervisors. Additionally, the maintenance 

and control of non-native exotic species would be an ongoing effort, which may involve a combination 

of hand pulling and vegetation thinning, for example. Operational noise associated with these 

activities would be negligible and unlikely to exceed the City’s applicable exterior noise limits 

established in Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal Code (Table 4.10-2). Thus, operational noise 

associated with the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

The operation of the bicycle and pedestrian paths would generally be limited to cleaning, clearing, and 

repairs as necessary, which is unlikely to generate substantial noise, particularly in exceedance of the 

City’s applicable exterior noise limits established in Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal Code 

(Table 4.10-2). Thus, operational noise associated with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Element would be less than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Upon completion of the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element, operation and maintenance 

activities would be minimal and consistent with the City’s standard routine maintenance 

requirements, and therefore be consistent with the applicable exterior noise limits established in 

Section 59.5.0401 of the Municipal Code (Table 4.10-2). Operational noise associated with the 

Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element would be less than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project result in exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the 

City's adopted noise ordinance or are incompatible with Table K-4 of the City’s CEQA 

Significance Determination Thresholds? 

Table K-4 from the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds is primarily a planning tool to 

ensure long-term compatibility of various land uses. As discussed under Issue 1, Long-Term 

Operational Noise Exposure, the Program elements’ operations (i.e., long-term maintenance or 

repairs) would be minimal and consistent with the City’s standard routine maintenance requirements 

and would therefore be consistent with the applicable noise limits established in Table K-4. Therefore, 

operational noise associated with the Program would be compatible with the standards in Table K-4. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Issue 3: Would the project result in exposure of people to current or future transportation 

noise levels which exceed standards established in the Transportation Element of 

the General Plan or an adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan? 

The Program is not anticipated to result in a significant increase in long-term off-site traffic noise. 

According to Section II.K of the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, Program-

generated traffic noise would be considered significant if exposure levels exceed 65 dB at an exterior 

usable space of noise-sensitive receptors including, but not limited to, single-family and multi-family 

residences, hotels, motels, parks, and convalescent homes (as shown in Table 4.10-4). In cases where 

existing traffic noise levels exceed the City’s traffic noise significance thresholds, an increase in traffic 

noise greater than 3 dB would be considered significant.  

Based upon the San Diego Association of Governments Traffic Forecast Information Center, the existing 

(2025) Average Daily Traffic volume on West Mission Bay Drive from Mission Boulevard to Bayside Lane 

is approximately 25,400 per day. Based upon the fundamentals of acoustics, a 100% increase in Average 

Daily Traffic volumes, or a doubling of the existing 25,400 vehicles, would be needed to result in a 3-dB 

increase in noise levels, which would be just audible to the average human listener. 

Such an increase in Average Daily Traffic volumes on off-site roadways attributable to the Program is 

not expected, as the Program would focus on existing park maintenance and would not involve the 

addition of new park and recreational assets that could introduce additional visitors or residents to 

the area. It is expected that these passive recreation improvements and restoration elements would 

serve the existing residents and visitation levels in the San Diego area and would not increase traffic 

volumes in the area. Therefore, impacts related to off-site traffic noise exposure would be less 

than significant. 

Issue 4: Would the Project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

Construction activities associated with the Program elements would expose people to ground-borne 

vibration or ground-borne noise. Caltrans has collected ground-borne vibration information related 

to construction activities (Caltrans 2013). Information from Caltrans indicates that continuous 

vibrations with a PPV of approximately 0.2 ips is considered annoying. For context, heavier pieces of 

construction equipment, such as a roller that may be used during construction, have peak particle 

velocities of approximately 0.21 ips or less at a reference distance of 25 feet (FTA 2018). Additionally, 

construction vibration, at sufficiently high levels, can also present a building damage risk. Caltrans 

guidance recommends that a vibration magnitude of 0.3 ips PPV would represent the threshold for 

building damage risk of older residential structures exposed to continuous or frequently intermittent 

sources of ground-borne vibration, or 0.5 ips PPV for transient vibration events. 
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Ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly, even over short distances. The attenuation of ground-

borne vibration as it propagates from source to receptor through intervening soils and rock strata can 

be estimated with expressions found in FTA and Caltrans guidance. 

The following worst-case construction vibration activities are studied: 1) during construction activities 

at Crown Point (Restoration of Shoreline Element), where an impact pile driver may operate as close 

as 110 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor; 2) during the construction of Rose Creek Bike Path 

(Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element), where a roller may operate as close as 20 feet from 

the nearest sensitive receptor; and 3) during New Segment C (Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead 

Element) construction activities, where a roller may operate as close as 25 feet from the nearest 

sensitive receptor. 

By way of example, for a roller operating along the eastern boundary of Rose Creek Bike Path 

construction activities (i.e., 20 feet from the nearest receiving sensitive land use), the estimated 

vibration velocity would be 0.27 ips per the equation as follows (FTA 2018) but applying the Caltrans 

recommended exponent of 1.1: 

PPVrcvr = PPVref * (25/D)1.1 = 0.27 = 0.21 * (25/20)1.1; 

Where PPVrcvr is the predicted vibration velocity at the receiver position, PPVref is the reference value 

at 25 feet from the vibration source (the roller), and D is the actual horizontal distance to the receiver. 

Table 4.10-44 displays the Program’s predicted worst-case construction vibration levels at the nearest 

noise-sensitive receptors, during construction activities at Rose Creek Bike Path (Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Improvements Element), New Segment C (Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element), 

and Crown Point (Restoration of Shoreline Element). 

Table 4.10-44  

Predicted Worst-Case Construction Vibration at Nearest Sensitive Receptors 

Program Element 

Component / Activity 

Phase 

Anticipated Vibration 

Source Closest Distance 

(Feet) 

Predicted PPV (Inches per Second) 

for Indicated Equipment Type 

Roller Impact Pile Driver 

PPV PPV 

Crown Point / Mobilization 110 N/A 0.13 

Rose Creek Bike Path / 

Place AC Pavement 

20 0.27 N/A 

New Segment C / Place AC 

Pavement 

25 0.21 N/A 

Source: FTA 2018. 

Notes: PPV = peak particle velocity; N/A = not applicable. 
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As shown in Table 4.10-44, during construction activities at Rose Creek Bike Path (Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Improvements Element), New Segment C (Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element), 

and Crown Point (Restoration of Shoreline Element), construction vibration at the nearest residential 

receivers from on-site operation of a roller or impact pile driver would not surpass the guidance limit 

of 0.3 to 0.5 ips PPV for preventing damage to residential structures (Caltrans 2013). On-site operation 

of a roller during the Place AC Pavement activity phases for Rose Creek Bike Path and New Segment 

C would be greater than the Caltrans guidance of 0.2 ips PPV for building occupant annoyance; 

however, construction vibration and noise would be temporary.  

Because the Program’s predicted worst-case vibration levels during construction activities at Rose 

Creek Bike Path (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element), New Segment C (Restoration of the 

Seawall Bulkhead Element), and Crown Point (Restoration of Shoreline Element) would be less than 

the established building damage risk thresholds, vibration from Program construction activities would 

be less than significant. 

Issue 5: Would the project result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise 

levels as defined by an adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP)? 

The San Diego International Airport is approximately 1.75 miles from the Program boundary at its 

nearest (i.e., from the southern boundary of Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 3 – Triangle 

Restoration Area), or 4.9 miles at its furthest (i.e., from the northern boundary of Rose Creek Bike 

Path). The Improvement Zone is outside the 65 dB CNEL contour shown in the San Diego 

International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 

2025). Therefore, construction workers and post-construction operational or maintenance staff 

on site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels, and there would be a less-than-

significant impact associated with aviation noise levels. 

4.10.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

The following mitigation measure (MM-NOI-1) specifically pertains to the construction activities that 

are predicted to exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at a nearest noise-sensitive receptor, 

thus requiring temporary construction noise reduction measures during the construction of a 

respective Program element component. Figure 4.10-2, Temporary Construction Noise Barrier Extent 

Calculations, provides calculations to determine the extent/length of the temporary noise barriers 

required for MM-NOI-1. Table 4.10-45 summarizes the required noise abatement standards for each 

respective component’s mitigation measure. 

MM-NOI-1 NOISE ABATEMENT 
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During the construction of the following Program components, the City shall install noise abatement 

in order to result in adequate noise reduction at the nearest noise sensitive receptor, in accordance 

with Table 4.10-45, Noise Abatement Component Requirements. 

Table 4.10-45 

Noise Abatement Component Requirements 

Component (Construction 

Phase) 

Minimum 

Construction 

Noise Reduction 

(dBA) 

Nearest Noise-Sensitive 

Receptors 

Minimum 

Barrier Height 

Required 

(Feet) 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway 

Component (All 5 Phases)  

12.9 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk, east of the 

element 

9 

Vacation Island Northwest 

(All 4 Phases)  

7.4 On Sunset Road and Sands 

Drive, along the southern 

and eastern component 

boundaries 

8 

Vacation Island Northeast – 

Ingraham Street (All 5 

Phases) 

3.7 On Hummingbird Lane, 

along the southern and 

eastern component 

boundaries 

7 

Crown Point (Mobilization 

and Shoreline Stabilization) 

9.2 On Riviera Drive, along the 

eastern component 

boundaries 

11 

West Sail Bay (All 3 Phases) 14 Along Bayside Walk, east of 

Mission Boulevard 

9 

Bonita Cove (All 6 Phases) 10.2 Along Bayside Lane and 

San Fernando Place, west 

of the element boundary 

9 

Rose Creek Bike Path (All 10 

Phases) 

15.5 Along Figueroa Boulevard, 

Magnolia Avenue, and 

Hornblend Street, east of 

the element boundary 

9 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

(Demolition of AC Paving, 

Place AC Pavement, Form 

and Pour Concrete)  

9.9 Along Point Loma 

Boulevard, south of the 

element boundary 

8 

Replace Segment A (All 4 

Phases) 

15.7 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

13 
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Table 4.10-45 

Noise Abatement Component Requirements 

Component (Construction 

Phase) 

Minimum 

Construction 

Noise Reduction 

(dBA) 

Nearest Noise-Sensitive 

Receptors 

Minimum 

Barrier Height 

Required 

(Feet) 

Boardwalk, east of the 

element boundary 

Replace Segment B (All 4 

Phases) 

15.7 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk, east of the 

element boundary 

13 

New Segment C (All 7 

Phases) 

15.5 Along Ocean Boulevard 

and Thomas Avenue, east 

of the element boundary 

10 

Access Improvements (All 4 

Phases) 

7.9 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk 

8 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

The City shall install noise abatement during the construction of each element listed in Table 4.10-45 

during the respective phases specified in Section 4.10.4, Impacts Analysis on the site boundary fencing 

(or within, as practical and appropriate) in the form of sound blankets or comparable temporary solid 

barriers to occlude construction noise emission between the site (or specific equipment operation as 

the situation may define) and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) of concern (i.e., where the line of sight is 

blocked). By way of example, suspended sound blankets, field-erected plywood sheeting, or 

comparable temporary solid or flexible but sufficiently massive barriers (of minimum sound 

transmission class rating of 25) would occlude construction noise emission between the site and the 

noise-sensitive receptor(s) of concern. 

In addition to the noise abatement component standards presented in Table 4.10-45 and discussed 

above, the following measures should be considered as supplemental abatement strategies to 

sufficiently reduce construction noise emission: 

• Administrative controls (e.g., reduce operating time of equipment and/or prohibit usage of 

equipment type[s] within certain distances to a nearest receiving occupied off-site property). 

• Engineering controls (change equipment operating parameters [e.g., speed, capacity], or 

install features or elements that otherwise reduce equipment noise emission [e.g., upgrade 

engine exhaust mufflers]). 
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4.10.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Short-Term Construction Noise 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Component 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway 

component would be potentially significant without mitigation for receptors located within the 

screening distances identified in Table 4.10-7. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction 

noise during allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA 

Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction 

activities at the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Vacation Island NW 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with Vacation Island NW would be potentially 

significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in 

Table 4.10-10. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Vacation Island NW, 

temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Vacation Island NE – Ingraham Street 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with Vacation Island NE – Ingraham Street would 

be potentially significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances 

identified in Table 4.10-12. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during 

allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour 

City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at 

Vacation Island NE – Ingraham Street, temporary construction-related noise would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Crown Point 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with Crown Point would be potentially significant 

without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in Table 4.10-17. 
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With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 

7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-

sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Crown Point, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

West Sail Bay 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with West Sail Bay would be potentially significant 

without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in Table 4.10-19. 

With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours (between 

7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-

sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at West Sail Bay, temporary construction-

related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Bonita Cove 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with Bonita Cove would be potentially significant 

without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in Table 4.10-21. 

With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime hours 

(between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Bonita Cove, temporary 

construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Rose Creek Bike Path 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with the Rose Creek Bike Path would be potentially 

significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in 

Table 4.10-31. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at Rose Creek Bike Path, 

temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with the Ocean Beach Bike Path would be 

potentially significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances 

identified in Table 4.10-34. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during 

allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour 
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City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during construction activities at 

Ocean Beach Bike Path, temporary construction-related noise would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

Replace Segment A 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with activities along Segment A would be potentially 

significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in Table 

4.10-36. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during Void Repairs activities at Segment A. Therefore, during 

construction activities along Segment A, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

Replace Segment B 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with activities along Segment B would be potentially 

significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in 

Table 4.10-38. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during Demolition activities at Segment B. Therefore, during 

construction activities along Segment B, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

Replace Segment C 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with activities along Segment C would be potentially 

significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances identified in 

Table 4.10-40. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during allowable daytime 

hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City guidance at 

the nearest noise-sensitive receptor during all phases except Construct Seawall, Clearing and 

Grubbing, and Striping and Signage activities at Segment C. Therefore, during construction activities 

along Segment C, temporary construction-related noise impacts would be significant 

and unavoidable. 
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Access Improvements 

Temporary construction noise impacts associated with Access Improvements activities would be 

potentially significant without mitigation for receptors located within the screening distances 

identified in Table 4.10-42. With the implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise during 

allowable daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would not exceed the 75 dBA L eq 

12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Therefore, during Access 

Improvements construction activities, temporary construction-related noise would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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4.11 RECREATION 

This section describes the existing recreational conditions of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone 

(Improvement Zone), identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and 

identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Mission Bay Park 

Improvements Program (Program). 

4.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Parks and Recreational Facilities 

The City of San Diego has over 42,000 acres of park and open space lands. The City’s parks fall under 

the following four classifications:  

• Population-based parks (commonly known as Neighborhood and Community parks), facilities 

and services are located in close proximity to residential development and are intended to 

serve the daily needs of the neighborhood and community. When possible, they adjoin 

schools in order to share facilities, and ideally are within walking/rolling distance of the 

residences within their service area. As the category’s name implies, these parks are 

development-based. 

• Resource-based parks are located at, or centered on, notable natural or man-made features 

(beaches, canyons, habitat systems, lakes, historic sites, and cultural facilities) and are 

intended to serve the citywide population, as well as visitors. 

• Open space lands are City-owned lands located throughout the City, consisting of canyons, 

mesas, and other natural landforms. This open space is intended to preserve and protect 

native plants and animals, while providing public access and enjoyment by the use of hiking, 

biking, and equestrian trails. 

• Joint use facilities can include any land area or physical structure shared by one or more public 

or not-for-profit entities. 

Mission Bay Park is considered a resource-based park. Resource-based parks are intended to preserve 

and make available to all community members and visitors those areas of outstanding scenic, natural, 

or cultural interest (City of San Diego 2024b). 

Mission Bay Park 

Mission Bay Park comprises 27 miles of shoreline and provides a variety of recreational facilities and 

activities, including boat docks and launching facilities, sailboat and motor rentals, 14 miles of biking 

and walking/rolling paths, basketball courts, and play areas for children (City of San Diego 2024b). 
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Mission Bay Park is characterized as a Regional Park, specifically a Regional Developed Park and a 

Regional Resource-Based Park. A regional developed park is characterized with the following 

guidelines (City of San Diego 2024a): 

• Serves local and regional residents and visitors 

• Developed amenities should not impair the distinctive features or resources 

• Development for recreation use is typically controlled by a master plan 

A Regional Resource-Based Park is characterized with the following guidelines: 

• Serves local and regional residents and visitors 

• Provides habitat and resource protection 

• Development for recreation use is typically controlled by a master plan 

4.11.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

State 

California Public Park Preservation Act of 1971 

The California Public Park Preservation Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 5400 et seq.) 

was enacted to protect public parks and recreational lands from being converted to non-recreational 

uses without proper review and replacement. Public Resources Code Section 5401 states that no city, 

city and county, county, public district, or agency of the state, including any division, department or 

agency of the state government, or public utility, shall acquire (by purchase, exchange, condemnation, 

or otherwise) any real property, which property is in use as a public park at the time of such 

acquisition, for the purpose of utilizing such property for any nonpark purpose, unless the acquiring 

entity pays or transfers to the legislative body of the entity operating the park sufficient compensation 

or land, or both, as required by the provisions of this chapter to enable the operating entity to replace 

the park land and the facilities thereon. 

California Coastal Act 

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) was established by voter initiative in 1972 and later made 

permanent by the Legislature through the adoption of the California Coastal Act in 1976 (California 

Public Resources Code, Section 30000 et seq.). In partnership with coastal cities and counties, the CCC 

plans and regulates coastal development, including construction of buildings, land divisions, changes 

in the use of the intensity of land, and public access to the coast, in the coastal zone. Under the 

California Coastal Act, cities and counties are required to prepare Local Coastal Programs to obtain 
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authority to issue coastal development permits for projects within their jurisdiction. Local Coastal 

Programs consist of Land Use Plans and Implementation Plans and conform to the policies of the 

California Coastal Act. The CCC is responsible for issuing coastal development permits until a local 

government has a Local Coastal Program certified by the CCC. 

Local 

City of San Diego General Plan 

The City has over 38,930 acres of park and open space lands that offer a diverse range of recreational 

opportunities. The Recreation Element contains goals and policies to address the challenges the City 

faces to preserve, protect, develop, operate, maintain, and enhance public recreation opportunities 

and facilities throughout the City (City of San Diego 2024b). The purpose of the element is to help 

manage the increasing demand on existing/remaining usable park and recreation resources/facilities, 

develop open space lands and resource-based parks for population-based recreational purposes, 

ensure the distribution and access to parks is achieved equally Citywide recognizing the unique 

differences among communities, and achieve livable neighborhoods and communities. Consistency 

with the goals and policies in the Recreation Elements can be found in Table 4.9-1 of Section 4.9, Land 

Use and Planning, of this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

City of San Diego Parks Master Plan 

The City of San Diego Parks Master Plan was adopted in August 2021 and serves as a comprehensive 

policy framework guiding the City’s park and recreation system. The Parks Master Plan identifies 

policies, actions, and partnerships for planning parks, recreation facilities, and programs that reflect 

the vision of a world-class Citywide network of recreational experiences to engage, inspire, and 

connect all San Diegans (City of San Diego 2021d). The Parks Master Plan transitions the City from a 

land-based standard to a recreational value-based standard. The Recreational Value-Based Park 

Standard establishes a point value to represent recreational opportunities within population-based 

parks (City of San Diego 2021d). 

City of San Diego Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

The Program is located within Mission Bay Park, which is a Community Planning Area in the City of 

San Diego. The Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) was adopted by the City of San Diego City 

Council in August 1994 and most recently amended in May 2024. The MBPMP serves as the guiding 

planning policy document for all of Mission Bay Park, and its fundamental goal is to identify new 

recreation demands and plan for the continuing development of the Park that will sustain the diversity 

and quality of recreation and protect and enhance the Bay’s environmental resources for future 

generations. The MBPMP outlines goals and objectives to support a balanced management of the 
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Park’s land and water resources with public recreation and the operation of economically successful 

commercial leisure businesses. Goals and objectives of the MBPMP cover land and water use, 

environment, access and circulation, economics, and aesthetics and design (City of San Diego 2024a). 

City of San Diego Municipal Code 

The City of San Diego Municipal Code establishes a comprehensive regulatory framework governing 

the use, management, and preservation of public parks, playgrounds, beaches, tidelands, and other 

recreational properties within the city. These regulations are primarily detailed in Chapter 6, Article 3 

of the San Diego Municipal Code, which outlines the policies and rules to ensure the safe and equitable 

use of these public spaces. 

City of San Diego City Charter 

Section 55.2 of the City Charter outlines the allocation and use of lease revenues generated from 

Mission Bay Park. It establishes the Mission Bay Park Improvement Fund and the San Diego Regional 

Parks Improvement Fund, specifying that a portion of annual lease revenues exceeding a certain 

threshold is to be allocated to these funds for capital improvements within the park. Section 55.2(c) 

specifies that funds in the Mission Bay Park Improvement Fund may be expended only in the 

Improvement Zone, to restore wetlands, wildlife habitat, and other environmental assets within the 

Improvement Zone; to preserve the beneficial uses of the Improvement Zone including, but not 

limited to, water quality, boating, swimming, fishing, and picnicking by maintaining navigable waters 

and eliminating navigational hazards; to restore embankments and other erosion control features; 

and to improve the conditions of the Improvement Zone for the benefit and enjoyment of residents 

and visitors, consistent with the MBPMP (City of San Diego 2006). 

4.11.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION 

Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to recreation are based on applicable criteria 

in Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and the 

City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a). The following issue questions 

are addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 

be accelerated? 

2. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which would have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
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4.11.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated? 

The Program aims to restore wetlands, wildlife habitat, and other environmental assets within the 

Improvement Zone. The Program would preserve the beneficial uses of the Improvement Zone 

including, but not limited to, water quality, boating, swimming, fishing, and picnicking by maintaining 

navigable waters and eliminating navigational hazards; to restore embankments and other erosion 

control features. 

Wetlands and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element would involve water quality improvements 

and wetland habitat creation to enhance existing wetland habitat, jurisdictional limits, topography, 

and tidal influence. The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element involves the location-

specific North Fiesta Island component, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, and 

Cudahy Creek component. 

The North Fiesta Island component would create and restore tidal wetlands on Fiesta Island. The 

North Fiesta Island component would also include the construction of a bridge and gate along Fiesta 

Island Road to allow seasonal public access along the external beach areas of the site. A pedestrian 

and bicycle unpaved path would be constructed on the eastern perimeter of the site, stopping at a 

proposed picnic feature and marsh overlook at the northern end of North Fiesta Island. Seasonal 

public access to the proposed pedestrian and bicycle path and public beaches along the eastern shore 

of the North Fiesta Island component would be restricted during the least turn nesting season, 

approximately February 15 through September 15, where public access is currently year-round. The 

North Fiesta Island Wetland component in combination with the adjacent Upland Habitat Expansion 

Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area (described below) would be subject to seasonal 

restrictions that would reduce public access and use of North Fiesta Island. However, the North Fiesta 

Island component design would include a road connection from the east side of North Fiesta Island 

to the west side, south of the proposed channel, to provide continued access to both sides of the 

island for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and visitors. Given the continued access to the recreational 

features of Fiesta Island and the rest of Mission Bay Park that would be available during construction 

and operation of North Fiesta Island component, implementation of North Fiesta Island component 

would not substantially increase the use of the other recreational areas at Fiesta Island or in Mission 

Bay Park such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

4.11 – RECREATION 

December 2025 4.11-6 10523 

The Tecolote Creek component would create approximately 12 acres of wetlands in southeastern 

Mission Bay Park. The existing beach area on the northern boundary, which is approximately 

277 linear feet of sandy beach, would be transformed into a sand dune with associated coastal strand 

vegetation. Transformation of this beach area would result in a reduction of less than 1% of sandy 

beach in Mission Bay Park, which contains approximately 19 total miles of sandy beach. This reduction 

would not result in an increased use of other beach areas, as this existing beach area is a small fraction 

of the total beach area Mission Bay Park, and would not significantly displace users. Bike and 

pedestrian paths would continue at this location, and there would be no significant impacts to the 

park and recreational facilities at this location. 

The upland areas of the Cudahy Creek component, both to the north and south of the cove area, have 

turf cover as well as asphalt parking areas used by day visitors to the area and maintained by the City 

Parks and Recreation Department. The Cudahy Creek component activities would occur mainly within 

Mission Bay and would not impact the areas used by visitors, and no significant impacts to park and 

recreational facilities would occur. 

The proposed wetland and water quality improvement components would not result in additional visitors 

using the recreational facilities of Mission Bay Park, nor would they induce an increased use of certain 

areas of Mission Bay Park, due to the size and variety of facilities present. Therefore, proposed wetland 

and water quality improvement components would result in less-than-significant impacts regarding an 

increased use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Shoreline restoration would occur where shorelines have eroded over time, leading to narrowed 

beaches and degraded rip rap. These eroded shores have resulted in limited recreational beach space 

at select locations throughout Mission Bay. Proposed beach nourishment would provide additional or 

improved recreational opportunities at the proposed shoreline restoration locations. The addition of 

recreational beach is minor compared to the existing beach and recreational space within the 

Improvement Zone. As such, shoreline restoration activities would not increase recreational uses or 

attract new visitors such that substantial physical deterioration of the beaches would occur or be 

accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The proposed Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element would enhance and expand upland 

habitat biological resources and restore/enhance suitable upland habitat for listed plant and wildlife 

species known to occupy existing preserves and/or that occur within Mission Bay. The following 

locations have been identified as suitable for the proposed upland habitat and preserve expansion. 
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Fiesta Island Habitat and Preserve Expansion Areas 

Recreation at these preservation areas would not cease, as some level of recreational use is planned 

and would be separated by vegetated buffer zones and/or fencing. The expansion of preservation 

areas would not reduce recreational opportunities, such that recreation at other parks or recreational 

areas would increase. Site No. 2 - Fiesta Island North Central site is currently utilized as an informal 

hiking and dog use area. This area would incorporate fencing and signage to keep users and pets out 

of the restoration area. However, a trail navigating the perimeter of the restoration area would be 

maintained, and users and pets would still have access to the expansive dog park located on the 

southeast side of Fiesta Island. The implementation of the Site No. 4 – Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve 

Area would close the existing perimeter road that circles the outside edge of North Fiesta Island along 

the beach and would close the entire preserve area to public access year-round in order to protect 

the habitat for Least Tern nesting and feeding activity. The Site No. 4 Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve 

Area would not be available for recreational uses. The existing area does not contain any recreational 

facilities, but was used for informal and passive recreational activities, primarily along the road and 

the beach. The proposed design includes connecting the existing road on the eastern side of North 

Fiesta Island to the western side of North Fiesta Island, to provide continued access to both sides of 

the island and to provide access to the beach areas for recreational purposes. Therefore, the 

proposed Site No. 4 Fiesta Island Least Tern Preserve Area would reduce the amount of area on North 

Fiesta Island available for passive recreation but would not entirely restrict recreational activities on 

North Fiesta Island. Due to the availability of similar recreational opportunities on Fiesta Island and 

across Mission Bay Park during construction and after construction of program improvements, 

implementation of this element would not result in an increase of recreational users in certain areas 

such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Areas 

Existing habitat preservation areas along Sea World Drive/San Diego River would be improved and 

expanded at the locations identified in Figure 3-18, Cloverleaf Enhancement Area-Site No. 5a; Figure 

3-19, Triangle Enhancement Area-Site No. 5b; and Figure 3-20, South Shore Restoration Area-Site 

No. 5c, in Chapter 3, Project Description. Restoration of these areas would not impact existing park 

and recreational areas. The proposed habitat enhancement at Site No. 5a – Cloverleaf Enhancement 

Area and Site No. 5b – Triangle Enhancement Area would not be located within any areas currently 

utilized for recreational purposes. Further the proposed actions would enhance existing habitat and 

would not encourage increased visitors or increased use of nearby recreational facilities. 

The proposed habitat expansion at Site No. 5c – South Shores East Restoration Area would expand 

habitat in areas that are currently used for passive recreation, including informal trails. However, the 

design of the habitat restoration areas would avoid the existing pedestrian walkway along the 
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bayfront and the existing model airplane recreation area in the southern portion of the site. Therefore, 

continued access to recreational facilities would occur, and the proposed improvements would not 

substantially increase the use of the other recreational areas at Fiesta Island or in Mission Bay Park 

such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 

In conclusion, the 4,235-acre Mission Bay Park has plentiful park and recreational opportunities, and 

implementation of the proposed Program would not significantly impact the existing park and 

recreational facilities; rather, it would provide water quality and water circulation improvements, 

habitat improvements, and visitor-serving improvements. The Program would provide improved 

recreational opportunities to residents and visitors in certain areas. These improvements would 

continue to serve the existing residents in the San Diego area, as well as visitors, and would not 

introduce additional visitors or residents to the area, resulting in the need for new parks or 

recreational facilities. Overall, the Program activities would not result in obstruction of park and 

recreational facilities, such that other parks or recreational facilities would have increased use. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

Construction at Rose Creek Bike Path, Fiesta Island Causeway Path, and Ocean Beach Bike Path would 

require temporary rerouting of existing users. The Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path does not 

require rerouting of existing users. Restrictions on park access would be limited and would include at 

approximately 5 days of construction at the Fiesta Island Causeway, where bicycle access to the island 

would be restricted at night. All other construction activities would provide alternative routes and 

would not impact access to parks or recreational facilities. Although construction of these 

improvements would result in temporary closures of the affected lanes, these improvements would 

improve the park and recreational facilities long-term. These short-term construction impacts are 

minor and would not require increased use of other parks and recreational facilities, which would 

result in further deterioration of the existing parks or recreational facilities. Impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Bulkhead and Seawall Improvements Element would repair and extend the seawall along the 

frontage of Mission Beach to Pacific Beach. Construction of a new seawall from the end of Thomas 

Avenue, northwards approximately 375 feet to Grand Avenue/Crystal Pier, would require closure of 

the boardwalk in order to provide the necessary clearance for wall footing excavation. However, it is 

assumed that the adjacent parking lot, sidewalks and roadways could be used as a temporary 

pedestrian traffic detours during the approximate 3-month construction, while still maintaining public 

parking areas. Each existing beach access location would be closed during the construction of 
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replacement stairs; however, the boardwalk could remain partially open. Access to the beach and 

boardwalk at these locations would be temporarily rerouted. However, the beach and boardwalk 

would remain open and would not result in increased use of other parks or recreational facilities. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

Issue 2: Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities which would have an adverse physical effect on 

the environment? 

The Program location consists of the Improvement Zone, which encompasses the 4,235-acre Mission 

Bay Park, along with additional areas in all directions. The Program aims to restore wetlands, wildlife 

habitat, and other environmental assets within the Improvement Zone. The Program would preserve 

the beneficial uses of the Improvement Zone, including, but not limited to, water quality, boating, 

swimming, fishing, and picnicking by maintaining navigable waters and eliminating navigational 

hazards; to restore embankments and other erosion control features. As such, implementation of the 

Program would improve existing parks and recreational facilities. The Program would result in the 

following impacts related to construction, though not expansion, of recreational facilities, including 

active recreational facilities such as trails, bridges, and bike paths, and passive recreation such as 

wetland and upland habitats. The Program would also result in a decrease in road access to the 

western portion of North Fiesta Island. The various impacts from such are the subject of analysis 

throughout the air quality (Section 4.1), biological resources (Section 4.2), cultural resources (Section 

4.6, Historical Resources, and Section 4.12, Tribal Cultural Resources), and noise (Section 4.10) sections 

in this EIR. The remaining sections in this EIR do not find that the Program would have significant 

impacts on the environment. 

Wetlands and Water Quality Improvements Element 

The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element would involve water quality improvements 

and wetland habitat creation to enhance existing wetland habitat, jurisdictional limits, topography, 

and tidal influence. The Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element involves the location-

specific North Fiesta Island component, Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, and 

Cudahy Creek component. 

The North Fiesta Island component would create and restore tidal wetlands on Fiesta Island. The 

North Fiesta Island component would involve the construction of recreational facilities, specifically a 

new public access trail and lookout turnaround. However, this would not be an expansion as it would 

replace the existing continuous roadway around the entire North Fiesta Island with an approximately 

1,340-foot trail providing access to only the east side of North Fiesta Island. Restrictions on public 
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access during the least tern nesting season would continue. The North Fiesta Island component would 

restore and enhance the wetlands and the hydrology and water quality of this area. 

The Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component would create wetlands within existing 

areas of open water and sandy beach, and would develop a channel under the Fiesta Island Causeway 

to allow increased water flow and better water quality. This portion of the component would 

temporarily impact the causeway, used for vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access to Fiesta Island, 

however continued access throughout construction would be possible using one travel lane and traffic 

control measures. This component would also include construction of sand dune and wetland marsh 

along the bayside bikeway bicycle route but would not prevent the use of the bikeway. The Tecolote 

Creek component would not involve the construction or expansion of specific recreational facilities 

but would involve construction to the access route to Fiesta Island. 

The Cudahy Creek component activities would occur mainly within Mission Bay within open water and 

beach areas, and would not impact the recreational facilities at Mission Bay Park. 

The proposed wetland and water quality improvements would result in temporary construction 

activities within Mission Bay Park that would have the potential to result in physical impacts to the 

environment. As addressed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, the wetland and water quality 

improvements have the potential to significantly impact air quality (Section 4.1), biological resources 

(Section 4.2), and noise (Section 4.10). Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

Where eroded shores have resulted in limited recreational beach space, the proposed beach 

nourishment would provide additional or improved recreational opportunities. Additional shoreline 

restoration benefits include enhancement of habitat value and water quality. Shoreline restoration 

would result in beneficial effects to the environment during operation. However, during construction, 

ground-disturbing activities, and activities involving heavy equipment would have the potential to 

result in physical impacts to the environment, especially with the potential for overlapping 

construction activities of other improvement components within the proposed Program. As 

addressed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, the shoreline restoration would have the potential to 

create significant negative impacts on the environment, specifically regarding air quality (Section 4.1), 

biological resources (Section 4.2), and noise (Section 4.10). Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

The proposed Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element would enhance and expand upland 

habitat and restore/enhance suitable upland habitat for listed plant and wildlife species known to 

occupy existing preserves and/or that occur within Mission Bay. The identified areas would expand 
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and preserve wildlife and would be prohibited from use for recreational purposes. This element would 

not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities and would have a beneficial effect 

on the environment by stabilizing and increasing sensitive habitat, including for Nuttall’s lotus 

populations, through native habitat establishment, enhancement, and improvement of existing 

habitat that is appropriate for this species. However, due to the proposed construction activities that 

would occur within Mission Bay Park, the Upland Habitat Expansion and Preservation Element would 

have the potential to result in potentially significant temporary impacts to the environment, 

specifically regarding air quality (Section 4.1), biological resources (Section 4.2), and noise 

(Section 4.10). Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

This component would include improvements to missing path connectivity, existing pavement 

conditions, wayfinding signage, path geometry, and safety and security. The bicycle and pedestrian 

path improvements are Bay wide and consist of condition dependent improvements, updated signage 

concept for Mission Bay, repairs at parking lots, and sustainable lighting. Specific improvements would 

be located at the Rose Creek Bike Path, Fiesta Island Causeway Path, and Ocean Beach Bike Path, as 

shown in Figure 3-21 through Figure 3-23, Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements, in Chapter 3. 

Pavement improvements would consist of the removal and replacement of existing sub-standard 

pavement. The addition of retaining walls and concrete barriers is proposed for both the Fiesta Island 

Causeway and Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path. Construction at Rose Creek Bike Path, 

Fiesta Island Causeway Path, and Ocean Beach Bike Path would require temporary rerouting of 

existing users. The Robb Field/Gateway Connectivity Path does not require rerouting of existing users. 

Operation of the bicycle and pedestrian paths would generally be limited to cleaning, clearing, and 

repairs, as necessary. As addressed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, the bicycle and pedestrian path 

improvements would have the potential to significantly impact the environment, specifically regarding 

air quality (Section 4.1), cultural resources (Section 4.6 and Section 4.12), and noise (Section 4.10). 

Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

The Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element proposes expansion of the new seawall from the end 

of Thomas Avenue, northwards to Grand Avenue/Crystal Pier, as well as the replacement of two other 

segments in need of repair and replacement. The restoration and expansion of the seawall aims to 

address damage, erosion, fall risk, accessibility, and improve sea level rise resilience. Because the 

seawall is a feature in areas used for recreational activities, construction would result in temporary 

physical impacts to the environment during ground-disturbing construction activities. As addressed 

throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, the seawall improvements would have the potential to create 
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significant negative impacts on the environment, specifically regarding air quality (Section 4.1), cultural 

resources (Section 4.6 and Section 4.12), and noise (Section 4.10). Impacts would be 

potentially significant. 

In conclusion, the Program would provide water quality and water circulation improvements, habitat 

improvements, and visitor-serving improvements. The Program’s visitor-serving improvements would 

include improvements to existing park and recreational facilities. Construction and/or expansion of 

existing facilities would have beneficial impacts to the environment through wetland improvements. 

As addressed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, the Program improvements would have the potential 

to significantly impact the environment, specifically regarding air quality (Section 4.1), biological 

resources (Section 4.2), tribal cultural resources (Section 4.12), historical resources (Section 4.6), and 

noise (Section 4.10). Impacts would be potentially significant. 

4.11.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Impacts would be significant as addressed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR, specifically regarding air 

quality (MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2; see Section 4.1), biological resources (MM-BIO-1 through 

MM-BIO-8; see Section 4.2), cultural resources (MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-5; see Section 4.6, 

Historical Resources), and noise (MM-NOI-1; see Section 4.10). Mitigation set out in those sections 

is required. 

4.11.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Impacts would be less than significant, and mitigation is not required. 

Issue 2: Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities 

With the implementation of mitigation measures MM-AQ-1, MM-AQ-2and MM-NOI-1, these impacts 

would be reduced to less than significant. However, for biological resources and cultural resources 

mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-8 and MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-5 would be 

implemented but would not reduce impacts to below the level of significance. Measures that mitigate 

significant impacts are described in further detail within the section of the EIR that they correspond 

with. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
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4.12 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) includes an analysis of the impacts to Tribal 

Cultural Resources (TCRs) that may result from the proposed Program. This section also describes the 

associated existing conditions of the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) and 

vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies 

mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Mission Bay Park Improvements 

Program (Program). The analysis in this section is based, in part, on the following report: 

• Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis for the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program, 

dated April 2025, prepared by Dudek (CRCA) (Appendix N) 

• Geotechnical and Geologic Hazard Evaluation, Mission Bay Park Improvements Project, San 

Diego, California, 2019, Prepared by The Bodhi Group Inc. (Appendix P) 

• Mission Beach Seawall and Bulkhead Memorandum, dated September 1, 2021, updated June 

6, 2025, Dudek (Appendix O) 

4.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The environmental setting, which includes a discussion of the cultural background of the San Diego 

Region and the existing condition of TCRs, is contained below. 

A TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object, which is of cultural 

value to a Tribe, and is either on or eligible for listing in the national, state, or a local historic register, or the 

lead agency, at its discretion, chooses to treat the resource as a TCR (PRC Section 21074). 

Cultural Context 

Evidence for continuous human occupation in the San Diego region spans the last 10,000 years. 

Various attempts to parse out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad time frame 

have led to the development of several cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic 

time, most are based on temporal trends in archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive 

reconstructions. Each of these reconstructions describes essentially similar trends in assemblage 

composition in more or less detail. This research employs a common set of generalized terms used 

to describe chronological trends in assemblage composition: Paleoindian (pre-5500 BC), Archaic (8000 

BC–AD 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 500–1769), and Ethnohistoric (post-AD 1769). It is important to note 

that Native American aboriginal lifeways did not cease at European contact. Protohistoric refers to the 

chronological trend of continued Native American aboriginal lifeways at the cusp of the recorded 

historic period in the Americas. 
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The tribal cultural context spans all of the archaeologically based chronologies further described below. 

Tribal Cultural Context 

The Kumeyaay (also known as the Ipay/Tipay) have roots that extend thousands of years in San Diego 

County and northern Baja California. The pre-contact cultural sequences are locally characterized by 

the material culture recovered during archaeological investigations as early as the 1920s, and through 

early accounts of Native American life in San Diego, recorded as a means to salvage scientific 

knowledge of native lifeways. The best information of Native American lifeways, however, comes from 

the Kumeyaay themselves, from the stories and songs passed down through the generations, in their 

own words. According to ethnographies based on interviews with local tribal elders, there are 

hundreds of words that describe a given landform, showing a close connection with nature. There are 

also stories associated with the land. The San Diego area in general, including Old Town, the San Diego 

River Valley and the City as it existed as late as the 1920s, was known as qapai (meaning uncertain). 

According to Kumeyaay elder Jane Dumas, some native speakers referred to what is now I-8 as oon-

ya, meaning trail or road, describing one of the main routes linking the interior of San Diego with the 

coast. The Kumeyaay are the identified Most Likely Descendants (MLDs) for all Native American 

human remains found in the City. 

Existing Conditions 

Mission Bay is an aquatic park composed of 4,235 acres. Originally a marshland, the City developed 

Mission Bay “into a tourist and recreational center to help diversify the City’s economy” (City of San 

Diego 2019a). Over a period of 20 years between the 1940s and 1960s, Mission Bay was dredged, and 

park lands were established (City of San Diego 2019a). Fiesta Island and Vacation Island are 

manufactured island parks resulting from this effort. The elevation of the Improvement Zone area of 

potential effects ranges from sea level to roughly 20 feet above mean sea level. 

Existing conditions are identified in the CRCA prepared by Dudek. A summary is provided in Section 

4.6, Historical Resources. 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File Search 

Dudek requested a search of the NAHC Sacred Lands File for the Improvement Zone area of potential 

effects on March 10, 2025. A search of this type requires NAHC staff to review their list for the presence 

of Native American sites, which are organized spatially based on a Public Land Survey System section 

grid (measuring 1 square mile). The NAHC responded on March 25, 2025, with positive results, but it 

did not specify whether resources had been identified within the Improvement Zone APE. The NAHC 

additionally provided a list of Native American tribes and individuals/organizations with traditional 

geographic knowledge. Outreach letters were mailed on March 26, 2025, to all Native American group 
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representatives included on the NAHC contact list. These letters attempt to solicit additional 

information relating to Native American resources that may be impacted by the Improvement Zone 

APE. Native American tribe consultation is summarized below. 

Tribal Correspondence 

Under AB 52, government-to-government consultation with Native American tribes would be initiated 

by the City of San Diego with Tribes that have requested notification. The government-to-government 

consultation with Native American tribes under AB 52 would begin when the City sends the 45-day 

notification letter to tribes on the day this EIR goes out for public review. 

The City met with Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for Jamul Indian Village on July 28. 

2025 and Ms. Cumper informed the City that there is an increased potential of encountering 

unanticipated TCR during ground disturbing activities associated with the Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element. Ms. Cumper stated that a natural source of pitch used by the Kumeyaay to adhere 

projectile points to shafts is located in the area and projectile points have been linked to the area of 

the seawall. Ms. Cumper recommended cultural monitoring during ground disturbance associated 

with the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. 

City-led Tribal consultation continues for the Program in accordance with AB 52. 

4.12.2 RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, AND ORDINANCES 

The following describes the planning framework and additional regulatory documents, plans, and 

policies relevant to TCRs for the proposed Program. 

Federal 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was enacted on November 16, 1990, to 

address the rights of lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations to Native 

American cultural items, including human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 

cultural patrimony. The act assigned implementation responsibilities to the Secretary of the Interior. 

National Historic Preservation Act and National Register of Historic Places 

The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is the official list of the nation’s historic places worthy 

of preservation. The NRHP, as authorized by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, is part of 

a national program to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and 

protect America's historic and archaeological resources. Once listed in the NRHP, a resource or 
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property is officially recognized as historically significant to the nation, the state, or the community. 

Properties listed (or potentially eligible for listing) in the NRHP must meet certain significance criteria 

and possess integrity of form, location, or setting. Barring exceptional circumstances, resources 

generally must be at least 50 years old to be considered for listing in the NRHP. 

Criteria for listing in the NRHP are stated in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 60). A resource may 

qualify for listing if there is quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 

engineering, and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity 

of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and where such resources: 

1. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of history. 

2. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in the past. 

3. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; represent 

the work of a master; possess high artistic values; or represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

4. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Eligible properties must meet at least one of the NRHP criteria and exhibit integrity, measured by the 

degree to which the resource retains its historical properties and conveys its historical character, the 

degree to which the original historic fabric has been retained, and the reversibility of changes to the 

property. The fourth criterion is typically reserved for archaeological and paleontological resources. 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

The following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statutes and CEQA Guidelines are relevant 

to the analysis of historic, archaeological and TCRs: 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g): Defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

1 California Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(a): Defines cultural resources. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial adverse change” in the significance of 

a cultural resource. It also defines the circumstances when a project would 

materially impair the significance of a cultural resource. 

2 California Public Resources Code Section 21074 (a): defines “Tribal cultural 

resources” and Section 21074(b): defines a “cultural landscape.” 
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3 California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(e): These statutes set forth standards and steps to be employed following 

the accidental discovery of human remains in any location other than a 

dedicated ceremony. 

4 California Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b)-(c) and CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.4: These statutes and regulations provide information regarding the 

mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources, including options 

of preservation-in-place mitigation measures; identifies preservation-in-place as 

the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites. 

Under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (California Public Resources Code 

Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[b]). A “historical resource” is any site listed or 

eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The CRHR listing criteria (14 

CCR 15064.5[a][3]) are intended to examine whether the resource in question: 

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in pre-history or history. 

The term “historical resource” also includes any site described in a local register of historical resources 

or identified as significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of California 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1[g]). 

All historical resources and unique archaeological resources – as defined by statute – are presumed 

to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (California Public Resources Code 

Section 21084.1; 14 CCR Section 15064.5[a]). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that 

a resource is a historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption (California Public 

Resources Code Section 21084.1; 14 CCR Section 15064.5[a]). A site or resource that does not meet 

the definition of “historical resource” or “unique archaeological resource” is not considered significant 

under CEQA and need not be analyzed further (California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2[a]; 

14 CCR Section15064.5[c][4]). 

Pursuant to these sections, CEQA first evaluates whether a project site contains any historical 

resources, then assesses whether that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 
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significance of a historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is 

materially impaired. 

When a project significantly affects a unique archaeological resource, CEQA imposes special 

mitigation requirements. 

Finally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 

procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are set forth 

in California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

California Register of Historical Resources 

In California, the term “cultural resource” includes but is not limited to “any object, building, structure, 

site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is 

significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 

political, military, or cultural annals of California” (California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(j)). 

In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, private 

groups, and citizens to identify the state’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties are to be 

protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1(a)). A resource is eligible for listing in the CRHR if the State Cultural 

Resources Commission determines that it is a significant resource and that it meets any of the 

following NRHP criteria (California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c)): 

1. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage. 

2. Associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Resources less than 50 years old are not considered for listing in the CRHR but may be considered if 

it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the historical importance of the 

resource (see 14 CCR, Section 4852(d)(2)). 

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and 

historic resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties 

listed or formally designated as eligible for listing on the NRHP are automatically listed on the CRHR, 

as are the state landmarks and points of interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under 
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local ordinances or identified through local cultural resource surveys. The State Historic Preservation 

Office maintains the CRHR. 

Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 

The Native American Historic Resource Protection Act (California Public Resources Code Section 5097, 

et seq.) addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such 

remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be 

implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project; and 

establishes the NAHC to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. In addition, the 

Native American Historic Resource Protection Act makes it a misdemeanor punishable by up to 1 year 

in jail to deface or destroy a Native American historical or cultural site that is listed or may be eligible 

for listing in the CRHR. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, enacted in 2001, requires all 

state agencies and museums that receive state funding and that have possession or control over 

collections of human remains or cultural items, as defined, to complete an inventory and summary of 

these remains and items on or before January 1, 2003, with certain exceptions. The act also provides 

a process for the identification and repatriation of these items to the culturally affiliated tribes. 

Senate Bill 18 

California Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), which took effect on March 1, 2005, requires local (city and county) 

governments to consult with California Native American tribes identified by the NAHC for the purpose 

of protecting, and/or mitigating impacts to cultural places in creating or amending general plans, 

including specific plans (Government Code Section 65352.3). 

Assembly Bill 52 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), the Native American Historic Resource Protection Act, sets forth a proactive 

approach intended to reduce the potential for delay and conflicts between Native American and 

development interests. Under AB 52, a TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape (must 

be geographically defined in terms of size and scope), sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe that is either included or eligible for inclusion in the CRHR or included 

in a local register of historical resources. A Native American tribe or the lead agency, supported by 

substantial evidence, may choose at its discretion to treat a resource as a TCR. AB 52 also mandates 

lead agencies to consult with tribes, if requested by the tribe, and sets the principles for conducting 

and concluding consultation. 
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California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 

regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those 

remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are 

discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of the 

site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the county 

coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5b). If the coroner 

determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must 

contact the NAHC within 24 hours (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will 

notify the MLD. With the permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect the site of discovery. The 

inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the MLD by the NAHC. The MLD may 

recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and items 

associated with Native Americans. 

Local 

There are no applicable local regulations related to TCRs specifically. There are local regulations 

related to historical resources in general, which are included in Section 4.6, Historical Resources. 

4.12.3 SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION THRESHOLDS 

The City of San Diego has not yet developed thresholds of significance for potential impacts to TCRs. 

Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts related to cultural 

resources are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The following issue questions are 

addressed in this section: 

1. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 

cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 

landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and 

that is: 

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

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

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 

resource to a California Native American tribe. 
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4.12.4 IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Issue 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 

cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, 

feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 

and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe, and that is: 

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

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

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 

(c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 

significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Much of the Improvement Zone has been developed for recreational uses and is highly disturbed, as 

the past dredging and filling activities that created Mission Bay Park changed the cultural landscape 

of the area. The geotechnical report identifies that a majority of the Improvement Zone, including the 

various islands, coves, shorelines, creek, and upland habitat areas, is made of artificial fill consisting 

of dredged, hydraulically placed material (Appendix P). 

City-led Tribal consultation will be conducted for the Program in accordance with AB 52. Consultation 

would be initiated by the City of San Diego with Tribes that have requested notification, and additional 

notices would be sent concurrently with the release of the Program EIR. Tribal consultation will identify 

TCRs, if any, and ensure the adequate treatment and mitigation measures for sites with cultural and 

religious significance to Tribes in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations and guidelines. 

Information for each element will be updated upon completion of consultation. 

A NAHC Sacred Lands File for the Improvement Zone has been requested, and the City has engaged 

in consultation with one Native American tribe, Jamul Indian Village. Under AB 52. Currently, there are 

no known religious or sacred uses within the Improvement Zone. The potential exists for these 

resources to be encountered during future construction activities. Despite state and local protections 

in place supporting impact avoidance to religious or sacred places, avoiding impacts may not be 

possible in certain circumstances when resources are discovered during construction. However, the 

potential to encounter these resources is low based on the lack of resources identified during the site 

surveys and the high level of disturbance in the Improvement Zone. Information for each element will 

be updated upon response from the NAHC. 
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As mentioned in the CRCA, a South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) records search and pedestrian 

survey were completed for the Program. Pedestrian surveys were completed for the Program by 

qualified archaeologists, with the first survey being conducted alongside Native American monitors. 

Results of the records search and survey as related to TCRs within each element are discussed below. 

In general, the Program would comply with applicable regulations and the City’s Municipal Code, which 

would provide for the regulation and protection of TCRs and would reduce or minimize potential 

impacts. If a discovery is made during construction of items of Native American interest, 

environmental protocol EP-CUL-1 would be implemented, which is consistent with the requirements 

of the City’s “Whitebook” (City of San Diego 2021a). The full text of EP-CUL-1 is provided in the 

Implementation Framework (Appendix K to this EIR). 

Wetland and Water Quality Improvements Element 

This element includes the expansion of wetlands and associated habitat in multiple areas on or 

adjacent to Fiesta Island, a man-made island. This element would also include a stockpile location, 

specifically for the North Fiesta Island Wetland component. Based on the SCIC records search and 

pedestrian survey, cultural resources were not identified within the component areas or stockpile 

locations for the element and no known human remains have been encountered. Further, there is 

low potential for cultural resources due to the artificial nature of the component areas. Fiesta Island 

and adjacent areas are man-made and highly disturbed. Additionally, as mentioned, the Program 

would comply with applicable regulations associated with TCRs in the unlikely event that an 

inadvertent discovery is made. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Program would result in 

less than significant impacts on TCRs. 

Restoration of Shoreline Element 

This element proposes the alteration of multiple shorelines within the Improvement Zone. None of 

the components within this element intersect any known cultural resources and no cultural resources 

were identified during the pedestrian survey. No known human remains have been encountered. 

However, the Crown Point Restoration component is located adjacent to CA-SDI-011571, which 

includes prehistoric cultural artifacts previously identified on the Crown Point Peninsula. The Crown 

Point Restoration component limits ground disturbance to the shoreline, like all of the components 

within the element, and would be physically separated from the previously identified resource by the 

Crown Point bluffs. The Crown Point Restoration component would not have an impact on CA-SDI-

011571. Other components in the Element are located in areas that have are considered degraded 

due to their artificial nature and modification. Further, there would be low probability of encountering 

resources along the shoreline for any of the shoreline restoration components due to shoreline 
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sediments being unstable and unable to support intact resource deposits. Therefore, the components 

in the Restoration of Shoreline Element would have a less-than-significant impact on TCRs. 

Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element 

This element proposes the expansion and establishment of habitat in multiple areas in the 

Improvement Zone. Based on the SCIC records search and pedestrian survey, cultural resources were 

not identified within the component areas for the element and no known human remains have been 

encountered. Further, most components included in the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion 

Element would occur on Fiesta Island, which is man-made and entirely disturbed given its artificial 

nature. Other component areas are also considered disturbed due to attempted landscaping and 

recreational parks on site. Given that these are heavily disturbed areas, there is low potential for 

cultural resources. The San Diego River Habitat component is located on a largely undeveloped parcel 

but is located between roadways on artificial fill. Therefore, there is low potential to encounter TCRs 

for any of the components in this element. Additionally, as mentioned, the Program would comply 

with applicable regulations associated with TCRs in the unlikely event that an inadvertent discovery is 

made. Therefore, implementation of the element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 

TCRs. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element 

This element would include bicycle and pedestrian improvements to existing trails and sidewalks, and 

construction of new trails and sidewalks to connect existing paths within the Improvement Zone. The 

Rose Creek Bike Path component as part of this element would bisect one archaeological resource 

(CA-SDI-005017). The component area has undergone extensive alteration of the terrain along the 

east bank of Rose Creek. This has likely displaced any remnants of the resource, had any previously 

existed. Although intact cultural deposits are unlikely, there is still potential for impact to CA-SDI-

005017 to occur during grading and excavation. 

Based on the SCIC records search and pedestrian survey, cultural resources were not identified within 

the element area and no known human remains have been encountered. There would be minimal 

ground disturbance associated with improvements to existing paths. Where ground disturbance is 

required to create new trails and sidewalks, areas are highly disturbed and there is a low potential of 

cultural resources. Further, as mentioned, the Program would comply with applicable regulations 

associated with TCRs in the unlikely event that an inadvertent discovery is made. Therefore, 

implementation of the element would result in a potentially significant impact to archaeological 

resources due to the potential impacts to the known resources described above. 
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Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element 

This element would include the replacement in kind of the Mission Beach Seawall, which is a built 

environment historical resource (P-37-016522). The Mission Beach Seawall is a man-made structure 

in a highly developed area. While the element includes alteration of a cultural resource, the Mission 

Beach Seawall is not a TCR, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. The SCIC records 

search and pedestrian survey, cultural resources were not identified within the element area and no 

known human remains have been encountered. However, during the City’s Native American 

consultation efforts in compliance with AB 52, Lisa Cumper, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for 

Jamul Indian Village, stated concerns that there is an increased potential of encountering 

unanticipated TCRs during ground disturbing activities associated with the Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element. Ms. Cumper stated that a natural source of pitch used by the Kumeyaay to adhere 

projectile points to shafts is located in the area and projectile points have been linked to the area of 

the seawall. Ms. Cumper recommended cultural monitoring during ground disturbance associated 

with construction of the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. Therefore, implementation of the 

element would result in potentially significant impacts on TCRs. 

4.12.5 MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

The following mitigation measure would address inadvertent discovery of resources during 

excavation associated with the construction and maintenance of the Rose Creek Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Improvements Element and the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. 

MM-CUL-4 Construction Monitoring. See full text in Section 4.6, Historical Resources 

MM-CUL-5 Cultural Review of Future Development Projects. See full text in Section 4.6, 

Historical Resources 

4.12.6 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Issue 1: Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required for each Element, except 

for the Rose Creek Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element and the Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element. 

Monitoring during initial ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction or maintenance 

of the Rose Creek Bike Path component and the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element would 

ensure proper treatment of TCRs should any be identified, although intact cultural deposits are 

unlikely. With the implementation of monitoring (MM-CUL-4), and future review of development 
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projects (MM-CUL-5), potential impacts of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element and the 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element on TCRs would be reduced to less than significant with 

mitigation. Any components of the Program within the vicinity of the sensitive cultural resources 

would be subject to MM-CUL-4 and MM-CUL-5. 
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5 CUMULATIVE  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130(a) requires that an 

environmental impact report (EIR) discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s 

incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3). CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered 

together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (14 CCR 

15355). Further, cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3), means that the 

incremental effects of the 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. 

Where a lead agency determines a project’s incremental effects would not be cumulatively 

considerable, a brief description of the basis for such a conclusion must be included. In addition, the 

CEQA Guidelines allow for a project’s contribution to be rendered less than cumulatively considerable 

with implementation of appropriate mitigation. 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(b), “the discussion [of cumulative impacts] need not 

provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone” (14 CCR 

15130[b]). Section 15130(b) further states that a cumulative impacts discussion “should be guided by 

standards of practicality and reasonableness” (14 CCR 15130[b]). The evaluation of cumulative impacts 

is to be based in either “(A) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 

cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or (B) a 

summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 

environmental document which has been adopted or certified which described or evaluated regional or 

area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.”  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(d), cumulative impact discussions may rely on previously 

approved land use documents such as General Plans, Specific Plans, and Local Coastal Plans, and may be 

incorporated by reference. In addition, no further cumulative impact analysis is required when a project is 

consistent with such plans and the lead agency determines that the regional or area-wide cumulative 

impacts of the project have already been adequately addressed in a certified EIR for that plan. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), also states, “If a cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior 

EIR for a community plan, zoning action, or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or 

action, then an EIR for such a project should not further analyze that cumulative impact, as provided in 

Section 15183(j).” 

Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), the cumulative impacts assessment in this section relies on the 

cumulative impact determinations in the City of San Diego’s (City’s) Blueprint SD Initiative, Hillcrest Focused 

Plan Amendment, and University Community Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
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(herein referred to as Blueprint General Plan PEIR; City of San Diego 2024h), which guides the City’s 

development and has previously identified cumulative issues. The following issues were identified as 

cumulatively considerable in the Blueprint General Plan PEIR: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, 

cultural resources, noise, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, 

and wildfire. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(e), where the significance of cumulative 

impacts was previously identified for the Blueprint General Plan PEIR, and the proposed Program is 

consistent with that plan, those impacts do not need to be analyzed further. The proposed Mission Bay 

Park Improvements Program (Program) would add incremental effects to one of the cumulative impact 

areas identified above, and the effects associated with the Program would be cumulatively significant. 

5.1 ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts depends on the nature of the issue and 

the project and varies depending on the environmental issue being analyzed. Often, cumulative 

impacts are not limited by jurisdictional boundaries. The geographic scope for each topic is addressed 

below under each impact category. The cumulative analysis for the Program includes improvements 

developed under the Blueprint General Plan PEIR.  

The analysis of cumulative impacts is presented in the same order of environmental topics as Chapter 

4.0, Environmental Analysis, of this EIR. The Blueprint General Plan EIR assessment of the potential 

for cumulative impacts is noted in the analysis below, followed by an assessment of whether the 

Program would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact for each environmental 

topic. A summary of the cumulative analysis for the Program is provided in Table 6-1, Summary of 

Cumulative Impacts. 

Table 5-1 

Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental 

Subject Impact Category Cumulative Impact 

Cumulatively 

Considerable 

Air Quality Conflict with Air 

Quality Plan 

LS No 

Air Quality Standards 

& Particulate Matter 

LSM No 

Substantial Pollutant 

Concentrations 

LS No 

Odors LS No 

Alteration of Air 

Movement 

LS No 
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Table 5-1 

Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental 

Subject Impact Category Cumulative Impact 

Cumulatively 

Considerable 

Biological Resources 

Sensitive Species  LSM No 

Sensitive Habitats  LSM No 

Wetlands  LSM No 

Wildlife Movement  LS No 

Conservation Planning  LS No 

Multi-Habitat Planning 

Area Edge Effects 

LS No 

Local 

Policies/Ordinances 

LSM No 

Invasive Species LS No 

Energy Consumption of 

Energy Resources 

LS No 

Renewable Energy 

and Energy Efficiency 

Plan 

LS No 

Geology and Soils Geologic Hazards 

such as Earthquakes, 

Landslides, Mudslides, 

Ground Failure 

LS No 

Wind or Water 

Erosion of Soils 

LS No 

Unstable Geologic 

Unit or Soil 

LS No 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

LS No 

Conflicts with Plans or 

Policies 

LS No 

Historical Resources 

Built Environment 

Historic Resources 

LS No 

Archeological 

Resources 

LSM No 

Disturbance of 

Human Remains 

LSM No 

Health and Safety 

Transport, Use, or 

Disposal of Hazardous 

Materials 

LS No 
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Table 5-1 

Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental 

Subject Impact Category Cumulative Impact 

Cumulatively 

Considerable 

Upset and Accident 

Conditions 

LS No 

Hazards Near a 

School 

LS No 

Emergency Plan 

Consistency 

LS No 

Hazardous Materials 

Site 

LSM No 

Wildland Fire Risk LS No 

Aircraft-Related 

Hazards 

LS No 

Hydrology and Water 

Quality 

Groundwater LS No 

Drainage LS No 

Inundation LS No 

Water Quality 

Standards 

LS No 

Water Quality Control 

Plan 

LS No 

Land Use and 

Planning 

Conflicts with 

Applicable Plans 

LSM No 

Conversion of Open 

Space or Farmland 

LS No 

Conflicts with the 

MSCP Subarea Plan 

LS No 

Noise Ambient Noise SU Yes 

Noise Ordinance 

Compliance 

LS No 

Transportation Noise LS No 

Vibration LS No 

Aircraft Noise LS No 

Recreation Deterioration of Parks 

and Recreational 

Facilities 

LS No 
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Table 5-1 

Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental 

Subject Impact Category Cumulative Impact 

Cumulatively 

Considerable 

Construction or 

Expansion of 

Recreational Facilities 

LSM No 

Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

LSM No 

Notes: LS = Less Than Significant; LSM = Less Than Significant with Mitigation; SU = Significant and Unavoidable  

5.1.1 AIR QUALITY 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to air quality is the 

San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). In analyzing cumulative impacts from a project, the analysis must 

specifically evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which 

the SDAB is designated as nonattainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The SDAB has been designated as a federal 

nonattainment area for O3 and a state nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. A project 

would be considered to have a significant cumulative impact if its contribution accounts for a 

significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively 

considerable contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact).  

Conflicts with Air Quality Plan  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to conflicts with 

regional air quality plans. For the SDAB, the Regional Air Quality Strategy and State Implementation 

Plan serves as the long-term regional air quality planning documents for the purpose of assessing 

cumulative operational emissions within the basin to ensure the SDAB continues to make progress 

toward National Ambient Air Quality Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

attainment status. If a project involves development that is greater than that anticipated in the local 

plan and San Diego Association of Governments’ growth projections, the project might be in conflict 

with the State Implementation Plan and Regional Air Quality Strategy and may contribute to a 

potentially significant cumulative impact on air quality.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the Program would comply with all existing and new rules and 

regulations as they are implemented by San Diego Air Pollution Control District, California Air Resources 

Board, and/or Environmental Protection Agency related to emissions generated during construction and 

operation. Further, the Program would not result in a growth of population or housing, nor would it 
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increase employment above existing conditions. Thus, the Program would be within San Diego 

Association of Governments’ growth projections. However, the Program would have the potential to 

exceed mass daily emission thresholds during concurrent construction of activities assuming the 

worst-case emissions scenario. With the incorporation of MM-AQ-1 and MM- AQ-2, the Program 

would not exceed City thresholds or result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 

quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations. 

Future development would also be required to demonstrate consistency with the Regional Air Quality 

Strategy, State Implementation Plan, and long-term planning goals of the City, which include ongoing 

reductions in vehicle trips and associated emissions. Therefore, the Program, in combination with 

other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with 

applicable air quality plans. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and 

the Program would not exceed the cumulative impacts resulting from the Blueprint General Plan.  

Air Quality Standards & Particulate Matter  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact associated with 

construction and operational emissions. As discussed in Section 4.1, regarding short-term construction 

impacts, the City’s thresholds of significance are used to determine whether the Program may have a 

short-term cumulative impact. While it is anticipated that during Program implementation construction 

of individual projects or certain concurrent projects would not exceed mass daily emission thresholds 

and would result in a less-than-significant impact without mitigation, because this analysis evaluates 

a worst-case scenario, impacts related to the Program’s potential to result in a short-term cumulatively 

considerable contribution to pollutant emissions during construction would be potentially significant 

prior to mitigation. However, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with the incorporation 

of MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 during construction. Cumulative projects would be conditioned to 

implement mitigation measures identified in the Blueprint General Plan PEIR during construction or 

operation if necessary. Therefore, the Program would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to a significant air quality impact with respect to criteria air quality standards and 

particulate matter. 

Substantial Pollutant Concentrations  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to toxic air 

emissions. As discussed in Section 4.1, the Program would not result in substantial exposure of sensitive 

receptors to toxic air contaminants in the vicinity during construction or operation. Additionally, during 

operations, maintenance activities associated with the Program would be minimal and would be similar 

to those that occur under existing conditions. Therefore, the Program operations would not exceed the 

City’s screening guidance for CO hotspots. Similar to the Program and in compliance with CEQA, other 
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cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable regulations pertaining to air quality 

pollutants. Development of cumulative projects would occur throughout the City and over multiple 

years. Development projects would be reviewed separately, and in the event that impacts to sensitive 

receptors are identified for these projects, mitigation measures identified in the Blueprint General Plan 

PEIR would be incorporated into the Program to reduce impacts. However, a project would only be 

considered to have a significant cumulative impact if the project’s contribution accounts for a significant 

proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively considerable 

contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact). The impact analysis in Chapter 4 indicates that, as 

mitigated, a significant cumulative impact related to substantial pollutant concentrations would not 

occur, and therefore the Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Odors  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to odors. 

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to objectionable odors is the area 

immediately surrounding the odor source. Objectionable odors are not cumulative in nature because 

the air emissions that cause the odors to disperse beyond the odor source, making the odor less 

detectable. As discussed in Section 4.1, potential odors produced during proposed construction would 

be attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction 

equipment, architectural coatings, and asphalt pavement application. Such odors would disperse 

rapidly from a site and generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of 

people. Operation of the Program does not propose any uses associated with odor complaints. 

Cumulative projects in the City would be required to comply with applicable regulations pertaining to 

objectionable odors, and mitigation measures would be incorporated into cumulative projects as 

necessary. Therefore, implementation of the Program, in combination with other cumulative projects, 

would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution associated with objectionable odors.  

Alteration of Air Movement  

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to the alteration of air movement 

is the area immediately surrounding the Program area and the surrounding area within which 

measurable changes in air circulation patterns could occur. The Blueprint does not identify a 

cumulative impact related to alteration of air movement. The Program would not significantly affect 

air movement in the area, as it does not propose any buildings or structures that would contribute to 

the natural air circulation in the region. Cumulative projects in the City would be required to comply 

with applicable regulations pertaining to structure height, and mitigation measures would be 

incorporated into cumulative projects as necessary. Therefore, implementation of the Program, in 

combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution associated with alteration of air movement. 
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5.1.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to sensitive 

species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands, and identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact 

related to wildlife corridors and conservation planning. The geographic context for the analysis of 

cumulative impacts to biological resources is the area covered by the City’s Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (Subarea Plan; City of San Diego 1997).  

As analyzed in Section 4.2, the Program would result in potentially significant impacts to biological 

resources that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of MM-BIO-1 

through MM-BIO-8. The Program would provide a net benefit to the vegetation communities in the 

Improvement Zone by conversion of existing disturbed areas or open water to high-functioning native 

habitats or enhancement of habitat through the removal and control of invasive species. These 

restoration areas may be credited as mitigation to offset permanent or temporary impacts. Therefore, 

because the Program would minimize impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and demonstrates 

consistency with Subarea Plan requirements, the Program would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable impact to sensitive habitats. Additionally, the Program proposes to maintain and 

enhance existing physical wetland buffers; therefore, providing a net benefit to the functions and 

values of the aquatic resources in the Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone). 

All cumulative projects with potential impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources would be required to 

comply with applicable federal and/or state regulations, such as Section 404 of the Federal Clean 

Water Act, Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 of the California Fish and 

Game Code, and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, to ensure no-net loss of resources. 

Cumulative projects would be required to meet or exceed the City’s Subarea Plan regional 

conservation requirements and project-specific mitigation measures would be implemented to 

reduce that project’s direct impacts to sensitive plant species to below a level of significance.  

Per the City of San Diego Biology Guidelines, the MSCP and VPHCP were designed to compensate for 

the regional loss of biological resources throughout the region (City of San Diego 2018c). Projects that 

conform with the MSCP as specified by the Subarea Plan, VPHCP, and implementing ordinances, (i.e. 

Biology Guidelines and ESL Regulations) are not expected to result in a significant cumulative impact 

for those biological resources adequately covered by the MSCP and VPHCP. Therefore, because the 

Program would minimize impacts to biological resources adjacent to and within the Multi-Habitat 

Planning Area and has demonstrated consistency with Subarea Plan requirements, it would not result 

in a cumulatively considerable impact associated with biological resources.  
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5.1.3 ENERGY  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to energy 

as future development would be subject to existing building and energy code regulations in place at 

the time of development. 

Consumption of Energy Resources  

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to energy resources includes the 

region served by local electricity, natural gas, and petroleum fuel providers. As discussed in Section 

4.3, Energy, the Program would not result in any new long-term operational activities, and there would 

be no increase in electricity, natural gas, or petroleum consumption during operations and 

maintenance compared to existing conditions. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with 

applicable energy efficiency regulations. Therefore, implementation of the Program, in combination 

with other cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.  

Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Plan  

As discussed in Section 4.3, because the Program proposes park improvements that would not 

increase energy consumption during operation, the Program would not conflict with or obstruct a 

state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Future development would also be 

required to demonstrate consistency with existing local plans, including the City of San Diego Climate 

Action Plan (CAP; City of San Diego 2022b), San Diego Association of Governments Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SANDAG 2025), and California Air Resources 

Board Scoping Plan (CARB 2022). Therefore, the Program in combination with other cumulative 

projects would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with a state or local 

plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable.  

5.1.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to geologic 

hazards with adherence to the existing local and state regulatory framework as well as 

implementation of project-level recommendations included in site-specific geotechnical investigations 

required under the California Building Code and San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC).  
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Geologic Hazards such as Earthquakes, Landslides, Mudslides, Ground Failure 

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards includes the 

Improvement Zone and surrounding region that may be affected by regional seismic activity, unstable 

slopes, or other geologic conditions. As discussed in Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, potential seismic 

hazards would be reduced through compliance with applicable regulations and industry standards 

and codes, including the California Building Code and the SDMC. The Program would implement 

site-specific geotechnical recommendations and engineering design measures to reduce potential 

risks associated with ground shaking and seismically induced hazards. Additionally, the proposed 

Program would not result in any changes to the nearby dams or otherwise increase the potential for 

dam failure to occur. Therefore, the Program’s impacts related to seismic hazards would be less than 

significant. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable regulations and industry 

standards and codes, including the California Building Code and SDMC, and would be required to 

implement site-specific mitigation measures, if necessary, to reduce impacts to below a level 

of significance.  

A significant cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the Program, in combination with other 

cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact. The Program’s contribution 

would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Wind or Water Erosion of Soils  

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to erosion of soils includes the 

Los Peñasquitos hydraulic unit, into which eroded soils could be transported. As discussed in Section 

4.4, most of the Improvement Zone is located on manmade dredged fill where gradients are very low. 

Compliance with City grading requirements would ensure that future construction operations would 

avoid significant soil erosion impacts. SDMC Section 142.0146 requires grading work to incorporate 

erosion and siltation control measures in accordance with Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 (Landscape 

Regulations) and the standards established in the Land Development Manual. The regulations 

prohibit sediment and pollutants from leaving the work site and require the implementation of 

erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution control measures. Controls shall include measures 

outlined in Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2 (Stormwater Runoff Control and Drainage Regulations) that 

address the development’s potential erosion and sedimentation impacts. 

Additionally, during construction activities that involve clearing, grading, or excavation would be 

subject to the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Construction General Permit. This requires the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Program (SWPPP) and associated best management practices (BMPs), including appropriate 

measures to address erosion and sedimentation.  
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Cumulative projects would generally involve grading activities that remove existing pavement and 

ground cover, thereby exposing soils to potential runoff and erosion during construction if protective 

measures are not taken. However, future development would be required to comply with applicable 

regulations and industry standards and codes, including the SDMC (grading requirements), the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual, and NPDES Construction General Permit requirements to reduce 

potential impacts related to erosion and sedimentation hazards such that a significant cumulative 

impact would not occur. Therefore, the Program, in combination with other cumulative projects, 

would not result in a significant cumulative impact. The Program’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

Unstable Geologic Unit or Soil  

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to unstable geologic units or soils 

would be the Improvement Zone. As discussed in Section 4.4, the Improvement Zone is relatively flat 

and the Program does not propose the creation of new steep slopes that could be unstable. Elements 

implemented within the Improvement Zone would be required to comply with applicable regulations 

and industry standards and codes, including the SDMC, to reduce potential impacts related to geologic 

instability to an acceptable level of risk. Potential hazards associated with instability would be 

addressed by the site-specific recommendations contained within geotechnical investigations as 

required by the SDMC. Similarly, cumulative projects would be required to comply with the same 

regulations and industry standards and codes to reduce potential impacts related to geologic 

instability. A significant cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the Program, in combination 

with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact. The Program’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.1.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions is on a global scale because such emissions contribute to global climate change on a 

cumulative basis. By nature, GHG evaluations are a cumulative study. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 

Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG 

impact may be determined to not be cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements 

of a qualified plan adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emissions. The City’s CAP provides the 

adopted strategy for reducing cumulative GHG emissions consistent with state goals. Complimentary 

plans include the San Diego Association of Governments’ 2021 Regional Plan, and CARB’s 2022 Scoping 

Plan. These are the applicable plans for determining whether a cumulative contribution to this existing 

global cumulative impact would occur. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified that there exists a significant cumulative impact related to 

GHG emissions at the global level. However, the Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified that the 

Program’s contribution to the cumulative impact from GHG emissions would be less than cumulatively 

considerable. As discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Program’s contribution to 

the cumulative impact from GHG emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable because 

implementation of the Program would not conflict with each of the CAP’s strategies and would not 

conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 

emissions. The Program would be consistent with these plans and regulations and, therefore, would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative GHG emissions.  

Conflicts with Plans or Policies  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to conflicts 

with GHG plans and policies. As discussed in Section 4.5, the Program would be consistent with and 

would not conflict with the appliable strategies of the City’s CAP and the City’s General Plan. 

Cumulative projects would also be required to demonstrate consistency with these plans. Because 

the Program would support implementation of applicable GHG plans and policies, it would not result 

in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative conflict with GHG reduction plans. 

5.1.6 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Built Environment Historic Resources  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to historical 

structures, objects, or sites. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to 

built environment historic resources is defined as the County. As described in Section 4.6, Historical 

Resources, one built environment historical resource (P-37-016522), would be altered by the 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. Under the Proposed Program, the majority of the Mission 

Beach Seawall would be replaced with modern construction consistent with required safety and ADA 

accessibility codes and would continue to be used for the same purposes prior to Program 

implementation. The demolition of the seawall in segments A and B and new construction of segment 

C and ADA ramps would constitute a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. The demolition of the resource would result in a loss of all 

seven aspects of integrity and render the structure unable to convey its significance under 

NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1 and C/3 and City of San Diego Criteria A, C, and E. The design for the new 

seawall would not adhere to the Standards for Rehabilitation because very few original materials, 

features, finishes, and construction techniques will be preserved or retained, which is required by the 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Therefore, the Proposed Program would cause a potentially significant 
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impact to a historical resource. Even with implementation of MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-3, the 

impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Bay wide, the Program would comply with applicable regulations and the City’s Municipal Code, 

including SDMC Section 143.0212, which would provide for the regulation and protection of historical 

resources and would reduce or minimize potential impacts. 

Cumulative impacts to historical resources would involve development projects affecting local 

resources with the same level or type of designation or evaluation, projects affecting other structures 

located within the same historic district, or projects that involve resources that are significant within 

the same context as resources associated with that project and could result in a significant impact. 

There are no historic districts located within the Improvement Zone; however the Ocean Beach Bike 

Path improvements would be adjacent to the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. The 

proposed improvements under the Program are limited to trail and bike improvements along an 

existing multi-modal path and would not introduce direct effects to any district contributors. Thus, the 

Program would not result in impacts to a historic district. Future development would be required to 

comply with SDMC Section 143.0212 and would be reviewed for conformance with the goals and 

policies relating to the identification and preservation of historical resources in the Historic 

Preservation Element of the City’s General Plan. However, if future projects involve work on the 

Mission Beach Seawall historic resource they could have the potential to contribute to significant 

cumulative impacts to historical resources. Therefore, implementation of the Program, in combination 

with other cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact associated with 

historical resources. The Program’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  

Archeological Resources  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to 

archaeological resources. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to 

archaeological resources is considered to be the County. As discussed in Section 4.6, the South Coastal 

Information Center records search resulted in the identification of two archaeological resources 

within the program area, CA-SDI-000045 and CA-SDI-005017. The Program would comply with 

applicable regulations associated with archaeological resources in the unlikely event that an 

inadvertent discovery is made. While the Program would occur in highly disturbed areas with existing 

development, implementation of the Program would result in a potentially significant impact to 

archaeological resources due to the potential impacts to the known resources. Further, during Native 

American consultation under AB 52, potential tribal cultural resources are located in the area of the 

seawall. Additionally, there is always potential to encounter an unknown resource during excavation. 

With the implementation of MM-CUL-1 which requires construction monitoring for the Rose Creek 

Bike Path improvements and the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element, along with the 
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implementation of EP-CUL-1, and consistency with the City’s “WHITEBOOK” (City of San Diego 2021a), 

the potential impacts to archaeological resources or of inadvertent discovery would be reduced to 

less than significant.  

Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a significant cumulative impact associated 

with archaeological resources. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Disturbance of Human Remains  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to human 

remains. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to human remains is 

considered to be the County. There are currently no formal cemeteries or known burials in the 

immediate vicinity of the Improvement Zone. However, human remains, particularly those interred 

outside formal cemeteries, could be disturbed during grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing 

activities associated implementation of the Program. With the implementation of EP-CUL-1 the 

potential impacts of inadvertent discovery would be reduced to less than significant.  

Cumulative projects would implement similar mitigation measures to reduce or avoid impacts. The 

Program’s impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation and would not 

significantly contribute to a cumulative impact. Therefore, the Program’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable.  

5.1.7 HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to 

hazardous materials. The geographical context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to 

the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is the Improvement Zone. As described in 

Section 4.7, Health and Safety, the contractor would be required to ensure that during 

construction, the transport, handling, use, storage, and disposal of any hazardous materials are 

in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications and all applicable federal, state, and local 

laws and regulations. Operation of the Program would not result in a change of land use or 

existing activities on site and therefore would not increase the use of hazardous materials on the 

site above existing conditions. Impacts related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials would be less than significant.  

Cumulative projects would similarly be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local 

laws and regulations regarding the transport, handling, use, storage, and disposal of any hazardous 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

5 – CUMULATIVE 

December 2025 5-15 10523 

materials. Any potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 

compliance with applicable regulations. 

Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a significant cumulative impact 

associated with the transport, handling, use, storage, and disposal of any hazardous materials. The 

Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Upset and Accident Conditions  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to 

hazardous materials. The geographical context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to the 

upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials is the Improvement Zone. 

As discussed in Section 4.7, the Program would not result in activities that would generate hazardous 

materials or emissions or require the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substance, or waste. Additionally, construction and operational activities would comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to the management and use of 

hazardous materials. 

Similarly, cumulative projects would similarly be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, 

and local laws and regulations pertaining to the management and use of hazardous materials. Any 

potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance 

with applicable regulations. 

Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a significant cumulative impact 

associated with the upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials. The 

Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Hazards Near a School  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to hazards 

near a school. The geographical context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to hazards to 

schools would be projects within 0.25 miles of the existing nearby schools. As discussed in Section 4.7, 

there are several schools located within a 1-mile radius of the Improvement Zone. However, the 

Program is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with the release of hazardous 

materials into the environment. Development of the proposed elements in accordance with the 

proposed Program would be subject to all applicable regulations and industry and code standards 

and requirements related to health hazards from hazardous materials, and impacts would be less 

than significant. 
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Cumulative projects would be required to comply with all applicable regulations and industry and 

code standards and requirements related to health hazards from hazardous materials, including as 

they relate to proximity to schools. Any potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level through compliance with applicable regulations. Similarly, potential hazards 

associated with hazardous materials emissions are site specific and would not combine with hazards 

in other areas to create a cumulative impact. 

Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a significant cumulative impact associated 

with the handling of or emissions from hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an 

existing or proposed school. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Emergency Plan Consistency  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to impairing 

implementation of, or physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to emergency 

plan consistency is the City. As discussed in Section 4.7, Health and Safety, the Program’s design would 

be consistent with the City’s Municipal Code standards for emergency vehicle access, and no 

components would impair the implementation of or compliance with an adopted evacuation plan. 

Cumulative projects would have the potential to impair existing emergency response and evacuation 

plans if they would block evacuation or access roads or if road improvements would result in the 

closure of roads. Construction and operation associated with future development in the City could 

result in activities that could interfere with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans, such as 

temporary construction barricades or other obstructions that could impede emergency access. 

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with the requirements of the County’s Emergency 

Response Plan. Compliance with applicable regulations would ensure that cumulative projects would 

not result in a significant impact associated with the impairment of an emergency response and 

evacuation plan. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact associated with emergency response and evacuation plans. The Program’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Hazardous Materials Site  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to 

hazardous sites. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts relative to hazardous 

materials sites is site specific. As discussed in Section 4.7, activities resulting in excavation or disturbance 

within the Tecolote Creek area could potentially disturb and require disposal of 

contaminants/hazardous materials associated with a prior use in that location. Construction activities 

would comply with the standards and requirements of the City’s “WHITEBOOK,” which would include 
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specific contract bid items at the time of individual improvement implementation, such as the 

preparation and adherence to a Community Health and Safety Plan and a Hazardous Substances 

Management Plan, which provides protocols for the safe handling and disposal of contaminated media.  

Similarly, all other cumulative projects would have to comply with regulations directing clean up and 

rehabilitation of hazardous materials sites to obtain project approvals. Due to the nature of impacts 

associated with specific hazardous materials sites, and the required compliance with establish 

regulations and the City’s “Whitebook,” a significant cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, 

the Program’s impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Wildland Fire Risk  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to the exposure 

of people and structures to wildfire and exposure to pollutant concentrations resulting from wildfire. 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts related to wildland fire risk is the City. As discussed in 

Section 4.7, while portions of the Improvement Zone contain some areas classified as Very High Fire 

Hazard Severity Zones, the Improvement Zone is also located adjacent to marine waters of Mission 

Bay. These land use types do not contain wildland fuel sources likely to burn in the event of a wildfire, 

which significantly reduces the likelihood of wildfires impacting the Improvement Zone. The proposed 

Program elements would comply with local fire emergency protocols and local emergency evacuation 

and disaster plans in the event of a wildfire or emergency. 

Cumulative projects would also be required to comply with local fire emergency protocols and local 

emergency evacuation and disaster plans. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact would not occur, 

and the Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Aircraft-Related Hazards  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to aircraft hazards would be 

those projects in the Airport Influence Area for San Diego International Airport. Projects within an 

Airport Influence Area that include land uses potentially impacted by airports may be subject to 

consistency review with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and reviewed by relevant local 

government agencies, such as the City. Potential risks associated with development in the Airport 

Influence Areas would be a factor in any decision to approve or deny future development proposals. 

As discussed in Section 4.7, the Program would not be located within the Safety Zones associated with 

the San Diego International Airport, and would not introduce any hazards to air navigation, including 

glare or electromagnetic interference, and no new land uses are proposed; as such, the Program is 

not anticipated to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a designated Airport 

Influence Area. As a result, cumulative risks to future development associated with proximity to the 

San Diego International Airport would not result in a significant impact. 
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Therefore, the Program would not result in a significant cumulative impact, and the Program’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.1.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to 

hydrology and water quality through compliance with existing regulatory framework.  

Groundwater  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to groundwater is the Mission Valley 

Groundwater Basin (Basin No. 9-014), the nearest identified groundwater basin to the Program 

elements. A significant cumulative impact related to groundwater supplies and recharge would occur 

if development in the groundwater basin would result in a substantial decrease in groundwater 

supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the cumulative development 

would impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin a. However, as discussed in Section 

4.8, the Program would not use groundwater and does not include groundwater extraction nor are 

any of the Program elements located within the groundwater basin. The Program would ultimately 

improve hydrology and water quality within the Improvement Zone. It includes elements that would 

improve infiltration and groundwater recharge.  

In relation to the City’s thresholds, a cumulative impact could occur if the cumulative projects would result 

in the creation of ponded water, including sewage disposal, or if utilization of groundwater resources 

would impact wetland or surface flow. As noted above, the Program would improve water circulation, 

hydrologic flow, and water quality. Furthermore, the Program does not include any sewage disposal or 

groundwater extraction. Therefore, the Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Drainage  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to flooding and drainage alteration is 

the Los Peñasquitos hydrologic unit. As discussed in Section 4.8, the Program elements are designed 

to improve drainage and overall water quality within the Improvement Zone. However, construction 

of all the Program elements would require heavy equipment and use of construction-related materials 

that could accidentally be spilled and could potentially pollute adjacent waters in Mission Bay. 

Potential pollutants and erosion generated during construction would be temporary and addressed 

through project-specific SWPPP, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual and the 

City’s Grading Ordinance. Environmental Protocol EP-WQ-1 would be implemented as part of each 

improvement, which outlines when a SWPPP would be required. Prior to construction, a Stormwater 

Applicability Checklist (DS-560) would be completed by the Project Engineer, to determine stormwater 

standard and requirements specifically applicable to each improvement. For improvements that 
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include permanent stormwater infrastructure or BMPs, a Storm Water Quality Management Plan may 

be required, and the DS-564 form shall be completed by the Project Engineer. Construction and 

permanent BMPs shall be in conformance with San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 

standards and pursuant to Section 1001 of the “WHITEBOOK.” After construction, the Program would 

decrease erosion potential and improve overall filtration and water quality treatment of stormwater 

in Mission Bay, reducing impacts of existing pollutants.  

Cumulative impacts would generally result from an increase in impervious surfaces, which has the 

potential to result in an increase in stormwater flows. Cumulative projects exceeding 1 acre (or 

meeting other applicable criteria) are subject to pertinent requirements under the NPDES 

Construction General Permit. Specific conformance requirements include implementing a SWPPP, an 

associated Construction Site Monitoring Program, employee training, and minimum BMPs. Future 

development would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations, such as the NPDES permit, that 

are designed to reduce stormwater runoff from project sites by promoting infiltration, minimizing 

impervious surfaces, and requiring a no-net increase in flows over the existing condition through 

hydromodification processes. Further, projects would adhere to the requirements of the City’s 

Drainage Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual, which require installation of low-

impact-development practices. Any short-term impacts resulting from alterations of drainage and 

hydrology would be minimized with the incorporation of appropriate construction BMPs and 

operational compliance with the NPDES permit and City’s Stormwater Standards Manual. A significant 

cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the Program would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Inundation  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts with regard to inundation is Mission 

Bay Park and adjacent coastal areas that are located within designated flood hazard zones, or tsunami 

inundation zones. As described in Section 4.8, compliance with State regulations would ensure risk 

associated with flooding due to dam failure is considered minimal, and therefore, impacts associated 

with risk of pollutant release in the event of dam failure would be less than significant. Similarly, 

cumulative projects would similarly be required to comply with applicable flood regulations would 

minimize risks of flood hazards and corresponding risk of release of pollutants due to inundation. A 

significant cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the Program would not result in a significant 

cumulative impact. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Water Quality Standards  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts with regard to water quality is the Los 

Peñasquitos hydrologic unit. As discussed in Section 4.8, the Program would have the potential to 
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result in new pollutant discharge to the already impaired waterbodies within the Improvement Zone. 

Adherence to applicable requirements and implementation of BMPs would minimize pollutant 

discharge associated with construction activities. Regulatory requirements associated with 

stormwater, such the NPDES permit and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit would 

be applicable. SWPPPs would be developed for each element as necessary. The Program would 

comply with the applicable stormwater requirements, including those identified in the City’s 

Stormwater Standards Manual and SDMC, and there would be no violation with waste discharge 

requirements and water quality standards. Upon completion of construction, the Program elements 

would improve water quality overall.  

Cumulative impacts would generally result from an increase in impermeable surfaces and an increase 

in runoff of stormwater pollutants contributing to a cumulative increase in impacts to water quality. 

Similar to the Program, future development would be subject to federal, state, and local applicable 

regulations and the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, which requires the preparation of a 

Stormwater Quality Management Plan for Priority Development Projects. Cumulative projects would 

be designed to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollutants and improve water quality. Cumulative 

project compliance with applicable laws and regulations and incorporation of required construction 

and operational BMPs would ensure that a significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

Therefore, with implementation of a Stormwater Quality Management Plan and implementation of 

BMPs, the Program, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a significant 

cumulative water quality impact. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Water Quality Control Plan  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to conflicts with a water quality 

control plan is the San Diego Basin, covered by the San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan. As 

discussed in Section 4.8, the Program would comply with the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 

Diego Basin, which include the groundwater management plan and BMPs to be implemented as 

applicable. Cumulative projects would also be required to demonstrate consistency with San Diego 

Basin Water Quality Control Plan. Therefore, the Program, in combination with other cumulative 

projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with an applicable 

water quality control plan. The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.1.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to land 

use compatibility.  
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Conflicts with Applicable Plans  

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to conflicts with applicable plans 

is Mission Bay Park, covered by the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (City of San Diego 2024a); the Pacific 

Beach Community Planning Area, covered by the Pacific Beach Community Plan (CP) and Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan (City of San Diego 2019b); the Ocean Beach Community Planning Area, 

covered by the Ocean Beach CP and Local Coastal Program (City of San Diego 2015); and Mission 

Beach Community Planning Area, covered by the Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal 

Program Addendum (City of San Diego 2017). 

As discussed in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, the Program seeks to implement the 

recommendations of the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and is consistent with the current General Plan 

land use designations and intended uses. As described in Section 4.9, the Program would be 

consistent with the City’s General Plan (City of San Diego 2024b), the 2021 Regional Plan (SANDAG 

2021a), CAP (City of San Diego 2022b), Climate Resilient SD (City of San Diego 2024g), the California 

Coastal Act, Mission Bay Park Master Plan (City of San Diego 2024a), Mission Bay Natural Resource 

Management Plan (City of San Diego 1990), Pacific Beach CP and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

(City of San Diego 2019b), Mission Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum (City of 

San Diego 2017), and Ocean Beach CP and Local Coastal Program (City of San Diego 2015).  

The Program would be inconsistent with Land Development Code’s Historical Resources Regulations 

due to the potential impacts to the known historic resources and archaeological resources. Impacts 

to historic resources would occur due to the proposed improvements to the Mission Beach Seawall, 

which is identified as a historic resource under CEQA. Because the improvements would not meet all 

the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Restoration, the improvements would not be consistent with 

the Land Development Code’s Historic Resources Regulations. While the City Land Development Code 

provides processes for addressing when impacts to historic resources cannot be avoided, efforts to 

reduce impact and to comply with the Historic Resources Regulations have been made to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

Since cumulative projects and the Program would be required to comply with the applicable 

regulations and requirements within these planning documents, compatibility of land uses would be 

ensured. Additionally, project-specific mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the 

Program’s impacts on archaeological resources to below a level of significance. Similarly, cumulative 

projects would be required to comply with the applicable mitigation measures for the reduction or 

avoidance of impacts to archaeological resources. Therefore, the Program’s contribution would not 

be cumulatively considerable. 
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Conversion of Open Space or Farmland 

The entire Improvement Zone is classified by the California Department of Conservation Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program map as Urban and Built-Up Land and Other Land. In the City’s 

General Plan, the bicycle and pedestrian improvements, shoreline restoration improvements, upland 

habitat expansion improvements, and wetland and water quality improvements are designated as 

Park, Open Space, & Recreation. The seawall restoration improvements at Mission Beach are 

designated as Residential and Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services in the City’s General Plan 

(City of San Diego 2024b). The Program would not result in the conversion of open space or farmland 

to more intensive land use. Therefore, the Program would not result in a cumulative land use impact. 

The Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Conflicts with the MSCP Subarea Plan  

As discussed in Section 4.9, the Program contains elements located within or adjacent to the Multi-

Habitat Planning Area as delineated within the Subarea Plan (City of San Diego 1997). The Program 

has been designed to comply with the Subarea Plan’s general management directives and specific 

management policies and directives for the Urban Area and Appendix A of the Subarea Plan. 

Therefore, the Program’s consistency with the Subarea Plan ensures the Program, in combination with 

other cumulative projects in the City, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact 

associated with a conflict with the Subarea Plan.  

5.1.10 NOISE 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to ambient 

noise levels and groundborne vibration. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative 

impacts regarding ambient noise includes only those projects within proximity to the Improvement 

Zone. As discussed in Section 4.10, the Program’s impacts related to operation, noise ordinance 

compliance, transportation noise, vibration, and aircraft noise would be less than significant. 

However, construction noise associated with implementation of the Program during allowable 

daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) would exceed the 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 

equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) 12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive 

receptor, resulting in a potentially significant impact during construction. MM-NOI-1 requires 

implementation of construction noise reduction levels to achieve compliance with the 12-hour 

average noise level limit of 75 dBA Leq established in the SDMC, Section 59.5.0404. Each of the 

mitigation measures is specific for the Program component requiring mitigation and includes 

administrative controls, engineering controls, and installation of noise abatement. However, even 

with implementation of mitigation, short-term construction noise would still exceed the 75 dBA Leq 
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12-hour City guidance at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor for implementation of some of the 

Program elements.  

Operation of construction equipment required for development of cumulative projects would have 

the potential to generate noise levels that may exceed the 12-hour average noise level limit of 75 dBA 

Leq established in the SDMC, Section 59.5.0404. However, construction activities of cumulative projects 

would not occur at the same time or in the same location and would generally not combine to result 

in cumulative noise exposure. Although cumulative projects would implement mitigation measures 

as required by the Blueprint General Plan PEIR to reduce noise-related impacts, the feasibility and 

efficacy of these measures to adequately reduce noise impacts cannot be ensured.  

Therefore, the Program’s contribution to ambient noise exceeding the 75 dBA Leq 12-hour City 

guidance would be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

5.1.11 RECREATION 

Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact associated with the 

increased use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. The 

geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to recreational facilities includes 

Mission Bay Park and the City. As described in Section 4.11, Recreation, the Program would not 

significantly increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities 

such that physical deterioration of those facilities would occur or be accelerated. Other cumulative 

projects in the area would be required to assess and mitigate their impacts on park facilities consistent 

with applicable City of San Diego policies and regulations. Therefore, implementation of the Program, 

in combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to the physical deterioration of parks or recreational facilities. 

Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities  

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact associated with the 

construction and operation of future parks and recreational facilities. The geographic scope for the 

analysis of cumulative impacts related to recreational facilities includes Mission Bay Park and the City. 

As described in Section 4.7, implementation of the Program would result in impacts related to 

construction though not expansion, of recreational facilities, including active recreational facilities 

such as trails, bridges, and bike paths, and passive recreation such as wetlands and uplands habitats. 

The various impacts from such are the subject of analysis throughout the air quality (Section 4.1), 

biological resources (Section 4.2), tribal cultural resources (Section 4.12), historical resources (Section 

4.6) and noise (Section 4.10) sections in this EIR. The remaining sections in this EIR do not find that the 
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Program would have significant impacts on the environment. However, with the implementation of 

mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  

Other cumulative projects would be required to evaluate and mitigate any potential environmental 

impacts associated with construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Because the Program’s 

impacts would be significant, the Program’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 

Therefore, implementation of the Program, in combination with other cumulative projects, would 

result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts associated with the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities. 

5.1.12 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Blueprint General Plan PEIR identified a cumulatively considerable impact related to tribal cultural 

resources. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources 

(TCRs) is considered to be the County. As discussed in Section 4.12, Tribal Cultural Resources, TCRs 

have been identified in the area of the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. Therefore, impacts 

would be potentially significant. However, with implementation of MM-CUL-1, construction 

monitoring during the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element, the potential impacts to these 

resources would be reduced to less than significant.  

Cumulative projects have the potential to result in a cumulative impact associated with the loss of 

TCRs through development activities that could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a TCR. These sites may contain artifacts and resources associated with tribal cultural values and 

religious beliefs. Any cumulative projects that involve ground-disturbing activities have the potential 

to result in significant impacts on TCRs. In the event TCRs are discovered, each individual project would 

be required to comply with the applicable regulatory requirements and the consultation requirements 

of SB 18 and AB 52, as applicable, to determine and mitigate any potential impacts to TCRs. Cumulative 

projects would implement mitigation measures required by the Blueprint General Plan PEIR to reduce 

impacts, as well as the requirements of the City’s “WHITEBOOK,” when an inadvertent discovery is 

made of a potential TCR, archaeological resource, or historic resource during construction. Therefore, 

the impacts to TCRs from planned construction and development cumulative projects in the San Diego 

region would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Any cumulative projects that involve ground-disturbing activities would be required to implement 

measures similar to MM-CUL-4 and MM-CUL-5 to reduce impacts to TCRs. Implementation of 

MM-CUL-4, MM-CUL-5 and EP-CUL-1 would reduce the Program’s potential impacts of inadvertent 

discovery; therefore, the Program’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, 

implementation of the Program would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

impacts associated with TCRs.  
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6 ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.6, requires that an 

environmental impact report (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” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). The alternatives selected for detailed 

review in the EIR may be limited to those that “would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project” and would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), also provides that an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project. Instead, the EIR must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. In addition, an EIR need 

not consider alternatives that are infeasible. This chapter identifies potential alternatives to the 

proposed Program and evaluates them, as required by CEQA. 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have 

on the environment (California Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the purpose of the 

alternatives discussion is to focus on alternatives to a project or its location that would avoid or 

substantially lessen any significant effects of that project, even if the alternatives would impede to 

some degree the attainment of a project’s objectives or be more costly. Further, CEQA requires that 

an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the alternatives. 

6.2 CRITERIA FOR SELECTION AND ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The criteria for the selection and analysis of alternatives are provided in CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(c). The alternatives must (1) meet most of the project objectives, (2) be feasible, and (3) avoid 

or substantially lessen the significant impacts resulting from the project. 

Project Objectives 

The alternatives addressed in this Program EIR were selected based on the extent to which they would 

feasibly accomplish most or all of the project objectives described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, 

of this Program EIR, which are restated below: 

1. Improve Mission Bay Park through wetland expansion, water quality improvements, and the 

protection and expansion of eelgrass beds as identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 
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2. Identify inadequate and failing shorelines within Mission Bay Park, and prioritize shoreline 

restoration treatments, including restoration of beach sand and stabilization of erosion 

control features. 

3. Expand endangered or threatened species preserves and upland habitats in areas identified 

in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, including on North Fiesta Island, along the levee of the 

San Diego River floodway, and other opportunity areas. 

4. Implement deferred maintenance projects, including but not limited to, maintenance and 

regular replacement of recreational and public safety facilities, to the benefit of park users. 

5. Assess deficiencies and gaps in the existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation network to improve 

overall circulation, safety, and enjoyment of bicyclists and pedestrians in Mission Bay Park. 

6. Restore the seawall bulkhead on Oceanfront Walk to a condition no less than the quality of 

restoration previously performed in 1998 from Thomas Street to Pacific Beach Drive or to 

conditions as may be required by historic standards. 

Feasibility 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(1), identifies the factors to be taken into account to determine 

the feasibility of alternatives. The factors are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 

infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 

boundaries, and whether the project proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have 

access to the alternative site. None of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable 

alternatives. An alternative does not need to be considered if its environmental effects cannot be 

reasonably ascertained, and if implementation of such an alternative is remote or speculative. 

Significant Impacts 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion should focus on those 

alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or reduce any of the significant environmental 

impacts of a project. The alternatives are evaluated to determine if they would eliminate any 

significant adverse environmental impacts or reduce those impacts to a level below significant. 

Project-related and cumulative impacts are those identified prior to the incorporation or 

implementation of any mitigation measures. As described in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, the proposed Program would result in potentially significant impacts, prior to mitigation, for 

the following issue topics: air quality, biological resources, health and safety, historical resources, 

archaeological resources, Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), and noise. The Program would result in 

potentially significant cumulative impacts, prior to mitigation, for the following issue topics: air quality, 

biological resources, health and safety, historical, archaeological resources, TCRs, and noise. 
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The performance of an alternative relative to a project is evaluated to determine the “comparative 

merits of the alternative” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[a]). The alternatives analysis is based on 

a comparison to the proposed Program’s impacts. 

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

6.3.1 SEA LEVEL RISE ACCOMMODATING SEAWALL REPLACEMENT 

This alternative was developed during the design phase for the Restoration of the Seawall 

Preliminary Engineering Report. Based on sea level rise (SLR) modeling, with a SLR of 1.6 feet, the 

height of the existing seawall would require an increase of 3.5 feet to reduce water overtopping 

from high tides, storm surges and other storm flood-related events. This option was originally 

considered for the replacement of the parapet wall; however, because the total wall height would 

be 6 feet high, which would drastically reduce the line sight to the ocean and block views for 

businesses, residents, guests, and users of the boardwalk, this option was ultimately discarded. A 

second option was considered to reduce effects on sightlines to the beach and ocean, but to still 

respond to SLR conditions. As such, a proposed design was considered that would add 2 feet to the 

parapet wall for a 4-foot-tall wall and would raise the walkway 2 feet. Because of these increases in 

height, the weight and loading on the wall and supporting elements increase. Therefore, a new and 

deeper concrete beam and backwall would be required. 

The substructure elements (sheet pile wall and pile) would still be adequate with the increase in load, 

so these elements would not be replaced. The parapet wall and most of the pile cap would be 

demolished, along with the walkway and infill below, and a portion of the backwall. The new seawall 

system and walkway would be placed and connected to the existing pile cap, tie-back beam, and 

backwall through vertical reinforcing bars. The wall would be formed to an extent to meet the 

architectural features required for historical preservation. 

This option was ultimately rejected from further analysis due to the challenges this design would 

present, including reduced sightlines and inconsistency across sections of the Seawall. Although this 

design would provide the resiliency to adapt to SLR from the oceanfront, this design would not provide 

resiliency to SLR entirely because the Mission Beach peninsula would still be at risk of inundation of 

water from the Bay due to high tides, storm surges, and other storm flood-related events. Further, the 

increased wall height would create a non-uniform look with the rest of the Mission Beach Boardwalk 

and Seawall, a potentially eligible historic resource. The raised walkway and wall height would pose 

challenges with sightlines from the public utilizing the boardwalk and adjacent businesses. Construction 

is assumed to be over a 25-month period for this option and would require the closure of entire sections 

of the walkway to replace it. The increased wall height compared to the existing seawall and compared 

to the proposed Program would cause significant challenges for visibility and sightlines. Additionally, 
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this alternative would not reduce any potentially significant environmental impacts that have been 

identified in this Program EIR. 

6.3.2 SEAWALL RESTORATION TO SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S 

STANDARDS DESCRIPTION 

This alternative was contemplated as part of initial Program design. This alternative would entail 

designing and implementing the Mission Beach Seawall bulkhead improvements in conformance with 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards for Rehabilitation; codified in 36 

CFR Part 67) and the City’s Historical Resources Regulations (codified in San Diego Municipal Code 

Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 2). The Mission Beach Seawall, specifically the 2.4-mile-long seawall from 

Thomas Avenue to the north and the South Mission Beach jetty to the south, is eligible for listing as a 

historical resource under National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)/California Register of Historical 

Resources (CRHR) Criteria A/1 and C/3 and by the City of San Diego Historical Resources Board for 

meeting designation Criteria A, C, and E (see Section 4.6, Historical Resources, for further discussion 

of the historical resource eligibility) and is considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

The proposed improvements under this alternative would include the replacement of Segment A and 

Segment B, and the construction of Segment C, and would adhere to the Standards of Rehabilitation 

such that the seven aspects of integrity would be maintained and the structure would maintain 

significance under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1 and C/3 and City of San Diego Criteria A, C, and E. Original 

materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques will be preserved or retained, which is 

required by the Standards for Rehabilitation. 

This alternative would limit the functionality of the seawall in the future for purposes of protection 

from storm surges, and of SLR resiliency, and because conformance with the Standards for 

Rehabilitation would not allow for the use of modern materials, the increase of height of the seawall, 

or the demolition of entire sections of the seawall that need to be replaced. This alternative would not 

support the City’s goal to improve the resilience of San Diego coastal communities to SLR, as outlined 

in the Draft Coastal Resilience Master Plan, an implementation action of Climate Resilient SD. The 

proposed design for this alternative would implement a seawall that would not achieve the main goals 

of a functional seawall and would not provide adequate protection for the beach communities of 

Mission Beach and Pacific Beach, nor would it provide adequate resilience against future SLR.  

This alternative was ultimately rejected for consideration because the requirements of the Standards 

for Rehabilitation would limit the functionality of the seawall so much that it would not meet the needs 

of the City or its communities. This alternative would reduce the significant and unavoidable impact 

to a historic resource that would result from the Proposed Program to a less than significant impact. 

However, because this alternative would not meet the fundamental needs the City has for a seawall 

to provide protection and resilience, this alternative was ultimately rejected from consideration.  
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6.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

6.4.1 NO PROJECT/NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program (Program) 

would not be approved by the City Council, and none of the elements or components would be 

constructed. Standard operation and maintenance activities would occur at many of the improvement 

locations; however, this would be consistent with the activities that currently occur and would not 

represent a change from existing conditions. Certain activities, such as bike path improvements (i.e. 

repaving, striping, or widening), may occur under the City’s ongoing maintenance programs or under 

the capital improvement project program.  

6.4.2 ANALYSIS OF NO PROJECT/NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

Air Quality 

This alternative would not result in any development that would induce population or employment 

growth, similar to the Program. This alternative would result in no construction-related air emissions 

because the current conditions would remain in place, and no demolition or construction activities 

would occur. As such, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in conflict with the 

applicable plans for the San Diego Air Basin (the Regional Air Quality Strategy and State 

Implementation Plan). This alternative would result in a reduced impact related to emissions of criteria 

pollutants compared to the proposed Program prior to the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Also similar to the proposed Program, this alternative would result in a less than significant impact 

related to odors and because it would not introduce any land uses typically associated with nuisance 

odors. Therefore, overall, the No Project/No Build Alternative would have a reduced impact to air 

quality compared to the proposed Program. 

Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed Program, this alternative would not result in any temporary or permanent 

impacts to biological resources. This alternative would not result in impacts to sensitive plant or 

wildlife species, sensitive habitats, jurisdictional aquatic resources, or wildlife corridors. The No 

Project/ No Build Alternative would result in a conflict with the Mission Bay Park Master Plan, which 

was amended in 2019 to identify the western portion of North Fiesta Island as a Least Tern Preserve 

area. If the No Project/No Build Alternative is implemented, the western area of North Fiesta Island 

would remain in its current state and be in conflict with the uses identified in the Mission Bay Park 

Master Plan. 
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This alternative would not expand existing upland habitat or wetland habitat areas compared to the 

proposed Program. As stated above, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any 

development that would have direct or indirect impacts to sensitive habitats or species; thus, this 

alternative would comply with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan. Therefore, this alternative would result 

in reduced biological resources impacts compared to the proposed Program, prior to mitigation 

measures. However, implementation of the Program would ultimately expand several habitat areas, 

resulting in long-term benefits to wetland and upland habitats, sensitive species, and the bay 

ecosystem as a whole, which would not occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative. 

Energy 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any construction activities; therefore, it would 

not result in the consumption of any energy resources. Maintenance activities would continue in the 

Mission Bay Park Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) consistent with existing conditions. 

Therefore, this alternative would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 

energy resources; nor conflict with the City of San Diego Climate Action Plan (CAP; City of San Diego 

2022b), San Diego Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SANDAG 2025), and CARB Scoping Plan (CARB 2022), similar to the proposed 

Program. However, this alternative would result in the consumption of less energy resources. 

Geology and Soils 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any ground-disturbing construction 

activities and therefore would not result in any impacts related to geologic hazards, soil erosion or 

siltation, or unstable geological conditions. While the Program would result in less than significant 

impacts to geology and soils, this alternative would result in reduced impacts to geology and soils 

compared to the proposed Program because it would not implement any ground disturbance or 

construction activities. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Compared to the proposed Program, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in less 

construction-related emissions because no new infrastructure would be constructed, and no 

enhancement or restoration activities would occur. 

Health and Safety 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include construction activities, as no development would 

occur, so it would require the use, transport, or storage of hazardous materials or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste. Further, there would be no use or emission of hazardous materials near 
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an existing or planned school, nor would this alternative have the potential to disturb a site listed on a 

hazardous materials site compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Because this 

alternative would not involve any construction or operational activities, it would not conflict with an 

applicable emergency response plan, such as the County’s Emergency Response Plan, or the safety 

zones designated by the applicable airport land use compatibility plans. Lastly, this alternative would 

not result in the potential for hazards related to wildland fire. Therefore, the No Project/No Build 

Alternative would result in reduced impacts related to the hazardous materials sites. 

Historic Resources/Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include any demolition or construction activities, so it 

would not result in impacts to built environment historic resources, archaeological resources, human 

remains, or TCRs; nor have the potential for inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources, TCRs or 

human remains. The proposed Program would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to a listed 

historic resources, and potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources and human remains 

prior to mitigation; thus, the No Project/No Build Alternative would reduce the significant and 

unavoidable impact to a historic resource and the less than significant impacts related to archaeological 

resources that would result from the Proposed Program.  

Hydrology 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require the use of groundwater, and would not result 

in any construction activities that could have impacts on drainage patterns or water quality in the 

Improvement Zone. This alternative would not include the storage of bulk quantities of hazardous 

materials that would be at risk of release due to inundation. This alternative would not propose any 

development and would not conflict with the San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan. As such, the 

No Project/No Build Alternative would result in slightly reduced impacts to hydrology and water 

quality compared to the proposed Program, which would result in less than significant impacts. 

However, this alternative would not result in any benefits to hydrology and water quality, while the 

proposed Program would improve drainage, filtration and water flow in several areas of the 

Improvement Zone, and would improve water quality overall in Mission Bay. 

Land Use 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any changes or development that would 

conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan 

or other applicable land use plan, such as the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. However, the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would not include development of the North Fiesta Island Least Tern 

Preserve on the western portion of the island and the wetland habitat on the eastern side of the 

island. If this component is not developed, the site would continue to be inconsistent with the Fiesta 
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Island Mission Bay Master Plan Amendment, which included a Concept Plan for the uses of the North 

Fiesta Island, specifically identified the Least Tern Preserve area on the western portion of the island 

and wetland, and pedestrian and bike path uses on the eastern side of the island, with the northern 

portion being divided from the rest of Fiesta Island with a channel. The No Project/No Build Alternative 

would not be consistent with this Concept Plan. This inconsistency would be a similar impact 

compared to the proposed Program. 

Noise 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any demolition or construction activities that 

would result in impacts related to ambient noise or vibration above the accepted performance 

standards. This alternative would result in reduced impacts related to noise and vibration compared 

to the proposed Program. 

Recreation 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not implement development activities and therefore would 

not result in an impact to the deterioration of parks or the need for construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities. Additionally, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any 

improvements to recreational facilities as the proposed Program would with the implementation of 

the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element. As such, this alternative would result in less-than-

significant impacts to parks and recreational facilities, which would be reduced impacts compared to 

the proposed Program.  

6.4.3 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not entirely meet any of the project objectives, because it 

would not implement any wetland restoration, shoreline protection and restoration, habitat and 

preserve expansion, or any other improvements. The No Project/No Build Alternative would partially 

meet Project Objective 4, because ongoing maintenance and capital improvement projects are carried 

out as part of the operation of Mission Bay Park, which would include maintenance and regular 

replacement of recreational and public safety facilities as needs are assessed and prioritized. 

However, ongoing maintenance does not prioritize deferred maintenance projects as identified in 

Project Objective 4; therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not entirely meet Project 

Objective 4. 

6.4.4 INCREASED PUBLIC ACCESS ALTERNATIVE 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would include two alternative designs for two improvements 

as part of the Program. The first alternative design would reduce the amount of restoration area 



MISSION BAY PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM EIR  

6 – ALTERNATIVES 

December 2025 6-9 10523 

proposed for the South Shores area of Mission Bay, only retaining a small area for the preservation 

of Nutall’s lotus habitat. This portion of the alternative design is described in more detail in the next 

paragraph. The second portion of the alternative design for this alternative is the development of a 

culvert instead of a channel and a bridge over Tecolote Creek for the Tecolote Creek/Fiesta Island 

Causeway Wetland component. This design is described in more detail below. 

Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would reduce the proposed habitat expansion included in the 

Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores Restoration and Enhancement Area as 

part of the Upland Habitat and Preserve Expansion Element. This alternative would allow for 

protection of the existing Nuttall’s lotus population within the center of the site, but would not propose 

expansion of any other habitat type, as is proposed as part of the Upland Habitat and Preserve 

Expansion Element. This would result in the preservation and restoration of approximately 3 acres of 

primarily coastal strand vegetation community. Restoration activities would include non-native 

species eradication, sand import to improve soils, and coastal strand revegetation. The habitat 

expansion site would be reduced from 17.47 acres to 3 acres. This reduction in habitat expansion area 

would allow for the continued public access to the South Shores area, and the possibility of future 

development of the area for recreational purposes, as has been contemplated by the City. Existing 

uses, including informal trails, would remain outside of the Nuttall’s lotus habitat protection area. 

Fiesta Island Causeway Culvert 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would include an alternate design to the proposed Fiesta 

Island Causeway. A (two-way) culvert beneath the existing Fiesta Island Causeway would be 

constructed to connect the north and south basins and allow water flow. This would be constructed 

by excavation and placement and would be accomplished by allowing one lane of the causeway to 

remain open to traffic with flaggers. The causeway component would be installed using excavators to 

remove the portion of the causeway needed for the culvert or the bridge. The culvert would be placed 

on a bedding layer of rock and backfilled with earth material. Excavators would be used to remove 

the portion of the existing causeway needed to install the culvert. 

The culvert would allow for continued access to Fiesta Island along the existing public roadway with a 

single open lane and flaggers during construction, similar to the construction of the bridge across the 

Fiesta Island causeway under the proposed Program; however, the construction period would be 

shorter to build the culvert than to construct the bridge and the channel. In addition, the culvert 

alternative design would require a reduced footprint compared to the bridge, because it would be 

excavated from the existing causeway, while the bridge would be a constructed by drilling cast-in-
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drilled-hole piles for the substructure, constructing abutments and bent caps, placing pre-cast 

concrete girders, and then casting the deck and barriers across the span of the proposed channel. 

The culvert is a less optimal alternative compared to an open channel from a hydrologic perspective 

because it could hamper connectivity and tidal flow and would be hydraulically less efficient than an 

open channel. A culvert could also present an impediment to wildlife movement, while the open 

channel/bridge alternative would allow for clear passage for shore birds and other wildlife. A culvert 

may also pose a public safety threat to people unless well-marked, cordoned off, and screened over 

the opening. 

Inspection and maintenance of the culvert would be conducted periodically to ensure proper 

functioning. Inspection and maintenance frequency would vary with site conditions, such as the 

presence of floating debris, which can plug the opening, marine fouling organisms (mussel growth), 

and vandalism. Inspections would occur every year, with periodic cleaning (if necessary) to maintain 

smooth operation. Inspections would verify the condition of the openings and of the wetland water 

levels to confirm unimpeded connections. If a marine fouling community develops inside the culvert 

pipe, the fouling may have to be periodically removed. Cleaning of the culverts would be conducted 

with a hand scraper or power washer to remove bio-fouling and accumulated sediment only if they 

interfere with the conveyance of water through the pipes. 

6.4.5 ANALYSIS OF THE INCREASED PUBLIC ACCESS ALTERNATIVE 

Air Quality 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would not result in any development that would induce 

population or employment growth, similar to the Program. This alternative would result in slightly 

reduced construction-related air emissions because both the Reduced South Shores Habitat 

Expansion and Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway Culvert alternative designs would reduce 

the footprint of the construction areas compared to the proposed Program, and thus would reduce 

the amount of construction equipment used and the duration of the construction activities conducted 

for these two components. However, this alternative would still result in potentially significant impacts 

prior to mitigation due to the potential to exceed mass daily emission thresholds during concurrent 

construction of activities, assuming the worst-case emissions scenario. Due to this potential impact 

during construction, the Increased Public Access Alternative would result in conflict with the applicable 

plans for the San Diego Air Basin (Regional Air Quality Strategy and State Implementation Plan) prior 

to mitigation, similar to the proposed Program. 

Also similar to the proposed Program, this alternative would result in a less than significant impact 

related to odors and because it would not introduce any land uses typically associated with nuisance 

odors. Further, this alternative would not significantly affect air movement in the area, and impacts 
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would be less than significant. Therefore, overall, the Increased Public Access Alternative would have a 

similar impact to air quality compared to the proposed Program. 

Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Increased Public Access Alternative would result in slightly 

reduced direct impacts to special status species due to a smaller footprint of impact areas. Specifically, 

the Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion design alternative would slightly reduce direct impacts 

to Diegan coastal sage scrub, a sensitive vegetation community, and special status plant species 

California mustard, Aphanisma, Coast woolly-heads, Nuttall’s Acmispon, Coulter’s salt bush, south 

coast saltscale, and Brand’s star phacelia. 

The Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion design would result in a slightly reduced potential direct 

impact sensitive wildlife species coastal California gnatcatcher, burrowing owl, and Crotch’s bumble 

bee, due to the reduced area proposed for restoration and habitat expansion. 

However, the Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion design would result in a smaller area of 

restoration and would result in less restored habitats that may be suitable as mitigation for significant 

impacts of this component and other components of the Program. 

The Fiesta Island Causeway Culvert design would result in similar direct and indirect impacts to special 

status and sensitive species as the proposed Program because the alternative would result in a slightly 

reduced footprint of the culvert compared to the proposed bridge, but the overall development 

footprint would remain the same. 

Therefore, this alternative would result in slightly reduced direct impacts to biological resources 

impacts compared to the proposed Program, prior to mitigation measures. However, this alternative 

would result in slightly less expanded habitat and restoration in the South Shores area, resulting in 

decreased potential habitat for sensitive species within the upland area compared to the proposed 

Program. Regarding impacts to biological resources, the Increased Public Access Alternative would 

result in slightly less impacts than the Program. 

Energy 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would result in slightly reduced construction activities due to 

the reduced habitat restoration area in Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores 

Restoration and Enhancement Area; therefore, it would result in a slightly reduced consumption of 

energy resources used for construction. Maintenance activities would occur, consistent with existing 

conditions. Thus, this alternative would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy resources; nor conflict with the City of San Diego CAP, San Diego Association of 
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Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and CARB Scoping 

Plan, similar to the proposed Program. 

Geology and Soils 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would consist principally of similar construction activities to 

the proposed Program, with slightly reduced restoration activities in the Sea World Drive/San Diego 

River Site No. 5c – South Shores Restoration and Enhancement Area, and slightly reduced activities 

associated with the construction of a culvert at the existing Fiesta Island Causeway. Construction of 

the culvert, instead of a bridge and channel as is proposed as part of the Program, would result in 

similar ground-disturbing activities, which could result in erosion, sedimentation, or unstable soils. 

Implementation of the proposed components would be required to comply with applicable 

regulations and industry standards and codes, including the San Diego Municipal Code (grading 

requirements), the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System Construction General Permit requirements to reduce potential impacts related to erosion and 

sedimentation hazards to an acceptable level of risk, similar to the proposed Program. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Increased Public Access Alternative would result in slightly 

reduced greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to slightly reduced construction activities as part of the 

implementation of the Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion design and the Fiesta Island 

Causeway Culvert design. The Increased Public Access Alternative would not conflict with the CAP’s 

strategies and the City’s General Plan, or another applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Increased Public Access Alternative would have a 

less-than-significant GHG impact, similar to the proposed Program. 

Health and Safety 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would require the use, transport, or storage of hazardous 

materials or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste during construction. These materials 

include, but are not limited to, gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricants, grease, adhesives, welding gases, 

solvents, paints, and vehicle- and equipment-maintenance-related materials. These materials would 

be stored in designated construction staging areas within the boundaries of the Improvement Zone. 

The construction contractor would be required to ensure that the transport, handling, use, storage, 

and disposal of any hazardous materials are in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications and 

all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Development of this alternative would also 

be required to comply with applicable regulations as they relate to the handling of hazardous waste 

or materials in proximity to a school. 
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This alternative would result in similar impacts related to the development of a site included on a 

hazardous materials site. The Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion would result in slightly less 

restoration of the South Shores area within the area containing the Mission Bay Landfill site. The area 

that would still be preserved and restored for Nuttall’s Lotus habitat would be designed to minimize 

the risk of disturbing any potential hazardous materials associated with the previous landfill, similar 

to the proposed Program, and impacts would be less than significant. The Fiesta Island Causeway 

Culvert design would result in excavation or disturbance within the Tecolote Creek area, similar to the 

proposed Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, which could potentially disturb and 

require the disposal of contaminants / hazardous materials associated with a prior use in that 

location. Because of this, impacts would be considered potentially significant prior to mitigation, 

similar to the proposed Program. 

This alternative would involve similar types of construction activities; thus, it would not conflict with 

an applicable emergency response plan, such as the County’s Emergency Response Plan, or the safety 

zones designated by the applicable airport land use compatibility plans. Finally, operation of this 

alternative would not result in a change of land use or activities and would, therefore, not increase 

the use of hazardous materials within the Program area. Therefore, the Increased Public Access 

Alternative would result in similar impacts to the Program. 

Historic Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would not include any activities that would result in a change 

in the potential impacts to built environment, historic resources, archaeological resources, TCRs, or 

human remains compared to the proposed Program. Similar to the proposed Program, this 

alternative would have the potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact to a historic 

resource because the proposed improvements to the Mission Beach Seawall, a historic resource 

under CEQA, would not meet all of Secretary of Interior’s Standards. The Increased Public Access 

Alternative would also have the potential for impacts to an archaeological resource due to 

construction of the Rose Creek Bike Path improvements. This alternative would similarly have the 

potential to impact TCRs due to ground-disturbing activities associated with the Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element. Further, inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or human remains due 

to ground-disturbing activities could still occur, which would result in a potentially significant impact, 

similar to the proposed Program. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar significant and 

unavoidable impacts related to historical resources and less-than-significant impacts with mitigation 

to archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources.  
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Hydrology 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would not require the use of groundwater. The Increased 

Public Access Alternative would result in construction activities that could have impacts on drainage 

patterns or water quality in the Improvement Zone; however, Adherence to applicable requirements 

and implementation of the appropriate best management practices would ensure that pollutant 

discharge associated with construction activities would be minimized. Similar to the proposed 

Program, risks associated with flooding due to dam failure are considered minimal, and therefore, 

impacts associated with the risk of pollutant release in the event of dam failure would be less than 

significant. This alternative would comply with applicable water quality standards and would not 

propose any development and would not conflict with the San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan, 

similar to the proposed Program. As such, the Increased Public Access Alternative would result in 

similar impacts to hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed Program, which would 

result in less-than-significant impacts. However, this alternative would not result in reduced benefits 

to hydrology and water quality in the Tecolote Creek basin area because the culvert design would 

hamper connectivity and tidal flow and would be hydraulically less efficient than an open channel.  

Land Use 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would not result in any changes or development that would 

directly conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or 

Community Plan or other applicable land use plan, such as the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The 

Reduced South Shores Habitat Restoration design would allow for continued public access to the 

South Shores area, and the possibility of future development of the area for recreational purposes, 

as has been contemplated by the City. This alternative would result in a similar impact compared to 

the proposed Program. 

Noise 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Increased Public Access Alternative would result in slightly 

reduced short-term construction noise. This reduction would be due to the use of fewer noise-

generating pieces of construction equipment that would be utilized for the installation of the culvert 

at the Fiesta Island Causeway compared to the bridge and channel installation. However, the other 

phases of the Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component would result in temporary 

construction noise over the acceptable thresholds, which would be a potentially significant impact 

prior to mitigation. This would be similar to the impacts resulting from the proposed Program. The 

Reduced South Shores Habitat Restoration design would not result in short-term noise levels above 

the acceptable thresholds, similar to the proposed Program. The Increased Public Access Alternative 

would not include any construction or operational activities that would result in impacts related to 
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vibration above the accepted performance standards. Therefore, this alternative would result in 

similar significant and unavoidable impacts related to noise, and less-than-significant impacts related 

to vibration, compared to the proposed Program. 

Recreation 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would not include construction or operational activities that 

would result in the deterioration of Mission Bay Park, nor result in the need for construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities, because this alternative would not induce increased use of Mission 

Bay Park by recreational users. The Reduced South Shores Habitat Expansion design would allow for 

continued use of the existing passive recreational features within the South Shores area, including 

formal and informal trails, and could allow for future development of recreational facilities; however, 

that is not proposed as part of this alternative. The recreation facilities proposed under this alternative 

including walkways and outlooks in wetlands and water quality improvements, seawall bulkhead 

restoration, and bike and pedestrian trail improvements, would potentially result in impacts described 

above to biological resources and cultural resources. As such, this alternative would result in 

significant unavoidable recreation impacts, similar to the proposed Program. 

6.4.6 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Increased Public Access Alternative would meet Project Objectives 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6. The Increased 

Public Access Alternative would meet Project Objective 3, however, it would not meet it to the extent 

that the proposed Program would, because this alternative would not include habitat restoration of 

the entire Sea World Drive/San Diego River Site No. 5c – South Shores Restoration and Enhancement 

Area, as the proposed Program would. This represents a gap in the potential expansion of habitat as 

identified in the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and therefore does not entirely meet the intent of 

Project Objective 3. 

6.4.7 REDUCED HARDSCAPE ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative would reduce the amount of proposed “hardscape” development; i.e., it would reduce 

the amount of human-made structural solutions for erosion, water quality improvements and water 

flow, and instead propose nature-based solutions for certain areas identified for improvement. The 

certain areas are listed and described below: 

Crown Point Living Shoreline 

The Crown Point Living Shoreline design portion of this alternative would incorporate a nature-based 

shoreline protection solution for erosion control and beach stabilization at the Crown Point Shoreline 

Restoration Site. This proposed alternative would include the development of a cobble foundation 
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that would be used to protect the beach from wave activity, to reduce erosion and hold the shoreline 

position. The cobble foundation would be an initial layer of material of large grain size that can 

maintain its general position on a beach under large wave events. The cobble foundation would 

secure a beach footprint of approximately 75 feet wide that would protect the pedestrian pathway 

and upland bluffs from undermining. This nature-based solution would also include beach 

nourishment to cover the cobble foundation, providing further wave protection and improving public 

beach and water access. Beach nourishment has the ability to be resilient to SLR; as the water level 

rises, the beach profile will retreat inland and rise in elevation. This alternative design can provide 

protection for several years, but will endure continuous erosion and will need to be re-nourished in 

the future. 

This design option would replace the Crown Point Shoreline Restoration site proposed as part of the 

Program, which would construct an extension to the existing seawall along the shoreline at Crown 

Point, west of Ingraham Street. 

Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes 

The Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes design option would develop coastal dunes along the 

existing seawall between Balboa Court and Grand Avenue. Instead of parapet replacement along 

Segment A and Segment B of the seawall bulkhead, from Balboa Court to Thomas Avenue, as is 

proposed in the Program, this alternative would develop coastal dunes on the beach to the west of 

the seawall and boardwalk. The existing seawall bulkhead would be left in place. Instead of a new 

seawall along Segment C, this alternative would develop coastal dunes along the beach to the west of 

the boardwalk. This alternative design would be similar to the winter sand berms that are currently 

built during winter months to protect the boardwalk, with the crest reaching approximately 5 feet 

above ground level. The dunes would be seeded or planted with an appropriate plant palette mix for 

coastal dunes in the area. The dunes would be constructed with openings to allow for public access 

to the beach that would coincide with the existing public access pathways along the boardwalk; 

however, this design alternative would include the construction of enhanced ADA-compliant access 

pathways or ramps. 

This design alternative would replace the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element of the 

proposed Program. 

6.4.8 ANALYSIS OF THE REDUCED HARDSCAPE ALTERNATIVE 

Air Quality 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not result in any housing or development that would 

induce population or employment growth, similar to the Program. This alternative would result in 
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slightly reduced construction-related air emissions because both the Crown Point Living Shoreline and 

the Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes design alternatives would reduce the amount of 

construction equipment necessary for the Crown Point Shoreline Restoration component and the 

Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element, respectively, due to the reduced intensity of the demolition 

and construction activities. This would reduce the amount of construction equipment used and the 

duration of the construction activities conducted for these two portions of the Program. However, this 

alternative would still result in potentially significant impacts prior to mitigation due to the potential 

to exceed mass daily emission thresholds during concurrent construction of activities, assuming the 

worst-case emissions scenario (i.e., multiple components constructed at one time). Due to this 

potential impact during construction, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in impacts 

related to conflict with the applicable plans for the San Diego Air Basin (Regional Air Quality Strategy 

and State Implementation Plan) prior to mitigation, similar to the proposed Program. 

Also similar to the proposed Program, this alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact 

related to odors and because it would not introduce any land uses typically associated with nuisance 

odors. Further, this alternative would not significantly affect air movement in the area, and impacts 

would be less than significant. Therefore, overall, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would have a 

similar impact to air quality compared to the proposed Program. 

Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in similar direct 

impacts to special status species. The alternative designs included as part of this alternative would 

not result in a change to the potential direct or indirect impacts to special status species, habitat, or 

wildlife corridors. Therefore, this alternative would result in potentially significant direct impacts to 

biological resources compared to the proposed Program, prior to mitigation measures. 

Energy 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in slightly reduced construction equipment due to 

the reduced intensity of development associated with the Crown Point Shoreline seawall extension 

and the Mission Beach seawall bulkhead restoration and new construction; therefore, it would result 

in a slightly reduced consumption of energy resources used for construction. Maintenance activities 

would occur, consistent with existing conditions. Thus, this alternative would not result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources; nor conflict with the City of San Diego 

CAP, San Diego Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy, and CARB Scoping Plan, similar to the proposed Program. 
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Geology and Soils 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would consist of slightly reduced ground-disturbing construction 

activities due to the reduced intensity of development associated with the Crown Point Shoreline 

seawall extension and the Mission Beach seawall bulkhead restoration and new construction. 

Construction of a cobble foundation instead of an extension of a seawall would reduce ground-

disturbing activities, because it would not use impact pile driver or vibratory pile driver equipment. 

Construction of the coastal dunes, instead of the restoration of the existing seawall and construction 

of a new segment of seawall as is proposed as part of the Program, would result in reduced ground 

disturbance as well, because it would not include the use of excavators. This reduction in ground-

disturbing activity would result in a reduction of erosion, sedimentation, or the creation of unstable 

soils; however, it would not remove the potential for these soil conditions entirely. Implementation of 

the proposed design alternatives, as well as the other components of the Program, would be required 

to comply with applicable regulations and industry standards and codes, including the San Diego 

Municipal Code (grading requirements), the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual, and National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction General Permit requirements to reduce 

potential impacts related to erosion and sedimentation hazards to an acceptable level of risk. This 

would result in a less-than-significant impact, similar to the proposed Program. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in slightly 

reduced GHG emissions due to slightly reduced construction activities as part of the implementation 

of the alternative designs. The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not conflict with the CAP’s 

strategies and the City’s General Plan, or another applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would have a less-

than-significant GHG impact, similar to the proposed Program. 

Health and Safety 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would require the use, transport, or storage of hazardous 

materials or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste during construction. These materials 

include, but are not limited to, gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricants, grease, adhesives, welding gases, 

solvents, paints, and vehicle- and equipment-maintenance-related materials. These materials would 

be stored in designated construction staging areas within the boundaries of the Improvement Zone. 

The construction contractor would be required to ensure that the transport, handling, use, storage, 

and disposal of any hazardous materials are in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications and 

all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Development of this alternative would also 

be required to comply with applicable regulations as they relate to the handling of hazardous waste 

or materials in proximity to a school. 
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This alternative would result in similar impacts related to the development of a site included on a 

hazardous materials site. This alternative would involve similar types of construction activities; thus, 

it would not conflict with an applicable emergency response plan, such as the County’s Emergency 

Response Plan, or the safety zones designated by the applicable airport land use compatibility plans. 

Finally, operation of this alternative would not result in a change of land use or activities and would, 

therefore, not increase the use of hazardous materials within the Program area. Therefore, the 

Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in similar impacts to the Program. 

Historic Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not result in a change in the potential impacts to 

archaeological resources, TCRs, or human remains compared to the proposed Program. While there 

would be reduced ground-disturbing construction activities associated with both design alternatives, 

there would still be ground-disturbing activities necessary as part of mobilization and clearing and 

grubbing activities for the Crown Point Living Shoreline and Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal 

Dunes alternatives. Because ground disturbance would still occur along the beachfront for the Mission 

Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes would still occur, potential impacts to TCRs may still occur. 

Additionally, potential impacts to archaeological resources due to the construction of the Rose Creek 

Bike Path improvements would still occur. The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would have the 

potential for inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or human remains due to ground-

disturbing activities, which would result in a potentially significant impact prior to mitigation. 

This alternative would replace the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element of the proposed Program 

with the Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dunes design option. Therefore, the Reduced Hardscape 

Alternative would not involve any demolition or reconstruction of the Mission Beach Seawall, a historic 

resource under CEQA. Significant and unavoidable impacts related to historic resources would be 

avoided. While this alternative would result in potentially significant impacts related to archaeological 

resources, TCRs, or human remains, it would avoid significant and unavoidable impacts related to 

built environment. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts to historical resources. 

Hydrology 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not require the use of groundwater. While there would be 

reduced ground-disturbing construction activities associated with both design alternatives, there would 

still be ground-disturbing activities necessary as part of mobilization and clearing and grubbing activities; 

as such, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in potential impacts on drainage patterns or 

water quality in the Improvement Zone. However, adherence to applicable requirements and 

implementation of the appropriate best management practices would ensure that pollutant discharge 

associated with construction activities would be minimized. Similar to the proposed Program, risks 
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associated with flooding due to dam failure are considered minimal, and therefore, impacts associated 

with the risk of pollutant release in the event of dam failure would be less than significant. 

This alternative would comply with applicable water quality standards, and would not propose any 

development and would not conflict with the San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan, similar to 

the proposed Program. As such, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in similar impacts 

to hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed Program, which would result in less-than-

significant impacts. 

Land Use 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not result in any changes or development that would 

directly conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or 

Community Plan or other applicable land use plan, such as the Mission Bay Park Master Plan. The 

nature-based design alternatives would be supportive of the goals of the Climate Resilient SD Plan 

and the Draft Coastal Resilience Master Plan, which is a proposed implementation action of Climate 

Resilient SD, and identifies potential nature-based solutions to improve resilience to SLR for the 

coastal communities of San Diego. This alternative would result in a similar impact compared to the 

proposed Program. 

Noise 

Compared to the proposed Program, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would result in reduced short-

term construction noise. The construction of a cobble foundation and beach nourishment at the Crown 

Point Shoreline Restoration site would remove the need for loud equipment such as a vibratory pile 

driver and an impact pile driver. This would reduce the potentially significant construction noise impact 

at this component to less than significant and would remove the required implementation of mitigation. 

Similarly, the Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dune design alternative would remove the need for 

concrete saw, crane, pumps, and air compressors, concrete mixer trucks, paver and roller equipment, 

which would significantly reduce the construction noise. The impact would be reduced from significant 

and unavoidable to less than significant, which would remove the need for mitigation. However, the 

other components of the Program would also be implemented under this alternative, including the 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta Island Causeway component, the Restoration of Shoreline Element, and the 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, which would result in potentially significant short-term 

construction noise impacts prior to mitigation. Proposed mitigation measures would reduce these 

impacts to less than significant. As such, this alternative would reduce significant and unavoidable 

impacts to less-than-significant impacts, which would be a reduction of noise impacts compared to the 

proposed Program. The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not include any construction or 

operational activities that would result in impacts related to vibration above the accepted performance 
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standards. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts related to vibration compared to 

the proposed Program. 

Recreation 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would not include construction or operational activities that would 

result in the deterioration of Mission Bay Park, or other nearby parks, nor result in the need for 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities, because this alternative would not induce increased 

use of Mission Bay Park by recreational users. The recreation facilities proposed under this alternative 

including walkways and outlooks in wetlands and water quality improvements, seawall bulkhead 

restoration, and bike and pedestrian trail improvements, would potentially result in impacts described 

above to biological resources, but not those associated with cultural resources. As such, this alternative 

would result in significant unavoidable recreation impacts, similar to the proposed Program. 

6.4.9 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Reduced Hardscape Alternative would meet Project Objectives 1 through 5. The Reduced 

Hardscape Alternative would not meet Project Objective 6, which sets forward the objective of 

restoring the seawall bulkhead “to a condition no less than the quality of restoration previously 

performed in 1998 from Thomas Street to Pacific Beach Drive or to conditions as may be required by 

historic standards”. Because the Mission Beach/Pacific Beach Coastal Dune design alternative does 

not include the restoration of any segment of the seawall bulkhead and instead proposes the 

development of coastal dunes, this alternative does not meet the intent of Project Objective 6. 

6.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of an environmentally superior 

alternative among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The guidelines also require that if the No Project 

Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another environmentally 

superior alternative must be identified among the other alternatives. 

Based on the comparison of impacts, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in no impacts 

identified as significant and unavoidable or less than significant with mitigation incorporated and 

would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed Program; and as such, would be identified 

as the environmentally superior alternative. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not 

result in any environmentally beneficial improvements. 

Among the remaining alternatives, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative would reduce the most 

potentially significant impacts compared to the proposed Program, including the significant and 

unavoidable short-term construction noise impact associated with the Restoration of Seawall 
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Bulkhead Element, and the significant and unavoidable impacts to built environment associated with 

the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. Due to these reductions of potentially significant 

impacts identified in this EIR, the Reduced Hardscape Alternative is identified as the environmentally 

superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

Table 6-1 

Summary of Impacts for Each Alternative 

Environmental Issue 

Proposed 

Program 

No Project/No 

Build 

Alternative 

Increased Public 

Access 

Alternative 

Reduced 

Hardscape 

Alternative 

4.1 Air Quality LTSM LTS ▼ LTSM = LTSM = 

4.2 Biological 

Resources 

SU LTS ▼ SU ▼ SU = 

4.3 Energy LTS LTS ▼ LTS ▼ LTS ▼ 

4.4 Geology and Soils LTS LTS ▼ LTS ▼ LTS ▼ 

4,5 Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

LTS LTS ▼ LTS ▼ LTS ▼ 

4.6 Historical 

Resources 

SU LTS ▼ SU = LTSM ▼ 

4.7 Health and Safety LTSM LTS ▼ LTSM = LTSM = 

4.8 Hydrology and 

Water Quality 

LTS LTS ▼ LTS = LTS = 

4.9 Land Use and 

Planning 

LTS LTS ▼ LTS = LTS = 

4.10 Noise SU LTS ▼ SU ▼ LTSM ▼ 

4.11 Recreation SU LTS ▼ SU = SU = 

4.12 Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

LTSM LTS ▼ LTSM = LTSM = 

Meets Most of the 

Basic Project 

Objectives? 

Yes No No Yes 

Notes: LTSM = less than significant with mitigation incorporated; LTS = less than significant; SU = significant and 

unavoidable. 

▲  Alternative is likely to result in substantially greater impacts to issue when compared to Program.  

= Alternative is likely to result in similar impacts to issue when compared to Program.  

▼  Alternative is likely to result in substantially reduced impacts to issue when compared to Program.  
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7 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

Sections 15126.2 and 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that 

an environmental impact report (EIR) provide a summary of growth-inducing impacts, effects found 

not to be significant, significant and unavoidable impacts, and significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would result from implementation of the Mission Bay Park Improvements Program 

(Program). These findings are based in part on the analysis provided in Chapter 4, Environmental 

Impact Analysis. 

7.1 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires that EIRs include an evaluation of potential growth 

inducement impacts to “[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or 

population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 

surrounding environment.” This evaluation includes projects that remove obstacles to population 

growth, such as through the provision of expanded public utility capacity that may allow additional 

construction in the associated service area (e.g., the major expansion of a wastewater treatment 

plant). The referenced CEQA Guidelines section also notes that “It must not be assumed that growth 

in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” 

The City of San Diego (City) CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a) 

provide additional direction on this issue, noting that growth inducement: 

…is usually associated with those projects that foster economic or population growth, 

or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly which may result 

in the construction of major and new infrastructure facilities. Also, a change in land 

use policy or projects that provide economic stimulus, such as industrial or 

commercial uses, may induce growth. Accelerated growth may further strain existing 

community facilities or encourage activities that could significantly affect the 

surrounding environment. 

The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022a) also state that “the 

analysis must avoid speculation and focus on probable growth patterns or projects.” 

Short-Term Growth Inducement 

During Program improvement activities, demand for various construction trade skills and labor would 

increase. It is anticipated that this demand would be met predominantly by the local labor force and 

would not require importation of a substantial number of workers or cause an increased demand for 

temporary or permanent local housing. Further, implementation of the elements would not occur 
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simultaneously, and Program improvement activities are expected to occur over several years, with 

each improvement component occurring over different time frames, from a few months to more than 

1 year. Since the Program would involve short-term and temporary construction and improvement 

activities, it would not lead to an increase in employment on site that would stimulate the need for 

additional housing or services. Accordingly, no associated substantial short-term growth-inducing 

effects would result. 

Long-Term Growth Inducement 

The proposed Program is an improvement program with specific elements to be implemented 

throughout Mission Bay Park. The proposed Program is specifically intended to address issues related 

to water quality and water circulation improvements, habitat improvements, and visitor-serving 

improvements. Program visitor-serving improvements would include bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements and deferred maintenance activities, such as improvements to playgrounds, comfort 

stations, furnishings, and parking lots. These visitor-serving improvements would provide improved 

recreational opportunities to visitors; however, it is expected that these improvements would serve 

the existing residents in the San Diego area, as well as visitors. The Program would not introduce 

additional structures that would accommodate new employment or housing uses or any major road 

or utility infrastructure upgrades to the area that could induce significant growth. 

The Program supports alternative transportation modes, such as walking and biking, and the Program 

area currently connects to existing City roadways, bicycle paths, pedestrian paths, and bus routes. 

The Program would not foster economic or population growth or cause the construction of additional 

housing either directly or indirectly. The Program would not promote growth patterns resulting in the 

need for and/or provision of new utilities because the proposed Program would be located in areas 

with existing utilities and would not require the replacement or improvement of any existing utilities. 

As such, the Program would not support unplanned population growth. Therefore, no long-term 

growth inducement impacts would occur. 

7.2 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA guidelines requires that an EIR briefly describe potential environmental 

effects that were determined not to be significant and therefore were not discussed in detail in the 

EIR. The environmental issues discussed in the following sections are not considered significant, and 

the reasons for the conclusion of non-significance are discussed below. 
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7.2.1 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

7.2.1.1 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

Based on farmland mapping prepared by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC 2024b), the Program area is not identified as containing Prime 

Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Most of the Program area is 

classified as Urban and Built-up Land and water. A few areas within the Program area are mapped as 

Other Land. Therefore, there would be no impact to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance. 

7.2.1.2 Agricultural Zoning/Williamson Act 

The Program area does not have any lands under a Williamson Act contract (DOC 2024c). There are 

no areas in the Program area zoned for agricultural uses (City of San Diego 2024i). Therefore, no 

impact is identified for this issue area. 

7.2.1.3 Forest, Timberland, Timberland Production Zone 

There are no existing forestlands, timberlands, or timberlands-zoned Timberland Production either 

within the Program area or in the immediate vicinity that would conflict with existing zoning or the 

proposed rezoning. Therefore, no impact is identified for this issue area. 

7.2.1.4 Loss of Forest Land 

There are no existing forestlands either within the Program area or in the immediate vicinity. 

Implementation of the proposed Program would not result in the loss of forestland or conversion of 

forestland to non-forest use. Therefore, no impact is identified for this issue area. 

7.2.1.5 Conversion of Farmland or Forest 

There are no existing forestland uses either within the Program area or the immediate vicinity. 

Implementation of the proposed Program would not involve any changes that could result in the 

conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forestland to non-forest use. 

Therefore, no impact is identified for this issue area. 

7.2.2 MINERAL RESOURCES 

In accordance with guidelines established by the State Mining and Geology Board, mineral deposits 

in western San Diego County have been classified into Mineral Resources Zones (MRZs) as follows 

(City of San Diego 2022a): 
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MRZ-1: areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are 

present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence; 

MRZ-2: areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 

present or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists; 

MRZ-3: areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from 

available data; 

MRZ-4: areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ. 

The Conservation Element of the General Plan indicates that the Program area is classified as MRZ-1 

and MRZ-3 (City of San Diego 2024b). As such, the Program areas would be in locations where 

adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present and in areas 

containing mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance. For the Program 

areas in MRZ-3, located at crown point and mission beach, the City has not identified these areas as a 

locally important mineral resource recovery sites. In addition, the surrounding area is urbanized with 

residential and commercial land uses that are incompatible with typical mineral extraction and processing 

operations. Implementation of the Program would not introduce new development that would conflict 

with existing uses. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in the loss of mineral 

resources of statewide or local importance or loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

No impact would result. 

7.2.3 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impacts to paleontological resources were previously analyzed at a program level in the Mission Bay 

Park Master Plan EIR, which concluded that impacts were not expected to occur because the filling 

and dredging associated with the development of the area since the 1940s would have already 

disturbed any paleontological resources (City of San Diego 1994). While most of the Mission Bay Park 

Improvement Zone (Improvement Zone) is underlain by artificial fill, which has low to no 

paleontological sensitivity, some areas are underlain by Marine beach deposits (Qmb), Old paralic 

deposits, Unit 6 (Qop6), and Young alluvial deposits (Qay) (Appendix F). Old paralic deposits, Unit 6, is 

considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources. As such, Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead 

and Restoration of Shoreline improvements, although primarily located along shorelines composed 

of artificial fill, may still be underlain by Qop6.  

The Program would be required to comply with the grading requirements in the San Diego Municipal 

Code, Section 142.0151, Paleontological Resources Requirements for Grading Activities, which 

requires Paleontological resources monitoring to be conducted in accordance with the General 

Grading Guidelines for Paleontological Resources in the Land Use Development Manual. Monitoring 
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is mandated when grading involves 1,000 cubic yards or more and a depth of 10 feet or greater in 

high resource potential geologic units, or 2,000 cubic yards or more and 10 feet or greater in moderate 

resource potential geologic units. It is also required if grading occurs on or within 100 feet of a known 

fossil recovery site. If paleontological resources are discovered during grading, all work in the area 

must stop immediately until a qualified paleontological monitor evaluates the discovery and ensures 

proper recovery in accordance with the City’s General Grading Guidelines for Paleontological 

Resources (City of San Diego 2025). Compliance with the grading requirements in the City’s Municipal 

Code Section 142.0151 would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.4 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

As discussed in Section 7.1, Growth Inducement, the Program would not directly or indirectly induce 

population. The Program is intended to improve the water quality, water circulation, habitats, and 

visitor-serving pathways around Mission Bay. These improvements would serve the existing 

population and are not intended to bring in additional visitors. Additionally, there is no housing 

located at the Program site; therefore, no displacement of housing would occur. 

7.2.5 PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

7.2.5.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

The Program would not result in an increase in population that would require increased fire protection 

and emergency services for the area. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result 

directly or indirectly in the construction of new or physically altered fire protection and emergency 

services facilities. Existing facilities would continue to serve the Improvement Zone and would not 

require construction new or alteration of existing facilities. Therefore, implementation of the Program 

would result in no impacts associated with the construction of new or physically altered facilities in 

order to maintain service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives related to fire/life 

safety protection. 

7.2.5.2 Police Services 

The Program would not result in an increase in population that would require increased police 

services for the area. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result directly or indirectly 

in the construction of new or physically altered police facilities. Existing facilities would continue to 

serve the Improvement Zone and would not require the alteration of construction of new facilities. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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7.2.5.3 School Facilities and Other Public Facilities (Parks or Other Recreational Facilities, 

Libraries, Maintenance of Public Facilities Including Roads) 

The Program area contains areas encompassed within the boundaries of Mission Bay Park, 

Oceanfront Walk from the Mission Bay jetty to Crystal Pier and the adjoining seawall, coastal parks, 

and ocean beaches. The Program would not result in an increase in population that would result 

directly or indirectly in the construction or operation of new or physically altered libraries, schools, 

parks or other recreational facilities, and maintenance of public facilities including roads. No impact 

would occur. 

7.2.6 PUBLIC UTILITIES 

7.2.6.1 New or Expanded Utilities Fuel or Energy and Power, Water, Solid Waste Disposal, 

Sewer, Communication Systems) 

The Program would not increase demands on public utilities, including natural gas, water, sewer, 

communication systems, and solid waste disposal, because the Program would not involve 

improvements that require new utility connections. Various utilities are located within the Program 

area, such as electrical lines, communications lines and/or towers, water hydrants, sewer manholes, 

drain structures, water mains, sewer mains, and drain conveyances. Utilities located at improvement 

sites would be considered during design and construction, and precautionary measures would be 

taken to protect any existing utilities or structures located at work sites. While modest adjustments to 

alignments for such utilities as electricity or communications may result from the program, as these 

are existing and no increase in demand or change to the service of utilities would result from the 

Program, sizing or capacity of existing lines and facilities would not be altered. It is anticipated that 

these facilities would not be affected by the proposed improvements.  

7.2.6.2 Fuel or Energy (e.g., Natural Gas) and Power 

The Program would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel, energy, or power. Impacts 

regarding natural gas and electricity usage are discussed in detail in Section 4.3, Energy. As detailed 

in Section 4.3, the Program would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy resources, including natural gas and electricity. Use of fuels would be limited to 

maintenance vehicles. Electricity would continue to be provided to facilities including restrooms and 

lighting at levels similar to existing. Additionally, natural gas consumption is not anticipated to be 

required during construction or operation. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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7.2.6.3 Water 

The Program area is connected to the City’s municipal water system via underground pipelines. The 

Program would require landscaping, which would not involve new infrastructure connections nor 

involve development that could substantially increase the demand for water. All restoration elements 

and components include all native plants. Wetlands restorations would require no irrigation even to 

establish initial vegetation. Uplands restorations may require temporary limited watering to establish 

the planted species initially. Landscaping would consist of predominantly drought-resistant 

vegetation. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur. 

7.2.6.4 Solid Waste 

Construction of the improvements within the Program would involve the excavation of earth material; 

however, the improvements would re-use usable earth materials between improvements to 

strategically balance cut and fill volumes across all sites. If the material cannot be reused, it would be 

hauled off-site for proper disposal at an approved landfill and may be suitable for capping material. 

According to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, projects that include the 

construction, demolition, or renovation of 1,000,000 square feet or more of building space may 

generate approximately 1,500 tons of waste or more and are considered to have direct impacts on 

solid waste facilities. The Program would not involve the construction, demolition, or renovation of 

1,000,000 square feet or more of building space but would nevertheless generate waste from disposal 

of earth materials. Solid waste from demolition, construction, or renovation from structures or 

buildings would be created as a result of the Program. Useable earth moving solid waste would be re-

used between improvements in order to divert waste from landfills. Therefore, the Program would 

not result in the construction, demolition, or renovation of 1,000,000 square feet or more of building 

space, and a less than significant impact would occur.  

The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds additionally require that cumulative impacts 

for solid waste are addressed. Projects that include the construction, demolition, and/or renovation 

of 40,000 square feet or more of building space may generate approximately 60 tons of waste or more 

and are considered to have cumulative impacts on solid waste facilities. The Program would not 

involve the construction, demolition, or renovation of 40,000 square feet or more of building space 

but would nevertheless generate waste from disposal of earth materials. As stated above, the 

Program would not result in solid waste from demolition, construction, or renovation from structures 

of 40,000 square-foot and useable earth moving materials would be reused between improvements. 

While more than 60 tons of material may be potential generated from excavations associated with 

the Program, these would be prioritized for reuse within the Program or other activities in the 

Improvement Zone and only disposed of if not suitable for that reuse. Furthermore, disposed of 
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material would be earthen and may be suitable as capping material at a landfill rather than additional 

disposal volume affecting capacity of that landfill. Therefore, the Program would not result in the 

construction, demolition, and/or renovation of 40,000 square feet or more of building space, and a 

less than significant impact cumulative would occur.  

Furthermore, although the Program is not anticipated to result in the construction, demolition, and/or 

renovation of 1,000,000 square feet of building space, a Waste Management Plan, included in 

Appendix Q of this Program EIR, was prepared for the Program in order to address hazardous waste. 

Public projects are required to adhere to City of San Diego Administrative Regulations and 

“WHITEBOOK” (City of San Diego 2021a) specifications that require that the overall waste produced is 

reduced sufficiently to comply with waste reduction targets established in the Public Resources Code 

as well as San Diego Municipal Code §§66.0601–66.0610 (the City’s Construction and Demolition 

Debris Diversion Deposit Program). Additionally, the Program would be required to comply with the 

City’s General Plan PEIR mitigation including PF-1.2 and CE-A.2. The Program would comply with the 

City’s solid waste requirements, and impacts would be less than significant.  

7.2.6.5  Communications 

The Program would not result in the use increased demand for or alteration of existing communications 

services. Telecommunications through wireless cell towers, fiber optic cabling and radio frequencies are 

widely available throughout the area. These facilities would not be expanded or increased as part of the 

Program and the Program would not result in altered demand for these services as the use and size of 

the facilities within the Improvement Zone would remain consistent with existing conditions. While 

adjustments to nominal communications lines within Program disturbance areas is possible it would be 

limited to nominal alignment adjustments to connect improved facilities or temporarily to 

accommodate construction activities. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

7.2.7 TRANSPORTATION 

7.2.7.1 Conflict with an Adopted Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy 

Under the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, improvements would be made to missing 

path connectivity, existing pavement conditions, wayfinding signage, path geometry, and safety and 

security features. The Program is not anticipated to conflict with any adopted plans, programs, 

ordinances, or policies. Rather, the Program is expected to support existing goals and policies related 

to transit, multi-modal transportation options, parks and recreation facilities, found in the City of San 

Diego General Plan, Mission Bay Master Plan, local community plans, and the San Diego Association 

of Governments Regional Plan (see Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, for further consistency 

analysis). Compliance with applicable regulations will ensure that any potential conflicts are avoided 

or minimized. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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7.2.7.2 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

A 2025 VMT-Based Traffic Impact Analysis/Existing Condition Analysis Technical Memo (Mobility 

Memo) by Chen-Ryan (Appendix S) was prepared to assess potential impacts to transportation 

resources and facilities from the proposed Program, consistent with the City of San Diego 

Transportation Study Manual (2022d). The Mobility Memo found that none of the proposed Program 

elements would generate additional VMT, and all elements are presumed to result in less-than-

significant transportation impacts under CEQA. The Program is not anticipated to result in significant 

VMT because the Program would focus on existing park maintenance and improvements and would 

not involve the addition of new park and recreational assets (e.g., parking lots) that would increase 

capacity or induce additional visitors or residents to the area. It is expected that these improvements 

would serve the existing residents in the San Diego area, as well as visitors, and would not increase 

VMT in the area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.7.3 Hazardous Design Feature 

The Program involves improvements to existing pedestrian and bicycle pathways but does not 

introduce new design features or alter existing roadways. Improvements include pavement repairs, 

wayfinding enhancements, stormwater upgrades, path widening, ADA-compliant curbs, and safety 

measures. The Program does not introduce new intersections or sharp curves. The Program does not 

introduce hazardous design features but rather improves existing pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure to enhance safety and accessibility. Other Program elements would not introduce 

hazardous design features. Impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.7.4 Emergency Access 

As described in Section 4.7.5, the Program would not alter existing transportation facilities that have 

been identified as emergency routes or have been otherwise identified for use during an emergency, 

or existing emergency plan routes. The Program would comply with the County Emergency 

Operations Plan and would not interfere with emergency access. The traffic control permit is required 

for all work encroaching into public right-of-way and helps ensure safe continued use of routes of 

travel for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. Upon initiation of an individual component, it would be 

determined if a traffic control permit would be required from the City of San Diego. Further, all 

construction activity would be subject to the requirements and standards of the City’s “WHITEBOOK”; 

specifically, Sections 600 and 601. No Program elements overlap with Caltrans facilities; however, 

temporary encroachment during construction activities may occur. Any construction activity that 

would involve permanent encroachment into California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

facilities (i.e., state highways) would be required to obtain an encroachment permit, which would also 

outline traffic control requirements. Compliance with the requirements of the traffic control permits 
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and the “WHITEBOOK” would ensure that during the temporary use of emergency access routes by 

construction vehicles and equipment during construction would not obstruct emergency response or 

evacuation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.8 VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

7.2.8.1 Scenic Vistas or Views 

Mission Bay is highly visible from several public roadways, including the southbound lanes of 

Interstate (I) 5 between Grand Avenue and Clairemont Drive; the westbound lanes of I-8; the Friars 

Road, Pacific Highway, and entrances to Mission Bay Drive the Midway Drive, Ingraham Street and 

Sunset Cliffs Boulevard bridges; and Clairemont Drive as it descends from the Clairemont hills, among 

several surrounding roadways. The areas of Mission Bay Park that are visible from these public 

roadways are called a “viewshed” (City of San Diego 2024a). There are no designated State Scenic 

Highways within or adjacent to the Program area. However, I-5, located directly to the east of the 

Program area, is an eligible State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 2025). 

The proposed Program is intended to address issues related to water quality and water circulation 

improvements, habitat improvements, and visitor-serving improvements, in specifically identified 

areas. The Program would not create any new structures that would block scenic views. Rather, 

implementation of the Program would enhance the scenic views by improving the condition of the 

area and expanding areas of natural habitat. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not 

result in a substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view within the Program area. Impacts to 

scenic vistas or views would be less than significant. 

7.2.8.2 Neighborhood Character 

The Program does not propose any structures that would alter the existing character or landscape of 

the area; the Program involves upgrades to existing infrastructure, including the Restoration of the 

Sea Wall Bulkhead. The Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element would be 6 to 12 inches tall and is 

proposed to match the existing historic defining characters of the seawall. Therefore, the Restoration 

of Sea Wall Bulkhead Element would not exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations and the 

height and bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the components by a 

substantial margin. Therefore, the Program promotes consistency with the established aesthetic 

character of the area. It should be noted that the Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead would result in 

a significant historical resources impact, which is addressed in Section 4.6, Historical Resources. The 

historical resources impact does not relate to the City’s CEQA threshold regarding physical loss, 

isolation, or degradation of a historic landmark as the seawall would be restored in situ. 
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No distinctive or landmark trees are within the Program area; however, the Program could result in 

limited removal of non-native trees for the Restoration of Shoreline Element. The Program would 

retain existing trees in the Program area to the greatest extent possible. As such, the Program would 

not result in the loss of any distinctive or landmark trees; therefore, a less than significant impact 

would occur.  

Overall, the Program would consist of improvement to the Improvement Zone, therefore contributing 

positively to the neighborhood character. Therefore, impacts to neighborhood character would be 

less than significant.  

7.2.8.3 Landform Alteration 

The City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds state that a project may result in a significant impact if that 

project would alter more than 2,000 cubic yards of earth per graded acre by either excavation or fill, 

and if either of the following conditions apply: disturb steep hillsides in excess of encroachments 

allowances of Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, create manufactured slopes higher than 

ten feet or steeper than 2:1, or result in a change in elevation of steep hillsides. Although the Program 

would result in various forms of landform alterations such as wetland habitat creation for the Wetland 

and Water Quality Improvements Element; addition of sand, cobble, small boulders, and/or riprap for 

the Restoration of Shoreline Element; and modification of sand berms for the Upland Habitat and 

Preserve Expansion Element. These landform alterations would result in the alteration of more than 

2,000 cubic years of earth; however, the alterations would be consistent with the appearance of the 

existing and surrounding landforms within Mission Bay, which are man-made, and the Program would 

achieve naturalized variable slopes. The Program would not substantially alter landforms such that 

negative visual impacts would occur as these improvements are beneficial to the environment and 

improvements of existing conditions. Impacts would be less than significant. 

7.2.8.4 Development Features 

The Program would not result in a negative visual appearance. The Program would consist of habitat 

and infrastructure improvements consistent with the existing habitats and infrastructure within the 

Improvement Zone. The Program does not propose an appearance that would substantially conflict 

with City codes, the height and bulk regulations of the zone. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, MM-

NOI-1 is required, which would require the Program to implement certain noise reduction measures 

as site conditions warrant during construction. Potential barriers would be temporary. The Program 

does not propose introduction of shoreline protection devices where none are present already. 

Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
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7.2.8.5 Light and Glare 

The Program would not shed substantial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land use, or 

would emit a substantial amount of ambient light into the nighttime sky. Sustainable lighting 

improvements are proposed as part of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Element, however, 

the repair and addition of new lighting would be pursuant to the City of San Diego Municipal Code 

Section 142.0740 and would be directed away from sensitive uses. Therefore, no adverse impacts 

regarding light and glare would occur and impacts are less than significant.  

7.3 UNAVOIDABLE, SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) any significant unavoidable impact of a project, 

including those impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of significance, and where 

there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their implications and 

the reasons why that project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described. Chapter 

4 identifies significant unavoidable impacts related to biological resources, historical resources, and 

noise. Additionally, as these impacts result from activities that include recreation facilities significant 

and unavoidable recreation impacts are identified, for those same resource reasons (biological, 

historical, and noise). The unavoidable biological resources impacts areas a result of the construction 

activities and infeasibility avoiding impacts while sequencing implementation such that impacts to 

some resources to achieve restoration of another occurs before the entire Program is implemented, 

which would ultimately provide improved biological resources. Noise impacts are unavoidable during 

construction activities due to the proximity of sensitive receptors in the instance of the Restoration of 

Seawall Bulkhead, however restoration is necessary to restore integrity of the seawall. For similar 

reasons historic resources impacts, which are specific to the historic seawall, would result from the 

necessary restoration of the seawall to provide for integrity of the utility of the infrastructure.  

All other potentially significant impacts identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this 

PEIR can be reduced to below a level of significance with implementation of the mitigation framework 

identified in Chapter 4, as well as through compliance with the General Plan and applicable federal, state, 

and/or local regulations. 

7.4 SIGNIFICANT, IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d): 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 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) 
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generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can 

result from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable 

commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 

consumption is justified. 

In the case of the Program, significant, irreversible environmental changes are discussed below in 

Sections 7.4.1 through 7.4.3. 

7.4.1 IMPACTS RELALTED TO NON-RENEWABLE RESOURCES 

Implementation of the Program would not result in significant irreversible impacts on biological 

habitat, agricultural land, forestry resources, mineral deposits, water bodies, and energy resources. 

As discussed in Section 7.2 of this Program EIR, implementation of the Program would not have an 

impact on agricultural, forestry, or mineral resources. 

Although sensitive biological resources are identified within the Program area, direct and indirect 

impacts would be offset through compliance with CPU policies and the City’s Multiple Species 

Conservation Program Subarea Plan, Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan, and Environmentally 

Sensitive Lands Regulations of the City’s Land Development Code. Water bodies in the Program area 

include Mission Bay and the San Diego River. As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

implementation of the Program would have a beneficial impact on these water bodies. 

Implementation of the Program would require the commitment of energy and non-renewable 

resources, such as electricity, fossil fuels, natural gas, construction materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt, 

sand, and gravel), potable water, and labor during construction. The demand for these resources would 

occur during construction only, as operation of the Program would require typical maintenance 

activities, similar to those activities that are already performed to operate and maintain the 

Improvement Zone, and therefore would represent a substantial increase over the current demand. 

However, use of these resources on any level would have an incremental effect regionally and would, 

therefore, result in long-term irretrievable losses of non-renewable resources, such as fuel and energy. 

Energy consumption is discussed in greater detail in Section 4.3, Energy, of this Program EIR. 

As detailed in Section 4.6, Historical Resources, one component of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element, the Rose Creek Bike Path Improvement component, would bisect an 

archaeological resource. Potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources would be mitigated 

through monitoring and potential data recovery (MM-CUL-1). Impacts to built environment historic 

resources, archaeological resources, and human remains would be less than significant with mitigation.  

As detailed in Sections 4.6 and 4.12, potential for presence of Tribal Cultural resources has been identified 

in the vicinity of the Mission Beach seawall and potential impacts to these resources could result from 
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construction activities associated with the Restoration of Seawall Bulkhead Element. MM-CUL-1 would 

require construction monitoring for ground-disturbing construction activities for the Restoration of 

Seawall Bulkhead Element. MM-CUL-1 would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

7.4.2 IMPACTS RELATED TO ACCESS TO PREVIOUSLY INACCESSIBLE AREAS 

The Program area is accessible via regional transportation facilities (e.g., I-5 and I-8). No new freeways 

or public roadways are proposed that would provide access to currently inaccessible areas. The 

Program includes a maintenance vehicle access road that would provide access to the North Fiesta 

Island Least Tern Preserve Area, while this road would provide a new access point for vehicles, it would 

not provide public access and the area was previously accessible to parks staff for maintenance. 

Additionally, the Program includes improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would 

increase accessibility and connectivity, but such facilities would not connect areas that are not 

currently inaccessible. The Program proposes two bridges, one bridge would connect the Least Tern 

Preserve to Fiesta Island Road across the western end of the new tidal channel for maintenance access 

only, and one bridge would cross the eastern end of the new tidal channel along the east side of Fiesta 

Island Road and would afford public access. Access would be limited compared to current conditions 

on North Fiesta Island as part of the North Fiesta Island Wetland component and the Upland Habitat 

and Preserve Expansion Element. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not result in a 

significant irreversible impact with regard to access to previously inaccessible areas. 

7.4.3 IMPACTS REALTED TO ENVIRONMENTAL ACCIDENTS 

With respect to environmental accidents, and as further discussed in Section 4.7, Health and Safety, 

potential impacts related to hazardous materials and associated health hazards from implementation 

of the Program would be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance through mandatory 

conformance with applicable regulations, standards laid out in the City’s “Whitebook”, and industry 

standards and codes, as well as through implementation of EP-SW-1. The potential for wildfire hazards 

exists throughout the Program Area, as some areas are classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone. However, implementation of the Program would be subject to applicable state and City 

regulations related to fire hazards and prevention and brush management. Accidents related to flood 

hazards would be less than significant because all development would be subject to the drainage and 

floodplain regulations in the San Diego Municipal Code and would be required to adhere to the City’s 

Drainage Design Manual and Stormwater Standards Manual. 
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9 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 21081.6, requires that a mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program (MMRP) be established upon certification of an Environmental Impact Report. It 

stipulates that “the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made 

to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects 

on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance 

during project implementation” (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). 

This MMRP has been developed in compliance with Section 21081.6 of CEQA and identifies (1) project 

environmental protocols to reduce the potential for environmental effects; (2) mitigation measures to 

be implemented prior to, during, and after construction of the Mission Bay Park Improvements 

Program (Program; proposed Program); (3) the individual/agency responsible for that 

implementation; and (4) criteria for completion or monitoring of the specific measures.  

9.1 MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS—PART I – Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance) 

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a construction contract award, or 

any permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any construction 

related activity on-site, the Engineering and Capital Projects Department (ECP) 

Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve all Construction Documents (CD), 

(plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP requirements are incorporated into 

the design.  

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY to the 

construction phases of these individual projects are included VERBATIM, under the 

heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.”  

3. These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction documents 

in the format specified for engineering construction document templates as shown on the 

City website: http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml. 

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the “Environmental/Mitigation 

Requirements” notes are provided.  

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS—Part II – Post-Plan Check (after permit issuance/prior to start 

of construction) 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO 

BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The project contractor is responsible to arrange 

and perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of the Field 

Engineering Division and City ED. Attendees must also include the project contractor’s 
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representative(s), Job Site Superintendent, and the following consultants, as appropriate for 

each given improvement project: Qualified Acoustician 

Qualified Archaeologists(s) 

Qualified Native American Monitor(s) 

Qualified Biologist(s) 

NOTE: Failure of all responsible project contractor representatives and consultants to 

attend shall require an additional meeting with all parties present. 

CONTACT INFORMATION:  

a. The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Construction Management and Field 

Engineering Division – 858.627.3200  

b. For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, it is also required to call RE and 

MMC at 858.627.3360  

1. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project shall conform to the mitigation requirements 

contained in the associated Environmental Document and implemented to the 

satisfaction of ECP’s Environmental Designee (ED) and the City Engineer (RE). The 

requirements may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when 

and how compliance is being met and location of verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying 

information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as 

appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc.).  

NOTE: Permit Holder’s Representatives must alert RE and ED if there are any 

discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions. All 

conflicts must be approved by RE and ED BEFORE the work is performed.  

2. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency 

requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and ED for review and acceptance 

prior to the beginning of work or within one week of the project contractor obtaining 

documentation of those permits or requirements. Evidence shall include copies of 

permits, letters of resolution or other documentation issued by the responsible agency: 

• City Resolution approving Mission Bay Park Improvements Program 

Implementation Framework 

• City of San Diego: Site Development Permit(s) 

• California Coastal Commission: Coastal Development Permit(s)  

• U.S. Army Corp of Engineers: Clean Water Act Permit(s); Section 404, 33USC Section 1344  

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Rivers and Harbors Section 10 Permit(s), Section 10, 33 

USC Section 403  

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Issue Record of Decision  



9 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

December 2025 9-3 10523 

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended 1996 

(Public Law 104-267) 

• State Historic Preservation Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation Office: National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Section 106 Consultation with SHPO/THPO  

• Endangered Species Act, 16 USC Sections 1531-1544 Section 7 Consultation with the 

federal lead agency  

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): Streambed Alteration Agreement, 

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code 

• CDFW: California Endangered Species Act Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit, 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Water Quality Certification under 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act  

• San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD): Authority to Construct/Permit to 

Operate for any dredge,  

• City of San Diego: Dewatering Permit(s) 

5. MONITORING EXHIBITS All consultants are required to submit, to RE and ED, a 

monitoring exhibit on a 11”x17” reduction of the appropriate construction plan, such as 

site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to clearly show the specific areas including the 

LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes indicating when in the 

construction schedule that work will be performed. When necessary for clarification, a 

detailed methodology of how the work will be performed shall be included.  

6. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The project contractor representative shall 

submit all required documentation, verification letters, and requests for all associated 

inspections to the RE and ED for approval per the following schedule:  

Document Submittal/Inspection Checklist 

Issue Area Document Submittal 

Associated Inspection/ 

Approvals/Notes 

General Consultant Qualification Letters Prior to Preconstruction 

Meeting 

General Consultant Construction 

Monitoring Exhibits 

Prior to or at Preconstruction 

Meeting 

Biology Biologist Limit of Work 

Verification 

Grading Plans 

Limit of Work Inspection 

Grading Permit 

Cultural/Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
Cultural/Archaeology Reports 

Archaeology/Historic Site 

Observation  

Noise Grading Plan Acoustical Reports Grading Permit Issuance 
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C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS 

Air Quality 

MM-AQ-1 Construction Off-Road Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to the issuance of 

any construction or development permits or any construction contracts, the City of 

San Diego (City) Engineering & Capital Projects Department (ECP) or its designee shall 

ensure that all 50-horsepower or greater diesel-powered off-road construction 

equipment are powered with California Air Resources Board (CARB)-certified Tier 4 

Final engines or better. 

An exemption from this requirement may be granted by the City ECP if (1) the City ECP 

documents equipment with Tier 4 Final engines are not reasonably available, and (2) 

the required corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions can be 

achieved for the project from other combinations of construction equipment. Before 

an exemption may be granted, the City ECP shall (1) demonstrate that at least three 

construction fleet owners/operators in San Diego County were contacted and that 

those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment could not be located within 

San Diego County during the desired construction schedule, and (2) the City ECP shall 

provide evidence to Environmental Designee (ED) that the proposed replacement 

equipment has been evaluated using California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method, and 

documentation has been provided to MMC to confirm that necessary project-

generated emissions reductions are achieved. 

MM-AQ-2 Construction Dust Control. The City of San Diego Engineering & Capital Projects 

Department (ECP) or its designee shall provide evidence to ED that construction dust 

control practices beyond the requirements of San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

(SDAPCD) Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, would be employed to reduce fugitive dust 

emissions, including watering of the active sites three (3) times per day depending on 

weather conditions. 

Biological Resources 

MM-BIO-1 Focused Biological Species Surveys. Within 24 months prior to subsequent project 

level approval and as part of the project-specific environmental review pursuant to 

CEQA, focused surveys for future site-specific development shall be conducted, as 

applicable, in suitable habitat, in order to determine presence/absence of sensitive 

biological species within the proposed survey area. These surveys shall be in addition 

to suitable habitat/vegetation community mapping and jurisdictional aquatic 

resources delineation surveys conducted pursuant to EP-BIO-1. Focused surveys shall 

be conducted within suitable habitat according to the following protocols, or more 
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current agency-approved protocols at the time of the surveys. Individual protocols 

may require a survey(s) of the proposed development footprint plus a buffer. A survey 

report shall be prepared and include a map and description of the location and extent 

of observed sensitive species that would be impacted within the areas of potential 

effect for each project site. If significant impacts to these species are unavoidable, the 

impact to the species shall be reduced to a less than significant level through 

implementation of MM-BIO-2 (habitat-based mitigation), MM-BIO-3 (avoidance and 

minimization during construction), MM-BIO-4 (sensitive plant mitigation), MM-BIO-5 

(eelgrass mitigation), and/or MM-BIO-8 (avoidance of listed species take). 

MM-BIO-1A Special-Status Plant Species. A qualified botanist shall survey suitable habitat 

proposed to be impacted to determine presence/absence of special-status plant 

species. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFW (CDFW 2018) and the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2000). CDFW (2018) provides botanical field 

surveyor qualifications. Multiple surveys may be required and timed according to 

blooming periods of target species and reference checks to ensure detectability.  

MM-BIO-1B Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN). A biologist possessing a valid Endangered 

Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery Permit shall survey those suitable habitat 

areas within the MHPA that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) 

to determine presence/absence of CAGN. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS 2017). 

MM-BIO-1C Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV). A qualified biologist shall survey suitable habitat areas that are 

proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence 

of LBV. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey 

guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2001). 

MM-BIO-1D California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover (CLT/WSP). A qualified biologist 

shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted 

(permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of CLT and WSP. 

Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to requirements established by 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1E Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail and Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (LFRR/BSS). A 

biologist possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] Recovery 

Permit and state Scientific Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding 

shall survey those suitable habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted 

(permanently or temporarily) to determine presence/absence of LFRR and/or BSS. 

Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines 
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established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and for BSS by California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife. 

MM-BIO-1F Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW).  A biologist possessing a valid state Scientific 

Collecting Permit and/or Memorandum of Understanding shall survey those suitable 

habitat areas that are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to 

determine presence/absence of BUOW. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFW 2012). 

MM-BIO-1G Crotch’s Bumble Bee. A biologist possessing a valid state Scientific Collecting Permit 

and/or Memorandum of Understanding shall survey those suitable habitat areas that 

are proposed to be impacted (permanently or temporarily) to determine 

presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys for this species shall be conducted 

pursuant to the recommendations of CDFW (CDFW 2023). 

MM-BIO-2 Habitat-Based Mitigation  Habitat-based mitigation would be required for direct 

impacts to wetlands (see MM-BIO-2A) or sensitive uplands (see MM-BIO-2B). 

MM-BIO-2A Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation. Prior to subsequent project level approval, as 

part of subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, any 

direct impacts to wetlands, including jurisdictional aquatic resources, would require 

mitigation to comply with City of San Diego, state and/or federal authorizations, in 

accordance with the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines (or the most current 

adopted guidelines at the time of review). Significant impacts to sensitive wetlands 

could occur from Program activities, including habitat restoration, construction 

staging, access and stockpiling, and infrastructure improvements including storm 

drain outfalls, bike and pedestrian paths, and seawalls. Mitigation required as part of 

any federal (Clean Water Act Section 404) or state (California Fish and Game Code 

Sections 1601 and 1603, California Coastal Act) permit shall supersede and shall not 

be in addition to any mitigation identified in the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) document for those wetland areas covered by any federal or state permits, 

consistent with the City’s Biology Guidelines. Mitigation acreage for other impacts to 

habitat (e.g., type conversion due to grading to restore lands to a higher value habitat 

type) will be evaluated through a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP), 

subject to review and approval by applicable regulatory agencies (e.g., California 

Coastal Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Diego Regional Water Quality 

Control Board).   
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Impacts shall be mitigated in one of the following two equally suitable options 

pursuant to the City’s Biology Guidelines: (1) implementation of habitat creation, 

restoration, enhancement, and/or preservation through an approved Habitat 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) or (2) acquisition of approved mitigation 

credits, including approved City of San Diego (City) Advanced Permittee Responsible 

Mitigation (APRM) sites. Impacts occurring within the Coastal Overlay Zone shall be 

mitigated within the Coastal Overlay Zone unless alternative mitigation is approved 

through California Coastal Commission action.  

Option 1:  Prior to subsequent approval of a Program component(s), as part of subsequent project-

specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, an HMMP shall be prepared and 

approved by the City’s Environmental Designee (ED), in accordance with the City of San 

Land Development Manual - Biology Guidelines February 2018 

TABLE 2A 
WETL ND MITJGATION RATIOS 

INCLUDING BIOLOGICALLY SUPERIOR DESIG 

HABITAT TYPE ITTGATIO RATIO 

Coastal Wetlands: 
- Salt marsh 4:1 
- Salt panne 4:1 

Riparian Habitats: 
- Oak riparian fore.st 

3:1 - Riparian forest or woodland 
3:1 - Riparian scrub 
2:1 

- Riparian scrub in the Coastal 3:1 
Overlay Zone 

Freshwater Marsh 2:1 

Freshwater Marsh in the Coastal Overlay Zone 4:1 

Natural Flood Channel 2:1 

Disturbe<l Wet land 2:1 

Vernal Pools 2:1 to4: l * 

Marine Habitats 2: 1 

Eelgrass Beds 2:1 

otes: 
Any impacts to wetlands must be mitigated " in-kind" and achieve a " no-net loss" of wetland function and 
values except as provided for in Section 38 (Economic Viability Option). 

• itigation for vernal pool impacts con istent with the VP HCP sha ll be 2: I for listed fairy hrimp or when 
no listed plant species are present, 3: I for San Diego button celery, and 4:1 when listed species with very 
limited distribution (e.g. , Spreading navarretia, San Diego mesa mint, California Oram grass, and Otay 
mesa mint) are present. While ratio is applied to the basin area, the mitigation site must include appropriate 
water hed to support restored and/or enhanced ba in . 
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Diego Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines (SDBG). Mitigation 

shall conform with the SDBG, including definitions for creation (re-establishment), 

restoration (including rehabilitation), enhancement, and/or acquisition identified under 

environmentally sensitive lands (ESL), satisfaction of no net loss by including at least a 

1:1 ratio of creation or restoration for all areas of permanent loss to wetlands and the 

protection and notice and management elements. 

When proposed mitigation involves habitat enhancement, restoration, or creation, the 

HMMP shall include the following information in addition to information required under 

Attachment B of the SDBG: 

▪ Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation 

▪ Seed mix/planting palette 

▪ Planting specifications 

▪ Monitoring program including success criteria 

▪ Long-term maintenance and preservation plan 

For mitigation that involves habitat acquisition, the HMMP shall include the following: 

▪ Location of proposed acquisition 

▪ Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support for the 

conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact 

▪ Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and 

maintained in perpetuity 

Option 2: Prior to subsequent approval of a Program component(s), as part of subsequent 

project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, allocation of mitigation site 

credits, approved by the ED, that shall include the following: 

▪ A description of the location of the approved mitigation site and referenced on a 

map identifying the regional vicinity. 

▪ Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the conclusion 

that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific impact. At a minimum, a description 

of the proposed habitat impacts, and the type (creation/restoration/enhancement) and 

quantity of mitigation credits requested.  

▪ Documentation that the credits are associated with a mitigation bank or APRM site 

that has been approved by the appropriate Resource Agencies 

▪ Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger 
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MM-BIO-2B Compensatory Uplands Habitat Mitigation. Prior to subsequent project level 

approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to 

CEQA, any direct impacts to sensitive upland vegetation would require mitigation to 

comply with City of San Diego with the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines Table 3 

(or the most current adopted guidelines at the time of review). Significant impacts to 

sensitive uplands (Tier I–III) could occur from Program activities, including habitat 

restoration, construction staging, access and stockpiling, and infrastructure 

improvements including storm drain outfalls, bike and pedestrian paths, and seawalls. 

Mitigation acreage for permanent loss of habitats (e.g., infrastructure improvements) 

shall adhere to mitigation ratios established under Table 3 of the City of San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines. Mitigation required as 

part of any federal (Clean Water Act Section 404) or state (California Fish and Game 

Code Sections 1601 and 1603, California Coastal Act) permit shall supersede and shall 

not be in addition to any mitigation identified in the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) document for those upland areas covered by any federal or state permits. 

Mitigation acreage for other impacts to habitat (e.g., type conversion due to grading 

to restore lands to a higher value habitat type) will be evaluated through a Habitat 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP). 
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Land De ehulment lanua.l - Biology Guidelines Fehr ua.r 2018 

TABLE3 
PLA D U IGATIO RATIO 'I 

TJ ER HA Bl'JATTYPE Ml'JJGATJO RATIO 

Sourhern Foredunes 
Torrey Pines For-es,t Location of Preservat,on 
Coastal Bluff Scrub ln ide Out ide 

TJER 11 Maritime Succulent Scrub 
(rue upland,) Mari time Chaparral Loca,tion Inside 2: 1 J: I 

Scrub Oak Chaparral of 

Native Grassland Impact Outside 1: I 2:1 

Oak Woodlands 

Loca_tion of Preservation 

TI_ERll 3 Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) 
Inside Out ide 

(un<'.ommon CSS/Chaparral Loca,tion Inside 1:1 2:1 
upland,) 

of 
1:mpact Olllside 1:1 LS :! 

Location of Preservation 

TrnRm J Inside Out ide 

(mmmon M_ixed Chapa.rm 
Inside 1:1 u land•) Chamise Ohaparral Location LS :! 

of 
l.mpa.ct OulSide 0.5 :1 1:1 

Location of Preservation 

In ide Out _ide 
TIERHJB3 

Non• a.ti ve Grasslands4 
(mmmnn Location Inside 1:1 LS :! 
upland•) of 

l:mpa.ct OulSide 0.5 :1 1:1 

Location of Preservat,on 
DistlJ!fOOO Land Inside Out ide 

l'JER IY 
Agriculture 

(oth<>r upl•ndl ) 
Eucalyptus Wood.land Location Inside 0:1 Cl:I 
Ornamental Plantings of 

Impact OulSide 0:1 Cl:I 
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Impacts shall be mitigated in one of the following four equally suitable options 

pursuant to the City’s Biology Guidelines: (1) off-site acquisition; (2) on-site 

preservation; (3) habitat restoration; or (4) monetary compensation. Implementation 

of habitat creation, restoration, enhancement, and/or preservation through an 

approved Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) may utilize methods 1 

through 3 listed above. Acquisition of approved mitigation credits, including approved 

City of San Diego (City) APRM sites or payment into the Habitat Acquisition Fund, may 

utilize methods 1 or 4. 

Option 1:  Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent projects specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA, an HMMP shall be prepared and approved 

by the City, in accordance with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines (SDBG). Mitigation shall conform with the 

SDBG, including definitions for preservation and/or restoration of Tier I-III uplands and 

satisfaction of mitigation ratios for sensitive uplands based on location of permanent 

loss, mitigation habitat relative to the Multi Habitat Planning Area (see Table 3 of the 

SDBG), and the protection and notice and management elements.  

When proposed mitigation involves habitat restoration, the HMMP shall include 

the following information in addition to information required under Attachment B 

of the SDBG: 

▪ Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation 

▪ Seed mix/planting palette 

▪ Planting specifications 

▪ Monitoring program including success criteria 

▪ Long-term maintenance and preservation plan 
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▪ For mitigation that involves habitat preservation or acquisition, the HMMP shall 

include the following: 

- Location of proposed acquisition 

- Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support 

for the conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific 

maintenance impact 

- Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and 

maintained in perpetuity 

Option 2: Preference shall be given for the purchase of mitigation credits for impacts to Tier II 

or III upland habitats at the Marron Valley Cornerstone Mitigation Bank. All allocations 

of mitigation site credits at the Marron Valley Cornerstone Mitigation Bank or another 

suitable mitigation bank, approved by the City’s ED, shall include the following: 

▪ A description of the location of the approved mitigation site and referenced on a 

map identifying the regional vicinity. 

▪ Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the conclusion 

that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact. At a minimum, 

a description of the proposed habitat impacts, and the type (creation/restoration/ 

enhancement) and quantity of mitigation credits requested.  

▪ Documentation that the credits are associated with a mitigation bank or APRM site 

that has been approved by the appropriate Resource Agencies 

▪ Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger 

Mitigation monies may also be deposited in the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund as 

mitigation acreage credit, based on the current estimate of land costs and administration, 

as approved by the City’s ED. 

MM-BIO-3 Biological Resource Protection During Construction. The following measures will 

be included in the construction plans for each program component that is within or 

adjacent to sensitive wetlands or sensitive uplands (Tier I–III): 

Prior to Construction 

A. Biologist Verification – Prior to the start of Project construction activities, the 

Project Biologist shall submit a letter to the City of San Diego (City) Environmental 

Designee (ED) that a Qualified Biologist, as defined in the City of San Diego’s 2018 

Biological Guidelines, has been retained to implement the project’s biological 

monitoring program. The letter shall include the names and contact information of 

all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the project.  
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B. Biological Documents – Prior to the issuance of the Notice to Proceed and/or first 

preconstruction meeting, The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required 

documentation to the ED verifying that any special mitigation reports, including, but 

not limited to, maps, plans, surveys, survey timelines, or buffers, are completed or 

scheduled per City Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan (SAP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Ordinance, project permit 

conditions; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered species acts 

(ESAs); and/or other local, state, or federal requirements. 

Prior to the start of construction within or immediately adjacent to the Multi-

Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), the ED shall verify that all MHPA boundaries and 

limits of work have been delineated on all construction documents. 

C. BCME – Prior to the issuance of the Notice to Proceed and/or first preconstruction 

meeting, The Qualified Biologist shall present a Biological Construction 

Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME), which includes the biological documents in C 

above. In addition, the BCME shall include the limits of work, proposed monitoring 

schedule, restoration/revegetation plans, plant salvage/relocation requirements, 

avian or other wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] protocol), timing of surveys, wetland buffers, 

avian construction avoidance areas/noise buffers/ barriers, other impact avoidance 

areas, and any subsequent requirements determined by the Qualified Biologist and 

the ED. The BCME shall include a site plan, a written and graphic depiction of the 

project’s biological mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. The BCME shall 

be approved by the ED and referenced in the construction documents. The BCME 

shall be approved by the ED prior to the start of construction. 

D. Avian Protection Requirements – To avoid any direct impacts to any species 

identified as a listed, candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in the MSCP SAP, 

removal of habitat that supports active nests of native species in the proposed area 

of disturbance shall occur outside of the breeding season for these species 

(February 1 to September 15). If removal of habitat in the proposed area of 

disturbance must occur during the breeding season, the Qualified Biologist shall 

conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence of nesting 

birds on the proposed area of disturbance. The pre-construction survey shall be 

conducted within 10 calendar days prior to the start of construction activities 

(including removal of vegetation). The applicant shall submit the results of the pre-

construction survey to the ED for review and approval prior to initiating any 

construction activities. If nesting bird activities are detected, a letter report in 

conformance with the City’s Biology Guidelines (e.g., appropriate follow-up surveys, 

monitoring schedules, construction and noise barriers/buffers) shall be prepared 

and include proposed measures to be implemented to ensure that take of birds or 
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eggs or disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The report shall be submitted 

to the City for review and approval and implemented to the satisfaction of the City. 

The City’s ED and Biologist shall verify and approve that all measures identified in 

the report are in place prior to and/or during construction. 

E. Resource Delineation – Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist 

shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along 

the limits of disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify 

compliance with any other project conditions as shown on the BCME to ensure 

crews remain in the approved work areas. These demarcations will not be 

required for locations with existing structures, such as chain-link fencing, along 

the limits of work or areas that are adjacent to non-sensitive habitat areas. In-

water work areas shall be buoyed off to limit the extent of direct impacts to 

eelgrass. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens and delimiting buffers 

to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora and fauna species, 

including nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate care shall be taken to 

minimize attraction of nest predators to the site. 

F. Cover Trenches. The qualified monitoring biologist shall oversee the construction 

site so that cover and/or escape routes for wildlife from excavated areas shall be 

provided daily. All steep trenches, holes, and excavations during construction shall 

be covered at night with backfill, plywood, metal plates, or other means, and if 

plastic sheeting is used, the edges must be covered with soils such that small 

wildlife cannot access the excavated hole. Soil piles shall be covered at night to 

prevent wildlife from burrowing in. The edges of the sheeting shall be weighed 

down by sandbags. These areas may also be fenced to prevent wildlife from 

gaining access. Exposed trenches, holes, and excavations shall be inspected twice 

daily (i.e., each morning and before sealing the exposed area) by the qualified 

monitoring biologist to monitor for wildlife entrapment. Excavations shall provide 

an earthen ramp to allow for a wildlife escape route. The qualified monitoring 

biologist shall verify that the contractor 

G. Pre-Construction Meeting/Education – Prior to construction, a pre-construction 

meeting shall be held on site with the following in attendance: the City’s Project 

Manager (PM; or equivalent personnel), an Engineering & Capital Projects (ECP) 

Environmental representative, the Project Contractor (PC) (if applicable), and the 

Qualified Monitoring Biologist (QMB). At this meeting, the QMB shall identify and 

discuss the mitigation measures that apply to project activities and the sensitive 

nature of the adjacent habitat with the crew and PC. 

At the pre-construction meeting, the QMB shall submit to the City ED and PM a copy 

of the BCME that identifies areas to be protected, fenced, and monitored. This data 
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shall include all planned locations and design of noise attenuation walls or other 

devices, if applicable.  

Prior to commencement of utility undergrounding activities, the QMB shall also meet 

with the PC and the construction crew and conduct an on-site educational session 

regarding the need to avoid impacts outside of the approved work area and to protect 

sensitive flora and fauna that may occur at the project location (e.g., explain the avian 

and wetland buffers and the flag system for removal of invasive species or retention 

of sensitive plants and clarify acceptable access routes/methods and staging areas). 

During Construction 

A. Monitoring & Reporting – All construction (including access/staging areas) shall 

be restricted to areas previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or 

previously disturbed as shown on “Exhibit A” and/or the BCME. The Qualified 

Biologist shall monitor construction activities as needed to ensure that 

construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, or cause 

other similar damage, and that the work plan has been amended to accommodate 

any sensitive species located during the pre-construction surveys. In addition, the 

Qualified Biologist shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 

(CSVR). The CSVR shall be emailed to the ED on the first day of monitoring, the first 

week of each month, the last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of 

any undocumented condition or discovery. 

B. Subsequent Resource Identification – The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to 

prevent any new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna on site (e.g., flag plant 

specimens for avoidance during access). If active nests or other previously 

unknown sensitive resources are detected, all project activities that directly impact 

the resource shall be delayed until species-specific local, state, or federal 

regulations have been determined and applied by the Qualified Biologist. 

Post Construction 

A. Final Monitoring Report - If no deviations from the approved construction plan 

occur during work, no additional documentation is required. If deviations from the 

approved construction plan do occur, such as unanticipated impacts to sensitive 

vegetation communities or unanticipated discharge of pollutants, a Final 

Monitoring Report shall be prepared within 30 days following the completion of 

mitigation monitoring efforts detailing construction and monitoring that occurred 

and any remedial or compensatory measures taken. 

B. Unintended Impact Mitigation - In the event that impacts exceed previously 

allowed amounts, additional impacts shall be mitigated in accordance with City 
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Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP SAP, State CEQA, and other applicable local, 

state, and federal laws. The Qualified Biologist shall submit a final BCME/report to 

the satisfaction of the ED within 30 days of construction completion. 

MM-BIO-4 Species-Specific Sensitive Plant Mitigation. Prior to subsequent project level 

approval, as part of subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to 

CEQA, any direct impacts to the following special-status plant species would require 

mitigation in the form of an approved Conceptual Restoration Plan that would be 

implemented if any of the following species are identified within the proposed 

construction area: coast woolly-heads, decumbent goldenbush, estuary seablite, 

Nuttall’s lotus, aphanisma, Coulter’s saltbush, southcoast saltscale, golden-spined 

cereum, cliff spurge, Orcutt’s pincushion, or Brand’s phacelia. 

The approved Conceptual Restoration Plan can be combined with the project Habitat 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and shall be prepared in accordance with Attachment 

B of the City’s Biology Guidelines and implemented in accordance with the City’s 

Biology Guidelines. The plan shall include: 

▪ Provisions to salvage impacted plants for restoration following construction (i.e., 

transplantation), if feasible. 

▪ Soil shall be salvaged and re-used within on-site or off-site restoration areas, 

where appropriate, to capture seed bank and/or transfer soil conditions. 

▪ Seeds from impacted plants would be collected for grow-out and use in on-site or 

off-site restoration following construction, if feasible.  

▪ Conceptual planting plan, including grading and temporary irrigation if necessary 

to create appropriate habitat conditions to support the species. 

▪ Planting specifications (e.g., seed source, soil suitability, container size). 

▪ Monitoring program including success criteria (e.g., a minimum number of 

sensitive plant individuals, a minimum percent cover of native species, a maximum 

percent cover of non-native species). 

▪ Long-term maintenance and preservation plan (e.g., sensitive plant monitoring, 

fencing and signage, adaptive management actions, site security from trespass or 

vandalism). 

MM-BIO-5 Eelgrass Mitigation. Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of subsequent 

project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, focused eelgrass surveys 

shall be conducted within suitable habitat and in accordance with the California 

Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidance (NOAA 2014). Where it is 

determined that eelgrass will be impacted by fill activities, an Eelgrass Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Plan) shall be prepared for review and approval by the 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s NMFS and the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The Mitigation Plan shall describe the 

approach for compensatory mitigation for the loss of eelgrass habitat. Such mitigation 

shall be implemented in accordance with the NMFS California Eelgrass Mitigation 

Policy, including site selection; initial and long-term habitat area replacement ratios; 

methods for and timing of transplantation activities; and monitoring, performance, 

and reporting requirements. In addition, mitigation shall comply with City of San 

Diego’s Biology Guidelines Table 2A (or the most current adopted guidelines at the 

time of review). 

Preference shall be given to in-kind replacement of the eelgrass habitat. At a minimum, 

the no-net-loss creation mitigation (1:1) for eelgrass beds habitat shall be required to 

occur within Mission Bay itself per the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management 

Plan to the greatest extent feasible. Should in-kind mitigation within Mission Bay not be 

feasible, consideration shall be given to in-kind mitigation first in areas in close proximity 

to Mission Bay, then in locations within the Southern California region. If in-kind 

mitigation is not feasible, mitigation banks or in-lieu fee conservation programs shall be 

given preference over out-of-kind mitigation. All mitigation shall conform with the 

wetland restoration provisions of the City’s Biology Guidelines. 

MM-BIO-6 Grunion Monitoring and Avoidance Plan. As part of the subsequent project-specific 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA it shall be determined if project activities are 

necessary below the high tide line during the grunion spawning season (March 1 

through August 31 of any year), the project site and a 100-foot buffer shall be surveyed 

for spawning grunion during high tide of a full or new moon for 3 nights, beginning 

with the nearest grunion run prior to commencement of sand placement activities. 

Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) published dates for grunion runs should be utilized. Project 

activities below the high tide line shall not occur within the 4 days of a full or new moon 

event (see CDFW grunion run calendar). Grunion monitoring shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist for 30 minutes prior to, and 2 hours following, the predicted start 

of each daily spawning event. Sufficient qualified biologists shall be employed to 

ensure that the entire proposed sand placement site is monitored during the 

predicted grunion run. Monitoring is not necessary in areas where there is no sand, 

such as areas supporting 100% cobble or marshlands with no sand exposed during 

high tide.  

The magnitude and extent of a spawning event shall be defined in 300-foot segments 

of beach using the Walker Scale. Every individual fish (males and females) shall be 

counted each night (3 nights total), with the greatest numbers being utilized to 

determine the Walker Scale value (e.g., 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) of each 300-foot segment 
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within the proposed work area. Project activities shall be modified according to the 

following plan: 

If a grunion run consisting of 0–100 individual fish per 300-foot segment (Walker Scale 

0) is reported within 2 weeks prior to, or during, project work, the Contractor does not 

need to take any avoidance action for grunion eggs. No mature grunion may be 

intentionally buried or harmed as a result of project activities. 

Within 2 weeks prior to proposed work, if a grunion run consisting of 100 or more 

individual fish per 300-foot segment (Walker Scale 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the 

Contractor shall avoid work on the respective beach segment(s) and truck route and 

additionally, shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either side of the segment(s) and route 

for a minimum of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried or disturbed. 

These areas shall be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates and marked with 

irrigation flags for a minimum of 2 weeks or when the next scheduled grunion run will 

be monitored. The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid operations on 

such beach segments and their associated buffers. No mature grunion may be 

intentionally harmed as a result of project activities. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 100 to 

500 individual fish in one or more 300-foot segments (Walker Scale 2) in the work area 

is reported, the Contractor shall avoid impacts to grunion eggs to the greatest extent 

feasible and then shall minimize impacts to grunion eggs through such measures as 

alteration of the truck route, sediment discharge points, spreading areas, and 

placement locations. 

If project activities have already commenced, and a grunion run consisting of 500 or 

more individual fish per segment (Walker Scale 3, 4, or 5) is reported, the Contractor 

shall avoid work on the respective beach segment(s) and truck route and additionally, 

shall avoid a 100-foot buffer on either side of the segment(s) and route for a minimum 

of 2 weeks, to ensure that no grunion eggs are buried or disturbed. These areas shall 

be memorialized through multiple GPS coordinates, and marked with irrigation flags 

for a minimum of 2 weeks when the next scheduled grunion run will be monitored. 

The Contractor shall adapt the project schedule to avoid operations on such beach 

segments and their associated buffers. No mature grunion may be intentionally 

harmed as a result of project activities. 

MM-BIO-7 Caulerpa Management. Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of 

subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the City shall 

retain a certified Caulerpa surveyor as per NOAA Fisheries Certified Caulerpa 

Surveyors List to identify the potential existence of invasive Caulerpa spp. within the 
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program component areas that have potential to support invasive Caulerpa spp., as 

identified during subsequent review and approvals, through surveys conducted in 

accordance with the Caulerpa Control Protocol: https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/ 

2021-12/caulerpacontrol-protocol-v5.pdf (October 2021) prior to construction in those 

Program component areas. Any sightings of Caulerpa spp. shall be reported within 

24 hours to CDFW (Caulerpa@wildlife.ca.gov) and the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries at (562) 980-4037 and 

nmfs.wcr.caulerpa@noaa.gov. 

MM-BIO-8 Avoidance of Listed Species Take. Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of 

subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, an analysis of listed 

wildlife species that have a moderate or high potential to occur within or adjacent to 

individual project components must be conducted. The analysis shall be based on life 

history and distribution of each species and presence of suitable habitat within or adjacent 

to the project and survey results collected through implementation of MM-BIO-1, to 

determine the applicability of measures below that shall be implemented.  

MM-BIO-8A  Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN). Prior to any project pre-construction 

meeting associated with the Program, the Environmental Designee (ED) shall verify 

that Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) as well as any appropriate requirements 

regarding coastal California gnatcatcher, as specified below, are shown on the 

project’s biological monitoring exhibit(s).  

No construction activities shall occur within or adjacent to suitable habitat during the 

breeding seasons of coastal CAGN (March 1 to August 15) until the following 

requirements have been met to the satisfaction of the ED: 

1. A Qualified Biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] 

Recovery Permit) shall survey those suitable habitat areas within the MHPA that 

would be subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 A-weighted decibels 

(dBA) hourly average for the presence of CAGN. Surveys for this species shall be 

conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) within the breeding season prior to the 

commencement of any construction. If CAGN is present, then the following 

conditions must be met: 

a) From March 1 through August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 

habitat shall be permitted within the MHPA. Areas restricted from such 

activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; and 
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b) From March 1 through August 15 no construction activities shall occur within 

any portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels 

exceeding 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat in the MHPA. 

An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not 

exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be 

completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing current noise engineer 

license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed 

animal species) and approved by the ED at least 2 weeks prior to the 

commencement of construction activities. Prior to the commencement of 

construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such 

activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; or 

c) At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under 

the direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, 

walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from 

construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

habitat occupied by CAGN and located in the MHPA. Concurrent with the 

commencement of construction activities and the construction of necessary 

noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge of 

the occupied habitat area in the MHPA to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 

dBA hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are 

determined to be inadequate by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the 

associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise 

attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August 16). 

Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice 

weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction 

activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained 

below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 

60 dBA hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in 

consultation with the biologist and the ED, as necessary, to reduce noise levels 

to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already 

exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited 

to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the 

simultaneous use of equipment.  
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2 If CAGN are not detected during the protocol survey, the permitted biologist shall 

submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that 

demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary 

between March 1 through August 15 and adherence to the following is required:  

a) If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for CAGN, to be present 

based on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 

1(c) shall be adhered to as specified above. 

b) If this evidence concludes that no impacts to the applicable species are 

anticipated, no additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8B Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV). Prior to any project pre-construction meeting associated 

with the Program, Environmental Designee (ED) verify that appropriate 

requirements regarding LBV, as specified below, are shown on the project’s 

biological monitoring exhibit(s).  

No construction activities shall occur within or adjacent to suitable habitat during the 

breeding seasons of LBV (March 15 to September 15) until the following requirements 

have been met to the satisfaction of the ED: 

1) A Qualified Biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10[a][1][a] 

Recovery Permit) shall survey those habitat areas that would be subject to 

construction noise levels exceeding 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) hourly average 

for the presence of LBV. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to 

the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) within the breeding season prior to the commencement of any 

construction. If LBV is present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a) From March 15 through September 15 no clearing, grubbing, or grading of 

occupied habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall 

be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified monitoring 

biologist; and 

b) From March 15 through September 15 no construction activities shall occur 

within any portion of the site where construction activities would result in 

noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat. 

An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not 

exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be 

completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing current noise engineer 

license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed 

animal species) and approved by the ED at least 2 weeks prior to the 

commencement of construction activities. Prior to the commencement of 
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construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from such 

activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of the qualified 

monitoring biologist; or 

c) At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under 

the direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, 

walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from 

construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

habitat occupied by LBV. Concurrent with the commencement of construction 

activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise 

monitoring shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to 

ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly average. If the noise attenuation 

techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the Qualified 

Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease 

until such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of 

the breeding season (September 16). Construction noise monitoring shall 

continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, or more 

frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify that noise levels at 

the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA hourly average or to 

the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If not, other 

measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the ED, 

as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures 

may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction 

equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.  

2) If LBV are not detected during the protocol survey, the permitted biologist shall 

submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource agencies that 

demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are 

necessary between March 15 through September 15 and adherence to the 

following is required:  

a) If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for LBV to be present based 

on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) through 1(c) shall 

be adhered to as specified above. 

b) If this evidence concludes that no impacts to the applicable species are 

anticipated, no additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8C California Least Tern (CLT)/Western Snowy Plover (WSP). In order to prevent 

impacts to CLT and WSP, no clearing, grubbing or grading, or active wetland 

creation/restoration shall take place within or adjacent to the MHPA, CLT preserves as 

identified in the current Mission Bay Park Natural Resources Management Plan at the 
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time of construction, or coastal salt marsh habitats during the City’s general avian 

breeding season of February 1 to September 15.  

Additionally, the following requirements from the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource 

Management Plan (City of San Diego 1990) and Mission Bay Park Master Plan Update 

(City of San Diego 2002) for the CLT shall be met: 

1) In-water construction or dredging shall not be permitted in Mission Bay from April 

1 through September 15, unless otherwise approved in writing by the City of San 

Diego, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. Any exception would have to meet the following criteria to preserve least 

tern nesting and foraging: use of silt curtains or similar devices around in-water 

construction activity, use of noise reduction or low noise equipment, and use of 

timing and location restrictions on activity to avoid interfering with breeding sites 

or major least tern foraging areas. 

2) Direct impacts to permanently designated least tern nesting sites shall not 

be permitted. 

3) The 150-foot buffer zone for each least tern nesting site shall be free of structures 

with heights over 6 feet, including fencing, to avoid providing raptors perches from 

which to prey on CLT chicks. 

4) Any existing noise attenuation berms to prevent any significant noise from 

reaching the Multi-Habitat Planning Area and CLT preserve shall remain in 

accordance with the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan and 

Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 

5) If construction activities take place during the CLT breeding season, significant 

impacts may occur to least tern in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area. To avoid 

significant noise impacts to breeding least terns, construction within 500 feet of 

least tern preserves shall take place outside the least tern breeding season, which 

ranges from April 1 to September 15.  

Additionally, the following requirements for the CLT shall be met: 

1) Beginning April 1 and ending on September 15, a CLT biologist shall monitor daily 

for the arrival of CLTs into Mission Bay, and immediately notify the USFWS upon 

their arrival. Notification to the USFWS shall occur via email on a daily basis as to 

the presence or absence of least terns in Mission Bay. The CLT biologist shall be 

present throughout the period of in-water construction and will note the present 

of CLTs in Mission Bay and the work area.  
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2) A biological monitoring with CLT experience shall be present on all days when in-

water work is conducted after least terns arrive in Mission Bay. The biological 

monitor shall be present throughout the period of in-water construction and shall 

note the presence of CLTs in Mission Bay and the work area, and any project-

generated surface turbidity. Surface turbidity is defined as an obvious 

discoloration of the top 10 feet of the water column visible to the human eye. 

Project-generated surface turbidity shall not exceed 500 feet in length or width, or 

persist long than 1 hour. 

3) The biological monitoring shall provide daily field reports to the ED and USFWS 

within 24 hours of each monitoring date. The daily field reports shall include 

photographs showing the best management practices surrounding the work area 

taken during in-water work, and any incidences of plume escape or expansion 

outside of the silt curtain. The biological monitoring shall also submit a final 

summary report of monitoring to the ED and USFWS within 30 days of completion 

of in-water work.  

In addition, if work is proposed where CLT or WSP has a moderate or high potential to 

nest, a USFWS and CDFW-approved biologist will perform the following duties prior to 

the start of construction of those program component areas: 

1) The USFWS-CDFW biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that would be 

subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average for the 

presence of CLT and/or WSP. As required by species, surveys shall be conducted 

pursuant to any approved protocol survey guidelines established by USFWS, CDFW 

or other authorized agency within the breeding season prior to the 

commencement of any construction. If CLT and/or WSP are determined to be 

present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a) From March 1 to September 15 for WSP and April 1 to September 15 for CLT, 

no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat shall be permitted. Areas 

restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision 

of the qualified monitoring biologist. No construction activities shall occur 

within any portion of the site where construction activities would result in 

noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat. 

An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not 

exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be 

completed by a Qualified Acoustician (possessing current noise engineer 

license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed 

animal species) and approved by the Environmental Designee (ED) at least 2 

weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the 

commencement of construction activities during the breeding season, areas 
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restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision 

of the qualified monitoring biologist; or 

b) At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under 

the direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, 

walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from 

construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

habitat occupied by CLT and/or WSP. Concurrent with the commencement of 

construction activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation 

facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied 

habitat area to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly average. If the 

noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate 

by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction 

activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is 

achieved or until the end of the breeding season (September 16). Construction 

noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on 

varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to 

verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 

60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 

dBA hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in 

consultation with the biologist and the ED, as necessary, to reduce noise levels 

to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already 

exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not 

limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the 

simultaneous use of equipment. 

2) If CLT and/or WSP are not detected during the required survey(s), the permitted 

biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource 

agencies that demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise 

walls are necessary during the specific breeding seasons for these species, and 

adherence to the following is required:  

a) If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for CLT and/or WSP to be 

present based on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) 

through 1(c) shall be adhered to as specified above. 

b) If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no 

additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8D Light-Footed Ridgway’s Rail and Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (LFRR/BSS). If work 

is proposed where light-footed Ridgway’s rail (LFRR) or Belding’s savannah sparrow 

(BSS) has a moderate or high potential to nest, a USFWS (for LFRR only) and CDFW (for 
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LFRR and BSS) approved biologist will perform the following duties prior to the start 

of construction of those Program component areas: 

1) The approved biologist shall survey those suitable habitat areas that would be 

subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly average for the 

presence of LFRR and/or BSS. As required by species, surveys shall be conducted 

pursuant to any approved protocol survey guidelines established by USFWS, CDFW 

or other authorized agency within the breeding season prior to the 

commencement of any construction. If LFRR and/or BSS are determined to be 

present, then the following conditions must be met: 

a) From March 1 to September 15 for LFRR and February 1 to August 1 for BSS, 

no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied habitat shall be permitted. Areas 

restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision 

of the qualified monitoring biologist; and 

b) From March 1 to September 15 for LFRR and February 1 to August 1 for BSS, no 

construction activities shall occur within any portion of the site where 

construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 60 dBA hourly 

average at the edge of occupied habitat. An analysis showing that noise 

generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at 

the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a Qualified Acoustician 

(possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring noise 

level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the Environmental 

Designee (ED) at least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction 

activities. Prior to the commencement of construction activities during the 

breeding season, areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced 

under the supervision of the qualified monitoring biologist; or 

c) At least 2 weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under 

the direction of a Qualified Acoustician, attenuation measures (e.g., berms, 

walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from 

construction activities would not exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of 

habitat occupied by LFRR and/or BSS. Concurrent with the commencement of 

construction activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation 

facilities, noise monitoring shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied 

habitat area to ensure that levels do not exceed 60 dBA hourly average. If the 

noise attenuation techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate 

by the Qualified Acoustician or Biologist, then the associated construction 

activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is 

achieved or until the end of the breeding season (September 16 for LFRR and 

August 2 for BSS). Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be 
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monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, or more frequently 

depending on the construction activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge 

of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If not, other 

measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist and the ED, 

as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA hourly average or to the 

ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. Such 

measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on the placement of 

construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.  

2) If LFRR and/or BSS are not detected during the required survey(s), the permitted 

biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the ED and applicable resource 

agencies that demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise 

walls are necessary during the specific breeding seasons for these species, and 

adherence to the following is required:  

a) If this evidence indicates that the potential is high for LFRR and/or BSS to be 

present based on historical records or site conditions, then Condition 1(a) 

through 1(c) shall be adhered to as specified above. 

b) If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no 

additional mitigation measures would be necessary. 

MM-BIO-8E Western Burrowing Owl (BUOW). Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part 

of subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, it shall be 

determined If work is proposed at a project location where BUOW have been identified 

during subsequent review to have a moderate or high potential to occur, the following 

species-specific mitigation measure is required.  

Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the Environmental Designee (ED) shall 

verify that the following project requirements regarding BUOW are shown on the 

construction plans and/or included in the contract specifications: 

Prior to Permit or Notice to Proceed Issuance: 

1) As program component areas have been determined to have BUOW occupation 

potential, the Applicant Department or Permit Holder shall submit evidence to the 

Environmental Designee (ED) and MSCP SAP staff, to the satisfaction of the City, 

verifying that a Biologist possessing qualifications pursuant to the California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 2012 Staff Report on BUOW Mitigation 

(hereafter referred as the CDFG 2012 Staff Report) has been retained to 

implement a BUOW construction impact avoidance program.  
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2) The qualified BUOW biologist (or their designated biological representative) 

shall attend the pre-construction meeting to inform construction personnel 

about the City’s BUOW requirements and subsequent survey schedule. 

Prior to Start of Construction: 

1) The Applicant Department or Permit Holder and Qualified Biologist must 

ensure that initial pre-construction/take avoidance surveys of the component 

construction “site” are completed between 14 and 30 days before initial 

construction activities, including brushing, clearing, grubbing, or grading of the 

site, regardless of the time of the year. “Site” means the component 

construction site and the area within a radius of 450 feet of the component 

construction site. A report detailing the results of the surveys shall be 

submitted and approved by the Wildlife Agencies (i.e., USFWS and the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) and/or City MSCP SAP staff 

prior to construction or BUOW eviction(s) and shall include maps of the 

component site and BUOW locations on aerial photos. 

2) The pre-construction survey shall follow the methods described in the CDFG 

2012 Staff Report Appendix D. 

3) 24 hours prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the Qualified 

Biologist shall verify results of pre-construction/take avoidance surveys via 

review of the Survey Report (see report requirements in CDFG 2012, Staff 

Report – Appendix D 3) that is to be provided to the City and Wildlife Agencies. 

Written verification via the Survey Report shall be provided to the City’s ECP ED 

and MSCP SAP Sections, and to the satisfaction of these sections. If results of 

the pre-construction surveys have changed and BUOW are present in areas not 

previously identified, immediate notification to the City and Wildlife Agencies 

shall be provided prior to ground-disturbing activities.  

During Construction: 

1) Best management practices shall be employed, as BUOWs are known to use 

open pipes, culverts, excavated holes, and other burrow-like structures at 

construction sites. Legally permitted active construction projects that are 

occupied by BUOW and have followed all protocol in this mitigation section, or 

sites within 450 feet of occupied BUOW areas, shall undertake measures to 

discourage BUOWs from recolonizing previously occupied areas or colonizing 

new portions of the site. Such measures include, but are not limited to, 

ensuring that the ends of all pipes and culverts are covered when they are not 

being worked on and covering rubble piles, dirt piles, ditches, and berms.  
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2) Ongoing BUOW detection – If BUOWs or active burrows are not detected during 

the pre-construction surveys, Section “A” below shall be followed. IF BUOWS 

OR BURROWS ARE DETECTED DURING THE PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS, 

SECTION “B” SHALL BE FOLLOWED. NEITHER THE MSCP SUBAREA PLAN NOR 

THIS MITIGATION SECTION ALLOWS FOR ANY BUOWS TO BE INJURED OR 

KILLED OUTSIDE OR WITHIN THE MHPA; IN ADDITION, IMPACTS TO BUOWS 

WITHIN THE MHPA MUST BE AVOIDED.  

A. Post-Survey Follow-Up if BUOWs and/or Signs of Active Natural or Artificial 

Burrows Are Not Detected During the Initial Pre-Construction Survey – 

Monitoring the site for new burrows is required using the protocol in CDFG 

2012 Staff Report Appendix D for the period following the initial pre-

construction survey, until construction is scheduled to be complete and is 

complete. (NOTE: Using a projected completion date [that is amended if 

needed] will allow development of a monitoring schedule that adheres to the 

required number of surveys in the detection protocol.) 

i) If no active burrows are found but BUOWs are observed to occasionally 

(1–3 sightings) use the site for roosting or foraging, they shall be allowed 

to do so with no changes in the construction or construction schedule. 

ii) If no active burrows are found but BUOWs are observed, during follow-

up monitoring or repeatedly (4 or more sightings), using the site for 

roosting or foraging, the ED shall be notified, and any portion of the site 

where owls have been sighted and that has not been graded or 

otherwise disturbed shall be avoided until further notice.  

iii) If a BUOW begins using a burrow on the site at any time after the initial pre-

construction survey, procedures described in Section “b” must be followed.  

iv) Any actions other than these require the approval of the City and the 

Wildlife Agencies. 

B. Post-Survey Follow Up if BUOWs and/or Active Natural or Artificial Burrows Are 

Detected During the Initial Pre-Construction Survey – Monitoring the site for 

new burrows is required using the protocol in CDFG 2012 Staff Report 

Appendix D for the period following the initial pre-construction survey, until 

construction is scheduled to be complete and is complete. (NOTE: Using a 

projected completion date [that is amended if needed] will allow development 

of a monitoring schedule that adheres to the required number of surveys in 

the detection protocol.) This section (B) applies only to sites (including 

biologically defined territory) wholly outside of the MHPA; ALL DIRECT AND 

INDIRECT IMPACTS TO BUOWS WITHIN THE MHPA SHALL BE AVOIDED. 
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i) If one or more BUOWs are using any burrows (including pipes, culverts, 

debris piles, etc.) on or within 300 feet of the proposed construction 

area, the ED and MSCP SAP staff shall be immediately contacted. The 

City’s ED and MSCP SAP staff shall contact the Wildlife Agencies 

regarding eviction/collapsing burrows and enlist the appropriate City 

biologist for ongoing coordination with the Wildlife Agencies and the 

qualified consulting BUOW biologist. No construction shall occur within 

300 feet of an active burrow without written concurrence from the 

Wildlife Agencies. This distance may increase or decrease, depending 

on the burrow’s location in relation to the site’s topography, and other 

physical and biological characteristics. 

a) Outside the Breeding Season – If the BUOW is using a burrow on site 

outside the breeding season (i.e., September 1 to January 31), the BUOW 

may be evicted after the qualified BUOW biologist has determined via 

fiber optic camera or other appropriate device, that no eggs, young, or 

adults are in the burrow. Eviction requires preparation of an Exclusion 

Plan prepared in accordance with CDFG 2012 Staff Report Appendix E (or 

most recent guide available) for review and submittal to the Wildlife 

Agencies. Written concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies is required 

prior to Exclusion Plan implementation.  

b) During Breeding Season – If a BUOW is using a burrow on site during the 

breeding season (February 1 to August 31), construction shall not occur 

within 300 feet of the burrow until the young have fledged and are no 

longer dependent on the burrow, at which time the BUOWs can be 

evicted. Eviction requires preparation of an Exclusion Plan prepared in 

accordance with CDFG 2012 Staff Report, Appendix E (or most recent 

guidance available) for review and submittal to Wildlife Agencies and City 

of San Diego (ECP ED and MSCP SAP). Written concurrence from the 

Wildlife Agencies prior to Exclusion Plan implementation. 

C. Survey Reporting During Construction – Details of construction surveys and 

evictions (if applicable) conducted shall be immediately (within 5 working days 

or sooner) reported to the ECP ED, MSCP SAP staff and the Wildlife Agencies 

and must be provided in writing (as by email) and acknowledged to have been 

received by the required Wildlife Agencies and ECP staff member(s). 

Post Construction: 

1) Details of all the surveys and actions undertaken on site with respect to 

BUOWs (e.g., occupation, eviction, locations) shall be reported to the ECP 
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ED and the Wildlife Agencies within 21 days post-construction. This report 

must include summaries of all previous reports for the site and maps of 

the site and BUOW locations on aerial photos. 

MM-BIO-8F Crotch’s Bumble Bee. Prior to subsequent project level approval, as part of 

subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA,, it shall be 

determined if work is proposed at a Program component location where Crotch’s 

bumble bee have been identified during subsequent review to have a moderate or 

high potential to occur, the following species-specific mitigation measure is required 

to minimize the potential for take of this state candidate endangered species. Should 

this species no longer be a state candidate for listing or state listed as threatened or 

endangered at the time of the pre-construction meeting or protocol surveys are 

completed and determine the species is absent from the Program component site, 

then this mitigation measures shall not be required.  

1) Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction, the City’s 

Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve construction documents 

(plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the applicable mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program (MMRP) requirements are incorporated into the design. 

a) To avoid impacts on Crotch’s bumble bee, removal of habitat in the proposed 

area of disturbance must occur outside of the Colony Active Period between 

April 1 and August 31. If the removal of habitat in the proposed area of 

disturbance must occur during the Colony Active Period, a Qualified Biologist 

shall conduct a pre-activity survey no more than 3 days prior to the initiation 

of construction activities to determine the presence or absence of Crotch’s 

bumble bee within the proposed area of disturbance. 

b) Surveys must be conducted by a Qualified Biologist meeting the qualifications 

discussed in the CDFW guidance (i.e., Survey Considerations for CESA 

Candidate Bumble Bee Species, dated June 6, 2023).  

c) The pre-activity survey shall consist of photographic surveys following CDFW 

guidance (i.e., Survey Considerations for CESA Candidate Bumble Bee Species, 

dated June 6, 2023). In coordination with CDFW, the Qualified Biologist may be 

required to send all photo vouchers to a CDFW-approved taxonomist to 

confirm the identifications of the bumble bees encountered during surveys. 

The surveys shall consist of passive methods unless a Memorandum of 

Understanding is obtained from CDFW. If additional activities (e.g., capture or 

handling) are deemed necessary to identify bumble bees of an unknown 

species that may be Crotch’s bumble bee, then the Qualified Biologist shall 

obtain the required authorization via a Memorandum of Understanding or 

Scientific Collecting Permit pursuant to the CDFW 2023 Survey Considerations 
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for CESA Candidate Bumble Bee Species. Survey methods that involve lethal 

take of species are not acceptable. Survey results will be considered valid until 

the start of the next colony active period. 

d) If pre-activity surveys identify Crotch’s bumble bee individuals on site, the 

Qualified Biologist shall notify and consult with CDFW to establish, monitor, 

and maintain no-work buffers around the associated floral resources or nest, 

as appropriate. The size and configuration of the no-work buffer shall be 

based on the best professional judgment of the Qualified Biologist in 

consultation with CDFW. Construction activities shall not occur within the no-

work buffers until the bees appear no longer active (i.e., associated floral 

resources appear desiccated and no bees are seen flying for three consecutive 

days indicating dispersal from the area).  

e) If Crotch’s bumble bee are identified during species-specific surveys, the City shall 

pursue an Incidental Take Permit from CDFW. Take of any endangered, 

threatened, or candidate species that results from the project is prohibited, 

except as authorized by state law (California Fish and Game Code Sections 86, 

2062, 2067, 2068, 2080, 2085; 14 CCR 786.9) under the California Endangered 

Species Act (CESA). Mitigation for direct impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee will be 

fulfilled through compensatory mitigation at a minimum 1:1 nesting habitat 

replacement of equal or better functions and values to those impacted by the 

project, or as otherwise determined through the Incidental Take Permit process. 

f) Survey data shall be submitted by the Qualified Biologist to the California 

Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) in accordance with the Memorandum 

of Understanding with CDFW, or Scientific Collecting Permit requirements, 

as applicable. 

MM-BIO-8G CDFW Fully Protected Species. Take of CDFW fully protected species including white-

tailed kite, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, and California least tern may not occur except 

with take permit authorization from CDFW, and only under specific circumstances. 

Light-footed Ridgway’s rail and California least tern are also listed as endangered by 

USFWS and would require federal take authorization if take is unavoidable.  

If work is proposed at a component location where fully protected species have been 

identified during subsequent review to have a moderate or high potential, focused 

wildlife surveys would be required.  

1) Prior to the issuance of any NTP, or pre-construction meeting, the ECP ED shall 

verify that the following project requirements regarding the fully protected species 

are shown on the construction plans where such construction occurs within 

suitable habitat for these species: 
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a) Impacts to fully protected species shall be fully avoided. For construction sites 

that support suitable habitat for fully protected species, a qualified biologist 

shall remain on site during all vegetation clearing and perform periodic site 

inspections (1–2 times/week) during grading and vegetation removal activities. 

Should a fully protected species nest be detected, a buffer of a minimum of 

500 feet shall be established, and no activity shall occur within the buffer zone 

until the biologist determines and CDFW confirms that all chicks have fledged 

and are no longer reliant on the nest site.  

MM-BIO-8H Marine Mammals and Green Sea Turtles. Prior to subsequent project level approval, 

as part of subsequent project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA, a 

hydroacoustic study would be required to determine if project components that 

require in-water pile driving have the potential to generate sound exposure levels 

exceeding the thresholds described in the following table. 

Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Pressure Level Impacts 

 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Fish (206 dB 

peak and 187 dB 

accumulated SEL) 

Impact Threshold for 

Marine Mammals 

(160 dBrms for impact; 

120 dBrms for 

vibratory) 

Impact Threshold 

for Green Sea 

Turtles (166 dBrms) 

Assumed 

Component Noise 

Levels (>5 meters 

of water) 

Potentially Significant Hydroacoustic Impacts 

76–188 dBpeak  No N/A N/A 

146–166 dBSEL  Maybe1 N/A N/A 

166–176 dBrms  N/A Yes Yes 

Source: M&A 2017. 

Notes: dB = decibel; SEL = sound exposure level; rms = root mean square; N/A = not applicable.  
1 Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes (SELcumulative = SEL + 10*log [# strikes]) as such, 

the starting SEL would dictate the number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold of 187dB 

SELcumulative. 

Should pile driving be found to result in sound exposure levels that would cause 

indirect hydroacoustic impacts on marine species through exceedance of approved 

thresholds in the table above, the following measures shall be followed, or similar 

measures as may be required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):  

A. Employ protected species observers (PSO). PSOs must be qualified, NMFS-

approved PSOs. 
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B. Monitoring must take place from 30 minutes prior to initiation of pile driving 

activity (i.e., pre-start clearance monitoring) through 30 minutes post-completion 

of pile driving activity. 

C. Pre-start clearance monitoring must be conducted during periods of visibility 

sufficient for the lead PSO to determine that the shutdown zones (as determined 

by hydroacoustic analysis) are clear of marine mammals and green sea turtles. Pile 

driving may commence following 30 minutes of observation when the 

determination is made that the shutdown zones are clear of marine mammals. 

D. If a marine mammals or green sea turtles are observed entering or within the 

shutdown zones, pile driving activity must be delayed or halted.  

E. If pile driving is delayed or halted due to the presence of a marine mammal or 

green sea turtle, the activity may not commence or resume until either the animal 

has voluntarily exited and been visually confirmed beyond the shutdown zone or 

15 minutes have passed without re-detection of the animal. 

F. Use soft start techniques when impact pile driving. Soft start requires contractors 

to provide an initial set of three strikes at reduced energy, followed by a 30-second 

waiting period, then two subsequent reduced energy strike sets. A soft start must 

be implemented at the start of each day’s impact pile driving and at any time 

following cessation of impact pile driving for a period of 30 minutes or longer. 

G. Noise attenuation: a bubble curtain must be used during impact pile driving. The 

bubble curtain must be operated as necessary to achieve optimal performance. 

At a minimum, the following performance standards shall be met: 

i. The bubble curtain must distribute air bubbles around 100 percent of the 

piling circumference for the full depth of the water column. 

ii. The lowest bubble ring must be in contact with the substrate for the full 

circumference of the ring, and the weights attached to the bottom ring shall 

ensure 100 percent substrate contact. No parts of the ring or other objects 

shall prevent full substrate contact. 

iii. Air flow to the bubblers must be balanced around the circumference of 

the pile. 

H. Construction staff must avoid direct physical interaction with marine mammals or 

green sea turtle during construction activity. If a marine mammal or green sea 

turtle comes within 10 meters of such activity, operations must cease and vessels 

must reduce speed to the minimum level required to maintain steerage and safe 

working conditions, as necessary to avoid direct physical interaction. 
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Historical Resources 

MM-CUL-1  Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) “Like” Documentation. Prior to 

issuance of any permits or any demolition of the Mission Beach Seawall, the City of 

San Diego shall initiate and sponsor the documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall 

and its setting through the preparation of HAER “Like” documentation. This 

documentation shall include digital photographs, a short-form report, and archiving 

as outlined below, developed in consultation with the City of San Diego. All work shall 

be conducted by an architectural historian who meets the 2008 Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural history and/or history 

(Qualified Architectural Historian). This mitigation measure is being proposed in 

compliance with CEQA and does not necessitate approval of this documentation 

through National Park Service (NPS) or the California Office of Historic Preservation. 

The HAER “Like” Short Form document shall be limited to the following: 

1. Digital Photography: Prior to issuance of any permits or any demolition of the 

seawall, digital photographic documentation of the Mission Beach Seawall shall be 

prepared to the National Park Service's 2024 National Register of Historic Places 

and National Historic Landmarks Program Consolidated and Updated Photograph 

Policy.  The photographer shall be familiar with the recordation of historical 

resources in accordance with NPS guidelines and digital photography.  A minimum 

of 15 photographs shall be taken, detailing the overall site, select intact portions 

of the seawall, existing setting, and surrounding viewsheds. Drone photography 

and/or videography may also be used to capture aerial perspectives of the seawall 

in addition to digital photography. All photographs shall include a photo index, 

and field notes, and be identified and labeled using the NPS Consolidated and 

Updated Photograph Policy 2024.  

2. Short-Form Report: In consultation with the City of San Diego, a Qualified 

Architectural Historian shall prepare a short-form report in conjunction with the 

large format photographs. The historic report will be formatted to Historic 

American Engineering Record Guidelines for Historical Reports and include 

historical background information, original or copies of architectural or 

engineering drawings, if available, maps, and historic photographs relevant to the 

Mission Beach Seawall.  

3. Archiving: One copy of the final, archival quality documentation shall be provided 

to the San Diego History Center.  Duplicate archival laser-copies (on acid-free 

paper) of the report and photographs shall be submitted to the City of San Diego. 

In summary one (1) full set of survey prints, negatives, and report and one 

duplicate archival copy of surveys are required. The HAER “Like” Short Format 
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documentation for the Mission Beach Seawall must be submitted to repositories 

within three months of Program’s completion. 

MM-CUL-2  Development of Public Interpretation and Educational Display. The City of San 

Diego shall develop and prepare public interpretation and educational materials to 

document and explain the importance of the Mission Beach Seawall to the City of San 

Diego’s community and planning history. The display shall be designed in consultation 

with the project design team, a professional graphic designer, and a qualified historian 

or architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualifications Standards (Qualified Architectural Historian). Input and review of the 

content on the display must be completed in conjunction with the City of San Diego’s 

Heritage Preservation staff.  

The display shall include the following content: 

▪ A narrative summary of the historical resource’s significance, including its 

association with important events, persons, and/or architectural features. 

▪ Archival photographs and/or drawings of the resource. 

▪ A site map or diagram showing the original location and layout. 

▪ A QR code or link to a digital archive with expanded content, such as oral histories, 

documents, or additional imagery, if available. 

Historical ephemeral materials and exerts from historic contexts from technical 

reports prepared as part of the proposed Program and maps shall be included. The 

display should express the Mission Beach Seawall’s association with the early 

development of Mission Beach and its innovative tongue and groove pilings design.  

The interpretive and educational display shall be incorporated into the design of the 

proposed Program for public accessibility at the new seawall site. Specifics for 

establishing the appropriate medium to display this information shall be done in 

consultation with the Project proponent. The following performance standards for the 

display are required: 

▪ The display shall be constructed of durable, weather-resistant materials and be 

designed to be accessible in accordance with ADA standards. 

▪ The content shall be reviewed and approved by the City of San Diego prior 

to installation. 

▪ The display shall be installed within three months of Project completion and 

maintained in good condition for a minimum of 20 years. 
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MM-CUL-3  Incorporation of Historic Design Features into New Construction. During the 

design phase of the Program’s Restoration of the Seawall Bulkhead Element, City of 

San Diego Heritage Preservation staff will review all construction drawings to ensure 

the incorporation of the historic design features identified in the 1998 Mission Beach 

Boardwalk Project EIR/Environmental Assessment such as the pop-out walls which 

historically featured open balustrades, elevation of solid walls along the Boardwalk, 

and specific concrete color and finish. The Mission Beach Seawall will be restored to 

the condition that is required by the City of San Diego’s historical standards consistent 

with the San Diego Municipal Code. This mitigation is to ensure that the quality of 

design will be at a minimum equal to the current structure. 

MM-CUL-4 Construction Monitoring. The following shall be implemented to protect unknown 

archaeological resources and/or grave sites that may be identified during ground-

disturbing activities associated with the construction or maintenance of the Rose Creek 

Bike Path Project Element and the Seawall Bulkhead Restoration Project Element. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to permit issuance or Bid Opening/Bid Award, whichever is 

applicable, the Environmental Designee (ED) shall verify that the 

requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American 

monitoring have been noted on the applicable construction documents 

through the plan check process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ED 

1. Prior to Bid Award, the applicant shall submit a letter of verification to ED 

identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of 

all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined 

in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If 

applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program 

must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification 

documentation. 

7. ED will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the 

PI and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project 

meet the qualifications established in the HRG. 

8. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from ED 

for any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 
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II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to ED that a site-specific records search (1 

mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited 

to a copy of a confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, 

or, if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating 

that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning 

expectations and probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or 

grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED requesting a reduction to the ¼ 

mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall 

arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American 

consultant/monitor (where Native American resources may be impacted), 

Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer 

(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and ED. The qualified 

Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 

suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall 

schedule a focused Precon Meeting with ED, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if 

appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Acknowledgement of Responsibility for Curation (CIP or Other 

Public Projects) 

The applicant shall submit a letter to ED acknowledging their responsibility 

for the cost of curation associated with all phases of the archaeological 

monitoring program. 

3. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit 

an Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME 

has been reviewed and approved by the Native American 

consultant/monitor when Native American resources may be impacted) 

based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to 
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ED identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of 

grading/excavation limits. 

The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as 

well as information regarding the age of existing pipelines, laterals and 

associated appurtenances and/or any known soil conditions (native 

or formation). 

ED shall notify the PI that the AME has been approved. 

9. When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction 

schedule to ED through the RE indicating when and where monitoring 

will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring 

program. This request shall be based on relevant information such as 

review of final construction documents which indicate conditions such 

as age of existing pipe to be replaced, depth of excavation and/or site 

graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential 

for resources to be present. 

10. Approval of AME and Construction Schedule 

After approval of the AME by ED, the PI shall submit to ED written 

authorization of the AME and Construction Schedule from the CM. 

III. During Construction 

A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching/ 

Habitat Restoration 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil 

disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result 

in impacts to archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The 

Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and ED 

of changes to any construction activities such as in the case of a 

potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain 

circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate 

modification of the AME. 

2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of 

their presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching 

activities based on the AME and provide that information to the PI and ED. 
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If prehistoric resources are encountered during the Native American 

consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall stop and the Discovery 

Notification Process detailed in Section III.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to ED during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as 

modern disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, 

presence of fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that 

may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall 

document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The 

CSVR’s shall be emailed by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the 

last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward 

copies to ED. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the 

contractor to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but 

not limited to digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area 

of discovery and in the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent 

resources and immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of 

the discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone of the discovery, and shall also 

submit written documentation to ED within 24 hours by email with photos 

of the resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding 

the significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources 

are encountered. 

C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American 

resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If 

Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify ED by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating 

whether additional mitigation is required. 
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b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 

Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval of the program 

from ED, CM and RE. ADRP and any mitigation must be approved by 

ED, RE and/or CM before ground disturbing activities in the area of 

discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique archaeological 

site is also an historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 

15064.5, then the limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant 

may be required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in 

CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

i. Note: For pipeline trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, the PI shall implement the Discovery Process for 

Pipeline Trenching projects identified below under “D.” 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to ED 

indicating that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in 

the Final Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no 

further work is required. 

i. Note: For Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, if the deposit is limited in size, both in length and 

depth; the information value is limited and is not associated with 

any other resource; and there are no unique features/artifacts 

associated with the deposit, the discovery should be considered 

not significant. 

ii. Note, for Pipeline Trenching and other linear projects in the public 

Right-of-Way, if significance cannot be determined, the Final 

Monitoring Report and Site Record (DPR Form 523A/B) shall 

identify the discovery as Potentially Significant. 

D. Discovery Process for Significant Resources – Pipeline Trenching and other 

Linear Projects in the Public Right-of-Way 

The following procedure constitutes adequate mitigation of a significant 

discovery encountered during pipeline trenching activities or for other linear 

project types within the Public Right-of-Way including but not limited to 

excavation for jacking pits, receiving pits, laterals, and manholes to reduce 

impacts to below a level of significance: 

1. Procedures for documentation, curation and reporting 

a. One hundred percent of the artifacts within the trench alignment and 

width shall be documented in-situ, to include photographic records, 

plan view of the trench and profiles of side walls, recovered, 
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photographed after cleaning and analyzed and curated. The 

remainder of the deposit within the limits of excavation (trench walls) 

shall be left intact. 

b. The PI shall prepare a Draft Monitoring Report and submit to ED via 

the RE as indicated in Section VI-A. 

c. The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) the 

resource(s) encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring 

Program in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. 

The DPR forms shall be submitted to the South Coastal Information 

Center for either a Primary Record or SDI Number and included in the 

Final Monitoring Report. 

d. The Final Monitoring Report shall include a recommendation for 

monitoring of any future work in the vicinity of the resource. 

IV. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be 

exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of 

the human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 

15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health 

and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, ED, and the 

PI, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate 

Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the 

Development Services Department to assist with the discovery 

notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, 

either in person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate discovery site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any 

nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains 

until a determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in 

consultation with the PI concerning the provenience of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need 

for a field examination to determine the provenience. 
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3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine 

with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 

American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner 

can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be 

the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical 

Examiner has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in 

accordance with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and 

Health & Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property 

owner or representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper 

dignity, of the human remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined 

between the MLD and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the 

Commission, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the 

recommendation of the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 

5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the 

landowner, THEN 

c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of 

the following: 

i. Record the site with the NAHC; 

ii. Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

iii. Record a document with the County. 

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains 

during a ground disturbing land development activity, the landowner 

may agree that additional conferral with descendants is necessary to 

consider culturally appropriate treatment of multiple Native American 

human remains. Culturally appropriate treatment of such a discovery 
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may be ascertained from review of the site utilizing cultural and 

archaeological standards. Where the parties are unable to agree on 

the appropriate treatment measures the human remains and items 

associated and buried with Native American human remains shall be 

reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to Section 5.c, above. 

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American 

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic 

era context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with 

the PI and City staff (PRC 5097.98). 

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for 

internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with ED, EAS, 

the applicant/landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego 

Museum of Man. 

V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the 

extent and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or 

weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and 

submit to ED via email by 8AM of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV – 

Discovery of Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always 

be treated as a significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been 

made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction 

and IV-Discovery of Human Remains shall be followed. 
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d. The PI shall immediately contact the RE and ED, or by 8AM of the next 

business day to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 

III-B, unless other specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course 

of construction 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a 

minimum of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify ED immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

VI. Post Construction 

A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if 

negative), prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources 

Guidelines (Appendix C/D) which describes the results, analysis, and 

conclusions of all phases of the Archaeological Monitoring Program (with 

appropriate graphics) to ED via the RE for review and approval within 90 

days following the completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if 

the PI is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the 

allotted 90-day timeframe as a result of delays with analysis, special 

study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted 

to ED establishing agreed due dates and the provision for submittal 

of monthly status reports until this measure can be met. 

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during 

monitoring, the Archaeological Data Recovery Program or Pipeline 

Trenching Discovery Process shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 

Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks 

and Recreation 

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 

significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 

Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s 

Historical Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the 

South Coastal Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. ED shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI via the RE for revision 

or, for preparation of the Final Report. 
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3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to ED via the RE for 

approval. 

4. ED shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. ED shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft 

Monitoring Report submittals and approvals. 

B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected 

are cleaned and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to 

identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; 

that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies 

are completed, as appropriate. 

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with 

the survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently 

curated with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in 

consultation with ED and the Native American representative, 

as applicable. 

2. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification 

from the Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native 

American resources were treated in accordance with state law and/or 

applicable agreements. If the resources were reinterred, verification shall 

be provided to show what protective measures were taken to ensure no 

further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains, Subsection C. 

3. The PI shall submit the Accession Agreement and catalogue record(s) to 

the RE or BI, as appropriate for donor signature with a copy submitted 

to ED. 

4. The RE or BI, as appropriate shall obtain signature on the Accession 

Agreement and shall return to PI with copy submitted to ED. 

5. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution 

in the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and ED. 
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D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to 

the RE or BI as appropriate, and one copy to ED (even if negative), within 

90 days after notification from ED of the approved report. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a 

copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report from ED which includes the 

Acceptance Verification from the curation institution 

MM-CUL-5 Cultural Review of Future Development Projects. Prior to the issuance of any 

discretionary permit for a future development projects that were not reviewed in the 

Cultural Resources Constraints Analysis for the Mission Bay Park Improvements 

Program (Appendix N) and that could directly and/or indirectly affect a cultural resource 

(i.e., archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources), the City shall require the following 

steps be taken to determine (1) the potential presence and/or absence of cultural 

resources, and (2) the appropriate mitigation for any significant resources that may be 

impacted. For the purposes of CEQA review, a cultural resource is defined in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5. Tribal Cultural Resources are defined in PRC Section 21074.  

I. Initial Determination 

The City’s Environmental Designee shall determine the potential presence and/or 

absence of cultural resources at the project site by reviewing site photographs and 

existing historic information (e.g., Archaeological Sensitivity Maps, the Archaeological 

Map Book, the California Historical Resources Inventory System, and the City’s 

“Historical Inventory of Important Architects, Structures, and People in San Diego”) and 

may conduct a site visit. A review of the cultural resources records search data (see 

Appendix N) shall be done at the initial planning stage of a project to ensure that 

cultural resources are avoided and/or impacts are minimized to the extent feasible in 

accordance with the City's Historical Resources Guidelines. The sensitivity levels 

described below shall guide the appropriate steps necessary to address the potential 

resources. Sensitivity ratings may be adjusted based on the amount of disturbance 

that has occurred, which may have previously impacted cultural resources, as well as 

new data available to the City. 

A. High Sensitivity: indicates locations where significant cultural resources have been 

documented or would have the potential to be identified. High sensitivity 

resources include village and habitation sites and areas near fresh water sources. 

These resources may range from moderately complex to highly complex, with 

more defined living areas or specialized work space areas, and a large breadth of 

features and artifact assemblages. The potential for identification of additional 

resources in such areas would be high. 
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B. Moderate Sensitivity: Indicates that some cultural resources have been recorded 

within the area or the area was developed before 1984 when CEQA review may 

not have been applied. Moderate sensitivity resources consist of diversity or 

density of feature and artifact types (e.g., a moderately dense lithic scatter).  

C. Low Sensitivity: Indicates areas where there is a high level of disturbance or 

development, and few or no previously recorded cultural resources are present 

based on records search results and due to the timing of development of the 

project site occurring after 1984 when CEQA would have been applied. Within 

these areas, the potential for additional resources to be identified would be low.   

I. Phase I 

Based on the results of the initial determination, if there is any evidence that the 

project area contains archaeological and/or Tribal Cultural Resources, a site-specific 

records search and/or survey may be required and shall be determined on a case-by-

case basis by the City’s Environmental Designee. If a cultural resources study is 

required, it shall be prepared consistent with the City’s Historical Resources 

Guidelines. All individuals conducting any phase of the cultural resources program 

shall meet the professional qualifications in accordance with the City’s Historical 

Resources Guidelines. The cultural resources study shall include the background 

research conducted as part of the initial determination. This includes a record search 

at the SCIC at San Diego State University. A review of the Sacred Lands File maintained 

by the NAHC shall also be conducted at this time. The cultural resources study shall 

include a field survey and/or an evaluation of significance, as applicable if cultural 

resources are identified, based on the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. Native 

American participation shall be required for all field work. 

II. Phase II 

Once a cultural resource (as defined in the PRC) has been identified, a significance 

determination shall be made. If a project were to impact areas identified as low 

sensitivity, it is assumed that any significant cultural resources no longer hold integrity 

or are not present. If a project impacts these areas, no additional mitigation measures 

shall be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as moderate sensitivity, a site-specific 

records search and/or survey may be required on a case-by-case basis. If cultural 

resources are identified in the records search and/or survey, a significance evaluation 

for the identified cultural resources shall be required. If no significant resources are 

found and site conditions are such that there is no potential for further discoveries, 

then no further action shall be required. Resources found to be nonsignificant as a 
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result of a survey and/or assessment shall require no further work beyond 

documentation of the resources on the appropriate Department of Parks and 

Recreation site forms and inclusion of the results in the survey and/or assessment 

report. If no significant resources are found, but results of the initial evaluation 

indicate there is still a potential for resources to be present in portions of the property, 

then mitigation monitoring shall be required. If the resource has not been evaluated 

for significance, a testing plan shall be required. If the resource is determined to be 

significant, a testing plan, data recovery plan, and mitigation monitoring shall 

be required. 

If a project were to impact areas identified as high sensitivity, a survey and testing 

program may be required by the qualified archaeologist to further define resource 

boundaries subsurface presence or absence and determine the level of significance. 

A thorough discussion of testing methodologies including surface and subsurface 

investigations can be found in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. The results 

from the testing program shall be evaluated against the Significance Thresholds found 

in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. If significant cultural resources are 

identified within the area of potential effects, the site may be eligible for 

local designation. 

Preferred mitigation for direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources is to avoid 

the resource through project redesign. If the resource cannot be entirely avoided, all 

prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm shall be taken. Mitigation measures 

such as, but not limited to, a Research Design and Archaeological Data Recovery 

Program (ADRP), construction monitoring, site designation, capping, granting of 

deeds, designation of open space, and avoidance and/or preservation shall be 

required and shall be determined by the City’s Environmental Designee on a case-by-

case basis.  

III. Phase III 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

If a cultural resource is found to be significant and preservation is not an option, a 

Research Design and ARDP shall be required, which includes a Collections 

Management Plan for review and approval by the City’s Environmental Designee. The 

ADRP shall be based on a written research design and is subject to the provisions as 

outlined in PRC Section 21083.2. The ADRP shall be reviewed and approved by the 

City’s Environmental Designee prior to distribution of a draft CEQA document. 



9 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

December 2025 9-50 10523 

Local Designation of Resources 

The final cultural resource evaluation report shall be submitted to Historical Resources 

Board (HRB) staff for designation. The final cultural resource evaluation report and 

supporting documentation will be used by HRB staff in consultation with qualified City 

staff to ensure that adequate information is available to demonstrate eligibility for 

designation under the applicable criteria. 

Monitoring and Archaeological Resource Reports 

Archaeological monitoring may be required during building demolition and/or 

construction grading when significant cultural resources are known or suspected to 

be present on a site but cannot be recovered prior to grading due to obstructions such 

as, but not limited to, existing development, dense vegetation, or if a data recovery did 

not reduce the impact to the resource. Monitoring shall be documented in a 

consultant site visit record. 

Native American participation shall be required for all subsurface investigations, 

including geotechnical testing and other ground disturbing activities whenever a Tribal 

Cultural Resource or any archaeological site. In the event that human remains are 

encountered during data recovery and/or a monitoring program, the provisions of 

PRC Section 5097 shall be followed. In the event that human remains are discovered 

during project grading, work shall halt in that area and the procedures set forth in the 

PRC (Section 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5), and in the 

federal, state, and local regulations described above shall be undertaken. These 

provisions shall be outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

included in a subsequent project-specific environmental document. The Most Likely 

Descendent shall be consulted during the preparation of the written report, at which 

time they may express concerns about the treatment of sensitive resources. 

Archaeological Resource Reports shall be prepared by qualified professionals as 

determined by the criteria set forth in Appendix B of the City’s Historical Resources 

Guidelines. In the event that a cultural resource deposit is encountered during 

construction monitoring, a Collections Management Plan shall be required in 

accordance with the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The 

disposition of human remains and burial related artifacts that cannot be avoided or 

are inadvertently discovered is governed by State (i.e., AB 2641 [Coto] and NAGPRA of 

2001 [Health and Safety Code 8010-8011]) and federal (i.e., federal NAGPRA United 

States Code 3001-3013]) law, and must be treated in a dignified and culturally 

appropriate manner with respect for the deceased individual(s) and their 

descendants. Any human bones and associated grave goods of Native American origin 
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shall be turned over to the appropriate Native American group for repatriation, as 

identified by the NAHC. 

Arrangements for long-term curation must be established between the 

applicant/property owner and the consultant prior to the initiation of the field 

reconnaissance, and must be included in the archaeological survey, testing and/or 

data recovery report submitted to the City for review and approval. Curation must be 

accomplished in accordance with the California State Historic Resources Commission’s 

Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collection (dated May 7, 1993) and, if 

federal funding is involved, 36 CFR 60. Additional information regarding curation is 

provided in Section II of the Historical Resources Guidelines. 

Noise 

MM-NOI-1 Noise Abatement. During the construction of the following Program components, the 

City shall install noise abatement in order to result in adequate noise reduction at the 

nearest noise sensitive receptor, in accordance with the table below, Noise Abatement 

Component Requirements. 

Noise Abatement Component Requirements 

Component 

Minimum 

Construction 

Noise Reduction 

(dBA) 

Nearest Noise-Sensitive 

Receptors 

Minimum 

Barrier Height 

Required 

(Feet) 

Wetland and Water Quality 

Improvements Element – 

Tecolote Creek and Fiesta 

Island Causeway Component 

12.9 Along Mission Beach 

Boardwalk, east of the 

component 

9 

Shoreline Restoration 

Element – Vacation Island 

Northwest 

7.4 On Sunset Road and Sands 

Drive, along the southern 

and eastern component 

boundaries 

8 

Shoreline Restoration 

Element – Vacation Island 

Northeast – Ingraham Street 

3.7 On Hummingbird Lane, 

along the southern and 

eastern component 

boundaries 

7 

Shoreline Restoration 

Element – Crown Point 

9.2 On Riviera Drive, along the 

eastern component 

boundaries 

11 

Shoreline Restoration 

Element – West Sail Bay 

14 Along Bayside Walk, east 

of Mission Boulevard 

9 
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Noise Abatement Component Requirements 

Component 

Minimum 

Construction 

Noise Reduction 

(dBA) 

Nearest Noise-Sensitive 

Receptors 

Minimum 

Barrier Height 

Required 

(Feet) 

Shoreline Restoration 

Element – Bonita Cove 

10.2 Along Bayside Lane and 

San Fernando Place, west 

of the element boundary 

9 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element – 

Rose Creek Bike Path 

15.5 Along Figueroa Boulevard, 

Magnolia Avenue, and 

Hornblend Street, east of 

the element boundary 

9 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements Element – 

Ocean Beach Bike Path 

9.9 Along Point Loma 

Boulevard, south of the 

element boundary 

8 

Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element – Segment 

A 

15.7 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk, east of the 

element boundary 

13 

Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element – Segment 

B 

15.7 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk, east of the 

element boundary 

13 

Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element - Segment 

C 

15.5 Along Ocean Boulevard 

and Thomas Avenue, east 

of the element boundary 

10 

Restoration of Seawall 

Bulkhead Element – Access 

Improvements 

7.9 Along Ocean Front 

Walk/Mission Beach 

Boardwalk 

8 

 

The City shall install noise abatement during the construction of each element listed 

in Table 10-2 during the respective phases specified in Section 4.10.4, Impacts Analysis 

on the site boundary fencing (or within, as practical and appropriate) in the form of 

sound blankets or comparable temporary solid barriers to occlude construction noise 

emission between the site (or specific equipment operation as the situation may 

define) and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) of concern (i.e., where the line-of-sight is 

blocked). By way of example, suspended sound blankets, field-erected plywood 

sheeting, or comparable temporary solid or flexible but sufficiently massive barriers 

(of minimum sound transmission class rating of 25) would occlude construction noise 

emission between the site and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) of concern. 



9 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

December 2025 9-53 10523 

In addition to the noise abatement component standards presented in Table 10-2 and 

discussed above, the following measures should be considered as supplemental 

abatement strategies to sufficiently reduce construction noise emission: 

▪ Administrative controls (e.g., reduce operating time of equipment and/or prohibit 

usage of equipment type[s] within certain distances to a nearest receiving 

occupied off-site property). 

▪ Engineering controls (change equipment operating parameters [e.g., speed, 

capacity], or install features or elements that otherwise reduce equipment noise 

emission [e.g., upgrade engine exhaust mufflers]). 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-4 Construction Monitoring.  

MM-CUL-5 Cultural Review of Future Development.  
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