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Table 35 
Transport Truck Trip Generation 

Total Transported Material 
Material 

Transported 
Daily 

Truck 
Fleet 

Daily 
Loads 

Daily Truck 
Trips 

Daily 
PCE 

Trips* 

Total 
Transport 
Duration 

10-Cubic Yard Capacity Trucks 

50,000 cubic yards (cy) 720 cy 8 72 144 432 70 Days 

20- Cubic Yard Capacity Trucks 

50,000 cubic yards (cy) 1,440 cy 8 72 144 432 35 Days 

*Passenger Car Equivalency (PCE) factor of 3.0 applied. 
 

Material from the CVWR would be transported from just west of the South Bay Power Plant, 
located to the east of Bay Boulevard.  The proposed haul route would extend from the South 
Bay Power Plant, traveling north on Bay Boulevard to the L-Street on-ramp to southbound I-
5.  Trucks would travel south and exit Palm Avenue (SR-75) and travel west and then north 
on SR-75 to the northern levee at Pond 11. Return trips would use the same route in reverse.   

 
Based on anticipated daily truck activity levels and an estimated eight trucks per day 
available to haul materials, the analysis includes the evaluation of existing and existing plus 
project conditions.  Therefore, no new trips would be generated during the peak hour as a 
result of this project and peak hour intersection analysis is not necessary.  The material 
import activity is anticipated to be completed in less than three months; therefore a long-term 
analysis is not included. 

 
The following roadway segments were included in the analysis: 

 
• Bay Boulevard:   L Street to Palomar Street   (Chula Vista) 
 
• Interstate 5:   L Street to Palomar Street   (Caltrans) 

    Palomar Street o Main Street   (Caltrans) 
    Main Street to Palm Avenue  (Caltrans) 

 
• SR-75/Palm Avenue: I-5 to Saturn Boulevard   (San Diego) 

    Saturn Boulevard to 13th Street  (San Diego) 
    13th Street to 9th Street   (San Diego) 
    9th Street to Delaware Street  (Imperial Beach) 
    Delaware Street to 7th Street   (Imperial Beach) 
    7Th Street to Rainbow Drive   (Imperial Beach) 
    North of Rainbow Drive   (Coronado) 

 
The haul route would traverse a number of jurisdictions including City of Chula Vista, City 
of San Diego, City of Imperial Beach, City of Coronado, and Caltrans. Each jurisdiction has 
adopted standards identifying acceptable operating conditions for their roadways and 
intersections.  As the haul activity would not be conducted during the peak period, 
intersection operational analysis is not included in this assessment of impacts.  This traffic 
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assessment evaluates the daily impact to roadway operations associated with the haul route 
activity. 
   
According to the City of Chula Vista and City of Imperial Beach Circulation Elements, the 
acceptable service standards during daily periods is level of service (LOS) C for all roadway 
segments. The City of San Diego and City of Coronado capacity threshold is LOS D for all 
roadway segments.  Roadway segment level of service criteria for each jurisdiction is 
included in Table 36.   

 
Table 36 

Daily Level of Service Thresholds for Roadway Segments 
Level of Service 

Classification (# of Lanes) 
A B C D E 

City of Chula Vista 
Collector  (4) 5.000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000 

City of San Diego 
Prime Arterial (6) 25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 

Major (6) 25,000 30,000 40,000 45,000 50,000 
City of Imperial Beach (1) 

Prime Arterial (6) 25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 
Major (4) 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 

City of Coronado 
Major (4) 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 

(1)   SANTEC level of service thresholds applied for City of Imperial Beach. 
 

Existing traffic volume data was collected along I-5 and SR-75 in 2008 by Caltrans.  The 
traffic volume data collected by Caltrans includes the study roadway segments located in the 
City of San Diego (SR-75 from I-5 to 9th Street), City of Imperial Beach (SR-75 from 9th 
Street to Rainbow Drive), and City of Coronado (SR-75 north of Rainbow Drive).  Traffic 
volumes in the City of Chula Vista (Bay Boulevard from L Street to Palomar Street) were 
provided by the City Traffic Engineering Division staff.  Unusually high traffic volumes 
(four times historic averages) were reported in 2009 by the City of Chula Vista for Bay 
Boulevard, therefore 2008 traffic volumes were used in this analysis.   

 
Based on the proposed haul route, truck traffic that was converted to PCE’s was added to 
existing traffic volumes to determine the impacts to surrounding roadways associated with 
the project related truck trips.  Traffic volumes (with project truck traffic represented in 
PCE’s) for the existing plus project conditions are presented in Table 37, which also states 
the roadway segment levels of service (LOS) for existing conditions without and with the 
forecast haul route truck traffic. 

   
As shown in Table 37, most study roadway segments currently operate at acceptable levels of 
service under existing conditions.  Segments of Palm Avenue between I-5 and 13th Street are 
currently operating at LOS F with traffic volumes exceeding the available capacity.  The 
addition of truck traffic associated with the hauling of 50,000 cubic yards of fill material 
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would result in an increase in ADT of 432 PCE trips per day.  Based on the forecast V/C 
ratios with the truck traffic, none of the segments would be significantly impacted by the haul 
activity.   

 
According to the SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2020, portions of I-5 
through the study area currently operate at LOS D.  Recent traffic counts conducted by 
Caltrans show that between 140,000 and 151,000 vehicles per day traverse this segment of I-
5.  The temporary addition of the 144 trips per day (432 trips when converted to PCE’s) 
would not be expected to significantly impact the operating conditions along I-5 between 
Palomar Street and Palm Avenue (RBF 2009c), particularly with these trips proposed to 
occur during off-peak hours. 
 
To ensure that no impacts to traffic circulation occur during peak traffic hours, the following 
traffic mitigation measure has been incorporated into the scope of the project: 
 

Mitigation Measure #16 (Traffic) -  The final construction plans and specifications for 
restoration at the CVWR shall state that transport of material between the CVWR and 
Pond 11 will only be permitted between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to avoid the 
use of roadways during peak traffic hours.   

 
Truck traffic related to the transport of material for the CVWR to Pond 11 under the trucking 
option would be a temporary condition and would not contribute to existing peak hour traffic 
volumes; therefore, with the implementation of traffic mitigation measure #16, the proposed 
action with the trucking option would have no impacts on public roadways during peak 
hours.  In addition, the number of trips to be generated would not result in any significant 
adverse effects to existing levels of service on the roadways included within the proposed 
haul route.   
 
If the trucking option is implemented, this proposal could result in significant traffic 
congestion along SR-75 where trucks would enter and exit the Pond 11 area to unload 
transported material.  Access to Pond 11 would likely use the existing roadway along the 
northern levee of Pond 11, which would require access to and from SR-75 near the southern 
end of the Biological Study Area parking lot, and would involve crossing over the eastern 
edge of SR-75 and across the Bayshore Bikeway.   
 
A detailed plan for moving traffic through or around this construction zone would be 
developed to assure that adequate consideration is given to the safety and convenience of 
motorists, pedestrians, bicycles, and workers during construction. Design plans and 
specifications would be analyzed in consultation with Caltrans, the City of Coronado, and 
MTS to determine in detail the measures required to warn and guide motorists past the 
construction site when trucks are present.  The traffic control plans should be consistent with 
the guidelines and standards provided in Chapter 2 of the Caltrans Construction Manual and 
Section 110.7 (Traffic Control Plans) of the Highway Design Manual and should cover items 
such as but not limited to: signing, flagging,  geometrics of detours, placement and design of 
barriers and barricades, separation of opposing traffic streams, maximum lengths of lane 
closures, speed limits and enforcement, hours of work, and treatment of pavement edges. 



Table 37 
Roadway Segment Level of Service 

Maximum ADT to 
Maintain 

Acceptable LOS(1)  
Existing Existing + Project 

Roadway Location Classification
(# lanes) 

LOS C LOS D Daily 
Volume V/C(2) LOS Project 

Trips* 
Daily 

Volume V/C(2) LOS Impact? 

Bay Blvd L St to Palomar 
(City of Chula Vista) Collector (2) 10,000  3,500 0.23 A 432 3,932 0.26 A No 

I-5 to Saturn Blvd 
(City of San Diego) 

Prime Arterial 
(6)  55,000 66,000 1.10 F 432 66,432 1.11 F No 

Saturn Blvd to 13th St 
(City of San Diego) Major (6)  45,000 50,000 1.00 F 432 50,432 1.01 F No 

13th St to 9th St 
(City of Imperial Beach) 

Prime Arterial 
(6) 40,000(3)   34,000 0.68 C 432 34,432 0.69 C No 

9th St to Delaware St 
(City of Imperial Beach) 

Prime Arterial 
(6) 40,000(3)   22,600 0.45 B 432 23,032 0.46 B No 

Delaware St to 7th St 
(City of Imperial Beach) 

Major  
(4) 30,000(3)   20,300 0.51 B 432 20,732 0.52 B No 

SR-75: 
7th St to Rainbow 
(City of Imperial Beach) 

Major  
(4) 30,000(3)   16,000 0.40 B 432 16,432 0.41 B No 

Palm 
Avenue 
(SR-75) 

SR-75:   
North of Rainbow 
(City of Coronado) 

Major   
(4)  35,000 17,800 0.36 B 432 18,232 0.46 B No 

*Project Trips are shown in Passenger Car Equivalency (PCE) with an applied factor of 3.0 to truck trips. 
(1)   Chula Vista & Imperial Beach acceptable level of service threshold is LOS C.  San Diego & Coronado acceptable level of service is D. 
(2)   V/C ratio calculated based on LOS E capacity.  Refer to Table 2.   
(3)   SANTEC thresholds applied for City of Imperial Beach segments. 
Source:  (RBF 2009c)  
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To reduce traffic congestion impacts to below a level of significance, the following 
mitigation measure has been incorporated into the scope of the project: 
 

Mitigation Measure #17 (Traffic) - The final construction plans and specifications for 
restoration at the CVWR shall require the preparation and implementation of a traffic 
control plan consistent with the guidelines and standards provided in Chapter 2 of the 
Caltrans Construction Manual and Section 110.7 (Traffic Control Plans) of the Highway 
Design Manual and approved by Caltrans, District 11as part of a required encroachment 
permit.    

 
No Import Alternative.  Under the No Import Alternative, the 50,000 cubic yards of material 
could be disposed of onsite, which would not generate any additional truck traffic, or the 
material could be transported to a nearby landfill.  Transporting material to a nearby landfill 
would generate traffic volumes similar to those described for the proposed action with trucking 
option; however, some of the traffic segments to be affected would be different.  If this 
alternative is selected, traffic mitigation measure #16 would be implemented to avoid impacts 
during peak traffic hours.  A traffic control plan would not be necessary if the material is 
transported to the landfill as the landfill facility is designed to accommodate truck ingress and 
egress without the potential for traffic impacts.   
 
No Action Alternative.  No construction would occur at the CVWR or the western salt ponds 
under this alternative; therefore, no impacts to traffic circulation would occur under this 
alternative.  
 
4.12 Effects on Public Recreation 
 
Significance Criteria 
Adverse effects to recreational opportunities would be considered significant if: 
 

a.  Substantial displacement of public recreation activities or opportunities would occur as a 
result of a proposed action. 

b.  Existing public access to the bay would be substantially reduced as a result of a proposed 
action.  

 
Effect Analysis 
 
Proposed Action.   
 

Proposed Action with Pumping Option 
The proposed action has the potential to temporarily impact the limited boating activity that 
occurs in the south end of San Diego, as well as travel along the Bayshore Bikeway in the 
vicinity of Pond 11. 

 
Impacts to boating would occur if the option to transport material to Pond 11 via a pipeline is 
implemented.  The temporary placement of a pipeline across the south end of San Diego Bay 
from the CVWR to Pond 11 could impede boat travel across the pipeline particularly during 
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periods when tide elevations are lower.  At low tide, this area is impassible with the possible 
exception of a channel that extends along the south side of the CVWR.  Once past the 
CVWR and associated berms, the channel turns to the north.  The following measures would 
be implemented if the slurry option is selected:   

 
Mitigation Measure #18(for pumping option)(Recreation) - The final construction plans 
and specifications for restoration at the CVWR shall include a requirement to connect 
hazard buoys and/or signage along the alignment of the pipe that cross the bay to 
demarcate its location for recreational boaters. 
 
Mitigation Measure #19 (for pumping option)(Recreation)  - The final construction 
plans and specifications for restoration at the CVWR shall include a requirement the 
Contractor to provide at least one area along the proposed temporary pipeline that is 
sunken within the channel located adjacent to the CVWR in order to accommodate small 
vessels traveling through the area.  
 
Mitigation Measure #20 (for pumping option)(Recreation) - Prior to construction, the 
Port shall prepare and distribute notices describing the location of the pipe to all 
personal water craft rental business located from Pepper Park south, and shall also post 
notices in the Notice to Mariners.   

 
Implementing these measures, which would inform users of the presence of the pipeline and 
provide for at least one passage point over the pipeline, would reduce potential impacts to 
boaters to below a level of significance. 

 
Proposed Action with Trucking Option 

 
If the trucking alternative is implemented, trucks would have to cross over the Bayshore 
Bikeway at the north end of Pond 11.  This would result in temporary disruptions in travel 
along the bike path.  These impacts would occur between about 9:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday for a period of six weeks if trucks with a hauling capacity of 20 
cubic yards are used or 12 weeks if trucks with a hauling capacity of 10 cubic yards are used.  
To avoid potential safety issues in the area when trucks are present, the following mitigation 
measure would be implemented: 

 
Recreational Mitigation Measure #21(for trucking option)(Recreation) - The final 
construction plans and specifications for restoration of CVWR and western salt ponds 
shall include a requirement that the Contractor provide flaggers and signs when trucks 
are present in the area. 

 
The incorporation of recreational mitigation measure #21 would reduce potential impacts to 
bicyclists traveling along the Bayshore Bikeway to below a level of significance. 

 
No Import Alternative.  No impacts related to recreational uses in the area would occur under 
this alternative. 
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No Action Alternative.  Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in any 
adverse effects to public recreation activities. 
 
4.13 Effects Related to Environmental Justice 
 
Significance Criteria 
A proposed action would result in disproportionate adverse human health impacts or 
environmental effects to low-income or minority populations.  
 
Effect Analysis 
Neither the proposed action nor any of the alternatives to the proposed action would result in 
disproportionate adverse human health impacts or environmental effects to low-income or 
minority populations.  Potential noise and traffic impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance and no long term adverse impacts to the surrounding community would result from 
project implementation. 
  
4.14 Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Action 
 
All impacts related to the proposed action would be mitigated to below a level of significance 
through the incorporation of specific measures into the scope of the project.  Of the impacts to be 
mitigated, the majority are temporary impacts (i.e., water quality, air quality, noise, and 
recreation) related to project construction.  Because these impacts are temporary and would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance, the proposed action would significantly contribute to 
regional cumulative impacts related to water quality, air quality, noise, or recreation. 
 
Construction of the tide gate would permanently impact up to 204 square feet of tidally 
influenced habitat that would be mitigated at a ratio of 4:1 on Refuge land located upstream of 
the tide gate.  The proposed mitigation would offset the direct and cumulative impacts of 
installing the tide gate.  Therefore, this action would not contribute cumulatively to the loss of 
wetlands in San Diego Bay.   
 
Overall, the proposed action would provide result in the restoration of over 220 acres of tidally 
influenced coastal wetlands, representing a positive cumulative effect for natural resources in 
San Diego Bay. 
 
4.15 Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitment of Resources 
 
Implementation of the proposed action and the action alternative would require the commitment 
of non-renewable resources, particularly petroleum products, in order to complete the required 
site grading, redistribute excavated material, and manufacture and installation of the new tide 
gate.  All other aspects of the restoration project are reversible, although by doing so additional 
non-renewable resource would be required.    
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4.16 Short-Term Uses and Long Term-Productivity 
 
Implementation of the proposed action would result in ending solar salt production within the 
western ponds in order to establish and maintain long-term ecological productivity within the 
tidally restored ponds and other restored areas that constitute the proposed action.  By restoring 
these historic bay habitats, the project contributes to the long term productivity of the bay 
ecosystem and the native vegetation, fish, and wildlife protected within it.   
 
4.17 Unavoidable Adverse Effects 
 
The proposed action would not be expected to result in unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. Where the potential for such effects has been identified, appropriate mitigation measures 
have been incorporated into the project scope to reduce the effects to below a level of 
significance.  In addition, monitoring during and after construction as part of the proposed action 
would accommodate the implementation of adaptive measures should unforeseen problems arise. 
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Appendix A 
CEQA Environmental Checklist 

 
  
1. Project title:  South San Diego Bay Wetlands Restoration Project 
  
2. Lead agency name and address:    State Coastal Conservancy  
                                                              1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
                                                              Oakland, CA  

94612-2530 
  
3. Contact person and phone number:   Mary Small, Regional Manager 
                                                                   (510) 286 - 4181 
  
4.  Project location:  Southern San Diego Bay including the Chula Vista Wildlife Reserve in 
Chula Vista and portions of the South San Diego Bay Unit of the San Diego Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge, San Diego County, California  
  
5. Project sponsor's name and address: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
                                                                San Diego National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
                                                                6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101 
                                                                       Carlsbad, CA  92011 
  
6.  General plan designation: National Wildlife Refuge, Port of San Diego Habitat 
Replacement and Conservation Area 
  
7.  Zoning: Open Space 
  
8.  Description of project: Refer to attached Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment. 
  
9.  Surrounding land uses and setting: Refer to Section 3.10.2 of the attached Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment. 
  
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
  

A. California Coastal Conservancy - Allocation of State funds, certification of CEQA  
B. Port of San Diego - Adopt Coastal Development Permit, accept grant funds 
C. USFWS, San Diego NWR Complex - Project Implementation, Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) 
D. USFWS, Wildlife & Sport Fish Restoration Program - Obligate Federal funds 
E. USFWS/NOAA - Compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
F. NOAA - Allocation of Federal funds 
G. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Letter of Permission, Section 404, Section 10 Permit 
H. Regional Water Quality Control Board - 401 Certification or wastewater discharge 

requirements 
I. California Coastal Commission - Coastal Consistency Determination  
J. State Historic Preservation Office - Memorandum of Agreement 
K. Caltrans, District 11 - Encroachment Permit 
L. Metropolitan Transit District - Right of Entry for Construction 



 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
  
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
  
√ 

  
Aesthetics (including 
Topography and Visual 
Quality) 

 
� Agriculture Resources  

 
√ Air Quality 

 
√ 

  
Biological Resources 

 
√ Cultural Resources  

 
√ Geology/Soils 

 
� 

  
Hazards & Hazardous 

aterials M

 
√ Hydrology/Water 

Quality  

 
� Land Use/Planning 

  
� 

  
Mineral Resources  

 
√ Noise  

 
� Population/Housing 

 
� 

  
Public Services  

 
√ Recreation  

 
√ Transportation/Traffic 

 
� 

  
Utilities/Service 
Systems  

 
� Mandatory Findings of Significance 

  
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
   
� 

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

 
√ 

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

 
� 

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

 
� 

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

 
� 

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

  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

  
I. AESTHETICS/VISUAL QUALITY -- Would the 
project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 

vista?  
Refer to Sections 3.1 & 4.1 of the Initial Study.  

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway?  
Refer to Sections 3.1 & 4.1 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 
Refer to Sections 3.1 & 4.1 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 

which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area?  
No lighting is proposed in association with this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

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

    
  

    

  
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?   
The project site is not zoned for agricultural use 
or identified as farmland on the San Diego 
County Important Farmland 1998 map (California 
Department of Conservation 2000). 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 

use, or a Williamson Act contract?  See IIa 
above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

  
III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?   
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
The project will not generate pollutant 
concentrations that could impact adjacent 
sensitive receptors. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people? 
The project does not include any uses 
associated with odors.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 
 
 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

  
  
   

  
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
Refer to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 
Refer to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the Initial Study. 

� √ � � 

  
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 
Refer to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 
Refer to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
No such policies/ordinances affect the project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    The project is consistent with and assists in the 
achievement of the goals and objectives set forth 
in approved conservation planning documents. 

 
 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:     

  
    

  
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§ 15064.5? 
Refer to Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the Initial 
Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 
Refer to Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
No unique paleontological or geologic features or 
sites have been recorded in the project vicinity.   

� � � √ 

  
d) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
No human remains have been recorded in this 
area and the presence of human remains is not 
anticipated.   

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

       
     

  
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 
Refer to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  

Refer to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?  
Refer to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
iv) Landslides?   

There are no ancient landslides or significant 
manufactured slopes in the vicinity of the project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
Refer to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
d) 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? 
Refer to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

e) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 
The Soil Survey does not identify expansive soils 
the vicinity of the project (USDA 1973). 

� � � √ 

  
f) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 
No such facilities are proposed. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- 
Would the project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 
No hazardous materials are present on the site, 
nor are any such materials or emissions 
associated with this project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 
Refer to VIIa above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 

or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?  
Refer to VIIa above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 
The project site is not included on the list of 
hazardous materials sites (USFWS 2004). 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 
The project site is not located within two miles of 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

a public use airport. 
  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 
The military airfield at NAS North Island would 
not represent a safety hazard for people working 
in the project area. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 

with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
This project does not permanently impact public 
streets or create a barrier to emergency 
response or evacuation.   

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 
There is minimal risk of wildland fires within the 
project site. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 
Would the project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements? 
Refer to Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 
The project will have no effect on groundwater 
supplies. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site? 
Refer to Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site?   
Refer to Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of the Initial Study. 

� √ � � 

  
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
Runoff from the site would not increase as a 
result of the proposed project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Refer to Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 
This is not a housing project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 

structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 
This project does not propose new structures. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 
Refer to Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   

There is not a significant risk of seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow within the project site. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the 
project: 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
a) Physically divide an established community?   

The project site is located along the edge of an 
established community, not within it. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

environmental effect? 
The project would impact wetlands located within 
the coastal zone.  Mitigation to reduce this 
impact to below a level of significance is 
addressed in Section 4.8.1 of the Initial Study. 

  
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 

plan or natural community conservation plan? No 
check mark. 
Refer to response IVf above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:     

  
    

  
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

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

The California Department of Conservation 
(1996) indicates that the presence of significant 
mineral resources is unlikely at this location.  

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-

important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 
Refer to Response Xa above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in:     

  
    

  
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 in the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 in the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 
No permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
would result from the project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6 in the Initial Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
e) For a project located within an airport land use 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
The project site is not located within two miles of 
a public use airport. 

� � � √ 

  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 
People do not reside or work in the project area.  
 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the 
project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
The restoration of habitat would not be growth 
inducing. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 

housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 
No residential development would be displaced 
and the project site is not proposed for future 
residential development. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 
See Response XIIb above. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES     

  
    

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

    
  

    

  
Fire or Police protection?   
The project would not generate the need for 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

  
   
  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

  
  
  

No 
Impact 

additional fire or police protection. 
  

Schools?  
The project would not generate the need for 
additional schools. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
Parks?  
The project is for recreational use and would not 
generate the need for additional parks. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
Other public facilities? 
The majority of project area is off limits to the 
public and would not generate the need for any 
additional public facilities.   

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XIV. RECREATION 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
a) 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 project could increase the use of the 
Bayshore Bikeway for nature observation, 
resulting from the anticipated increase in bird 
use, but the increase would not be significant. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 
The project does not include the construction of, 
not require the expansion of recreational 
facilities. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the 
project: 

    
  

    

  
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial 

in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections)?   
Refer to Sections 3.11 and 4.11 in the Initial 
Study. 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 

level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 
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Refer to Sections 3.11 and 4.11 in the Initial 
Study. 

  
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 
This project would have no effect on air traffic. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?   
No hazards or incompatible uses would be 
created by the project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

The emergency access to the project area would 
not be permanently impacted by the project.  
Temporary impacts to emergency access to the 
project area would be less than significant. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

No changes in parking capacity are anticipated. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
The project would have no effect on use of 
alternative transportation. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would 
the project: 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 

the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 
No wastewater would be generated from this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
b) Require or result in the construction of new water 

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 
No such facilities are required to support this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 
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No such facilities are required to support this 
project. 

  
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 

the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 
No such facilities are required to support this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 
No such facilities are required to support this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 
No such facilities are required to support this 
project. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

  
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 
Solid waste will not be generated by this project. 

 
 
� 

 
 
� 

 
 
� 

 
 
√ 

  
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 

the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 
Refer to Sections 4.8 and 4.13 of the Initial 
Study. 

 
� 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

  
b) Does the project have impacts that are 

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

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 
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Refer to Section 4.13 of the Initial Study. 
  
c) Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
Refer to Section 4.16 of the Initial Study. 
 

 
� 

 
√ 

 
� 

 
� 

  
Note:  Authority cited:  Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code.  Reference:  Sections 
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296 (1988); Leonoff v. Monterey Board of 
Supervisors, 222 Cal.App.3d 1337 (1990).  
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